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TAX TREATMENT OF CERTAIN
FARM INDEBTEDNESS

FRIDAY, JULY 28, 1989

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND AGRICULTURAL
TAXATION,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m. in room
SD-215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. David L. Boren
(chalrman of the subcommittee), presiding.

Also present: Senator Dole.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press Release No. H-45, July 20, 1989)

FiNnaNCE SuBcoMMITTEE To HoLp HEARING ON TAX TREATMENT OF CERTAIN FARM
INDEBTEDNESS

WasHINGTON, DC—Senator David L. Boren (D., Oklahoma), Chairman, Subcom-
mittee on Energy and Agricultural Taxation, announced Thursday that the subcom-
mittee will hold a hearing on the tax treatment of debts that are canceled when
farmers attempt to restructure their loans.

The hearing is scheduled for Friday, July 28, 1989 at 10 a.m. in Room SD-215 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“The ability of farmers to renegotiate troubled loans is essential to the preserva-
tion of family farms. But under current law, farmers in certain circumstances may
have taxable income when they transfer an asset to a lender in order to cancel a
debt,” said Boren.

“Congress never mtended for the Federal Government to penalize farmers for
trying to save their farms,” Boren sald “These hearings will allow us to explore
possible ways to address this problem.”

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID L. BOREN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM OKLAHOMA

Senator Boren. Well, good morning. Welcome, Senator Kasse-
baum and our other witnesses.

We are here today to discuss a number of very serious problems
facing America’s family farmers. As a member of the Agriculture
Committee and as the past Chairman of the Farm Credit Subcom-
mittee, I am very much aware of the financial burdens our farmers
are currently facing.

In an attempt to address some of these problems, the Agricultur-
al Credit Subcommittee wrote a broad restructuring provision into
the Farm Credit Act that we passed in 1987. It was our intention to
help America’s farmers avoid bankruptcy by allowing them and
the various financial institutions the flexibility to restructure their
enormous debt when it was less costly to the taxpayers to do so.
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The Agricultural Credit Act of 1987 helped stop the vicious cycle
we were experiencing in our part of the country where declining
farm land values led to more foreclosures, more land sales, and
therefore, still lower land values. But obviously, there is still much
work to be done.

Today a farmer seeking to avail himself or herself of the various
means of restructuring debt may yet find himself facing an insur-
mountable tax liability. Typically in the past when a farmer sought
to restructure and the lender was willing to discharge certain
debts, any discharged debt over the amount of the farmer’s basis in
the property and his or her tax attributes was treated as non-tax-
able income. Today as a result of a technical amendment in last
year’s tax bill, and let me say I think a very mistaken amendment,
a farmer who seeks to restructure his debt is likely to find himself
facing a tremendous tax liability on phantom income that he obvi-
ously never received.

Current law limits a farmer’s ability to exclude from taxable
income discharged debt only to the extent of his basis and the
using of his tax attributes. Now the farmer must treat, under this
amendment, as taxable income any amount of discharged debt in
excess of basis and tax attributes. So he must now pay taxes on
money that he never had.

It would appear that our efforts to help our family farmers avoid
bankruptcy have been substantially negated. Can a farmer now
seek shelter in Chapter 12 bankruptcy and have the debt dis-
charged under a court order approving a restructuring plan? Will
that allow the forgiven debt to be treated as non-taxable income?
Apparently not in some states. In Oklahoma, for example, several
of my constituents have been informed by the IRS that Chapter 12
or not, they are going to be held liable for taxes on income that
they have never seen.

Some agricultural producers and tax specialists suggest a return
to the provisions of the 1986 law, and others say that that is not
enough. Even under that provision a farmer had to give up his tax
attributes first in order to qualify.

Clearly these are problems that need to be addressed, and hope-
fully today we can come up with some answers. One of the pro-
posed solutions is S. 1041 that would provide not only an exclusion
of the discharge of indebtedness income for farmers, but also pro-
vides for exclusion for capital gains which might arise when farm
property is transferred to a lender in exchange for debt relief.

Senator Conrad has been the principal sponsor of that legislation
and I have co-sponsored that bill along with other members of the
Senate, both of this committee and the Agriculture Committee.

The issue is certainly a timely one. After a Farm Home morato-
rium of several years and the implementation of the Agricultural
Credit Act, thousands of farmers are now completing the restruc-
turing process. Also, Farm Home Administration is preparing to
send out the next wave of delinquency notices soon.

Many borrowers who restructured their loans this year are con-
fused about the rules that apply to them, and those that will soon
receive notices will need to be sure of the tax consequences of their
options before a sound decision can be made by them about what to
do. However, it is important to note that this problem applies to
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more than just those borrowers restructuring under the Agricultur-
al Credit Act.

So it is a very serious problem and many of us labored hundreds
of hours in working on the Farm Credit Act of 1987 to try to find a
way to stop this wave of foreclosures. It absolutely makes no sense
to force a farmer into foreclosure when it is better for him, better
for land values in the economy of the entire region, and better for
the taxpayers for that farmer not Lo be forced into foreclosure.

For example, if you can recover 80 cents on the dollar to the gov-
ernment by restructuring a debt, that makes a lot more sense than
forcing a farmer into foreclosure to sell his or her land off at
maybe 40 or 50 cents on the dollar with a much greater loss to the
government, with the family being thrown off that farm, and with
the spiral-declining land values that affects every other farmer in
the entire area and the general economy of the area and the health
of the financial institutions.

So we acted to do something about it, now to find that through
the back door through a technical change that was slipped into the
tax bill, at least not to the knowledge of most members of the Fi-
nance Committee or indeed any member that I have encountered,
we now have the IRS coming in and saying, “I am sorry, but any of
that debt that is forgiven or restructured or any supposed gain that
results from deeding land back where the farmer is broke, where
the farmer does not realize a single penny, is now going to be taxed
to the tune of several thousand dollars by treating that gain that
he never sees as income.”

So this is to me a ridiculous and outrageous situation. It is criti-
cal. We are in the midst of restructuring thousands of debts in
order to try to end the problem that we have. We have had a lot
written about the fact that the Farm Credit Act of 1987 is one gov-
ernment program that is beginning to work. It could be a model for
how to deal with the troubled situations, for example, in the sav-
ings and loan industry, and now we find that the IRS is coming in
under this provision and undermining, or attempting to under-
mine, the entire program.

So I look forward to hearing the suggestions and comments from
my colleagues and our panelists, many of whom have traveled
great distances to be with us today. I appreciate the fact that al-
though the Senate is not in session today, and I believe looking at
the schedule this morning that this is the only committee meeting,
that my colleague from Kansas, Senator Kassebaum would take
the time and demonstrate the interest to be with us this morning.
That certainly does not surprise me. Time and time again when we
have worked to do something to help farmers, whether it is in this
area, whether it is in disaster and drought assistance, whether it is
work on the farm bill, she has always demonstrated a great inter-
est and concern for the farmers in her State that she represents,
and Senator Kassebaum, we are very happy to have you with us
this morning and we would welcome your statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. NANCY L. KASSEBAUM, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM KANSAS

Senator KasseBauM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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You have some fine witnesses waiting to be heard and I would
just like to ask my full statement be made a part of the record and
offer a few comments.

Senator BoreN. We will be happy to do that.

Senator KasseBauM. You, yourself, Mr. Chairman, have been a
real leader in the regard of trying to redress what is really a tax
on going broke, Senator Dole and others of this committee, and it
first came to my attention in Kansas in about 1984, I believe, when
some Kansas farmers mentioned this particular situation, and I
have been interested in this issue since then.

You laid out in your opening statement very clearly what has
happened and the current problem. In 1986 when Congress thought
they had corrected this problem by a technical correction. We are
now having to correct the technical correction, and left unchecked,
the technical correction, which we thought had been made to
answer the problem, will result in exactly the senseless hardship
that Congress set out to correct.

I do not think the issue has changed since 1986, and absent a
specific provision to the contrary, farm debt forgiveness will contin-
ue to be treated as taxable income. I am very appreciative of you,
Mr. Chairman, in holding this hearing. I hope that we can find
some means of addressing this in an expeditious manner so that
the uncertainty of this situation will not be allowed to continue.

Such tax-driven bankruptcies are senseless and I think continue
to devastate the entire rural communities. I think to correct this
problem, Congress stated very clearly that there should be no tax
on qualified farm debt forgiveness. In this regard, Congress stated
that to the extent a farmer had any basis in his assets, it had to be
written down. To the extent that farm debt forgiveness exceeded a
farmer’s basis, the conference report stated it would not be taxed.

Congress voted for the Tax Reform Act on the basis of this con-
ference report. The conference report explanation was accurately
transmitted by the agricultural networks and wire services
throughout the country. Farmers made decisions as to whether or
not to declare bankruptcy based on this conference language. Sev-
eral months after the Tax Reform Act was signed into law, some-
one substantively altered the conference report explanation and
then justified it as a technical correction.

I am really very pleased that this committee is seeking to correct
the so-called technical correction. As a matter of revenue, such an
action should be completely neutral. Good tax policy encourages
farmers to stay on the farm and out of bankruptcy. Let us waste no
time implementing this policy in seeking to redress the situation as
it evolved.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Senator Kassebaum appears in the
- appendix.]

Senator BoreN. Thank you very much, Senator Kassebaum.

I would assume that you are being contacted, as I am, by a
number of farmers in your State at this moment that are either in
Chapter 12 or trying to make decisions about the restructuring
plans. Since those notices went out sometime before Chr simas last
year, during the first half of this year, I would assume that in
Kansas you also have a number of farmers who are in the process
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of working on these restructuring plans with the Farm Home Ad-
ministration.

Senator KasseBauM. Well, I think there is an uncertainty about
what the policy will be.

Mr. Chairman, I know that in your good hands and the rest of
this committee, the problem will be resolved.

Senator BoreN. Well, we appreciate you coming very much. I
would note that the statement of managers that you referred to in
the conference report on the floor accompanying the 1986 Act very
clearly said that, I quote from it: “Thus discharge of indebtedness
income is forgiven after reduction of basis.”

And so, it was very clearly understood at that time—the state-
ment of managers on the 1986 Act certainly made that very, very
clear, and there was no notice—certainly there was no notice to
me, and I assume no notice to you, as we considered corrective leg-
islation in 1987 that there was anything in that bill that would
have changed what we thought was the right of farmers to have a
forgiveness of debt which they obviously had no ability to pay with-
out having a tax consequence.

Senator KasseBauM. Well, I know you are going to be hearmg
from witnesses, Mr. Chalrman, who have first-hand experlence of
some of the situations that are occurring, and I think that is a very
timely testimony.

Senator BoreN. Thank you very much.

Senator KasseBauM. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Senator BoreN. Thank you for being with us this morning and
for taking the time to come and express your interest.

Let me say that Senator Conrad and Senator Daschle have also
been very, very active in this legislation. As I mentioned, Senator
Conrad introduced the original bill. Senator Daschle has been in-
volved with it, the co-sponsor from the beginning. Both of them are
involved in another meeting away from Washington this weekend
and were unable to be with us, but they are submitting statements
for the record which will be included in the record in full, and they
both asked me to express their sorrow at not being able to be with
us this morning. I have had hours of discussion with both of them
about how we address this problem and they have been very, very
much involved in the solution and were among those that urged us
to take action.

Senator BorReN. Let me ask now if the members of our panel
would come forward, Mrs. Judy McLearan, farmer/rancher from
Skiatook, OK. If you would come forward, Mrs. McLearan.

Mrs. Sarah Vogel, commissioner of the North Dakota Depart-
ment of Agriculture from Bismarck, ND; Dr. Neil Harl, the Charles
Curtiss distinguished professor in agricultural and professor of eco-
nomics at Iowa State University in Ames, IA; and Mrs. Sharon
Watkins, public accountant, Watkins Tax Accounting Service, testi-
fying on behalf of the National Family Farm Coalition from Lex-
ington, IN.

We are very happy to have all of you with us this morning. The
Chair never entertains any favoritism. As the members of this com-
mittee know, I would never think of tilting a little bit toward Okla-
homa in any matter that came before the committee, but I know
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you will forgive me if I allow Mrs. McLearan to lead off the testi-
mony today since she does come from God’s country——

{(Laughter.]

Senator BoREN [continuing]. And hear from her.

I think what we will do is hear from each one of you, and then
after we have heard from you, I will pose questions to all of you
together and we can share our thoughts and make this as informal
as possible because, after all, our purpose is to try to deal with this
problem and deal with it in a way that will really help the farm-
ers.

It is cruel and unusual punishment to hold out hope to people of
being able to get out from under this huge burden of debt, restruc-
ture their debt, reorganize their assets in a way that they can
make it and stay on the farm and have one part of the law say,
‘““Here is an avenue of escape for you. Here is hope. Here is a way
that you can put your affairs back in order and make it,” only to
have what you have given with one hand, taken away with the
other hand by this overhang of a huge tax liability which wipes out
the benefit of doing anything positive.

So we look forward to hearing your thoughts about how we can
correct it, whether or not the Senate bill that is before us is suffi-
cient or if additional steps need to be taken as well.

Mrs. McLearan, we are very happy to have you with us this
morning. Welcome to the committee.

4
STATEMENT OF JUDY KENNEDY McLEARAN, FARMER/RANCHER,
SKIATOOK, OK

Mrs. McLEARAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I'would like to thank you for the opportunity to come before you
and testify, not only on my behalf, but the other farmers. We con-
sider this to be a very vital issue if we are going to stay on farms
and farm.

My husband and I farm approximately 2,000 acres of soybeans in
the Skiatook and Bixby and Tulsa area, and farming has been our
sole source of income for 30 years. From 1982 through 1988, due to
weather conditions, we had crop failures. The years we did manage
to have a decent crop, the price we got for our beans was not suffi-
cient in order for us to satisfy our debt. So therefore, we just had to
continue borrowing to operate and put the next year’s crop in.

If we could find a buyer for some of the land to sell off to satisfy
lt(he debt, the Oklahoma economy was so depressed, as you

now——

Senator BoREN. Yes.

Mrs. McLEARAN [continuing). That we could not get enough for
our land to satisfy the debts.

So gradually our debt exceeded our income and the value of the
land and equipment. Then the bank asked for a large payment on
our loan and we were unable to refinance.

We had been for several months inquiring and receiving informa-
tion on Chapter 12 and had finally decided as a very last resort if
we were going to save our farm to seek relief from foreclosure
under Chapter 12. We filed in January 1988. The plan was ap-
proved in October 1988 as a 1-day plan. We were totally secure. We
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had paid off all unsecured creditors. We went from loans of 6 and 7
percent to 12 percent loans under Chapter 12.

Part of our plan was a deed-in-lieu to Citizens Security Bank in
Bixby for our large loan. At that time we had a verbal agreement
that the loan would be totally secure with the collateral. However,
the bank asked for new appraisals. So therefore, we had to have
new appreisals made. Of course, the appraisals were completely dif-
ferent. So therefore, we had to go back into court and spend the
time and the money and the judge set what he considered was a
fair-market value.

This loan was $600,000, plus interest. The judge set it at
$450,000. The bank got a very, very valuable piece of land on 121st
Memorial—

Senator Boren. Oh, yes.

Mrs. McLEARAN [continuing]. Which I believe you know what
that is, for $450,000, and we were left with $227,000 debt at 12 per-
cent interest to the bank. This then generated a 1099 from them as
ordinary income. So we will be taxed as ordinary income on
$450,000 gain.

Obviously, we cannot pay this and continue to farm. We have
simply traded one debt for another debt and we are going to be
right back into bankruptcy and probably complete liquidation.

When our CPA told us that under his understanding the normal
rules under 108G would not apply, he advised us to seek advice
from tax attorneys. We did this and they concurred with our opin-
ion. We also started seeking help in other ways, mainly from Ron
Johnson with Oklahoma Family Farm Services, and we have
learned of your pending legislation.

We then filed for an extension until August on our taxes based
upon this pending bill, and we will now have to file for an exten-
sion until October 15th. That is all the longer we have.

We had both our CPA and tax attorney go over this bill thor-
oughly. We have conferred with other CPA’s and tax attorneys
around the State of Oklahoma, including Nellie Perry, and I be-
lieve you have her written testimony. They have all come to the
conclusion that this bill as written may not—we are not positive—
may not be of help to us or any other farmers in this situation be-
cause of the net worth requirements and the use of the tax at-
tributes.

The reasons and the changes we would like to propose are out-
lined in two letters I have attached from our tax attorney and our
CPA, but I would like to briefly just state a couple of facts.

[The letters appear in the appendix.]

Mrs. McLEeARAN. If I have to use up all my tax attributes, which
include my net operating loss, I will not be able to operate in any
capacity in the future. If I have to use my NOL to offset this gain
under Chapter 12, I will not have my NOL to offset any future
(ijntl:)ome that will enable us to get back on our feet and satisfy our

‘debt.

Senator BoreN. I understand, yes.

Mrs. McLeARrAN. If we have to reduce the basis in our property
to offset the remaining gain, then this will just prolong my prob-
lem. It will only increase my tax problems in the future because if
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I am ever able to sell or if I need to sell any land to satisfy debt,
then I will have all the future tax on it.

We desperately, all of us farmers, need to keep our net operating
loss and tax basis in our property. This-is the only thing that any
of us are going on. We have lost everything else due to all the fail-
ures, crop failures, we have had. We are all operating this way, and
we desperately need to save this.

Also, we feel a provision on equity in the property should be
stricken from the bill. According to your formula in the bill, many
farmers, we feel, could have more than $147,000 in equity in their
equipment, in their land. I think equity is very hard to define, as it
differs from appraiser to appraiser, from date to date, and who is
appraising for whom.

We also have raised a couple of questions on the Modified Adjust-
ed Gross Income. We would like to clarify that definition and then
I refer you again to the letter from my tax attorney because I am
not qualified to sit here and discuss it with you.

Senator BorReN. We will put those letters into the full record,
along with your testimony——

Mrs. McLeARAN. Please. I would appreciate that.

Senator BorReEN [continuing]. So we can consider those.

Mrs. McLeEarRAN. Mr. Chairman, as you are aware, the farm
crisis-is far from over. In order to save the family farm, we have
got to have some help. I feel like there will be more and more
farmers facing foreclosure in Chapter 12s because of last year’s
drought. It is a terribly embarrassing and terribly humiliating
thing to go through bankruptcy and it is terribly expensive. We
have personally spent over $20,000 to date and this is $20,000 we
could have used to service our debt.

If we are left with this tax load and this bill and the changes we
would like to see, they do not pass this year, because we have to
have this this year, we will probably lose our farm and lose every-
thing we have worked for our entire life.

I want to thank you very much for your time and your attention -
to this problem. -
d.['Iihe prepared statement of Mrs. McLearan appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator BoreN. Thank you very much for appearing, and as I in-
dicated, there is a meeting that has taken all of the Democratic
Senators away this weekend. There is a retreat going on, a meeting
of all of them, and many others on the other side of the aisle are
also away at meetings. But I assure you, they are going to read
your testimony.

We have had a lot of discussion about this, members of the Agri-
culture Committee and members of the Finance Committee. There
are three of us that are privileged to be members of both of these
committees, both Agricultural and Finance, and we are dedicated
to getting the efforts of both committees brought together to try to
solve this problem, and your testimony dramatically describes ex-
actly what is going to happen to people. You are not an isolated
case.

Mrs. McLEARAN. No.

Senator BOReN. There are going to be literally thousands of
people in exactly the same situation you are in across the country
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if we do not act, and as you said, we have hoped that we finally
stopped this downward slide in our economy in a State like Oklaho-
ma where our real estate values went down 50 percent on the aver-
age for farmland in a 4- or 5-year period. That is what helped
break so many of the banks and caused problems in the total econ-
omy, not just for farmers. It caused problems for everyone else.

Mrs. McLEARAN. Yes.

Senator BoreN. There was this ripple effect, and this attempt at
restructuring the farm debt, stopping the foreclostires, stopping the
downward drift of land values, has helped our economy to sort of
bottom out. But if this is not allowed to work because of the tax
consequences, we face another spiral to foreclosures, declining land
values. It will have effects on our entire economy, and as you say,
we would find that the trouble was not yet over if we do not find a
way to fix this problem and get people started back on their feet.

I understand what you are saying about the net loss carry for-
ward as well. I understand that would make it almost impossible
then as you do begin to get some income. It would all be taken by
the government in taxes and you would net be able again then to
be able to meet your current obligation on indebtedness. _

Mrs. McLEARAN. That is exactly it.

Senator BoreN. That is a good point. We will certainly take that
under consideration.

Mrs. McLEARAN. Thank you.

Senator BoreN. Ms. Vogel, we are very happy to have you with
us today, and we would welcome your testimony. As I have indicat-
ed, Senator Conrad has been much involved in this legislation,
helped to initiate it and I know that he is going to be reading your
testimony with interest.

STATEMENT OF SARAH VOGEL, COMMISSIONER, NORTH DAKOTA
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, BISMARCK, ND

Ms. VogeL. Thank you, Senator Boren.

As you stated, I am Sarah Vogel. I am the Agriculture Commis-
sioner of North Dakota and I very much appreciate the opportuni-
ty to testify on this important issue.

In 1983, as a private attorney I brought a case known as Cole-
man v. Block, and it dealt with the foreclosure practices of the
Farmers Home. We won the case. There were many years of litiga-
tion, appeals, cross-appeals, so on, but the problems of the farmers
were not abated. The opportunity to actually cure some of the un-
derlying problems that have built up over these many years came
with the Agriculture Credit Act of 1987.

And this act, as you stated, provides farmers with the opportuni-
ty to restructure their debt when that is better for the taxpayer,
and it also incidentally happens to be better for the farmer, for the
Main Street business, for the communities, for the states, and so
on.

Senator BoreN. For the government as well if it was a——

Ms. VoGEL. Oh, yes.

Senator BoreN [continuing]. Farm credit system loan because it
is——

Ms. VOGEL. Yes.
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Senator BoreN [continuing]. Cheaper for the government.

Ms. VogEL. Absolutely. One of the craziest things is they went
forward with foreclosures when that was the most costly alterna-
tive in monetary as well as human terms.

So we were very happy that the 1987 Credit Act was adopted, but
we are concerned that the opportunities provided by that law are
being thwarted and brought to a screeching halt in many instances
by the tax consequences of the restructurings, liquidations, reten-
tions of homestead, and so forth.

As you stated, on paper it may look as though the farmer may be
making money. In actuality, they are not. Senator Kassebaum put
(ijt well when she talked about a tax on farm failure, a tax on liqui-

ation.

And the time for adoption of this law is literally now. In North
Dakota we are dealing with a vast number Farmers Home and
Farm Credit Services cases where we have really a brief and limit-
ed window of time within which to finalize restructuring plans
with these agencies or else it will go to court to Chapter 12, to
Chapter 7, and so forth.

Nationwide, there were 66,000 notices sent by Farmers Home
alone last year. They are soon going to be issuing another 16,000.
Of the 66,000 sent out last year, more than 31,000 were unable to
meet debt restructuring alternatives, and those 31,000 will all face
this problem, as will many of the others who were able to restruc-
ture.

Contrary to popular belief, including mine for a period of time, 1
thought that the tax consequences arose when the farmers bought
land at high values and then had debt forgiven. In fact, it is gener-
ally the ones who bought land when it was lower priced who are
most affected. The low commodity prices, the cost-price squeeze, the
crop failures, and so forth, and the highest real interest rates this
Nation has ever known, all those factors led to the farmer being
unable to cash flow. Then when it comes time for some type of res-
olution through partial deed-backs conveyances, sales or some
other means. They find that they owe Uncle Sam an incredible
amount in taxes.

Senator BoreN. Because they had a very low basis to start with.

Ms. VoGEL. They had a very low basis.

Senator BoreN. Because they bought that land when it was——

Ms. VogeL. That is right.

Senator BoreN [continuing). Cheaper. It escalated in value. They
may have borrowed against this escalated value, but they had a
very low basis in it to start with.

Ms. VogeL. That is precisely it.

Let me give a couple examples. One of the first cases that we
worked through the Farmers Home restructuring program in
North Dakota involved an elderly farmer who owed quite bit of
money to Farmers Home. He was ill and he wanted to quit, and
Farmers Home was happy with that alternative. It was acceptable
to the farmer. It was acceptable to the Farmers Home. Then they
did as we always tell them to do, check with a tax accountant. Had
he liquidated, this elderly, ill gentleman would have owed $30,000
to the IRS, and meanwhile, his hospital bills are mounting daily. It
is just a terrible thing, but he has no option other than to hang on
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to that farm that he does not want. He is sick and ill and he will
die probably before he can make any kind of a resolution, and his
sons would like to take it over.

I have another example which I have given in my testimony and
I will not go through it. It is a typical, hypothetical case drawn
from the files of the Ag Mediation Program at the Ag Department.

The other factor I wish to bring out is that the tax liabilities
which are sought to be collected are being sought from people who
do not have any money and who do not have any capacity to pay
this money. It is a futile act in most instances. In North Dakota we
did a study on the tax consequences of these liquidations, and ac-
cording to this study, 42 percent of the people who responded to the
survey had increased tax liabilities. The average increased tax li-
ability was $20,000, and most of the people who leave farming are
not moving off to $60,000 a year jobs. They are having a horrible
time finding any kind of work and frequently the work that they
find is going to be hourly and not highly paid. Some of them would
like to go to school and maybe go into a new career. But with a
$20,000 or $40,000 or $50,000 tax liability hanging over their head,
they are finding it impossible to get that fresh start that the Ag
Credit Act was supposed to provide.

I think the bill as a whole is excellent and I fully endorse it.
There are several technical changes that are addressed in Annette
Higby's"testimony, which she submitted in writing from the Center
for Rural Affairs. I would endorse those. It is an excellent bill and I
do believe time is of the essence.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Vogel appears in the appendix.]

Senator Boren. Thank you very, very much.

We have been joined by my colleague, Senator Dole, who also
serves as a very active member of both this committee, the Finance
Committee, and the Agriculture Committee. I do not know of
anyone in the Senate that has a deeper concern about farmers and
works more effectively on their behalf than does Senator Dole, the
distinguished minority leader.

~ We have worked together on a number of matters to try to help
farmers, and much of the farm legislation that we have in place
today that benefits farmers bears his imprint.

Senator Dole, we are really happy to have you with us, and he
has indicated he would like to hear the rest of the panel before he
makes remarks as well.

Dr. Harl, we would very much like to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF NEIL E. HARL, CHARLES F. CURTISS DISTIN-
GUISHED PROFESSOR IN AGRICULTURE AND PROFESSOR OF
ECONOMICS, IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY, AMES, IA

Dr. HarL. Thank you, Senator Boren, Senator Dole.

I am Neil Harl of Iowa State University and I appreciate the op-
portunity to appear here today. I commend you for your interest in
this very troublesome subject matter area.

What I would like to do in my few minutes is to place in context
the problems that we are discussing today. I believe there are five
problem areas, and most of the farm situations that we see deal



12

with one or more of those five. They are so interrelated that it is
necessary to look at all five of those areas.

The five, very quickly, are first, the problems of gain on relin-
quishing property. It may be relinquishing property to a creditor. It
ma(;i' be simply sale of the property with the proceeds remitted to a
creditor.

The second is handling the discharge of indebtedness. It often
arises in the same transaction. But from the standpoint of tax law,
we deal with the discharge of indebtedness in a totally different
mandner, and I think that is where some of the confusion has en-
tered.

Third, problems with sellers who would like to forgive gain on
land contracts to help financially troubled buyers but are inhibited
in doing so because they fear tax liability, particularly where it is a
related-party situation. '

Fourth, those who are inclined to turn to Chapter 7 and 11 bank-
ruptcy because they get a new tax entity and a new start for tax
purposes are now discovering that property is being abandoned
back to the debtor and some of the decisions of the bankruptcy
courts are putting that tax liability back on the debtor and it is de-
stroying the debtor’s fresh start.

Finally, the uncertainties of tax treatment in Chapter 12 bank-
ruptcy, and indeed, I think that the McLearan situation that was
described so well earlier is in part a problem related to that one. I
will summarize my testimony very quickly and ask, Senator, if it
could be entered in full in the record.

Senator BoreN. It certainly will be.

Dr. HARL. On the second page of my statement, I distinguish be-
tween recourse debt and non-recourse debt. Most of the farm debt
today is recourse debt. However, there is a significant amount of
non-recourse debt. Commodity Credit Corporation debt, some land
contracts, and some cattle-feeding money back in the late 1970’s,
all were non-recourse. For recourse debt, the difference between
the income tax basis of the property and its fair-market value is
gain once you relinquish the property and there is no relief from
that, not even if you are insolvent. This is a fundamental point
that is addressed in Senate Bill 1041.

Noyv for non-recourse debt, it is the entire difference between the
basis and the amount of the debt that is gain.

Senator BOREN. Yes.

Dr. HARL. In recent time a private letter ruling of the Internal
Revenue Service has classified even recourse debt as non-recourse
after abandonment out of bankruptcy. This is intensifying the
problem. .

The relief in 1041 is on target. There are some technical prob-
lems that I think should be dealt with, and I will submit com-
ments, Senator, because I just acquired a copy of 1041 recently——

Senator BoreN. Right.

Dr. HARL [continuing]. I will submit a more detailed commentary
on the technical side of that.

On the discharge of indebtedness, the second problem area, the
general rule is that discharge of indebtedness is income. But there
are four exceptions to that rule. One is if you are in bankruptcy.
The second is if you are insolvent, not in bankruptcy. The third is
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for purchase price reduction, and the fourth is the solvent farm
debtor rule.

I want to emphasize, Senator, that Chapter 12 bankruptcy debt-
ors in my opinion are eligible for participation in the rule for debt-
ors in bankruptcy. I think there has been some confusion about
that in the country even among tax practitioners. In my opinion
Chapter 12 debtors are in bankruptcy for that purpose.

Unfortunately, this only deals with the discharge of indebtedness
aspect. It does not deal with the gain problem, which is the prob-
lem in the McLearan situation in Oklahoma. But the discharge of
indebtedness rule is terribly important in all of this and I would
point out that the relief provision in 1986 originally was drafted so
that it did not result in taxable income for the debtor. But that was
changed in the Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 1988,
much to the surprise of a number of us because we thought that
was somewhat beyond a technical correction. But it is there and we
have to live with it.

There are two other aspects of that provision enacted in 1986
that are worthy of note. One is the lack of definition of gross
annual receipts and the fear that this could lead to a loss of eligi-
bility when you liquidate machinery and land, and then the fact
that you have to be an institutional lender to be eligible.

The forgiving of principal could be summarized here to say that
we have two rules, one for related parties and one for unrelated
parties. The rule for related parties is inhibiting sellers from help-
ing financially troubled buyers. We think that should be dealt
with. I would favor a statutory solution. There is a private letter
ruling that is discussed, Ltr. Rul. 8739045, but we do not believe
that ruling addresses the problem adequately.

The fourth problem is abandonment, and this is a serious prob-
lem today in Chapter 7 bankruptcy and in Chapter 11 bankruptcy.
The problem is the uncertainty as to who pays the income tax on
assets that went into bankruptcy at the time of filing and were
abandoned by the trustee because the value of the asset was less
than what was owed on it.- Two recent cases, both in the northern
district of Iowa, have held that it leaves the debtor with the poten-
tial income tax liability. Those cases are cited and discussed there.
I think that the entrapment theory is sound and I would urge that
some attention be given to that approach because it is an integral
part of this entire problem area.

Finally, and in my formal testimony this discussion appears
toward the end of a discussion on the handling of abandonment, is
the tax fate of Chapter 12 filers. This is a problem of great magni-
tude because, as my testimony shows, there has been widespread
use made of Chapter 12. In fact, we have some statistics from in
the north central region indicating that for those states as of the
31st of May of this year, there have been 4,558 filings in those 11
States. So it is a very widely used provision.

Unfortunately, at least unfortunately in my view, the Bankrupt-
cy Tax Act of 1980 was never amended to include Chapter 12 filers.
This has created immense uncertainty because one section of that
1980 legislation in fact undercut prior law that existed with respect
to separate entity status and so filers could not even take refuge
there. There is even uncertainty as to whether you can deduct the
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administrative costs of Chapter 12 bankruptcy. We think that the
best solution is simply to include Chapter 12 either——

Senator BoreN. Under the 1980 law?

Dr. HARL. Under the 1980 law—or at least provide an election to
the taxpayer. If the taxpayer wants to keep it very simple it might
be able not to have a separate entity, but would have at least the
elective opportunity to utilize the same rules that Chapter 7 and 11
filers have. This has dogged Chapter 12 from the very beginning,
and of course, it also precludes the fresh start that is possible
under Chapters 7 and 11.

I think a very compelling case could be made for that to be done,
and I think this would help the McLearan situation because they
do not have that opportunity at the present time. I would add, how-
ever, that even if we had that, the problems of abandonment are
such that wherever an asset is worth less than what is owed on it,
there is the threat it will be returned to the debtor and you lose
the fresh start that is assured otherwise.

So we see these as a package, Senator. We believe that Senate
Bill 1041 with some changes in the technical side deals with the
relinquishment problem with respect to gain, but we think there is
more to the problem. In order to deal with it fully, we would sug-
gest that a broad view be taken because there are people out there
struggling daily with respect to all these problem areas.

Thank you so much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Harl appears in the appendix.]

Senator BoreN. So in addition to 1041, which with your technical
modifications which we will certainly study, another step that
lfgeds to be taken is the modification of the Bankruptcy Act of

Dr. HarL. Of 1980. Yes, sir.

Senator BoreN. And then what else were you suggesting?

Dr. HarL. I would suggest amendment to Section 453B which
would treat related and unrelated parties the same. As it is now,
they are not treated the same and land values in your State you
said had fallen——

Senator BoORrEN. Yes.

Dr. HARL [continuing]. Fifty percent. In my state, fell 63 percent
before starting to rise. Where land values have fallen, a seller does
not want that land back.

Senator BoreN. No.

Dr. HARL. And so the seller often is willing to forgive principal.
In fact, it is better for the seller to forgive some principal and keep
the buyer in place, than to have that land forfeited back to the
seller. But if the seller has gain, the seller is inhibited from doing
that, and indeed, the related party rule says you cannot avoid the
tax because you must use the face value of the instrument as the
fair-market value.

That is not the rule for unrelated parties. There you take the
fair-market value of the contract, and if the land value has fallen,
almost certainly the value of the contract has as well. So we think
that, coupled with another amendment that would deal with who a
financially-troubled buyer is, to relieve the seller from the risk of
income tax liability from agreeing to a write down of that principal
would be in accord with the Agricultural Credit Act of 1987. Only
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in this case you are dealing with private land contracts and not
FmHA or Farm Credit System obligations. But this is an inhibiting
factor. So we would suggest an amendment to Section 453B.

We also think there should be an amendment to Section 108(g) in
two respects, to deal with the definition of gross receipts and also
to deal with that very limiting lender rule that prevents any but a
debtor with an institutional lender from participating in that very
important relief legislation.

So we see several provisions that ought to be dealt with here. <

Senator BOREN. Several additional items that will have to be
dealt with.

Dr. HARL. As well as abandonment, which I think also should be
addressed in the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980 and should be includ-
ed in Section 1398 of the Code.

Senator BoreN. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Those are very, very helpiul, concrete suggestions, and we will
look at those very carefully in terms of drafting the final legisla-
tive remedy.

Mrs. Watkins, we are very happy to have you this morning and
appreciate your joining us and look forward to hearing your com-
ments this morning.

STATEMENT OF SHARON K. WATKINS, PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT,
WATKINS TAX ACCOUNTING, TESTIFYING ON BEHALF OF THE
NATIONAL FAMILY FARM COALITION, LEXINGTON, IN

Mrs. WATkKINS. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Dole, for the opportunity
to speak to you on the subject of Senate Bill 1041.

On behalf of the Credit Committee of the National Family Farm
Coalition, representing over 40 organizations in 35 states, 1 would
like to express our support for swift action by this Congress on the
Farm Debt Tax Reform Act of 1989 and to thank you for your lead-
ership on this most important issue.

My testimony today will focus on areas of concern that have
been raised by farmers working with the Credit Committee since
the bill’s introduction.

As family farmers struggling to save our farming operations
through the new debt restructuring options in the Agricultural
Credit Act, we view this new legislation as a top priority to achieve
the goal of enabling family farmers to stay on their farms and in
their rural communities. '

I am Sharon Watkins. I am a farmer, and an accountant from
Southern Indiana. With my young son, I farm 500 acres. We raise
corn, soybeans, tobacco, wheat, hay, and livestock. I also have an
accounting practice. Besides doing over 100 farm tax returns each
year, I assist farmers in restructuring their farm debts. Working
either directly with the farmer or with attorneys, I prepare balance
sheets, cash flows, other financial reports and restructuring plans
as requested by the court or the creditors.

It is my opinion that passage of Senate Bill 1041 in 1989 is as
important to farmers as the passage of the Agricultural Credit Act
was in 1987. It was your leadership, Mr. Boren, in the Senate
Credit Committee that helped to ensure that farmers received bor-
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rowers’ rights through that legislation. Now, many of these same
borrowers are not able to make the important decisions on their
future due to uncertainty over under the tax consequences. We
agree with the recent IRS ruling on the impact of shared apprecia-
tion agreements and the timing for tax liability. Yet we feel it
should be incorporated into the statute so that farmers and their
accountants are fully aware of its existence because now I think I
may be the only person in Indiana that knows that letter exists.

Many farmers are now trying to restructure their debts with
their lenders, especially with the Farm Credit System and Farmers
Home Administration. This tax provision is critical for them, as
well as those borrowers who are not able to continue farming and
have no feasible plan of restructuring to present other than a sale
or conveyance of all or part of their assets.

If they file a Chapter 11, again the question of feasibility would
come up. But if they are liquidated, the Chapter 11 rules would
help with the tax problem. The major drawback to a Chapter 11 is
its cost of thousands of dollars, dollars that Senate Bill 1041 by
avoiding bankruptcy for these farmers would make available to
pay their creditors. Plus, many farmers would scale back their op-
erations rather than do a complete liquidation if given the choice.
But those choices are taken from them if they must file a Chapter
11 to avoid taxes they cannot pay. The court, the trustee, the bank,
and their creditors take control of their operation in a Chapter 11.

Attached to this testimony for the record are tax returns using
1988 tax rates of a farmer who is considering conveying his proper-
ty to his creditor.

[The information appears in the appendix.]

Mrs. WaTtkINs. The difference in the tax liability as demonstrat-
ed by Exhibits 1 and 1A is $104,543 using the maximum amount of
capital gain of $350,000. The question of whether he would be liable
for taxes of $104,543 means the difference between this particular
farmer being able to restructure his debts or file Chapter 11. He
has a restructuring plan approved by the Farm Credit Service,
which is his only creditor. The tax question is the only remaining
issue to be resolved.

If this bill is enacted it would not reduce taxes, but it would
delay the collecting of those taxes. In the above example, if this
farmer chooses to file Chapter 11 bankruptcy, he would eventually
be discharged from the bankruptcy, and according to his other
assets, after he was, he would not owe any taxes. Maybe the estate
of the bankruptcy would pay some taxes, but not a whole lot. Nor
would he have his basis in his remaining real estate adjusted.
When his real estate is eventually sold or considered in his estate
at death, he would not owe more taxes because of his bankruptcy
restructuring.

If this bill is enacted in its current form, he would owe more
taxes if he chooses to use the provision of the law because of tax
attributes being adjusted. Not only the basis in the real estate
would be adjusted, but immediately the loss of the use of net oper-
ating losses and investment credits would result in more tax reve-
nue being collected annually. We would urge this subcommittee to
modify the order of the tax attributes to ensure that the legislation
benefits those farmers who have been operating at a loss.
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The best business decision for a farmer would be to file bank-
ruptcy and not use 1041 in its current form. But I assure you, my
experience with farmers is they would choose the provision of this
bill rather than file bankruptcy. Most farmers would take any
other option given to them before rather than choose bankruptcy.

Senate Bill 1041 does not result in lost revenues. It results in
eventually collecting more taxes, plus costs less because fewer
farmers would file bankruptcy. I have no idea what the cost to the

overnment is for a farmer’s bankruptcy, but the farmer’s cost is
%15,000 at a minimum. The cost to the government for maintaining
courtrooms and salaries of judges, clerks, and trustees are certainly
not covered by the $200 filing fee, and by giving farmers another
option during restructuring, more money would be available for
their creditors now.

I do have a concern about the definition of equity in the lan-
guage of the bill. I would like to be assured equity in all property
means total balance sheet net worth, even if this amount is nega-
tive. Attached as exhibit 2 is a balance sheet and an equity analy-
sis of a farmer. The equity analysis is the accepted way I have
always been instructed by attorneys and bankruptcy courts to pre-
pare analyses, and the members of my panel agree with me that
this is the correct way. Please note the difference between net
worth and net equity in my example is $50,000. Using the equity
analysis he is not eligible for this bill, but is under the net worth
test.

Plus, most farmers with financial difficulties have found it neces-
sary to finance their own operations and provide for a full year’s
family living expenses. This necessitates a farmer having a large
inventory of cash or inventory at the end of harvest. Perhaps more
than $25,000 maximum equity should be allowed, or there should
be a different way to incorporate the family hvmg expenses into
that calculation.

Attached as exhibit 3 for the record are several balance sheets
and a cash flow. My example, which I believe is typical of the ma-
jority of mid-west farmers, is of a row crop or grain farmer who
does not have an off-farm job or raise livestock. Income is only once
a year for fall harvest time. This finances the entire operation pro-
viding 1 year of family living expenses from the sale of the crop of
the preceding year. Because a growing crop is valued at the lower
of cost or market value and the consumption of the family living
allowances, this farmer is eligible some of the time, but ineligible
the balance of the year. His net worth and the date of that net
worth are listed here and it ranges from $50,000 to a negative
$3,337, the same farmer throughout the year.

My calculations show, and attached as exhibit 4, with a capital
gain of up to approximately $59,500, a farmer would be allowed the
maximum net equity of $25,000, and with a maximum capital gain-
of $350,000, a farmer would be allowed to have a net equity of ap-
proximately $147,000.

Experience would suggest most farmers would fall in the lower
range, and as the above example shows, it would depend on the
timing of the sale or conveyance as to whether many farmers
would be eligible to use the provisions. Most farmers and creditors
would not consider the timing or would not have enough control of
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the events surrounding the sale or conveyance to time events at
the optimum time.

Following are some additional areas that we feel need to be close-
ly examined by this committee and hopefully included in the final
legislation. They relate to the farmer definition in the legislation.
We want to be sure that farmers who went through debt settle-
ment during the period of the Coleman injunction, at which time
FmHA interpreted the injunction to mean they could not finalize
debt settlements, are able to benefit from these provisions of cap-
ital gains exclusion.

The farmer definition requires that 50 percent of the gross re-
ceipts have been from farming for 6 of the past 10 years. While this
may help some of the borrowers in 1989, we are concerned that jt
may be an unintentional barrier for farmers 10 years from now.
We support a provision in the bill that would specifically address
farmers affected during this recent time frame. In addition, we sup-
port changing the material participation test to the qualified farm
indebtedness section, removing it from the farmer definition.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment on this
bill. We look forward to working with you to ensure swift passage
of this important legislation. This is an important step towards
meeting the goals of the Ag Credit Act for many farmers. It will
help farmers stay on their farms and small businesses remain,
such as our implement dealers, which directly strengthens our
rural communities.

If I may answer any questions, I would be happy to do so.
d'[’Iihe prepared statement of Mrs. Watkins appears in the appen-

ix.

Senator BoreN. Thank you very, very much.

The testimony of all of you has been very, very helpful to the
committee this morning because you have not only helped us
define the problem and amplify the problem and made it more real
and concrete to us, but you have also given us some very excellent
suggestions on how to proceed.

I am certainly going to make an effort—I know Senator Dole is
and other members of the committee—when we do consider tax
legislation this year and the tax and budgetary package through
the reconciliation process to get some legislative language attached
to deal with this problem because I know how urgent it is. We are
going to do everything that we can to be successful in this area and
having these concrete suggestions from you is very, very helpful.

Let me turn to my colleague, Senator Dole, now for any com-
ments he might like to make, and Senator Dole, we really appreci-
ate you being with us this morning.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT DOLE, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM KANSAS

Senator DoLE. First I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for con-
ducting these hearings and for your leadership in all areas of agri-
cultural taxation, and this is certainly an important one.

I do not know how this situation arose in the first place. We
have not figured it out yet. Sometimes you do not know whether
the government is working for you or not. I have listened with in-
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terest to the statements. I listened with particular interest, Dr.
Harl, to your statement. I think it does have a number of good, spe-
cific suggestions that we might be able to incorporate.

And also, Mrs. McLearan, I think there is a time deadline here if
we do not do something this year—you are going to have to get an-
other extension as I understand it.

Mrs. McLEARAN. We cannot get another extension.

Senator DoLE. You cannot get another extension?

Mrs. McLEAaRAN. We are up October 15.

Senator BoreN. They are against Qctober 15. We may need
to——

Senator DoLE. We will have to move fairly quickly.

Senator BorREN. We may need to contact the IRS to get——

Senator DoLE. I am going to be seeing Secretary Brady at 11:30. I
will hand him a copy of your testimony. I will be happy to do that
and let him know of Senator Boren’s interest and that will frighten
him a little. (Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I think I will just put my statement in the record.
You have certainly covered everything. We do want to correct this
situation and make some other corrections. I think Senator Boren
is right on target. I am pleased that my colleague, Senator Kasse-
baum, was here earlier because this matter should be corrected,
should be done very quickly, and I would be happy to work with
Senator Boren to see if we cannot expedite this. Our problem may
be finding a vehicle——

Senator BoreN. The vehicle.

Senator DoLE [continuing]. Because revenue bills originate in the
House, and I am not certain we have any over here now.

Senator BoreN. I guess we are waiting for them to send us one
or——

Senator DoLE. Or maybe we could put it in reconciliation.

Senator BorgN [continuing]. Put it in reconciliation.

Senator DoLE. Put it in reconciliation, and hopefully that would
be completed by October 15, but there ought to be some way we
could address that particular problem.

Mrs. McLEARAN. I hope so.

Senator BoREN. Maybe we could get the Department and the
Service to give a blanket extension for a little longer period, know-
ing that we are working on the legislative remedy. Maybe we could
get them to carry us, at least, through the end of this session to
give us time to act on it.

Senator DoLE. And I am pleased that Chapter 12 is being used so
widely. Many members worked very diligently on it, including Sen-
ator Grassley as you know. I do not know whether it was his origi-
nal idea, but he certainly was one of the key sponsors of that legis-
lation. And I do not think anybody ever thought it was going to
trigger tax liability if you have debt forgiveness. It probably would
not have been used at all because of the very things you have each
spelled out.

Senator BoreN. Right.

Senator DoLE. So I just say to the panel and to Senator Boren, I
am certainly pleased to be here and certainly want to be helpful
and I would ask that my statement be made a part of the record.
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[The prepared statement of Senator Dole appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator BoreN. Thank you very much.

Let me just ask because, after I said we would not ask after each
person, I did end up asking questions after each one, so I have
pretty well covered most of the things that I wanted to ask, and we
will go back. We have our own technical experts on the staff, tax
experts, to go into the specific suggestions that you have made and
also that you have brought with you. For example, Mrs. McLearan
from your own tax counsel, the letters that we are going to receive.

Mrs. McLEARAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like also to ask that my
cover letter be admitted as written, along with the examples from
tax attorney.

Senator BoREN. Absolutely. We will certainly do that.

Mrs. McLEArRAN. Thank you.

Senator DoLE. I am writing a little note to Secretary Brady on
your testimony and I will give it to him in about 10 minutes.

Mrs. McLEArRAN. Thank you.

Senator BoreN. Excuse us. We are working on the disaster bill
here at the same time. He is on his way to see—this is the way
work gets done around here. We all stay so busy that when we fi-
nally do get to see each other, why, we have to take advantage of
the opportunity. So we are working on the drought bill a little bit
and also getting this note ready to take over to Secretary Brady on
your situation.

Mrs. McLEARAN. Thank you.

Senator DoLE. I was on WHO the other day and I said, “How’s
the corn crop?”’ They said, “We're worried about a frost. Every-
thing else looks so good.” Now we are worried about the frost.
[Laughter.]

I understand that is not true in North Dakota though.

Ms. VogeL. In North Dakota we have had very little relief since
July 4th weekend when everything really went to pieces.

Senator DoLE. Which Senator Conrad has pointed out.

Senator BoreN. It has gotten so much worse since then.

Ms. VoGeL. And it is still hot and it is still windy and it is very
severe. I have numbers and all that with me in case anybody wants
to see them.

Senator DoLt. I would like to have those if you give those to
Carolyn after——

Ms. VoGEL. Yes, yes.

Senator BorREN. Because we are working on trying to get the Dis-
aster Relief Bill, get an agreement on it and get up on the floor
next week, get it all wrapped up before we go out, so we have two
or three emergencies here we are trying to deal with at once and
trying to get them done.

Wedwill be right back with you, if you could just hold for one
second.

Let me just ask the point on tax attributes, for example, the car-
rying forward of the net operating losses, not being able to carry
those forward as the bill is now written.

Do all of you view that as a potentially serious problem? I know
Mrs. McLearan spoke about that. Do the rest of you see that as a
potentially difficult problem as well?
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Dr. HarL. I think it is, Senator. I think that this bill probably
should track Section 108 in terms of tax attributes. I think it
should be not less advantageous to taxpayers than the Section 108
provisions already are. Practitioners are familiar with that regi-
men, and I would be more comfortable, I think, with that approach
with the relief provision preceding the reduction of tax attributes
under Section 108.

Senator BorgN. Fine.

Ms. Vogel, do you agree with that, and you, Mrs. Watkins? It
does seem to me that, you know, here we are. It is sort of cruel and
unusual punishment again to get people on a path where they
might be able to work their way out of it and then put them in a
situation where they are never going to be able to get the cash flow
to really meet their debts because of what we are doing to them in
the tax consequences. As long as we are limiting this to people in
financial distress, there are not others that are going to come in
and get a windfall out of it.

Well, as I say, I have rarely seen testimony that is going to be
more helpful to us as we work on this than we have had today, as
we work on the specifics of this, because you have all had excellent
suggestions.

I really do not have any other questions. I think I understand
your testimony. It is full and complete, and needless to say, I agree
with it. I am struck by the urgency of the need to deal with it, and
I assure you will have allies in this like Senator Dole and other
members of this committee. We will be hounding our fellow mem-
bers until we get some action on this. Our problem simply is, as he
has stated it, that the Senate cannot move tax legislation on its
own. We have to wait until there is a tax bill that comes over from
the House to which we can attach this, and I would urge you to
also be talking about, those in the House of Representatives that
you know, urging them to get some sort of tax vehicle moving,
either to pass this kind of legislation as a free-standing bill and
send it over to us, or to get some other legislation.

We have been known to latch onto any tax bill that moves and
add significant amendments over here. I remember the one famous
bill that dealt with the tax exemption on taxes on a church bell
that ended up being a major rewrite of the entire tax code after the
amendments were added. So we just simply have to find a vehicle
and that is going to be our problem, finding the vehicle to which
we can legally attach a tax amendment over here in time to get
this problem dealt with as the clock is running against us, but we
will do our very best to do that.

Senator Dole has told me that he is going to discuss this with
Secretary of Treasury Brady this morning in his meeting with him,
and you certainly have been a great help to us in making the long
trip to be here and to testify with us this morning, and I will
assure you that your testimony is going to have more impact than
might appear from the members of the committee who heard you
in person this morning because it gives us a good blueprint to work
from as we are redrafting the legislation.

I think that Senator Conrad and I and others who introduced the
bill realized it was not the total solution, but again, we wanted to
get a vehicle introduced as soon as possible to enable us to begin to
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draw attention to this problem, and another requirement we have
in the Senate very generally is that you cannot act on legislation
on the floor until we have had a hearing in the appropriate com-
mittee on the legislation. So even if we were act to use it as a floor
amendment or a committee amendment either one, it is very neces-
sary for us to have a hearing and to have this kind of information
in the record. So you have helped us very significantly by being
here this morning and moving the process forward and we will be
doing all that we can.

Thank you for joining us this morning. Thank you very much.

Ms. VogeL. Thank you.

Mrs. McLEArRAN. Thank you.

Dr. HARL. Thank you.

[Whereupon at 11:20 a.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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ALPHABETICAL LISTING AND MATERIAL SUBMITTED

FREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DAviD L. BOoREN

We are here today to discuss a number of very serious problems facing America’s
family farmers. As a member of the Agriculture Committee and a past chairman of
the Farm Credit Subcommittee, I am very much aware of the financial burdens our
farmers are currently facing. In an attempt to address some of those problems the
Agricultural Credit Subcommittee wrote a broad restructuring of the Farm Credit
System in 1987. It was our intention then to help America's farmers avoid bank-
ruptcy by allowing them, and the various financial institutions, the flexibility to re-
structure their enormous debt when it was less costly to the taxpayer to do so. The
Agricuitural Credit Act of 1987 helped stop the vicious cycle we were experiencing
where declining farmland values led to more foreclosures, more land sales, and
therefore still lower land values. But there is work yet to be done.

Today a farmer seeking to avail him or herself of the various means of restructur-
ing their debt may yet find themselves facing an insurmountable tax liability. Typi-
cally in the nast when a farmer sought to restructure, and the lender was willing to
discharge certain debts, any discharged debt over than the amount of the farmer’s
“basis’” in the property and his ““tax attributes’ was treated as non-taxable income.

Today, as a result of a “non-controversial”’ technical amendment in last year’s tax
biil, a farmer who seeks to restructure his debt is likely to find himself facing a
ti&xnendous tax liability on ‘“phantom” income he never received. Current law
limits a farmers ability to exclude from taxable income discharged debt only to the
extent he reduces his basis and uses his tax attributes. Now the farmer must treat
as taxable income any amount of discharged debt in excess of basis and tax at-
tributes. He now must pay tax on money he never had!

It would appear our efforts to help our family farmers avoid bankruptcy have
been substantially negated. Can a farmer now seek shelter in Chapter 12 bankrupt-
cy and have the debt discharged under a court approved restructuring plan? Will
that allow the forgiven debt to be treated as non-taxable “income?”’ Evidently not in
Oklahoma, where several of my constituents have been informed by the IRS that
Chapter 12 or not they are being-held liable for taxes on “income” they have never
seen.

Some agricultural producers and tax specialists suggest a return to the provision
in the 1986 tax reform is not enough. Even under that provision a farmer had to
give up his tax attributes first.

Clearly these are problems that need that to be addressed and hopefully today we
can come up with some answers. One of the proposed solutions is legislation (S.
1041) that would provide not only an exclusion of discharge of indebtedness income
for farmers, but also provide an exclusion for capital gains that arise when farm
property is transferred to a lender in exchange for debt relief.

This issue is certainly a timely one. After a FmHA moratorium of several years
and the implementation of the Agricultural Credit Act, thousands of farmers are
now completing the restructuring process. Also. FmHA is preparing to send out the
next wave of delinquency notices soon. Many borrowers who restructured their
loans this year are confused about the rules that apply to them, and those who will
soon receive notices will need to be sure of the tax consequences of their options
before a sound decision can be made. However, it is important to note that this
pr(;l()’lem applies to more that just those borrowers restructuring under the Ag
Credit Act.

(23)
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I look forward to hearing the suggestions and comments from my colleagues and
our panelists who have no doubt traveled great distances to be with us today.

Attachment.

DEscrIPTION OF S. 1041 RELATING TO CAPITAL GAIN ON TRANSFER OF FARM PROPERTY
IN DiSCHARGE OF CERTAIN FARM INDEBTEDNESS

(Prepared by the Staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation, July 21, 1989, JCX-36-89)
INTRODUCTION

The Subcommittee on Energy and Agricultural Taxation of the Senate Committee
on Finance has scheduled a public hearing on July 28, 1989, on S. 1041 (introduced
by Senators Conrad, Daschle, Boren, and others). The bill would provide tax relief
for certain farmers who realize gain on the transfer of farm property in satisfaction
of farm indebtedness. In addition, the bill provides that farmers meeting certain re-
quirements could exclude income from discharge of farm indebtedness, subject to a
maximum dollar limit.

This document,! prepared by the staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation, pro-
;ides a description of the provisions of the bill, including present law and effective

ates.

PRESENT LAW AND BACKGROUND

Gain on transfer of property for cancellation of indebtedness

Gain from the sale or other disposition of property is determined by computing
the excess of the amount realized therefrom over the adjusted basis of the property.
The amount realized is the sum of any money received plus the fair market value of
any property (other than money) received. In general, the entire amount of gain de-
termined on the sale or exchange of property is recognized for Federal income tax
purposes (sec. 1001)

If a taxpayer transfers property to a creditor in exchange for the cancellation of
an indebtedness, the taxpayer may recognize both gain on the property and cancel-
lation of indebtedness income. The transfer of property in consideration of the can-
cellation of indebtedness is equivalent to a sale for Federal income tax purposes. For
example, if the debt that is cancelled is one for which the taxpayer is personally
liable, gain will be recognized in the amount of the excess of the fair market value
of the property over the basis of the property. In addition, the taxpayer will have
discharge of indebtedness income in an amount equal to the excess of the amount of
the debt discharged over the fair market value of the property.

Cancellation of indebtedness income

61G:rolszs income generally includes income from the discharge of indebtedness (sec.
(ax12)).

Treatment of insolvent taxpayer

If an insolvent taxpayer realizes income from discharge of indebtedness, the
income is excluded and certain tax attributes of the taxpayer (including items such
as net operating loss carryovers and basis in property) generally are reduced by the
excluded amount. The exclusion is limited to the amount by which the taxpayer is
insolvent. If the taxpayer’s discharge of indebtedness income (not in excess of the
amount by which the taxpayer is insolvent) exceeds these tax attributes, the excess
is forgiven, i.e., is not includible in income (sec. 108).

Treatment of certain farm indebtedness

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 provided that, in the case of a solvent taxpayer who
realizes income from the discharge by a ‘“‘qualified person” of “qualified farm in-
debtedness,” the discharge is treated in a manner similar to a discharge incurred by
an insolvent taxpayer (sec. 108(g)). Qualified farm indebtedness is indebtedness in-
curred directly in connection with the operation of a farming business by a taxpayer
who satisfies a specified gross receipts test. The gross receipts test is satisfied if 50
percent or more of the taxpayer's average annual gross receipts for the three tax-
able years preceding the taxable year in which the discharged indebtedness occurs
is attributable to the trade or business of farming. A qualified person is one regular-

! This document may be cited as follows: Joint Committee on Taxation, Description of S. 1041,
Relating to Capital Gain on Transfer of Farm Property in Discharge of Certain Farm Indebted-
ness (JCX-36-89), July 21, 1989,



25

ly engaged in the business of lending money and meeting certain other require-
ments. The Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 1988 provided that the
amount excluded under this provision generally may not exceed the sum of the tax-
payer’s loss and credit carryovers and the taxpayer’s basis in property held for use
in a trade or business or for the production of income. Thus, if there is any remain-
ing discharge of indebtedness income after the taxpayer has reduced these tax at-
tributes, income will be recognized.

EXPLANATION OF THE BILL

In general

S. 1041 (introduced by Senators Conrad, Daschle, Boren, Harkin, Kerrey, Dixon
and Burdick on May 18, 1989) would provide tax relief for certain farmers who real-
ize gain on the transfer of farm property in satisfaction of farm indebtedness. In
addition, the bill provides that farmers meeting certain requirements could exclude
income from discharge of farm indebtedness, subject to a maximum dollar limit.

Exclusion of certain gains

The bill would exclude from the gross income of certain farmers that portion of
the gain from the transfer of farm property in complete or partial satisfaction of
qualified farm indebtedness (i.e., debt incurred directly in connection with the trade
or business of farming) that does not exceed $350,000. This rule would apply to a
taxpayer that meets all of the following requirements: (1) the taxpayer’s adjusted
gross income (with certain modifications) is less than the national median adjusted
gross income; (2) more than 50 percent of the taxpayer’s gross receipts for 6 of the
10 taxable years preceding the year of transfer is attributable to the farming busi-
ness, the sale or lease of assets used in farming, or both; (3) the taxpayer materially
participates in the farming business; and (4) the amount of equity in all property
held by the taxpayer after the transfer is less than the greater of (a) $25,000 or (b)
150 percent of the excess of the tax that would be due if this provision and section
108 of the Internal Revenue Code (which relates to exclusions of certain discharge of
indebtedness income) did not apply, over the tax that would be due if this provision
and section 108 did apply.

The bill provides that the $350,000 limit on excludable gains would be reduced by
prior year exclusions of gains under this provision, as well as by current year and
certain prior year exclusions of discharge of indebtedness income under section 108.
In addition, any amount that is excluded by reason of this provision would reduce
certain tax attributes of the taxpayer.

Exclusion of discharge of indebtedness income

The bill provides that farmers meeting certain requirements could exclude income
from discharge of qualified farm indebtedness, but not in excess of $350,000. This
provision would apply to a taxpayer meeting the requirements described above if, in
addition: (1) the taxpayer’s indebtedness both before and after the discharge is equal
to 70 percent or more of the equity in all property held by the taxpayer, and (2) the
taxpayer transfers only farm property to discharge the qualified farm indebtedness.

The bill provides that the $350,000 limit would be reduced by prior year exclu-
sions of gains from the transfer of farm property (under the provision described
above) and prior year exclusions of discharge of qualified farm indebtedness income
under this provision.

The present-law rule that generally limits the exclusion of income from the dis-
charge of qualified farm indebtedness to the sum of the taxpayer’s loss and credit
carryovers and the taxpayer’s basis in certain property, would not be changed by
this provision of the bill.

EFFECTIVE DATES

The gain exclusion provision of the bill would apply to transfers after December
31, 1986, in taxable years ending after such date. The provision of the bill relating
to the exclusion of discharge of indebtedness income would apply to discharges of
(iindebtedness occurring after December 31, 1986 in taxable years ending after such

ate.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ToM DASCHLE

I am pleased that Senator Boren, as Chairman of the Subcommittee on Energy
and Agricultural Taxation, decided to hold this hearing on the grave tax conse-
quences faced by farmers who undergo debt restructuring. 1 have been working on
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these problems with Senator Conrad since last year, and I want to express my ap-
preciation to Senator Boren for this opportunity to study them in more detail.

Subsequent to the passage of the Agricultural Credit Act of 1987, which permitted
marginally insolvent farmers the option of having their debt restructured, I and
many of my colleagues began receiving letters from farmers telling us that, in many
cases, the tax consequences of debt restructuring were placing farmers in a worse
position than if they had not undergone restructuring at all. At the end of last year,
Senator Conrad and I introduced legislation to address the tax problems associated
with debt restructuring.

We sought and received extensive comments on the bill we introduced last year
and used these in an attempt to improve our measure, which we reintroduced this
year with Mr. Boren and several other members of the Senate. I think our bill has
been substantially improved, but I want to state for the record that it is not set in
stone. We welcome further suggestions for enhancing its provisions.

It is hard to underestimate the dimensions of this issue. The decline in the agri-
cultural economy continues. Last year, we lost over 1,000 farms in my state of South
Dakota alone. More and more farmers are falling behind on their debt payments
and are seeking ways to get back on their feet again. This year, over 15,000 delin-
gugnt farm borrowers nationwide will be notified of their right to restructure their

ebt.

I am sure that all the technical detatls of the tax effect of debt restructuring will
be covered at this hearing. A major part of the problem revolves around the recogni-
tion of capital gain, particularly where the farmer sells property in order to retire
debt. I just want to emphasize that this aspect of the problem is exacerbated by the
repeal of the capital gains exclusion in the Tax Reform Act of 1986. Since that
major overhaul of the tax code was passed, capital gains have been taxed at a
higher effective rate. This, along with the elimination of a number of other tax pro-
visions that were beneficial to farmers, has increased the financial burdens on farm-
ers facing debt problems.

In closing, let me point out that the bill introduced by Senators Conrad, Boren
and I does not open a giant loophole for farmers. It incorporates a number of safe-
guards that will insure that it can only be used by those for whom it was intended.
More importantly, it furthers the intent of Congress in passing the Agricultural
Credit Act of 1987.

I am hopeful that my colleagues in the Senate, who will read the transcript of
this hearing, will take the matters discussed here to heart and assist me and the
other sponsors of this important legislation in getting it passed as soon as possible.

Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BoB DoLE

Mr. Chairman and distinguished finance committee colleagues, I know you are
" concerned about the debt burdens that threaten not only many thousands of farm
families, but also their communities and their way of life.

Soaring farmland values in the 1970s encouraged farmers to borrow amounts
which now exceed the value of their assets. As these families struggle against insol-
vency, each new crisis, such as another year of drought, jeopardizes their ability to
both service those debts and meet current expenses.

In 1986, the Congress enacted two laws which addressed this problem directly.
First, it created an expedited farm bankruptcy procedure, Chapter 12, to provide
relief to farm families with overwhelming debts. Chapter 12 allows small farmers to
set up a three-year payment schedule for their obligations and to obtain a discharge
from the excess unsecured debt. Of course, a Chapter 12 discharge, like any dis-
charge in bankruptcy, does not trigger income tax liability on account of the forgive-
ness of indebtedness.

However, while providing needed relief to debtor families, a Chapter 12 discharge
may increase the suffering within their communities. This is because a bankruptcy
proceeding will adversely affect every unsecured creditor. Generally, those creditors
will include the local feed lot, the grocer, the hardware store and other small busi-
nesses which may be as unable to do without future debt payments as the family
was to make them.

Accordingly, with the support of Senators Kassebaum, Grassley and many mem-
bers of this subcommittee and of the Finance Committee, I included an amendment
in the Tax Reform Act of 1986 to provide that the discharge of qualified farm in-
debtedness outside of bankruptcy, like its discharge under Chapter 12, would not
trigger income tax liability on account of the debt forgiveness.
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Our amendment was specifically designed to provide an alternative debt relief
procedure that would protect the local businessman. It enabled a farmer to secure a
private restructuring of his debt to one or two major creditors and thereby avoid
bankruptcy. Without this amendment, these private restructurings, which benefit
the community, would actually penalize the debtor by creating a new-tax debt, often
many thousands of dollars worth, which would undo the very relief he needed.

Unfortunately, two years after its enactment, and two years after many farmers
had restructured their debts in reliance on this relief, our amendment was retroac-
tively undone by a 1988 technical correction. This very untechnical technical was
not discussed with me or with my staff. Moreover, because it so clearly defeats the
specific purpose of our amendment, I am convinced that a mistake was made.

Accordingly, I have written to my good friend, the distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee, requesting that this error be corrected in a further technical
correction. Failure to redress this wrong will have adverse consequences for farm
communities in my State and in his. But most unfairly, it will impose a retroactive
and undischargeable tax burden on those farmers who sought the private debt
relief—which I believe was the best solution then available—at a time when that
relief was tax-free.

I pledge to work with this subcommittee to ensure that this injustice does not
occur.

PrRePARED STATEMENT OF NEIL E. HARL

Experience of the past five years with unsustainable debt in agriculture has iden-
tifled five major tax problems. Those problem areas are (1) substantial amounts of
gain on relinquishing property to creditors or otherwise, even by insolvent debtors;
(2) handling discharge of indebtedness income; (3) gain to sellers of property on con-
tract who forgive principal to assist a financially troubled buyer; (4) gain on aban-
donment of property in bankruptcy; (5) the uncertainties of income tax treatment of
debtors in Chapter 12 bankruptcy.

I. GAIN ON RELINQUISHING PROPERTY

A problem that has grown increasingly severe as the farm debt crisis has deep-
ened is the triggering of gain on the transfer of property to satisfy debt. Initially,
many of the assets sold or turned over to creditors had a relatively high income tax
basis and produced little, if any, gain. As the debt problems have persisted, a rising
proportion of assets relinquished to satisfy debt have had a low basis. The result, in
many instances. has been an astonishing amount of gain. The gain is taxable even
though the debtor is insolvent.

For recourse debt, the turnover of property to creditors produces gain or loss
measured by the difference between the income tax basis of the property and its fair
market value.! The difference between fair market value and the amount of debt
discharged (not counting debt that would have produced an income tax deduction
had it been paid) is discharge of indebtedness income.2 For non recourse debt, fair
market value is ignored and the entire difference between basis and amount of debt
discharged is gain or loss on disposition of the property.?

A carefully limited provision forgiving gain on disposition of property to satisfy
debt would be in accord with the concept of a “fresh start,” the provisions on han-
dling the discharge of indebtedness for insolvent debtors and those in bankruptcy *
and the enactment in 1986 reducing the long-term capital gains exclusion as an al-
ternative minimum tax preference item for the transfer of farmland by an insolvent
farmer to a creditor in cancellation of indebtedness (or the sale or exchange of farm-
land under threat of foreclosure).®

11. DISCHARGE OF INDEBTEDNESS

As a general rule, all discharge of indebtedness produces income.® Four excep-
tions are recognized—(1) debtors in bankruptcy. (2) insolvent debtors not in bank-
ruptcy, (3) solvent farm debtors, and (4) purchasers undergoing purchase price ad-
justment as to purchased assets.” It should be noted that even Chapter 12 debtors
are eligible for the relief provision for debtors in bankruptcy.?

For farm debtors, the rule for solvent farm debtors enacted in 1986 has been help-
ful and would have been more so had the provision not been so limiting.® The most
troublesome aspects of the provision include—(1) disqualification of obligations for
relief involving noninstitutional lenders '° and (2) the lack of definition for ‘‘gross
annual receipts” and the concern that sale of assets to satisfy debt would disqualify
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debtors from using the provision.!' An amendment was added in 1988 specifying
that discharge of indebtedness in excess of tax attributes and reduction of basis is
income.!?

11i. FORGIVING PRINCIPAL

If a seller of assets under installment reporting of gain cancels or forgives princi-
pal to help a financially troubled buyer, the forgiven or cancelled principal amount
may have to be reported for income tax purposes as though the seller had collected
the amount. I.R.C. § 453B(f), on its face, seemingly requires that outcome.

Under that statute, enacted as part of the Installment Sales Revision Act of 1980,
cancellation or forgiveness of principal is treated as a disposition of the obligation.
Thus, if the seller forgives or cancels the obligation to pay amounts due, the result
is the same as a disposition of the obligation. If the seller and buyer are unrelated,
the gain on cancellation or forgiveness is calculated using the fair market value of
the installment obligation.!® With one significant exception, the fair market value
of the obligation should parallel the fair market value of the collateral. Hence, if
land values have declineg, so too has the fair market value of the installment con-
tract or contract for deed. Indeed, if land values have fallen to the level of the sell-
er's income tax basis in the obligation. there is no gain on disposition of the obliga-
tion. The exception is where the buyer has ample non-exempt assets reachable by
creditors to satisfy a deficiency judgment. In that event, the fair market value of the
installment obligation may be its face value.

In the event the seller and buyer are related, the calculation of gain on cancella-
tion or forgiveness must use the face value of the obligation, not its fair market
value.!* Therefore, the more serious problem of gain on cancellation or forgiveness
of principal is where the seller and buyer are related.!$

The reason for the 1980 amendment cracking down on cancellation or forgiveness
of principal was the practice that intensified during the 1970s of selling property to
children, qualifying the transaction for installment reporting and then canceling
payment obligations. often at Christmas time. The belief had emerged that the po-
tential gain in the cancelled payments did not have to be reported for income tax
purposes. The resulting legislation required that cancelled or forgiven payments had
to be reported into income by the seller.

The question is whether the 1980 amendments apply to cancellation or forgive-
ness of principal to help a financially troubled buyer. The statute does not draw a
distinction between financially healthy and fii.ancially troubled buyers. And the
statute arguably is broad enough to encompass all types of cancellation or forgive-
ness of principal.

In the only formal pronouncement to date, in a private letter ruling, the Internal
Revenue Service has indicated that cancellation or forgiveness of principal for a fi-
nancially troubled buyer does not result in income to the seller under I.R.C. § 453B.
The problem is that ti:e ruling 18 cites to revenue rulings issued in the 1950s !7 and
1960s '8 and completely ignores the enactment of I.R.C. § 453B in 1980.1°

Despite more recent informal statements that the Service does not intend to
pursue the matter with sellers forgiving principal to help financially troubled
buyers, a definitive statement by the Service or a statutory amendment is needed to
lay to rest the residue of concern persisting in this area. The Congress is urged to
eliminate the distinction between related and unrelated taxpayers.

1V. ABANDONMENT IN BANKRUPTCY

Stripped to its barest essentials, bankruptcy is a concept for—(1) providing honest
but poor debtors a ‘‘fresh start” in their financial life and (2) assuring a fair distri-
bution of property as among the unsecured creditors. Secured creditors are assured,
of course, of receiving the value of their collateral.

Whenever the fair market value of a debtor’s asset is less than the amount owed
on the asset, the unsecured creditors gain nothing and there is no good reason for
the bankruptcy trustee to spend time and money administering that property. The
usual procedure is for the trustee to “abandon” the property.2° That's t{pically
done whenever particular items of property are ‘“burdensome to the bankruptcy
estate or of inconsequential value and benefit to the estate.” Freely translated, that
means there’s nothing for the unsecured creditors.

Meaning of abandonment

Section 554 of the Bankruptcy Code recognizes four abandonment possibilities—(1)
after notice and a hearing, the trustee in bankruptcy may abandon property that
meets the test; (2) on the request of a party in interest and after notice and a hear-
ing, the court may order the trustee to abandon any property of the estate that is of
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no benefit to the bankruptcy estate; (3) scheduled property not administered before
a bankruptcy case is closed is deemed abandoned to the debtor and is considered to
have been administered; and (4) unless the court orders otherwise, property of the
estate that is riot abandoned and that is not administered in the case remains prop-
erty of the estate. Abandonment of property in farm bankruptcies has become quite
common in many districts since the mid-1980s.

The pressing question with abandonments in recent years has been the income
tax consequences.

The Bankruptcy Tax Act

Unfortunately, the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980, although providing highly useful
guidance in handling some bankruptcy tax matter, failed to deal with the tax conse-
quences of abandonment. Here's what we know—

* The movement of the debtor’s property into the bankruptcy estate (for individ-
uals filing under Chapter 7 or 11 bankruptcy) does not trigger adverse tax conse-
quences.?! A recent bankruptcy court case in opposition to that statutory provision,
In re Rasmussen,?? involves the highly novel theory that the property transfer upon
banlkx(',ugstcy filing involves a ‘‘sale or exchange.” Apparently. Rasmussen was not ap-
pealed.

Indeed, the statute makes it clear that a transfer of an asset from the debtor to
the bankruptcy estate is not to be treated as a disposition “for purposes of any pro-
vision of this title . . . and the estate shall be treated as the debtor would be treated
with respect to such asset.” 24 Thus, not only should there be no gain or loss trig-
gered on bankruptcy filing, there should be no recapture of depreciation or invest-
ment tax credit, no recapture of soil and water conservation or land clearing ex-
pense and no recapture of government cost sharing payments. Moreover, because of
reference to “this title,” there should be no recapture of special use valuation bene-
fits and no acceleration of payment of Federal estate tax deferred under the instail-
ment payment options.

This provision assures that movement of assets into the bankruptcy estate should
not trigger adverse tax consequences to he debtor.

* In a similar manner, the movement of assets (that survive bankruptcy) from the
bankruptcy estate back to the debtor at the “termination of the estate” does not
trigger adverse tax consequences.25 Again, the debtor is treated as the bankruptcy
estate would be treated with respect to the asset and the transfer is ‘“‘not . . . treated
as a disposition.”

* If property of the bankruptcy estate is sold or disposed of in a taxable exchange
- to third parties (for example, stored grain sold at the local elevator) the usual non-

bankruptcy rules govern the transaction. Gain or loss is recognized on the exchange.

* Nothing is said in the Internal Revenue Code about the tax consequences of
abandonments in bankruptcy. As is nearly always the case where there is no statu-
tory guidance in a tax matter, the courts struggle for coherence and uniformity.

Possible theories -

Several years ago, two theories were identified as to the tax consequences of aban-
donment.?®% One theory, the entrapment theory, was premised on the assumption
that abandoned assets iad entered the bankruptcy estate without adverse tax conse-
quences, in accordance with L.R.C. § 1398(fX1), and that later abandonment from the
bankruptcy estate triggered the usual tax consequences of a sale or exchange.2?
Any gain or loss and any recapture consequences would be the concern of the bank-
ruptcy estate as a separate taxpayer. The debtor would take over the property with
an income tax basis equal to its value so there would be no gain or loss to the debtor
when the creditor exercised available remedies to acquire the property in satisfac-
tion of the debt after abandonment.

The other theory, termed the deflection theory, assumed the abandoned property
never entered the bankruptcy estate. Language in Mason v. Commissioner 28 and In
re Cruseturner 2° supports the view that abandoned property is treated as if bank-
ruptcy had not been filed. Rather, the property was deflected back to the debtor.
Upon foreclosure or the exercise of other creditor remedies, the debtor faces recogni-
tion of gain or loss and the full range of recapture consequence. Both theories were
discussed in detail in a 1988 article by Nelson.3¢

The differing outcomes from application of the two theories can be illustrated by
the following example.

Example: A farmer files Chapter 7 bankruptcy owning only a bin of shelled
corn valued at $60,000. The local bank has a security interest in the bin of corn
for $75,000. Thus, more is owed on the corn than the corn as collateral would
bring in a sale of the corn at the local elevator. The trustee abandons the bin of

28-329 0 - 90 - 3
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shelled corn back to the debtor. The question is who pays income tax on the
$60,000 of gain triggered when the local bank satisfies the security interest by
possessing and selling the corn. With the entrapment theory, the bankruptcy
estate has $60,000 of ordinary income on abandonment. With the deflection
theory, the debtor has $60,000 of ordinary income when the corn as collateral is
taken over by the bank.

The debtor’s tax burden under the deflection theory may be even greater in some
instances because of the position taken by the Internal Revenue Service that be-
cause of the discharge of the debtor’s personal liability in bankruptcy, the debt sur-
vives abandonment as a nonreccurse obligation.3! That result is consistent with
Commissioner v. Tufts.32

The outcome is that the fair market value of the property becomes irrelevant and
the full difference between the debtor’s basis in the property and the amount of the
debt is gain (or loss) to the debtor. In the above example, the debtor would have
$75,000 of ordinary income, rather than $60,000.

Attempts to resolve

In January of 1985, an effort was made to interest IRS, the Department of the
Treasury and the Joint Committee on Taxation in seeking solutions to the problem,
but to no avail. In June of 1986, the Iowa State Bar Association and the Illinois Bar
Association forwarded a joint resolution to IRS asking that the problem be resolved.
Reportedly, a rulings project was created and repeated assurances were given that
IRgo was proceeding with a ruling with informal indications that the service would
embrace the “entrapment’ theory. By mid 1987, it became apparent that no ruling
f\gvouldI be forthcoming and the matter reportedly was turned over to the Congress
or solution.

The cases
Three bankruptcy court cases have addressed the question of the tax conse-
quences of abandonment.

s In Matter of Bentley,®® the bankruptcy trustee in 1986 had abandoned to the
debtor the proceeds of a 1983 sale of corn by the bankruptcy estate. The 1983 sale
was free and clear of liens with the understanding that the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration (CCC) interest, if any, would attach to the proceeds and interest earned on
the proceeds. In 1986, the trustee determined that the CCC claims were valid and
exceeded the value of the crop. Accordingly, the trustee applied to abandon the pro-
ceeds. IRS argued that had the corn been abandoned prior to sale, the gain would
not have accrued to the bankruptcy estate. But once the trustee sold the grain, the
estatg should be liable for the income tax on the proceeds. The bankruptcy court
stated—

The effect of the IRS position would have the estate pay taxes on proper-
ty to which the estate is not entitled, did not retain and from which it re-
ceived no benefit (because it was all abandoned) because the proceeds
became property of the estate while subject to a lien which greatly exceed-
ed its value. Such a result will not be countenanced.34

The case was reversed on appeal to the U.S. District Court.3%

* The second case, In re David Roger McGowan,?® involved abandonment of farm
machinery and equipment valued at $58,614. The trustee reported the gain on the
bankruptcy estate’s income tax return. The lowa Department of Revenue objected
and was eventually joined by IRS with both agencies taking the position that the
debtor was responsible for the tax. Initially, the IRS position was that the tax was
the bankruptcy estate’s responsibility.

The bankruptcy court held that tf;e abandonment of the property by the trustee
was not a “sale or exchange” that would trigger tax liabilities chargeable to the
bankruptcy estate. The court reached its conclusion by convincing itself that ‘“‘termi-
nation of the estate” 37 could be stretched to cover abandonments. Thus, the court
seemed to be taking the position that the property enters the bankruptcy estate,
contcetziptually, -and then is abandoned tax-free to the bankruptcy estate. The court
stated—

This court has difficulty with the notion that the mere act of abandoning
burdensome property creates tax liability for the trustee. The effect of such
a rule could be to place the burden of any taxes arising from such ‘‘disposi-
tions” upon the unencumbered assets which might otherwise be distributed
to unsecured creditors.38
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¢ The third case, In re Olson,?° the bankruptcy trustee abandoned two tracts of
land to the debtor. Apparently, the bankruptcy trustee did not file state or Federal
income tax returns. Accordingly, the debtors proceeded to prepare and file state and
Federal fiduciary income tax returns for the bankruptcy estate, duly reporting the
gain.

The bankruptcy court in Olson relied upon the earlier case of In re David Roger
McGowan,*° but acknowledged that McGowan might have been “overbroad’ in de-
fining property abandonment as involving ‘“‘termination of the estate” under I.R.C.
§ 1398(fX2) but in a puzzling leap of logic concluded that “abandonments during ad-
ministration should also be covered by § 1398(fX2)."”" The court stated—

The definition of “transfer” within the Bankruptcy Code is broad enough
to encompass abandonments, and § 1398(fX2) of Title 26 enables the court to
determine the liability issue. The court concludes from the foregoing, that
the abandonment by the trustee was a transfer other than by sale or ex-
changes which is excepted from tax consequences under 26 U.S.C.
§ 1398(fX2).4!?

The obvious outcome was income tax liability for the debtor.

As for the charge that the debtor prepared and filed the income tax returns which
were the responsibility of the trustee to file,42 the court in response to the trustee’s
complaint and request for damages, agreed that the filing was not malicious and
indicated that a separate hearing would be set on the issue of damages and costs.

Other developments

In 1988, the acting U.S. Trustee for the Districts of Minnesota, lowa, North
Dakota, and South Dakota advised all panel trustees of opposition to the entrap-
ment theory and further advised that, moreover, panel trustees “‘will not be author-
ized to abandon property to a specific designated party.” ** Such abandonments *'to a
specific designated party,” namely to creditors have been approved by other bank-
ruptcy courts.44

nder date of March 14, 1989, in response to a request from the Executive Office

for the United States Trustees, the IRS Office of Chief Counsel stated that *“. .. it is
our position that abandonment is not a taxable event under I.LR.C. § 1398.”

Further arguments favoring entrapment
In addition to the points made above relative to the technical correctness of the
entrapment theory, two additional arguments are worthy of note.

* The first is that the deflection theory is completely inconsistent with the idea of
a "fresh start” for the debtor. As stated in a recent bankruptcy case—

The Bankruptcy Code provides an honest debtor with a fresh start, free from
the burden of past debts. Brown v. Felsen, 442 U.S. 127, 128, 99 S.C. 2205, 2207,
60 L.Ed.2d 767 (1979). This fresh start has been described as the most extensive
“since the seven year release described in the Old Testament.” Bailey v. Bailey
{In re Bailey), 53 B.R. 732, 736 (Bankr. W.D. fry. 1985); Fox v. Cohen (In re
Cohen), 47 B.R. 871, 873 (Bankr. S.D. Fla. 1985). . . 4%

To leave a debtor with tens of thousands of dollars of tax liability, which is not dis-
chargeable in that bankruptcy, is scarcely in accord with the concept of a fresh
start.
* The second point is the obvious inequity of the deflection theory. That inequity
can best be illustrated with an example.
Example 1: Farmer X files Chapter 7 bankruptcy with only two assets, A and
B, both tracts of farmland.

{In dollars}
A T B j Totat
i 1 i
BaSIS. ..o\ e e 50,000 } 70,000 120,000
Fair market value ... .. e e | 100,000 | 100,000 200,000
Secured 06Dt s e ] 80000 | 80000 | 160.000

i

In addition, the debtor owes $100,000 of unsecured debt for a total debt of
$260,000 against assets of $200,000. The debtor is clearly insolvent. The trustee
in bankruptcy would not be expected to abandon either asset inasmuch as the
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secured debt is less than the fair market value of the asset in each instance.
Rather, the trustee would be expected to sell both assets, thereby triggering
$80,000 of gain ($200,000 in combined fair market value less $120,000 of com-
bined basis). The debtor would receive a fresh start, the debtor should owe no
Federal income tax and the trustee in bankruptcy would have $40,000 (less
income tax liability on $80,000 of gain) for distribution to unsecured creditors.

Example 2: Assume now a neighbor, Farmer Y, files Chapter 7 bankruptcy
with two assets, C and D, both tracts of farmland.

[In dotlars]
C D Total
BASIS........oeceo e et seeeee reeeee st e en e 2ot eeeee et 50,000 70,000 120,000
Fair market value 100,000 100,000 200,000
SEOUIEA BBDY..........oo.oeceeeee e eeeeeen eeereeeetoe s et e see s 100,000 60,000 160,000

In addition, Farmer Y owes $100,000 of unsecured debt for a total debt of
%260,000, the same as Farmer X. The basis figures are the same for the two
armers.

Yet, in the case of Farmer Y, the trustee in bankruptcy would be expected to
abandon tract C inasmuch as the property is worth no more than what is owed
on it.

1. With the deflection theory, Farmer Y has $50,000 of gain when the secured
creditor acquires tract C from the debtor. The bankruptcy estate presumably
sells tract D, realizing $30,000 of gain, and distributes $40,000 to the unsecured
creditors (less income tax liability on $30,000 of gain).

2. With the entrapment theory, the $50,000 of gain is trapped in the bank-
ruptcy estate, the income tax basis on tract C becomes $100,000, Farmer Y has
no gain and the bankruptcy trustee distributes $40,000 to the unsecured credi-
tors (less income tax liability on $80,000 of gain). Note that only with the entrap-
ment theory are the two examples treated the same.

1t is submitted that, as a matter of policy, bankruptcy procedures should at least
strive to treat equals equally. That would not be the case with the deflection theory.
The debtor ends up with a tax liability, the unsecured creditors receive a greater
distribution and the debtor is denied a fresh start.

The fundamental problem

The problem with abandonment is the lack of Federal statutory law governing the
matter. That task rests with the Congress. It is my belief that the Bankruptcy Tax
Act of 1980 should be amended to mandate the entrapment theory.

V. TAX FATE OF CHAPTER 12 FILERS

The final problem area inhibiting the restructuring of farm debt is the tax status
of filers under Chapter 12 of the Bankruptcy Code. Chapter 12 has been used widely
in the 12-North Central states, as noted in Table 1, and has had a major influence
on restructurings for many situations out of bankruptcy.

TABLE 1.—CHAPTER 12 FILINGS IN THE NORTH CENTRAL REGION SINCE NOVEMBER 26, 1986

1987 1988 1989

131 | 3-31 | 531 | 731 9-30 ¢ W 03 | 3ean [ 53 | p-an | ea0 | B f-an | a3 | s-a

121 179 | 233| 250 | 28219301 329 | 350 | 369 373 | 390 | 411 | 429 | 458
741 1637 1991 2164 292} 322 339( 351 | 365( 376 384 | 395 406 4l
188 | 264 | 290 | 308 329| 350 | 360 | 3794 387| 396| 402 | 405| 409 | 419
1021 139 210 244 | 2751 299 | 312 323| 334 | 342 | 347 356 | 361 366
48| 87| 137 148 166 181 ( 194 | 216 220¢f 232 | 251 | 266 | 272 | 283
69 91| 120 126) 1421 154 | 155| 168 173 180 | 192] 204 | 223 | 234
1097 172| 206 225| 246| 281 | 2981 332| 350 361 | 377} 386 | 402 410
220 409 | 491 | 556 | 578 | 626 | 674 704 ( 722( 741 | 750 | 765| 782 | 799
Sy 741 87 113| 140 167 179 | 188 202) 209 | 232 | 244 | 252 | 28
2081 3151 4381 4651 4861 5021 5251 5441 5521 5601 5751 5921 604 | 619
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TABLE 1.—CHAPTER 12 FILINGS IN THE NORTH CENTRAL REGION SINCE NOVEMBER 26, 1986—
Continued

1987 1988 1989
- i -
SRR PR PETR PR ol FEIREET FRIRERIGEETY I SRR ERINEE)

Wl 38| 89| 129 154 179y 199) 213 226 241! 250! 258 271 | 281 290 301
578 {1,279 (2,012 |2,565 {2,830 [3,135 |3,396 3,581 [3.796 {3,924 {4,028 |4,171 14,305 4,430 4,558

Chapter 12 bankruptcy estates are not eligible for separate entity status under
the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980 for Federal income tax purposes.*® That legislation,
which provides detailed guidance to handling tax matters in bankruptcy, is applica-
ble only to individuals filing under Chapter 7 and 11. Indeed, the 1980 legislation
denies separate enlity status to other bankruptcy filers.*” This seemingly overrides
earlier law recognizing separate entity status in other settings.*® Moreover, before
enactment of the Bankruptcy Tax Act, even with separate entity status, the transfer
of a bankrupt’s assets to the trustee in bankruptcy was not a taxable event and the
basis carried over to status in other settings.4® Moreover, before enactment of the
Bankruptcy Tax Act, even with separate entity status, the transfer of a bankrupt’s
assets to the trustee in bankruptcy was not a taxable event and the basis carried
over to the trustee.*® By specifically denying separate entity status to filers other
than individuals filing under Chapters 7 or 11, it is clear that Chapter 12 filers are
not eligible for separate entity status either under the Bankruptcy Tax Act or under
pre-1980 case law and rulings.

Under the state of the law before enactment of the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980,
investment tax credit was recaptured on the transfer of assets to the trustee in
bankruptcy unless it was a mere change in the form of doing business.5° Investment
tax credit is not recaptured, nor is recapture triggered otherwise, for filings gov-
erned by the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980.51

The 1980 legislation also specifies that administrative expenses in bankruptcy are
deductible for individuals filing under Chapter 7 or 11.52 There was authority,
before enactment of the Bankruptcy Tax Act, that at least some of the expenses of
the bankruptcy estate were deductible under LR.C. §212.53 Fe hanlter 12 filers,
there is no clear authority even for deducting the administrative expenses.

Quite clearly. legislation is needed to make those filing for Chapter 12 bankruptcy
eligible for separate entity status for Federal income tax purposes. Merely amend-
ing LR.C. § 1398(a) to include Chapter 12 filers in the list of those eligible to utilize
the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980 is all that would be required. It is noted that sepa-
rate entity status already exists for Chapter 12 filers for purposes of state and local
income tax purposes.54
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR NANCY KASSEBAUM

Mr. Chairman we are here to discuss the so-called tax on going broke. We have
been down this road before. In 1986 Congress unequivocally acted to sclve the prob-
lem. We are here to correct a technical correction that was anything but technical.
Somewhere along the line, the clear intent of Congress was substantially altered.
Left unchecked, the technical correction will result in exactly the senseless hardship
Congress sought to avert.

The issue has not change since 1986. Absent a specific provision to the contrary,
farm debt forgiveness is treated as taxable income. This perverse tax policy, howev-
er, ignores the fact that qualified tarm debt is forgiven only because the farmer is
broke. The farmer does not have the money to pay the debt to the lender or the tax
to the government. His only real alternative is to file for bankruptcy.

Such tax driven bankruptcies are senseless and devastate entire rural communi-
ties. To correct this Draconian problem, Congress stated very clearly there should be
no tax on qualified farm debt forgiveness. In this regard, Congress stated that to the
extent a farmer had any basis in his assets, it had to be written down. To the extent
the debt forgiveness exceeded a farmer’s basis, the conference report stated it would
not be taxed. Congress voted for the Tax Reform Act on the basis of the conference
report. The conference report explanation was accurately transmitted by the agri-
cultural networks and wire services throughout the country. Farmers made deci-
sions as to whether or not to declare bankruptcy based conference language.

Several months after the Tax Reform Act was signed into law someone substan-
tively altered the conference report explanation and then justified it as a technical
correction. I am pleased this committee is seeking to correct the so-called technical
correction. As a matter of revenue such a action should be completely neutral.

Good tax policy encourages farmers to stay on the farm and out of bankruptcy.
Let us waste no time in implementing this po{icy.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EpDIE MCLEARAN

My name is Eddie McLearan and I am a farmer in the Skiatook/Bixby/Tulsa area
and farming has been my sole source of income for more than 30 years. From 1982
thru 1988, due to weather conditions, I have had crop failures and when I did make
a decent crop, the price of soybeans ($5.00-$5.15 BU) was so low that it barely cov-
ered my cost of putting the crop in and left very little toward next year’s crop. I
tried selling some of my land but the Oklahoma economy was so depressed than
even if I could have managed to find a buyer, I couldn’t get enough for it to pay off
my loans. Then the bank asked for a large payment (principal plus interest) and I
was unable to refinance. I operate on a cash flow basis and gradually my debt ex-
ceeded my income and the value of my land and equipment.

I had been inquiring about and had received information on Chapter 12 and final-
ly decided, as a very last resort, if I was going to save my farm and equipment and
continue in what is a lifetime labor of love, I would have to seek relief from foreclo-
sure under Chapter 12. 1 filed in January, 1988, and my Plan was approved in Octo-
ber, 1988, as a One-Day Plan as I was totally secured on all debt and I had no unse-
cured debt. I was released from bankruptcy on May 3, 1989. However, part of this
One-Day Plan, and upon the advice of my attorney, was a deed-in-lieu to Citizens
Security Bank in Bixby on a piece of land that was held by the bank as collateral on
my largest loan. I assumed this deed-in-lieu would have the same tax treatment it
would have had in Chapter 7 or 11 and become part of the bankruptcy estate or
1086 of the Internal Revenue Code would take care of the gain. Instead, it was treat-
ed as a sale and the bank sent me a 1099 for $450,000 to be taxed as ordinary
income. Obviously, if this goes uncorrected I may not be able to pay for this tax load
and continue to operate my farm and 1 will have simply traded one debt for another
and I may be right back into bankruptcy.

When my CPA told me that under his understanding the normal rules under 1086
would not aﬁply to my situation, he advised me to see a Tax Attorney who con-
curred with his opinion. I also started seeking help in other directions—mainly the
farm hot lines where I came into contact with Ron Johnson with the Oklahoma
Family Farm Services and learned of this pending legislation. I then filed for an
extension on my taxes until August based on your proposed Bill #1041. If the Bill
lesas ?’og passed by August 15, we will need to seek a further extension until October

, 1989.

I have had both my CPA and Tax Attorney go over this Bill thoroughly; we have
conferred with other CPA’s around the State of Oklahoma and we believe that the
Bill, as written may not help me or other farmers in this situation because of the
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net worth requirements and the use of the tax attributes. The reasons and the
changes we would like to propose at this Hearing are outlined in the attached let-
ters, so I won’t go into lengthy detail in this letter. I would like to state briefly,
however, that if I have to use up all my tax attributes, which includes my Net Oper-
ating Loss, I may not be able to operate in any capacity. If I have to use the NOL to
offset this gain under Chapter 12, I will not have the NOL to offset future income
that will enable me to get back on my feet and service the debt I still owe. If I am
able to reduce the basis in other property to offset the remaining gain after utilizing
the tax attributes, in my situation, I may be able to postpone the tax on the gain.
However, this will only prolong the problem and my CPA has not done enough re-
search in this area to feel completely comfortable. Again I state, this will only in-
crease my tax problems in the future if I am ever able to sell, or need to sell, some
property to settle future debts and my basis has been reduced.

Also, we feel that the provision on equity in all property should be stricken from
the Bill. Many farmers could easily have more than $147,000 in equity in their land
and equipment. Certainly, in my case, I may have, depending on appraisals, have
over this amount and therefore be excluded from the provisions of this Bill. Equity
is very hard to define as it changes from da, to day, and from appraiser to apprais-
er. We would like to propose these and a couple of other changes addressing the
question of Modified Adjusted Gross Income which is covered in the attached letter
from our Tax Attorneys.

Senator Boren, as you are aware, the farm crises is far from over. We desperately
need this Bill and the recommended changes, not only for myself, but in order to
save the “Family Farm'' as there will be more and more farmers forced ir.to foreclo-
sure or Chapter 12 due to last year’s drought. If this Bill and it’s changes does not
pass and become a law, and I am left with this massive tax bill, I will probably not
have a chance to recover and I stand a very good chance of losing my farm, every-
thing I have worked for and the way of life that I love.

Thank you very much for all your help and time on this problem.

Attachments.
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TO: Ron Johnson

FROM: Riseling & Associates, P.C.
2510 E. 21st Street
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74114

DATE: June 7, 1989
: Pending legislation/Farm Debt Tax Reform Act §. 1041
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The Farm Debt Tax Reform Act of 1989 is necessary
legislation which will partially exclude gain when a farmer deeds
property to a lender in satisfaction of the debt.

RHowever, in reviewing the legislation, it appears several
sections may present a problem and possibly defeat the following
purpose of the legislation. The following outlines some of the
problen areas:

1. alculat of " e djusted Gross come™

To qualify for the relief set forth in this Act, the
farmer's Modified Adiusted Gross Income ("MAGI") must be less
than 100% of the National Median Adjusted Gross Income. The
legislation should specifically state that the MAGI excludes all
gain from the transfer of farm property.

Assume the National Median Adjusted Gross Income is
$30,000.00.

For example, if a farmer deeded back property which resulted
in a $400,000.00 gain and had no other income, $350,000.00 would
be excluded under the current act. Presumably the remaining
$50,000.00 of gain from the transfer would be included in MAGI
since there is no specific exclusion. This, of course, would
disqualify the farmer from using this Act. In effect, this
section would be inapplicable to any farmers whose gain exceeded
$350,000.00 plus the entire amount of National Median Adjusted
Gross Income.

To avoid this, the legislation should provide that in
calculating MAGI, the entire amount of gain from the transfer
should be excluded. The section by section analysis of the bill
set forth in the congressional record covers this part by
defining modified adjusted gross income as adjusted gross income
plus tax exempt interest minus capita) gains and discharge of
indebtedness. Although the intent appears to exclude all gains
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relative to the transfer, the language of the present version of
the bill excludes only gains up to $350,000.00.

2. Reduction of Tax Attributes

The Act also provides for reduction in tax attributes up to
the amount of gain excluded. The bill does not explain if the
tax attributes are used in the current year and then reduced, or
reduced and then any remaining amount used.

In effect, this Bill is no help to a farmer with a net
operating loss or other tax attributes equal to the amount of the
excluded gain.

A farmer without tax attributes is benefitted dramatically
rmore under the Act than a farmer with tax attributes. To avoid
this inequity, the farmer should be allowed to use his tax
attributes in the current year prior to offset current income
prior to reducing the tax attributes.

Additionally, the Act should provide that the tax attributes
can be taken into consideration in computing MAGI, otherwise a
farmer with net income above the national median who is entitled
to loss carryovers would not be benefited by the bill.

3. Other Considerations

The Act applies to farmers regardless of whether the
transfer is made incident to a Chapter 12 bankruptcy. Chapter 12
provides absolutely no relief from federal tax liabilities. The
Tax Bankruptcy Act (Title 26 U.S.C. Section 1398 et seq.)
provides special tax provisions for debtors in a Chapter 7 or
Chapter 11 bankruptcy wvhich does not extend to Chapter 12
bankruptcies.

Often in a Chapter 12, as part of the farmers plan, he is
required to deed property back to a lender.

. Perhaps the Act could provided for an increased exclusion of
gain if the transfer is made incident to a Chapter 12 bankruptcy.
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THE ONSION FOR CPA FINS Tulsa, Oktehome

June 6, 1989

Mr. Ron Johnson, Research Analyst
Oklahoma Family Farm and Rural Services
2901 Classen Boulevard, Suite 125
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73106

Dear ¥r. Johnson:

This letter is written on behalf of Mr. Eddie McLearen in regard to the bill
cited as the Farm Debt Tax Reform act of 1989.

A concern of the draft of the bill as contained in the May 18, 1989
Congressional Record is the section regarding the "Deduction of Tax
Attributes.” If the $350,000 exclusion is granted and the tax attributes are
reduced then the benefit to the farmer is reduced substantially. The taxpayer
needs to maintain the tax attributes to continue to operate otherwise he may be

back in bankruptcy.

Secondly, the section dealing with the taxpayers equity in all property

should be eliminated. This provision could eliminate several farmers.

The value of the taxes eliminated using their formula as I interpret it would
be: [$350,000 X 28%) X 150% = $147,000, the maximum equity then that a farmer
could have ip all his property. This is not the tax basis, this is the equity
which vould mean the value of the property less debt. Several farmers and
faras could have greater than $147,000 in equity in their machinery, their honme
and fara land. This provision could xill the bill and benhefits for several

farmers.

A section was added in the amended bill that would limit the debt equity ratio
to 70% after the discharge on all property held by the taxpayer. This section
should be stricken also as property is not defined and this has the same
problens described in the previous paragraph.

Another problem with the two preceding paragraphs 1s the definition of equity.
If the IRS in examining these returns 2 to 3 years after the filings questions
the equity, how can one obtain a satisfactory appraisal?

These concerns vere discussed in our phone conversation of June 6, 1989 and a
highlighted copy of the Congressional Record is attached to show the specific

areas concerned.

Yours very truly,

of REGIER CARR &“MONROE

OBC/ra
ce: Wrw: _tddig;x;bearen.

Enclosures
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Boren, Haaxin, Mr. Konagy,
Dixon, and Mr. Burpicx):
8. 1041. A dili to amend the laternal

Mr.
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plsra can be overwhelining. Other
{armers who have lost everything and
are now trylng to stast new lives and

Revenue Code of 1906 to provide tax new professions—oliten at the sge of
rellef for farmers who reallze capital 50 or §0--sre faced wilh massive tax
g1in on dhe transfer ¢! farm property bllla—the final Insult to the loss of

to sslisfy an indebtedness, and for
other purposes; o the Commiltee on
Finance.

FA0M DENT TAN REPORM ACT

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, loday
3 an introducing the Farm-Debtl Tax
Reform Act of 1989, a bill which ed-
dresscs & number of apecisl tax prod-
leins which can arlse when facm assels
are liquidated to satlsfy farm dedts or
when farmers attempt to restructure
Lhelr debts, This reform ls absolutely
cssential to Insure Lthal the debt re-
structueing provisions of the Agricul-
tural Credit Act of 1987 are imple.
wented a3 Congress Intended. Jolning
nie on this leglsistion are Senator Tow
Dascuiz, Senstor Davio Bongxn, Sena-
tor Tow Haaxix, Senstor Bos Kmarer,
Senslor QuenTin Bumpicx, and Sens-
tor ALax Dixon. I want to thank Sens-
tor Tox DascHir, Senstor Davio
Conrew, Senstor Towm Hamxin, and
thelr stalfa for thelr advice and assist-
ance on his legislation. 1 would also
lixe to thank the Center for Rural Af-
falrs In Walthill. NE, for thelr asaist-
ance.

The Agricultural Credit Act of 1987
provided for a rational, systematic ap-
proach to handling the deltnquent
farm debt resulting from the farm de-
pression of Lhie 1080's. As many of you
know, net farm income during the first
$ years of the 19803 fell Lo the lowest
level—In  real dollari—since recor
kecping began In 1910—-lower even
than the worst 8 years during Lhe
Great Depression.

The deep recession of the 1980°s left
thousands of farmers with huge dedts
which they c¢ould no longer pay. The
value of assels used In {arming—land
and machinery—plummeted In value
by 60 percent of more. As a conse-
quence thousands of farmers' dedls
exceeded the value of Lhelr asscls. The
Agilcultursl Credit Act olfers farmers
an orderly means of restructuring

Lhelr homes and tvelilioods.

-One set of prodlems arises for farm-
ers when Lhey sell or deed over proper-
ty Lo the lenders Lo salisfy thelr debts.
1! the pioperty is worth more than
they originaily paid for It-even
Lthough it s encumbered wilh dedt In
exceas of ts value when deeded back—~
the farmer will have to count the dif-
ference as a cspital galn and pay tax
on L. IL Is the same tax a fermer
would face If he sold the land free of
dedt, only (n Lhis case all Lhe proceeds
or the property flsell goes to the
lender. This ts & particular problem
{or older, low-income farmers whose
only optlon ls to llquikdate. Il they
bought Lhelr farms In the 1950's, the
so-¢alled gains can de significant.

Let me provide a numerical example.
Suppose a farmer purchased land lor
$75,000 In 1953 and subsequently bor-
rowed $200.000 on the land for farm-
ing purposes—s harvesting machine,
tur example, can cost $100,000-at &
time when Lhe lsnd was worth
$3€0.000. Today due to Lhe farm reces-
slon, the land s worth $150.000 dul
hias a debt of §200,000 against . If the
fsnner conveys the land back to hils
lender to satlsfy psrt of his debt he
will have to pay a tsx bill on $73.000
capiial gain and on §50,000 (orgiveness
of debt Income even though those
gains restly do not exist.

To offset Lhis Income, he can draw
on any tax sttribute such as operaling
lusses snd carryovers thal he has. He
will not de adble Lo deduct §0 percent of
the capital galn as he could defore the
1988 tax act, nor can he aversge his
Income over & $-year period. e will be
taxcd on the remalnder unless he ls In-
solvent.

in the example sbove, the farmer
may be scaling down his [srming oper-
stion to Improve his cash flow or turn-
Ing back thie whole {srin with the
tntent of repurchasing his home and a

farm debt when restructuring resull In  few acres. In either case, If the farmer
s greater recovery 1o Lhe lender than s unable to psy the resulting tax M-
foreclusuie. This orderly procesa can abllity, he will be unable to restruc-
salvage s significant portion of the ture. In fact, In most cases, even bank-
outstanding dedt—atrengthening the ruptey will not relleve the farmer of
Farm Credit System. reducing losses this tax llubllity. If rural America (s to

. to the Farmers Home Administration,
and helping {armers with a crushing
financial burden. -

‘The Agricultursl Credit Act of 1987
ls & wise policy spproach to the farm
crisia and will de an Important tool In
Uie effort Lo rebulld rural Americs.

recover (rom the farm crisls, we have
Lo leave these people with more Lthan s
tax dill

This legisiation sddresses both of
these problema foe farmers who clrar-
ty tsck the ablliy to pay. The dill
would provide an exclusion of capital

The sct gave farmers scross the coun- gain or discharge of Indebtedness
iy the hope Lhat they would de able Income for taxpayers who meet the
to redulld thelr lives and thelr farming following Lhree tests: First, 50 percent
operations. Bul withoutl some corre- of Lhe taxpayer's gross reccipts In st
spunding changes In the tax law, that least @ of these Iast 10 years must be
chance for a fresh start will elude atlridutable to farming: sccond, modl.
many farm familles. Many farmers [led sdjusted gross Income ls less than
who have applied for rellef under the the national median; and Lhird, equity
Agricultural Credit Act are finding in all property Is less Lhan $25,000 or
that the tax consequences of Lhelr 130 percent of the tax llablilty.

Moy 18, 1989

The exclusion 1y itmitcd Lo $350.000
in capital gain or discharge of Indeht.
edness Income over Lthe Laxpayer's life-
time, and s svallable only after re-
maining tax attributes have been used.

Mr. President, I belleve these tests
sre a falr way to target this reliel.
‘They are devised to prevent abuse and
the possidiitty of manipulation by
speculstive Investors or wealthy Indl
viduals.

These criteria are Intended to pro
vide a fresh start to farmers of modust
Incoine and means. This legislation Is a
responsible approsch o the tax conse-
quences of farm liquidation and debt
restructuring. Like the Axriculturs!
Credit Act of 1987, this blll bslances
public costs snd budget constraints
sgainst {he publlc obligation to re-
&pond to the farm crisis. (L does noth-
Ing more than put farin fanllies in &
posillon from which they can rebuild
thetr lives.

To aum up, Lhis bill Is a vital comple-
ment Lo the Agricultural Credit Act of
1987. Debt restructuring will not pro-
vide the opportunities we envi.lon for
farmers I R resulls in tax labiities
that they have no hope ol ever being
able Lo pay. I urge my colleagucs to
exsmine the effects of our current tax
law on restructuring and to carelully
review this legisiation.

1 ask unanimous consent thst ¢
letter to me {rom Lhe Nallontl Save
the Family Fana Coaslition, dated May
1, 1989, and & saction by-section analy-
alg and the text of the bill be printed
in the Reconro.

There being no objection. the male-
tlal was order to be printed In Lhe
Rrcoxo, as follows:

S. 1041

Be 1t enacted Dy e Senale and Howse of
Representatices of he United Stetes of
America in Congreds sisemdled
SECTION 1. HIORE TN &

This Act may be cited ax the
Tax Reform Actof L840,
ILC 3 CAFITAL GAIN RUALIZED £

or s

+arm Dedt

N THANNIY R
MNP RTE
¢ SATHOF A IR
AW MU RTINS
CLUDED FROX CRUSY IM IME
ta) 1n Qenenat.—Part 11 of subchepter B
of chapter | of the Iniernal Revenue Code
of 1988 trelating lo ilems specificsily en.
cluded (rom gross Income) 1s sniended By re
designating section 133 a3 section 1368 and
by inserting after section 131 Lhe (ollowing
new section:
e [T

AL LAY ALALIZEO FROM TRANY
» 0 FARN PROPYRTY IN (1M
FLETE R PARTIAL SATISFALTION OF
AQUALIHILD FARM INPLRTEUNANS
"ts) tw Qeweaat ~Oroas tncome of sny d.}
tegpayer destribed In aubseciion (d) does™,
not Include 80 much of the gain (rom the
transfer of {srm property in complete or o
partisl satisfaction of qualifted farni Indeht
edness as does nol exceed $130.000
“(b) Pa1oa Guine awe Discuances or In
aTrenes KEN IWTO0 ACCOUNT —
“(1) Im cemERaL. —Ef fOF any prioe year—
“tA) galn from the.tranafer of fsrm prop
erly In compicie or perilal satlsfaction of
qualificd (arm lndedledness, ar
~(R) & dlscharge of such Indebtednes,
ls extluded from the (aapayers grov:
Income under subsection ta} of thus scution
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or pection 108(4). respectively, subsecilon (8)
of thia srction shall be sppiled for the tax-
able yesr with respect Lo such gain by re-
ducing the dollar amowsis CONLAINEd Ln such
subsection by the such excluded prior yeer
aning and divharges.

orcTIon 108 —Subsectag (8 of this section
ahsll be applied for the taxable yesr with
reapect Lo any gain by reducing the doller
Amouni contained In such subsection talter
any reduction under parsgraph (1)) by any
smount exrluded from gross inceme wnder
section 108 fof puch Frar.

“te) REDOCTION OF TAR ATTHISUTES. —

“t1) I eoTRAL = umount exciuded
from gross income under sudsection (a)
shall be appiird o reduce Lha tax atiridbutes
doeeribed under section 108(bX D).

“t1) CONRPINATION WITH ISCTION 180.— Por
prrposes of this wl the amount of
tax arteidutes ehall be deleml.li . "ter any
reduction under section 108(8) by reason of
smounts exciuded from gTom incorne under
section 108X

~(@) TaxParm Descrisee 1n Tuis Evvencs
Radel )

=t1) In sonrmAL—A laxparer e descrided
In Lhis subsection 11—

“(A) ruch tazpeyers modified sdjusted
gross Income for the Laxsdie yeur ln which
1he trsnaler of {arm properiy in complete or
partial sallsfaction of qualified farm indedt-
ednesa occurs 1 Jess than Inmluuu
nalions] median sdjusied grom Incom

~(B) mere Lhan 34 percent of the nva re-
celpts of Lhe tazpayer for § of the 19 tax-
able yrarm preeeding such tazadle year are
attridutabdle lo—

“t1) the trade o business of farming
(s1Lhln the meaning of section 2031A(exS)),

or

“Cil) the sue or lesse of assets used 1n
auch trade or dusiness, or

“tHl) both,

~¢C) auch taxpayer materially participstes
(within the meaning of section 2032AteX8))
(n the trade or businems descrided In sud-
parsgrsph (B, and

“(D) equity In sll property held by the

azpeyer after reh ler , 1¢ss than the
grester of —

(1) $28,000, or W

=(i) 159 percent of thé excess (1f any) of~

"t1) Lhe tax Impoeed by this zhwm ‘eur-
mined 81 If LAl section and section |
not sppiy Lo the traraler. ever

=117 the tat Imposed by Lhie cnlmv de.
:ermined =il regard Lo Lhis seclion and ste-
lon 108 (If applicadled.

“(2) MOPIFS ABJUETED EROAE IFCOME —
“or purposcs ¢f this rubsection, the lerm
modified sdjusted grom Income’ meers 8d-
usted groes Income—~

“tA) determined +th reqard o Lhis pee
ton and pection L0, and

“tB) incressed by the amount of interest
ecelved or acxrued by the tazpeyer during
he tanadie year which b exempt (rom tax.
“(3) EQuiry.—Por purposes of Lhis subsec-
fon, Lhe term “equily’ means, with respect
© any property. an Mount equal to—
'(Alvnlm Tair market vstue of euch proper.
7. minus
"(B) any Indebtedness relsting to such
fopertly.

“(¢) Fanu Prorenty.—For purpoecs of ihls
ection, the term ‘(arm property” means real
nd personal property used by Ahe tazpeyer
1 the trade of business of fsrming (within
Ne mneaning of section I2A(ex

“th Q Fann
urpoees of this seclion. Indebledness of o
txparer shall be kﬂltd a2 quilified fum

U ruch & w0
srred dlrectly th connection with Lhe eper-
Uon by the lazparer of the Lrade or busl-

~Toe
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nem of [arming (within the meaning ol sec-
tion MITAeNIN.

tb) Clrsicar Awrwssrwy —The tadle of
sections for part 111 of mibchapter B of
ehipier | of mch Code s amended by mirk-
Ing o1t Lhe llem relating to acction 133 and
naerting in tlew Lhereof Lhe following new
Reme

=8ec. 138 Cl.h'ul ﬂln reatized from irans
of [arm properiy In com.
pltll or partisl satlsfaciton of

qualificd tarm Indedlednesy.

“8ec. 134. Croes refcrences to other Acts.”.
tc) Errecrive Dare.—=The smendments
made by this seciion shall lD’llY 10 transfers
occurTing alter Decrmber
ableyrars ending after lllth ﬂa .
BEC. L RICLUNION OF BIMNARGE OF QUALITIFD
r an nvmmmma FROM CRORS
INCARASZD FOR CRRTAIN

ﬁl!.'l.lf FARMPES.

(8) 1s Oenraut - Section 108(g) of the In-
temal Revenue Code of trelating o
eprelal rules for dischar qualified farm
indebiednesy) U amended by addin the
end Lhereof the following new parsgr.

“(4) BPECIAL LIMITATIONS POR FYRTAIN
raswTIs—

“(A) [® apwTnat—Wilh respect Lo & tax-
payer Tho e dexcrided Ln subparsgrsph (C)
of thls psragraph—~

“(1} the amount excluded under subpara-
graph (C) of subsection (sX1) shall not
encesd 1159.000. s

~(H1 parsgraph 43) of thls sudsection shal}
be applied without regard to subparsgraph
1D thereof.

(B} PRIOR PISCHANGES OF 1WDFRTYDALSS
AND CAIRS TAREW [NYO accOUNT —If [or any
prior year—

Ll dluhnu of qualified farm Indebdt.

€14, O

3} nln from Lhe tranaler of farm prop-
erty In complete or partial sstlafaction of
ruch Indedbtedness,
W excluded from the tawpayer's
Income under thia subsection of section l”
rerpectively, subparsgraph (A) ahall de sp-
plied for Lhe tanadle year with repect to
such dicharge by reducin the dollar
smount contained In such subparagraph by
the ruch excluded prior year discharges and

“(C) TARPATER DEICRIBF® IR TRI SURFARA:
SraPn —A taxpayer W dencrid~d (n this aud-
paragraph 11—

1) such taxpayer’s modilied sdjusted
gross Income for Lhe tanable year In which
Lhe discharge of qualified farm Indedtedness
occurs iy lew than 100 peecent of Lhe nation-
al median sdjustied groes income,

“(11» more than §0 percent of the grom re-
celpla of the tezpayer for § of Lhe 10 tax-
adle yesrs preceding such taxabdie year are
attridutable to—

"t} the tride or dusinem of farming
(wilhln the menning of section 2032ALeX 83,

“(1 the ssle or lesse of awmels used (n
ruch Lrade or busines, o

“([11) doth,

“(1i1 such taxpayer materlally p-nkl'
pales (xllhin the mesning of section
2031AteX®) In Lhe lrade of business de-
scrided in elause (1IXT),

“tiv) Lhe Indebledness of the tazpayer
Doth before and after such discharge b
equsl la 70 percent or more of the equity in
all property held by ruch Lanpayer,

“v) equity in all property held by the tax-

payer after such dlacharge s less than the
greater of —

~(1)$15.000. or

“(11) 130 percent of the m Uf any? of

the Lax Imposed By this chapter dutermined
a2 If this srction and section 138 did not

S 3641

spply to Lhe tranafer. sver the tat impoecd
By this charter determined sith rerard to
this section and section 133 tf applicadle)
and

tvi? such taxoarer. in transferring proper.
Ly tn connecilon sith the discharge of quali-
fird farm indebledness, tranalers only larm

LY.

~10) Derimirions.—For purposes of this
paragraph—

“th) Panm  reoprRTv.—-The term ‘farm
property’ means real and personal prapsrty
used by the taxparer In the t1ade of busl
ness of farming (within the meaning of aec
Lion 2032A1eNSH,

“(HY MOPIZIFD ABJOSTID GRANIN (MONF —
The term ‘modificd adjusted groes Income”
meana adjusied gruns income—

=(1) determined with rega: o ov 15,10 section
and section 133, and

“(11) Ineveased by the amount of Interest
received of sccrued by Lhe taapayer duting
the Laxable year which s exempt from tax

(1) Eavirv.—The lerm ‘eqully’ means,
with respect o any proprriy, an smount
equsl to—

*uu.m falr market value of such proper-
ty. ml

'(ll) uw Indedledness relating to such

mw C A .-
graph (A) of u«lon 108aHY) 9! #such Code
b amended by striking out “The smount™
and lnserting In Beu therenl “Zaerpt av pra
vided in paragvaph (1), the smonunt™.

te) Ervecrive Dare—The amendmenty
made by (hls acction ahall apply o dlv
charges of Indehtedness ocourring after De-
cember 35, 1938 In tavadle yearn rnding
after such date.

Faxw.Drwy Tax Revonu Acy oz 1989
BecTion- Y -EECTION ARALYSTS
Section 1: Bhort Ute. This Act may de
eited as the “Farm Dedt Tan Refarm Act of
1009,

8ection X Provides an exclusion for exp-
1tal gains that arise when Iarm property Is
tranalferred to & lender in exchange for dedt
rellef 3 Lhe following conditiona spply:

The exclusion of galns under Lhls 1ection
(plus Lhe exclusion of ordinary Income in
Bection 1) does not exceed $)30,000 over the
taxpayers ltelime:

The encluded u;:unll are used 10 reduce

'hu taxpsyer’s Mll« sdluted gron
» than 100 percent of the na-
=dsustrd grom income;

AL least §0 percent of Lhe 1nzpayee o gross
receipts (n ol least 6 of the lut 10 yesra s
attributable to farming or the leare or sale
of ansets used In farming. and (he tazpayer
must have materislly participsted (n the
trade or bustness of farming.

The taxpsyer's equity in all post transfer
property W less than 123,000 or 130 percent
of lhe tax Hedllity, vhkhnﬂ h lrnlu

4 gqrou
Intoma means Adjusted grom income ping
any tax-ezempl Income minug expilal aatne
and diachar indedirdness Income,

Equity mewns the falr market vatve of
properiy minus &Ry Indedtedness on auch

properly.

Tan llsdliity for Lhe purpose of the equity
test s the difference between the tax that
would d¢ owed under Lhe currenl law and
the tax that would be oxed under the bIL)

Farm property mesna real and personal
property used In connection with the trade
or business of farminr. and

Qualified [arm Lndebledness lm"ln the
farming purposes (cuitivation of soll, han-
dling of animala, foreetry, ete.) for which
Lhe dedt was incurred.




Elfcctive date: Sation 1 applics 10 sl)
! Leansfers sccurting afier Decemaber 31, uu
Provides for an enchusion of
kdedil diets income luulwy
lncosee) (o8 faimars whe mert thy lollowing
condiions. a2 An wiiernative 16 \ha 48 pre-
cent [arme \ncmng test which now provides 8
Tunited eaciusion foe solvemt taxpayets
under sectivn 1O8eY

The exchuion is Hunited 1o $330.000 rer
Ter's Wletima (counting any ex-

abna undet Section 1K
The Lspeyer's modiiied eress
wnaw (0 e rear of Uie dacharie @ less
Lhsn (08 percent of Lhe ha madien ad-
Justed grose incume;

At Jeast 89 percent of Ihe Lanpayer's aross
rectipAs ta ot leak S of tha lamt LE Jeurs o
attriduiadle 1o [arming o the lease of sale
of atsels uied 0 the Lrade o business of
farming and (he Lazparer must have mate:
rislly participeied la the Lrade or bustnenn
of farming;

The tazpeyer's dedt of equity ratle doth
Belore and after the tranafer 1 ol lesat 19
percent:

The taapayer's equily in sl poal Lranaler
Sro0Cr1Y 10 lesa Lhan $33.008 o 158 percent
of lax Uablinty, s hichever s grestee.

Defliltlons same as fo¢ Bection L.

Lifective date: Bection 3 spplies Lo all
translers and vuumu uring sccurring siter

Com
US Senals. Waiklapian, DC
Deaa Soraror Connsx Un Wehall of the
Credit Coauniites of the Natlonal Passlly
Farm Coalition representing ever 8 ocyanl-
ullcu 1a 33 states, [ would ke Lo express
our wpport (or he Parmer Tax
lllon- Act of 1989 and s thank
our lesdershio s Lhls et Important
lwu. The hutloucbl victory fer fsmilies
tn the Agricultura) Credit Act of 1987 pro-
viding senaible del restructuring whes R s
Lhe feast coel alternallve will 3e o hollew
victory If Lhe FWi{A debd 16 replaced by a
fctime LIRS ebt.
As faraily farmers struggling Lo save our
throug

wring opt.
c:wu Act and fale treslment wader Chap-
lu 13 banirupicy, we view this new legisls-
Priority Lo aschieve the goal of
th\hn family furmers W stay oa thelr
luvu and Ia Lheir rursl
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By Mr. DURENDERGER:

3. 1042, A 31l Lo suspend lemporar-
1y the duty on certaia in-line roller
skate bools: to the Comniltiee on Fi-
nance.

SUSPERJION OF PUTY OB IN-LINE ROLLLS BEATS
0078

@ Mr. DURENDERGQER. Mr. Preal-
dent, [ rise Lo Introduce legistation
Lhat would lemporarily suspend tarifls
on cerlaln bools that are Incoeparated
Into In-iine ruiler 3hates manulsctured
and assembied In the Uniled States.
This leglsistion would help ov

May 18, 1959

taw, upon proper request fled with Uk ap-
¢ custorma efficer wihin % days

sfier the 1N day alter thva date of enact:
ment of thig Act, any enlry—

1) thatl was made wfter Apcil 30, 1948, annd
Defoes such 1N day, and

(3) wih respect te which there would
Nave beca no dutly If Whe aaendment made
by the first section of this Act suplied to
such entry:
shall de Bquidated of retiquidsted as Lhoush
Ch unendunent spplied L8 such ealry @

By Mr. FORD tfor himself, Mr.

an unfalr competitive sdvantage that
Imparters of (ully assermbled roller
skates currently have sgainst doinestic
roller svate manuiacturers.
Rollerblade. Inc., s Minnesota corpo-
ratlon, manufsctures ln-line roller
tkates. Some of the roller skate com-
ponents used by Lhis are do-

T . and Mr. Moo
(18 3

S. 104. A blll to estadilsh a Comumls-
slon on Aviatlon Securily and Terror-
ism to (nvestizate the sdequacy uf and
compliance with aviation security pro-
cedures and Federal Aviation Adminis.
I.nuon muﬁly requirements; o the

mestically sourced, and olhers are im-
porled from Italy. Austris, and
Tslwan.

Currently, skate bools imported for
the roller skate carry & 6 percent duty,
These skate bools are not useable In
the form In which they enter Lhe
country. Instead, ey must go
through s manulacturing process to
have “wheel supports™ sttached.

Rolterblade’'s domesilc compelitors
tmport finkhed roller skates (rom
Talwan. As & {inished product, these
roller skates enter the United States
duty free. This clearly enables domes-
tic compeUtors who Impott {inlshed
ploducu to gain an unfalr, and unln'

Itve .d'm[u' ]
& company Lhat i creating sanufse.
turing Jobs [n the United States. Thiat
makes no sense.

My lesblation would redress this
unfalr competitive sdvantage by re-
classifying these bools as duly-free
roller sksle parts,

Mr. President, I ask unantmous con-
sent Lthal the full text of the leglsla-
tion 1 am tntroducing be reprinted In
the Recorn,

There teing no odjection, the bill
was crdend o de prl.nled a e

FOu UIe Mot swere Senslor Cw‘d.
tmmu-wmnvam.p«u
wnccrialaly for lans of theusands of lu.-lly
farmers srugeling 0 week Uiwowh the
PR delx restructuring process. Fue they- -
sands more, the Fune Credit Bervices have
not prosided (3rmers wHA (he kind ol dedd

3
H
i
l

lmpiications of detd write down or past ubl
talliementa vith PmHA are unclesr.
We ook [ervard 10 working with pou to

ahip and actien b8 ¢ aign that there 0 & com:
mitment Lo seclng Whe Agricultura) Credit
Act reaily hefp {armere slay on (helr (arms
and In (heir rurad communiUes. We Lhank
you foe your spport.
Bincerely,
ny Busvina,
Chatr, IIIIC Credit Commiites

a llﬂ o
Be It enacled by (Ae Senale and lewe of
Represenialires of e Uniled Stales of
Amcrica ta Congress ansembied That Sub-
chavter 11 of chapter 99 of Lhe Hasmonlied
Tarllf Schedule of Lhe United Siales o
amended by ln [

, Sclence, and
‘hmsporuuon
AVIATION SRCUARITY aND TEARORIEM
CONMISIION ACT OF 1088

@ Mr. FORD. Mr. President, Lhe Ltragle
lass of Pan Amerkan Alrways fight
103 over Scotiand on Devember 21,
1988 has focused Lhe atlention of the
world on (he critical importance of
sviation security. The resulting loss of
239 lives sboard the Boelng 747 alr-
crall, as well as 11 others In the town
of Lockerble, underscores Lhe (mpor.
lance of our making every effort to
improve the avislon securily and
counterterrorism  sctivitles of tie
United States.

Much has been dona In the interven
ing months by the Secretary of Trans.
portation and the Pederal Aviatlon
Adminisiration (o enhance aviation se.
eurily, However, many continue to
harbor concerns that these actions ace
too late and that mote must be dune. L
share the bellef that we must do what.
ever i3 necessary to ward off Interma.
tonal terrortsm and prolect the llves
of American citlzens,

On April 3 of this year, the familles
of the victims of Pan Am 103 suoport
group traveled to Washingtlon at their
own expense, secking support fur an
independent Investigation Into the cir.
cumstances surrounding the bombding
of Pan Am 103. Mr. President, that
eftort carries on today. Family mem.
bers of those who lost thelr lives last
Decembcr continue to <sll for s con-

tnserting
Lhe following new sudhesding:

mue Iﬂﬂ u . b dap_ b onp .:..

Fperrbd W
14 w
o -

[ 4

Kt

8cc. 2 (a) The amendment made by e
firat section of this Act applies with respect
(e arlicies entered, or withdrawn (rom ware-
Mm for consumption. on e¢ sfler the L3Lh
after the dais of enactment ot Lhia Act.

Notwithstanding section §14 of the
Tum Act o 193¢ or any ether provision of

lon to resoive un-
answered questions, contentions ana
sllegalions regarding the events lcad-
ing up to and surrounding the Pan Am
103 Incident. By Lthelr most recent
count, the victims' famliiles clatm the
wupport of 80 Scnators for such an ln.
vestigation.

As chalrman of the Aviation Sub:
committee, it ls my dellef that {f an In.
vestigation (s to be conductied Into this
Uagk Incldent, It ls best done by an ln.
dependent group, comprised not only
of Mcmbers of Congress, but experls
in avistion safety and sccurity as well,
8uch a group will ensure that all con-
cerns reiated to this incident are ad-
dreased and. hopelully. resolved.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SARAH VOGEL

Good morning Senator Boren, members of the
"Committee. For the record, I am Sarah Vogel,
Agriculture Commissioner for the State of North Dakota.
I appreciate the opportunity to testify bafore your
committee this morning on this vitally important
matter.
In 1983, as a private attorney I filed a class
action lawsuit against Agriculture Secretary John Block
for the foreclosure practices of the Farmers Home
Administration. Eventually, we won the lawsuit
because, the judge said, FnHA was not following the law
on allowing farmers to apply for deferrals and was
denying farmers due process of the law with its
foreclosure proceedings. Following the initial ruling
were more complaints, injunctions, appeals and general
litigatlion to bring the FnHA. into compliance with its
borrowers’ constitutional rights. The dispute ran on
for several years, until Congress passed the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987 (the Act), guaranteeing
certain debt forbearance, deferral and settlement
rights for FmHA and Farn Credit Service borrowers.

The Act also provides that a farmer’s debt should
be restructured -- through several available options --
when it’s cheaper for the government to restructure
that debt than it would be for the government to
foreclose. The reality that guided the formation of
this poliey is that the government is better off
recovering what debt the farmer can feasibly pay, while
keeping the farmer in business and therefors productive
and able to make payments in coming ysars.

Though the Act has not meant salvation for all
borrowers of FnHA and FC5, it has helped many remain on
the land and get a new start, or at a minirum, settle
their debts with FmHA and/or FCS, retain their
homestead and begin a new life.

The beneficial outcomes of debt restructuring
procedures with FmHA and FCS often come to a screeching
halt when the IRS contacts the borrower, notifying that
person that they owe taxes -- usually a large amount --
on the "gain” they "realized" when their debt was or
would be restructured or settled. This is especially
true whén land encumbered by debt has been or would he
transferred through some means -- perhaps voluntary
conveyance, deedback, or a sale to raise money to
yay~off debt.

On paper, these land transfers may appsar to
generate income for the farmer /debtor. In reality,
though, little could be further from the truth. The
debtor rarely sees money from land sales for debt
settlement; furthermore, land conveyed or deeded back
to the creditor to satisfy debt does not resgult in
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"{ncome" for the debtor, but rather merely a reduction
of debt.

Unfortunately, current 0.5. tax law does not
distinguish between land sold under economic distress
or turned over to satisfy debt and other transfers of
property for profit. In other words, current 0J.S5. tax
law is not reflective of the reality being faced by
many in American agriculture today.

FmHA issued more than 66,000 notices to delinquent
farmers last year, indicating that if the farmers
qualified, they had debt settlement options. If
farmers were unable to meet the requiremeants for debt
settlement, their accounts would be "accelerated”,
which ultimately leads to foreclosure or so-called
"voluntary" conveyance. As of early July, FmHA plans
to issue nearly 16,099 more notices to delinguent
borrowers this fall. According to FuHA officials, only
12,500 farmers of the initial 66,0@0@-plus who received
notices last year were able to take advantage of some
form of debt settlement. Figures released by the
Center for Rural Affairs indicated that of the first
66,000 thousand, more than 31,000 were unable to meet
debt settlement requirements and therefore had to
either face foreclosure or transfer sowe land or
property to FmHA to reduce their debt load. These
31,000 farmers, no doubt, will be facing stiff tax
bills from IRS resulting from the options circumstances
have forced them to choose.

Contrary to popular belief, many ¢of the farmers
who are facing high tax bills resulting from farm debt
settlement are not those farmers who bought land when
prices were high and who enthusiastically over-expanded
when the agricultural economy was booming in the latter
197@s and very early 1980s. Quite the opposite, in
fact, is true. (In truth, most people who bought land
when prices were high and over-expanded their
operations will show losses because their purchase
price is higher than current market value.) The people
most adversely affected by current U.5. tax law in this
context are older farmers who bought the land decades
ago at prices that now seem unbelievably cheap -- $40 -
$100 dollars an acre, depending on the land -- and were
forced out of farning or forced to give up a portioan of
their farm land to satisfy debt. The problem arises
because this land is currently valued at much higher
prices. Often, these unfortunate farmers have accrued
debt against their land during years when cost of
production greatly exceeds crop prices and through
rolling over operating debts. 50, the difference
between the purchase price and what the land is worth
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when transferred to settle debt is most often negated
by the debt that land carries.

Let me provide an example using a situation faced
by one of the first FmHA restructure cases in North
Dakota that "worked” -- and I use the term loosely. An
elderly gentleman was up to his neck in debt to FrHA,
his health was failing and all he wanted to do was to
get out of debt to FmHA and have enough money left for
winimal living expenses. Staff at North Dakota’s
Agricultural Mediation Service -- which is a division
within the state Agriculture Departwent -- worked out a
debt settlement plan that both FmHA and the farmer
could live with. However, when' accountants put their
pencils and calculators te the plan, they realized the
gentleman would have a $30,000 tax liability as a
result of the settlement. Thics person has virtually no
income. His hospital bills were mounting daily due to
heart problems, yet because of current U.S. tax lawus,
the only thing thies man can 4¢ is hold onte his farm
land until he dies. What kind <of existence is that?
What sence does it make to have him retain the land and
leave it idle, when his sons are willing and able to
take over? Tax laws, in this case, have resulted in
wasted years for an ill, elderly man, for his sons, and
for the federal government because no inceire is being
earned from the land, which means no federal taxes are
being paid on it.

Because of the tax liability, his debt settlenment
plan with FreHA was abandoned. Just yesterdayv, I spoke
with an official from FCS in North Daketa who inforned
that ceveral plausible debt settlement plans have been
negated because of the resulting tax liability. In
this scenario, evervone loses, the farmsr, the lending
institution, the government and ultimately the
remainder of the American taxpayers.

Let me present another example, this time using
fictitious people. Let's say a farm couple in their
mid-6@3s bought a farm after they were married and paid
$40,000 for it. Now, it's 1989, the land lg valued st
$300,292 and over the years they have accumulated
$300,000 worth of debt on the land, giving them a debt
to asset ratio of 1/1. In debt settlement, they deed
back to FmHA 75 percent of their land (or $225,@00),
and keep 25 percent (valued at $75,000) Of the Z5
percent that they keep, $30,000 represents the
homestead, which they get free and c¢lear in the debt
settlement agreement, leaving them with 345,000 uworth
of debt against the remaining land.

The IRS looks into the matter and views the
$2¢5,000 deedback, minus the $40,7¢2 purchase price as
a $195,000 capital gains. On paper, the couple ends up
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with a debt to asset ratio of approximately 1/2.5.
What the IRS does not take into consideration, because
of current tax law, is that the couple has a reduced
asset base. Instead of looking at what the farmer is
left with, which ic a negative debt to asset ratio
($30,900 in ascets, $45,0¢20 in debt), they look at what
the creditor gets and view it as the farmer’'s gain.
The resulting tax liability for the couple, based on
ocurrent law, will be approximately $64,350, or 33
percent of the $195,2@8 "capital gain”. It should be
clear from this example, that the couple will be
completely unable to pay this tax. Where would the
woney come from? : )

For several years, I have been taking calls from
farmers concerned about circumstances quite similar to
those I just illustrated. Recent conversations with
farm and tax attorneys in North Dakota have revealed
farmers left with tax debts ranging from $6,898 (this
person had no income) to up to $5090,008 resulting from
debt settlement via deedback, conveyance and
bankruptay.

Not only does this tax seem inherently unfair as
perceived by the agricultural producers, it is
unrealistic because the taxes are virtually
uncolleectible. To put it simply, the monmey is not cut
there, folks. As the old cliche goes, "you can’t get
blood from a tu nip or whiskey from a rock.”

A study done at North Dakota State University on
the consequences of farm ligquidations in recent years
indicatses that this problem is widespread in North
Dakota. According to that study, contingent tax
liabilities were a substantial problem for many pecple
trying to liquidate their farm ¢peration.
Approximately 42 percent of people who responded to
NDSU’s survey indicated that liquidation vresulted in
increased tax liabilities. (See attachment). The
average liability resulting from liquidation was
$20,000. Further, the study revealed that most
families who liquidated or left their farming
operations because of debt had very limited income.
The median family income for the group was $18,00@; 29
percent of those responding to ND5U reported incones of
less than $10,900. For approximately one-third of the
respondents, debt exceeded the value of their assats
after liquidation. Finally, another 17 percent
reported \a positive net worth of $10,989 or less.

For these reasons, among other, the North Daketa
Department of Agriculture offers its support to S.
1241. As introduced, S5enator Kent Conrad’s bill will
provide an income exclusion for capital gain for
farmers who transfer agricultural property to satisfy
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farm dabt. The lagislation also allows an income
exalusion for discharge of indabtednese incoms. These
two provisions are critical for ths survival of many

people in rural America.
The Department of Agriculture received an advance

copy Thursday of tha testimony of Center for Rural
Affairs’ Annatta Higley, and we concur with the changes
racommended by Ms. Higley in the written testimony
submitted to the Committee today. These recommended
changes would provide relief more equitably and would
prevent non-farmers, i.e., investors, from benefiting
from this legislation.

In closing, I would like to urge the Committee to
work for quick passage of this bill. It’'s timely
passagn is a mattar of financial life and death to many
peoples in American agriculture. Further, any delay in
passage could prevent this legislation from being as
beneficial as is currently possible.

Thank you, Senator Boren, mambsrs of the

Comnittee, for your attention.



Table 4. Contingent Tax Liabilitics of Former th‘th Dakota Farmers

ltem - Number Value
Did ceasing to farm result in additional income tox liabilities? 161
No , 42.9%
Yes - 422
Don't know 149
Total additonal tox liability 62
Average $20,117
- Distribution: .
30-$4,999 - . 27.4%
$5,000-$9,999 | : 128
$10,000-$14,959 ' - 16.1
$15.000-$19 999 113
$20,000-329,993 96
$30,000-$39,399 129
Over $40,000 9.7
Factors contributing to additional tax labilities 92 _
Recapture of investment credits 52.9%
Recapture of depreciation . 489
-Additional capital gains taxes 522
Debt forgiveness 20—

Other ‘ " 65

8y
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SHARON K. WATKINS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and this committee, for the opportunity to speak to you
on the subject of Senate Bill 1041. On behalf of the Credit committee of the Nation-
al Family Farm Coalition representing over 40 organizations in 35 states, I would
like to express our support for swift action by this Congress on the Farm Debt Tax
Reform Act of 1989 and to thank you for your leadership on this most important
issue. My testimony today will focus on areas of concern that have been raised by
farmers working with the Credit Committee since the bill’s introduction.

As family farmers struggling to save our farming operations through the new
debt restructuring options in the Agricultural Credit Act, we view this new legisla-
tion as a top priority to achieve the goal of enabling family farmers to stay on their
farms and in their rural communities.

I am Sharon K. Watkins, a farmer and accountant from southern Indiana. With
my young son, I farm 500 acres. We raise corn, soybeans, tobacco, wheat, hay and
livestock. I also have an accounting practice. Besides doing over 100 farm tax re-
turns each year, I assist*farmers in restructuring their farm debts. Working either
directly with the farmer or with several attorneys in Indiana, 1 prepare balance
sheets, cashflows, other financial reports and restructuring plans as requested by
the court, creditors and others.

It is my opinion that passage of S. 1041 in 1989 is as important to farmers as the
passage of the Agricultural Credit Act was in 1987. It was your leadership, Mr.
Boren, in the Senate Agriculture Credit Subcommittee, that helped to ensure that
farmers received borrowers’ rights through that legislation. Now, many of these
same borrowers are not able to make the important decisions on their future due to
uncertainty over the tax consequences of this legislation. We agree with the recent
IRS ruling on the impact of shared appreciation agreements and the timing for tab
liability, yet we feel it should be incorporated into the statute so that farmers and
their accountants are fully aware of its existence.

Many farmers are now trying to restructure their debts with their lenders, espe-
cially with the Farm Credit System and Farmers Home Administration. This tax
provision is critical for them, as well as those borrowers who are not able to contin-
ue farming and have no feasible plan of restructuring, to present other than a sale
or conveyance of all or part of their assets. If they file a Chapter 11, again the ques-
tion of feasibility would come up, but if they are liquidated, the Chapter 11 rules
would help with the tax problem. The major drawback to a Chapter 11 is its cost of
thousands of dollars. Dollars, that S. 1041, by avoiding bankruptcy for these farm-
ers, would make available to pay creditors. Plus, many farmers would scale back
their operations rather than Jdo a complete liquidation if given the choice. But those
choices are taken from them if they must file a Chapter 11 to avoid taxes they
cannot pay. The court, trustee ani creditors take control of their operation in a
bankruptcy.

Attached to this testimony for the record are tax returns, using 1988 tax rates, of
a farmer who is considering conveying his property to his creditor. The difference in
the tax liability as demonstrated by Exhibits 1 and 1A is $104,543.00 using the max-
imum amount of capital gain of $350,000.00. The question of whether he would be
liable for taxes of $104,543.00 means the difference between this particular farmer
being able to restructure his debts or file Chapter 11 bankruptcy. He has a restruc-
turing plan approved by Farm Credit Service, his only creditor. The tax question is
the only remaining issue to be resolved.

If S. 1041 is enacted it will not reduce taxes but will delay collection time for the
taxes. In the above example, if this farmer chooses to file Chapter 11 bankruptcy he
would eventually be discharged from the bankruptcy and not owe any taxes nor
would he have his basis in his remaining real estate adjusted. When his real estate
is eventually sold or considered in his estate at death, he would not owe more taxes
because of his bankruptcy restructuring. If S. 1041 is enacted in its current form, he
would owe more taxes if he chooses to use the provision of the law, because of tax
attributes being adjusted. Not only the basis in the real estate would be adjusted,
but immediately, the loss of the use of carryover net operating losses and invest-
ment credits would result in more tax revenue being collected annually. We would
urge this Subcommittee to modify the order of the tax attributes to ensure that the
legislation benefits those farmers who have been operating at a loss.

The best business decision would be to file bankruptcy and not use S. 1041 in its
curreat form, but I assure you my experience with farmers is they would choose the
provisions of this bill rather than file bankruptcy. Most farmers would take any
other option given to them before they would choose bankruptcy.
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S. 1041 would not result in lost revenues. In fact, it would result in eventually
collecting more taxes plus cost less because fewer farmers would file bankruptcy. |
have no idea what the cost to the government is for a farmer’s bankruptcy, but the
farmer’s cost is $15,000.00 at a minimum. The cost to the government for maintain-
ing courtrooms and salaries of judges, clerks and trustees are certainly not covered
by the $200.00 filing fee. And by giving farmers another option during restructur-
ing, more money is available for their creditors now.

I have a concern about the definition of “equity” in the language of the bill. 1
would like to be assured equity in all property :n~ans total balance sheet net worth
even if this amount is negative. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a Balance Sheet and Equity
Analysis of a farmer. The “Equity Analysis" is the accepted way I have always been
instructed by attorneys and bankruptcy courts to prepare analyses. Please note, the
difference between net worth and net equity in my example is $50,000. Using the
Equity Analysis he is not eligible for Senate Bill 1041 tax relief but is eligible under
the Net Worth test.

Most farmers with financial difficulties have found it necessary to finance their
own operations and provide for a full year's family living expenses. This necessitates
a farmer having a large inventory or cash balance at the end of harvest. Perhaps
more than the $25,000 maximum equity should be allowed, or there should be a dif-
ferent way to incorporate the. family living expenses into that calculation.

Attached as Exhibit 3 for the record are several Balance Sheets and a Cash Flow.
My example, which I believe is typical of the majority of Mid-West farmers, is of a
row crop or grain farmer, who does not have an off-farm job or raise livestock.
Income is only once a year at fall harvest time. This finances the entire operation
providing one year of family living expenses from the sale of the crop of the preced-
ing year. Because a growing crop is valued at the lower of cost or market value and
the consumption of the family living allowance, this farmer is eligible some of the
time, but ineligible the balance of the year. His net worth and date of that net
worth are listed below.

Attachments.

JANUBEY 1, 1988 ..ot oot e ettt een eenr e $50,000
April 1, 1988......... 30,488
July 1, 1988.......... 10,887
OCIODRT L, 1988 .. ..o et se et sese e et eee st ee e e sene s sen s (3,337)

My calculations show (Exhibit 4) with a capital gain of up to approximately
$59,500, a farmer would -be allowed a maximum net equity of $25,000 and with a
maximum capital gain of $350,000, a farmer would be allowed to have a net equity
of an estimated $147,000. Experience would suggest most farmers would fall in the
lower range and as the above example shows, it would depend on the timing of the
sale or conveyance as whether many farmers would be eligible to use the provisions.
Most farmers and creditors would not consider the timing or would not have enough
control of the events surrounding the sale or conveyance to time events at the opti-
mum time.

Following are some additional areas that we feel need to be closely examined by
this Committee and hopefully included in the final legislation. They relate to the
farmer definition in the legislation. We want to be sure that farmers who went
through debt settlement during the period of the Coleman injunction, at which time
FmHA interpreted the injunction to mean that they could not finalize debt settle-
ments, are able to benefit from these provisions of capital gains exclusion. The
farmer definition requires that 50% of the gross receipts have been from farming
for six of the past ten years. While this may help some of the borrowers in 1989, we
are concerned that it may be an unintentional barrier for farmers ten years from
now. We support a provision in the bill that would specifically address farmers af-
fected during this recent time-frame. In addition we support changing the material
participation test to the qualified farm indebtedness section, removing it from the
farmer definition.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment on this bill. We look for-
ward to working with you to ensure swift passage of this important legislation. This
is an important step towards meeting the goals of the Agricultural Credit Act for
many farmers. It will help farmers stay on their farms and small businesses remain
as our implement dealers, which directly strengthens our rural communities.

If I may answer any questions 1 would be more than happy to do so. Thank you.
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Exhibit 1
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18 Rents, 10yeiNas, parinerships, eetaies, Yusts, oic {sflach Scheduie E) . . .. —— T
}_— 19 Famincoms ot (leaXanach Scledule F) . ... .. e " 37006 _}
2 \ ON {ineut NI POQe 1) . ... .. .. e -
21 soauuammu(upmm ..... e a1 | |
o money b Taxabis amount i &y, K00 1he wORShest ON PAGE 13 . .. .. ... . iuei i
ords hee n mm
23 _ Add ihe amounts showni in [he 1ar right colunn lor hnes 7 through 22 This ie yous tolsl income b 39579
24 Reimd d business wom Form 2108, bne 13 | 24
Adjusiments mv”mmmtmwmmmmpmuuu 288
1o Income b Spouse’s IRA deducion, kom appiicable woikshout on pege 14/18 | 280
2 Sel-empioyed 1wakh ineursnce educson kom worksheel, pg 18 | 2¢
B 37  Meogh retrement pian and sell employed SEP caduchon .. ... ... a7
eapage 13) 28 Penaly onewly wkhdrawalolsavings . ..................... 2
29 ANmony paid (tecipient’s lasl nama: o
and social security number: ).... |
30 mmun%ﬁzot e your tolal adfuatments . » 0
Adjusted ' ﬁ;':::'.."::';m..,:i’m'“mm‘z:z::am;m'":m
Gross INCOME_iavwuctone & yon: want IR i Rour paus 1en s P oIS K] 3958704

28 Capitul Gains
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Form 1040 (1908)

Poge 2

32 Amound kom Bne 31 (edjusied Qrose INCome) .
Tax 338 Chech & (] You wwe 88 orover (O Bung, Ulonu--uam Dm
Compu- “Add the number of boxes checked and enler Ibe ol here . .. ...... ... .......
tatlon B s0mMeons (Fuch &8 you parent) can calim you 8¢ & dependent, check hers. . . . ... ..
[} lmt.mﬂd“amm:mnmmmmm a)ou
we 8 Gusl-slatus allen, 000 pags 10 andcheck here ... ...... -
M Entar the ® Yous slanderd deduction (kom page 17 ol the inswructons), OR ﬂ
lerger © Your Remized deductions (kom Schaduis A, 0e 29). Yoo 7] 5000
of: ¥ you Semize, siach Schecdule A and check hers. . . .. »0
3 SubYect B0 34 oM N8 32. ENder (e 1eeUR Mare . .. .. ...t » 34579
3N Muliply $1,650 by the 1ol number of sxemplions clamedonBine®e ........... ...l e k] 13650
37 Tausbie Income. Sudt act kne 38 Fom Ine 33 Enter the resull (I lees Than 2ero, enter 1er0) ... .. .y ar 20929
Caulion; i under age 14 and you have more Lhan $1.000 of irvestmant income, check here. .. b [ [
and 500 Pags 17 10 808 1 you have 10 use Form 8815 10 AQuUre your 1ax.
3 Erder tax Chech ¥ hom {1 Tax Tatle, (] Tax Aaie Scheduies, or (J Formeets.......... N ) 3139
39 Agasonal laxes (see page 17) Check il kom. [ Form ¢970, oc Drfomearz.............. 38 |
”
40 Acd inse 38 and 30 _Enier the 1otal e il >l a0 3139
41 Credl lor chid and dependent Care expenses (anach Fm 2441) 41
Credits 42 Cradi kv the siderly or the disabled (sftach Schedule R) . ... .. e
43 Foreign tax credit {anach Form 1118) . .. P )
1308 one 44 General business credt Check f kom.
enpage1d) @ Form 3800 or O Form(epectyy ... .......... “ 1513
45 Crod for prio¢ year minkmum Lax (aflach Form 8801) .. ... .. &6
W ACIBNBB 41 UVOUQR 4B, . .. ..ttt o e e, 511
47 Subvact Ine 48 kom Ine 40 Enler 1ha :eauRk (N les3 than 20, enier 2860). . . ... .. ... ...... 626
48 Se-employment tax (stach Schedule SE) 817
Other 40 Anernalive minkmum tax (aNach FOrM@261) . ... .. ... ... . e
Taxes §0  Recaphue Laxes (300 page 18). Check K kom  {J Form 4258, 0 [0 Form 8811
tiacudong 61 Social security tax on ¥p INCOMS NO! 16pOried 10 employer (aNach Form4137).. ... ...,
sreallC 82 Taxon aniRA or a quaiied retemeni pian (aftach Form $329)
- $3_ Add knes 47 through 52 This is your tolal Laz - 6443
54 Feceral income tax withheld (it sny is kom Form(s) 1009, chod\bc]) 54
Payments &5 1984 estimaled Lax peyments and amount applied kom 1987 reurn. . . [ 88
O EunadincOmOcIOM ........o.viiiiiit e 2
Luech u;;- 87 Amount pakd with Form 4868 (axiension request) [14
.qun. 88 Excess social security tax and RRTA tax withheld (see page 20) 58
rent §9 Croo jor Feders Lax on Kuoels (a1ach Form ¢136) s (e 586
80 Reguisted investmant company cred . A [
§1__Add Ines 54 tvough 60 Thees ae your mu.»,muu 586
62 Nine 81 ke larger than bne 53, enler amount OVERPAID
Refund or 63 Amount of Bne 82 10 be REFUNDED TO YOU o
Amount “ muamnuuw»ymumumww .»|lel
YOU OWE o 4 1o 63 1o lrger than e 83, arier AMOUNT YOU OWE. Atach chack of money order for
Amount payable 10 “Iniernal Revenus Sevice * Witts your sociel securily nuniber, deybme phone
nUMDer, and 1988 FOM 108" 0N . .. . .. il i e e 5857
Check b [] lfumalcqmoﬁnmxm Soe page 21 Ponaity: § L e
Uades penaiins el parpury | docird tRal I hgva nigm. i gd N an.lwdltswﬂlllvﬂml( duten and slatamanis andiothedaiislm e dye and bodat,
LT LT R unl.u\dnn.ulo DocMsabon ul prop s o [a1Re: EABA L 8PAFS} 18 BANOE 0A ARMNIOIMILEA 8! WRICK PIOPArer Rad ANy e dge
PI“‘. Your signatws Oets Your sotupsien
RO i
Spovee’s Bpnatus §1 jsial return, BOTH Bvat spn) Dals Speute’s sccupabon
' HOUSEWIFE
Date Poparare 4004 $00utIy he
l'uov-n’ E:".":l””ﬂ‘ [a}
::’:”'".. o Sharon XK. Watkins 317-46-026)
Use Only  Femenameior WATKINS ACCOUNTING SERVICE Cine. 35-1495833
Diist ssera) TROUTE 1 _BOX 407 e cen
LEXINGTON, 1IN 47138




rkhibit 1,

i 1040 {7S- Tndividusl Income Tax Return 1988 i

For 1h4 yotr Jon. § < Doc. BY. 1060, o¢ 010 0¢ WS yodr Doganing , 1064, ongung R0 | ove e 15680074
Label T T
v ma ot INDIANA FARMFR v e
O e .
:;C:OW" (with Capital Gains) lumvlﬂnlmm
’ Roducton Act Nobco, 50 sV rcions
Procidential Coyouwanifitlegetotoa®? ... . ... .. .. ....... . Yoo X | No Mot Choching Var- v
:u:mcm!n renxn, does wwiSilogoiowelnd? ... . Yoo X [N et ree et
1 SInge
Fling Status 3 | X | Mevied fing joint return (@ wn ¥ only one hed incoms)
3 Married f8ng separste redur n Enter apouse’s social security no. sbove & name here:
Chrech only 4 Heed of housshold {with q 1ERING person) (See PAGS 7 of INSrucions.) ¥ the qualilying Persd. ls your chad
one e But N0t your dapendent, o der chid's name hers:
5
s [§ Yoursell ¥ 50meons (SUCh 88 YOur parent) can claim you 8s & dependent, do nol chech bos Sa.
Exemptions BAbssurs O chack tha box onlNE IV ONPEge 8. .. ........oottiineniinnns e, o1 ba vos
B B POV . .o e e 2
(Ses . hoch ()11 age § ¢ odder o] Mo of your
Divecsess it e SRR (- J I et | adaamndiE o 4 Pt
X 'DAUGHTER 2 |emmewnren__S
X SON 1 2 ] @ eontive wetn
s hon X DAUGHTER 12 | Tissas
Pyl X . [DAUGHTER 12 [we.stomer
et . X DAUGHTER 12 | sereqonte
|
4 N your chid A1 Ive with you bt 18 yOur dependent Under & pre- 1983 agreement, check hers. & (] Addmmbers i
@ Tolal rUmber of SeempUONe ClaIM. . .. ... il ::x::-l 7|
T Wages, sslaries, Ipe, olc. (BRach FOIM(O) W-2) .. ...... ... ...t iiiiiinenaannnen 7
Income 84 Taxable intarsst inCOMS (als0 B8Ch Schocse B Over $400). . . ......................... M
b Taz-euempt intereet Income. (page 11) DONT Inciude on ine 8a. .| o | | g
Poare stisch 0 OMAeNnd INCOMS (@0 SIACh SChOAN B R OVEr §400) .. ... ... .. .........c.. .. 0
e %10, 18 Taxsble rekinds of sate and local income taxes, i any, Kom workshest on page 11 of 19
wew-Ir e I ABTIOMY (BOBME. .. ..ot e e 1"
Nohey 12 Business income or (ioss)stiach Schedule C) 12 ]
ol ool 13 Caphat gain of (lose)(efach SchedAe D) ..... . ............. 13 352579
1 {] c:aug‘nmmnra»sonlmu(mp ......... 14
16 Owher Qaine of (0sess)stiach Form 4787) ............. PR 18
100 Tolsl IRA dlewibutions ...... ... (R | lunmu.mu(pg 1) [
178 Tots pensions and snnulies . .. | 178 { T ].170 Taxstie amount (pg 12) [ 17D
18 Rents, roysiles, parinerships, setaies, Yusss, oic (sflach Scheduie B) . ..................... 18
19 Parmincome of (IOSSNERach SChOAA F). . ... ... ........iiit il i 19 37000[ ]
» \ (nsurenceXese page 13). . . ............... ... e e 20
Peess 218 &nu-uum'unu-(unpqpnu ........................ lae] | iy
ey  Tamable srmount, ¥ any, rom the worksheet 00 PagE 1. .. ... ...ooeeoi 218
et Mot 22 Oner ncome n
23 AS e MOUNES Shown In ihe far right colurrn for et 7 vough 22 The 1 yous total Income & | 33 | 389579
24 Reimbursed empioyes business expenses tom Form 2108, Ine 1 | M
Adjustments 28s Your RA rom enpage 1eor1b . | 2%
to ! ® Spouse’s IRA hom epp workshest on pege 14/18 | 25
2 Sefl-employed health insur ance deduction rom workshest, pg. 16 .| 26
so0 27 Meogh retrement plen and sell-employed SEP deduction . . . . . ... 27
capose 13) 20 Ponally on early wRhdawsl of SN .. ... ... ...l 2
20 Almony pald (: s last name: e
and socld y rumber: ).... a8
30 Add inee 24 20 Thess e your lotal adfusments . .. .. ...... ... ... » 0
Thes io led heunolm-h-hum
a"’g"".“.‘ uunm.mm:: You. :fsmlmg&"ooar(wn:)mpq.”uin:m ol 31 389579
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Form 1040 (1088)° _ Page 2
F] MMIW“--(M'MM) .............................. 33 389579
Tax 338 Chech . [J Yeuwere 88 or over (0 Bang, UW--QVM Dm "'fi"'
Compu- Add 1he number of boass checked snd enter the ol hare ... ... ... ... ... oels » {33 \]
tation ® ¥ someons (Such 88 your Sarent) Can Chaim you 88 & Sependent, Check hare. . ... ... . » 3@ 0
o 1 you e maried fing @ Saparaie 160N and your 3HOUSs Remiaes deducions, of YOu
e & Cua-oLahs Blion, 900 PGS 18 BN CROCK NF® - .vt e s » 30
M fnier e @ Yous standerd dedustion (rom page 17 of the instructiors), OR
targer © Your Resmised deductiens (Wom Scheduse A, Ine 25) ) ZERERRRRPY
ot ¥ you heize, stlach Schedule A and check hare. . . . . »0
M Subact NG M oM Ene 32 ENer tNe e Rr& .. ...ttt » 384579
36 Muliply §1,950 by tha olal number ol axempliors claimed onine 88 .. ... ... ...l % 3650
37 Tanabie Income. Sub¥ect Ing 38 Fom Ine 33 Enter the resull (f 1888 1han 2ero, enter 2er0). ... ... 37 370929
Caution: N under 808 14 and you have More han §1,000 of investment income, check here. ...» [J | &
and 900 Page 17 10 808 I you have 10 use Form 8613 10 Agure your tax.
38 Erser lax. Chack I rore () Tam Tadie, (B Tax Rate Schodules, or [ Formes1s............... » 107682
39 Addaonal Laxss (see page 17). Check Hkom (J Fomes?0,r (O Fomeerz............... 3
*0d nes 38 and 30 Enter the botal . RTRTTTsTsreen 1 I 107682
adhcmmwucwmth:«n [T K
Credite Crec 101 the eiderly o e dissbied (sliach SChedute R) . ....... .. Q
4 Forsigniaxcredm (snach Form 1118} ... ....... ....... ..le )
'::mm. & General business credil. Check It Fonx
prateinryt 0 Fomaecoor (O Form(epscy) ..., ... “ 1513 !
48 Crocl for prior yeur minimum tax (esBach Form 8801) . ............. 48
O AGIINEE AT BYOUGN 8. . .. ..o e e re e, “ 1513
47 Sublract Bne 48 kom Bne 40 Ender the resull (I 1eee than Tero, enter 2ero) . . a7 106169
40 Sell-employment lax (sllech Schedule SE). . ... .. .. .............. . M 4817
Other 40 Ahernstve minkimum lax (smach Form 828%) . ....................... [
Taxes 60 Recaphure laxes (808 page 10). Check # fomc (] Form 4288, or Dram s 0
Pachtng §1 Sockd sscurity lax on D INCOMA NOL 1ePONEd 10 MPIoYer (SRach FOM 4137} .. ....oevnvinnanss 81
i 52 Taxon an IRA o @ qualiied relrement plan (SRSCh Form BA20). ..............ouvnnenernnnn.s | 82
§3__Addines 47 %wough 82. Thew your total tax . . .. i .. 315 110986
§4  Federal iIncome tax withheld (f any ls Jom Formy(s) 1099, ch-:-bn) 84
Payn... 'S 55 1068 estimsied tax paymenss and amount sppiied kom 1087 return. .. | 4
60 EarnedinCOmOTIOd] .. ...........iiiiii i [
:3‘::.»’-:- §7  Amount pald with Form 4808 (saension requesr) . ... ............. (14
saw-2P s 68 Excess social security tax and RATA lax wikhheid (s0e page 20). ... .. [
nent 60 Croc tor Fede sl tax on Roels (aftach FOrm 4338). . ............... T 586
"W R d P OOM. . ..l 0
[1] mmumwm-owww ....... e ... 586
62 Nbdne 81 is larger than bne 3, erver amouni OVERPAID .. . e >
Rofund 0 83 AMOUMOIENe 6210 e AREFUNDEDTOYOU. . ... ... .......... e e >
Amount ¢4 Amount ol Ine 62 10 be appled 1o your 1680 esumated tax. . ... ... »lea ] |
You Owe 65 ¥ 0ne 53 Is larger than Bne 81, enter AMOUNT YOU OWE. ARach check of money order for A 3
amount payabie 10 nlernel Revenue Sennce * Wine your 50Cal securly NUMder, daytrms phone
PUMDEr, 80 “1008 FOMM 1080° ON M. . . ...ttt it et ettt ettt et e e e neeneains 110400]
Chack ® (] ¥ Form 2210 (2310F) s snached See page 3t Ponaity: § LI “‘-1
Undor 90aarsas of porpaty. § 40<iar s TRTERSvE 008 mAsE IR0 10tin 8A¢ BCCUMPIA A IS AR Bvies A stalemenis snd 10 IND BOILRI B 0608 ané Debel,
1hey me rve, corrncl, nlunhu Oociaraban ot proparr {01Ror IRDA Lspaye:) 18 hossd 0a Sl INIaiMabion o) WRICK pioparar Fas My‘u-'du.
Please Your sigratw s Oate Your seovpeton
:'f"; 4 FARMER
Bpuse’s Sgratwr s 1 jeint 1otern, BOTH must oipy) Oate Seause’s sceupation
' HOUSEWIFE
Cale Poparers aecial sacurity ne
hwrl} ) f:;'_‘_':""‘ 0
2"3.’.’,‘ s ¥ sharon K. Watkins J17-46-0263
Use Only  Fsmsmasior WATKINS ACCOUNTING SERVICE tine. 35-1495833
Driist tmeena) "ROUTE 1 BOX 407 trces
e LEXINGTON, IN 47138
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ren 8251 Alternative Minimum Tax - Individuals e LA,
> See seperste Instnctions. .m‘lg-?s
sty il > Attach 1 Form 1040 of Form 1040NA. Estates end Wusts, wee Form 8454, S =43 1
L
. T -
1 Taxebie Inoome rom FOrm 1040, I8 37 (CON DO MBS haN 2O0) . . .. .. ... ooccitntanoiaaeiacaaaiiae e 1 247188]
2 Mowmb-mmmm-nmmm 2 12374
S AGAINEB U BRB R ... .. e e e m .................. 3 370929
18650|
¥ COmbINE Brue 4 BWOUGR &L . ... ..ttt e e .
tumm mww—nmm-m)
1 ] GOdUCEON . . ...t e
ur-mmmmmmwmwm 1980
e Deplofon. ...ttt .
@ ASIINE0 B8 INOUGN BC. . . ...ttt
-MMMdMMMhmm1n1 . [
1 Accelerated depracelion of leesed personal property placed in service before 1087 . . st LA
9@ Amorization of cert “ad polluion conirol teciifies placed in service betore 1987 [
N Incenive stock opk :ne. See insrucsone. . . .. ... .. Sh e
1 Intangitle ring COMS. . . . ................... ] )| f k
] Reserves for osess on bed debts of fnenciel inetutons. . ] 1 i
RAGIMOBSOINOUGN Bl ..t iie it e )
6 CombineBnes 3, &, 4, B BB . ........ooiit i e e e [] 389579
muuwmmmmmmmumumnmm .. e e 7
8 Ahernetve minkmum laxable Income (subract $ne 7 kom iing 8) f married ANG 58D SIS rORXNE, 988 INetructions . . ... .. [ 389579
9 Enver: $40,000 (820,000 ¥ masviad Sing saparstely, $30,000 N single o head of household) .. .. . e 1 40000
10 Erver: $190,000 ($73,000 I married fing separately; $112,500 ¥ single of heed ol household) . ... . . ......... KT 150000
1 Subwact ing 10 rom Bne 8. i <O~ of lese, enter ~0- here and on Ine 12 and Qo 10 Ine 13
Hins e e more then -0-, Qoo NG 12. .. ... ... .. e S K 1) 239579
12 MuRply Ine 11 by 29% (2%) .. ........oceevnnn. e e o 12 59895
197 Subvect Ine 12 rom ng 9. X -0~ or 'e8s, ener -0~ . C 13 [+]
" Suondlmﬂtomlmll-o-orum-o—huomdonlnolinmmhmoum.n-o-
QOTOBABIS ..o it O T 1 389579
1B MUy B0 by 1% () ... e e e 18 81812
" mm-wumuw .................. RN [T
17 Tentemh (™1 O IOROMING 18). . ..... . e e el e 17 81812
" MhWMM!Mhmmumlnumlhm1mIn.u)Snlrﬁvdonl. ISR [ 73035
18 Ahernative minkmum lax {subrect ine 18 from 17). Enter on Form 1040, Ina 49. # -O-orless. onter -0~ . ... .. ...... 19 8777
For Paperwork Reduction Act Nolice, see separste instructions. Form 6281 (1900
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SCHEDULE O Capltal Gains and Losses U He 1ms-tare
(Form 1040) (And Reconcilistion of Forms 1009-8) 1988
Coporimont gl thg Troaawry > Anach te Form 1040, * » “MNMD(’” 'M Arashmoal ‘2
Bienal Reesays Ser rce For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, 8ee Form 1040 Instructions Sequence Ne
Nemas) 08 Sho wn on Form 1040 Vs socinl somrity membar

1 Report hors the olal sales of BI0ckS, DONS, #IC . reporied 100 1988 Dy your broker 10 you on Form(s) 1099-8 or
an squivalent subSUIS steterreni(s). lnmaunmnnwamnm» column (d), sxach

MonvL [T (Omubulmm.mm

':.(a':au:::; :::::::’ (a4 Dote acq e 3 Catessid (@ Setes price [see | W Culumuu
peatoring ot "TCo ) e, day. 1) (Ve gay. ) navucwons)

m L1083
u-ou than [ nmn L] tlum
hlmw -ltul(qh-m Sbvactie) Mem )

22 Swcks, Bonda, and Other Securiies (Inciude &l Form 1089- B ¥ ansactions. Ses instrucions.

% Toal(sddcomn(d). .. .. . . >
¢ Owher Tianmactons (inchude Real Estele TR
Transactons Fiom Forme 1009-S) N8

3 Shont-term gain kom sale or enchange of your home kom Form 2119, knes Baor 14 . . ... .. [ 3 1 f il

4 Shon-tem gain Wom instaliment saies Kom Form 8252, Inee 22 61 30 . 4 | Jashm

8 Net shot-lerm gain of (loss) Nom parinershipe, S coporations, and fiduciaes .. .. ... ..... [

& Short-term captad loss carryover . . ... . ... 0 Pt SRR
? Aoa-omnwacmonmzowamm:wwcmmmwm bk X

8 Nel shorl-lerm gein o , combine columns of kne 7 D
[Part 1 | Long-term Cspits! Gains and l.onn - Assots Held Movo t‘hln One Y“lLvul monthe ¥ acquired bafore 1/1/68)
22 Stocks, Bonds, end Other Securites (inchude e Form 1008-8 Ses | -

% Towd (sddcoumn (d))......... .. . Y b
% Othar Transacsons (nclude Resl Estate j

Tiansactons From Forme 1008-S) L !

BROOD SOWS (8) 1/01/86] 7/01/88 2579 2579
10 Bong-lemm gain KO sale Of axchange of your home kom Form 2119 Nines 88, 10, of 14 10 [y R x‘.r[

11 8ong-ierm gain kom insteiment sales Eom Form 8252, knes 22 of 30 P o [as i '

12 Net long-lem gain of {(loss) Fom parinerships, S corporations snd Aducianes. . .. E

13 Cophtalgain dembutons......... ...... 13 [ M\

18 Enter gain rom Form 4797, 808 7 o1 9. . . [T} " ki 3506000
1S Sang-torm capital oss caTyover. . .. .... ..... . 18 atiioiuiialin
1 Amuamummmumummwmmn\slnooummm(gy. 10K A 352579
1?_Netiong ierm gain of (loss). combine coumne (f) end (g)ofMne e . . . Lo e} 352579

Schedule O (Form 1040) 1984



S. K. Watkins
Testimony before Subcomaittee
on Energy and Agricultural Taxation

INDIANS FARMER
EQUITY ANALYSIS
AS OF 12-31-88

ASSET INDEBTEDNESS FAT MARKET VALUE EQUITY
OF ASSET OF ASSET

Cash -0- $ 75,000.00 $75,000.00

Equipment -0- 25,000.00 25,000.00

Farm #1 $100,000.00 100,000.00 -0-

Farm #2 150,000.00 100,000.00 -0~
$250,000.00 $300,000.00 $100,000.00

INDIANA FARMER
B NET WORTH BALANCE SHEET
AS OF 12-31-88

ASSETS FAIR MARKET VALUE LIABILITIES AMOUNT
Short Term b : Short Term

Cash $ 75,000.00 $ -0-
_Internmediate " Intermediate

Equipment 25,000,00 -0-
Long Term Long Term

Farm #1 100,000.00 FLB 100,000.00

Farm #2 100,000.00 Bank 150,000.00
TOTAL ASSETS $300,000.00 TOTAL LIABIL1TIES$250,000.00

TOTAL NET WORTH 50,000.00
TOTAL LIABILITIES |
AND NET WORTH $300,'000.00

THE EQUITY ANALYSIS SHOWS A TOTAL EQUITY OF $100,000.00 AND THE NET WORTH
BALANCE SHEET SHOWS A TOTAL NET WORTH OF $50,000.00.

EXHIBIT 2
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CAasw FLOW STATEMNEN? Exhibit 3
RAME [MOTANA FARMER PROJECTED FOR 1988
ADORESS : KENT, IMOIANA PrONE:  D0O- 000 - 0000 OATE: 07,23/89 PAGE 1
BN IENENIAE LS RIEIETESNEESSERTEIACSTSISISAISISISIICITINIEEIZINIER
PROFIT CEMTER: WNOT DEFINED
DESCRIPTION LAST YR TOTAL AN, FEB.  MARCH  APRIL Y JUNE LT ALCUST SEST xT. v OET.
BEG. CASN BALANCE 0 75000 7S000 71842 46021 42863  JU76B 26485 26202 21919 19636 73Sy ViSTC a2e7
OPERATING RECEIPYS:
CROPS AMD FEED 0 112007 [ ¢ 0 0 0 0 ¢ o ¢ o o 1v20e7
LIVESTOCK & POULTRY 0 0 [ 0 o 3 [ 0 0 Q o <) b 0
PRODUCTS (LIVESTOCK) [*] 0 0 0 o 0 0 v 0 ° ol 3 9 o
CUSTON WORK "] o 0 ¢ 0 2 0 [} [ 0 0 [} Q o
GOVERMMENT PAYMEKTS 0 0 0 [} 0 Q 0 [} 0 ) 9 0 Y ¢
NEDGING ACCONT W/D 0 0 Q 0 [} o g ol [ < bl 2 e c
0 kJ 0 3 b ¢ c o o o ¢ 0 < 9
CAPITAL RECEIPTS:
BREEDING STOCK 4 0 0 Q bl 2} 2 ] < ¢ 3 bl S 2
MACNINERY & EQUIP. 0 [ ] 0 o 2 ¢ [ c [ c 0 o 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 o [s} < 1] & ° Q 0
NOM - FARM T NCOME :
QFF-FARM WAGES 0 0 0 0 4 kel 0 0 0 o 2 ° 0 o
IMTEREST L DIVIDENOS 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ < ¢ < 7 ¢ 3 0
0 [ ° 0 [} o ¢ 2 2 s} 2 o o )
[} 0 0 0 % 0 2 2 b 9 ? 9 b ol
TOTAL CASK AVAILABLE 0 187007 7S000 71842 46021 62863 30768 20eBS  2.202  219'9 19638 '73S3 11570 2029
OPERAT{NG EXPENSES:
LABOR WIRED 0 1000 0 0 0 so00 0 s 2 8 < $20 2 bl
REPAIRS-MACH § EQuiP [ 3500 arn 873 ars 873 ¢ 2 S S S 2 < %
REPAIRS-BUILD/ IMPROY 0 0 0 9 Q 2 2 < 2 2 < z S 2
RENTS L LEASES 0 0 ] [t} 0 0 3 : 3 3 bl 3 M 3
SEED 0 9538 Q 0 Q ¥538 ] ¢ S S 3 3 0 <
FERTILIZER & LINE 0 14152 ] 0 0 w152 [ < z 3 < bl bl <
CHEMICALS 0 7.7 0 0 ¢} 2747 Q S S ¢ 3 Q ] 3
CUSTOM MACKINE MIRE 0 '] 0 o 0 "] 0 2 3 H o o < bl
SUPPLIES 0 500 0 0 9 500 Q ol o 2 ¢ a M ¢
LIVESTOCK EXPENSE 0 0 ] 0 3} o 0 3 3 S 3 2 2 3
GAS, FUEL, OIt ¢ 3500 Y ¢ ¢ 1060 To00 2 < M z ‘822 bl 7
STORAGE/CUSTOM DRY ¢ 0 Q Q bl 0 o I3 ¢ 3 : M ¢ 0
TAXES (REAL EST, PP) ¢ 2000 ¢ 0 0 0 1000 2 C ] 9 3 1200 0
INSURANCE(PROP,L[AS) 0 1000 0 Q 3 520 0 ¢} 3 3 3 ble) 2 b
UTILITIES(ELECT/GAS) 0 2200 100 1000 10 150 100 120 ‘06 *ig ‘20 tlt 'Y 10C
MARKET/TRANSPORT EXP 0 1000 0 0 0 3 ) Q o 2 2 bl D 1000
AUTO (FARM SHARE) 0 1200 100 100 100 10 100 22 160 *30 102 els] el 100
0 0 0 0 0 bl 9 [ 9 3 0 3 3 bl
0 0 Q 0 Q o ] 3 3 o J e} 0
TOTAL CASH OPER EXPS 0 4337 1075 1075 1075 30002 2200 200 200 200 200 3700 1200 1200
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CASH FLOW STATERNEWN?

NAE INDIANA FARNER PROJECTED FOR 1988
ADDRESS : KENT, [MOlANMA PuONE:  000- 000 - 0000 DATE: 07/23/89 PAGE 2
szaesa LTI SESEIIEATESISIEZISISNINIEEINSIIISEARRER

PROFIT CENTER: NOT DEFINED
DESCRIPTION LAST YR TOTAL AN, FEB. WARCH  APRIL MAY Jumg AT AUGUST SEPT [« 9 v . DEC.

STOCK & FEED PURCH:

FEEDER LIVESTOCK ] [ 0 [ 0 [} 0 [ 0 ¢ 0 0 4 0
SREEDING LIVESTOCK 0 0 0 0 o ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
FEED PURCHASED [ ] 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

MACHINERY L EQUIP 0 0 [ 0 Q 1] 0 0 ] Q ] ] 0 Q
WILDINGS & [MPROVE. 9 ] [ [} ] 0 o 0 [ [} 4 [} 0 0
[] 0 0 ] 0 0 [ 0 Q 0 Q ] [+ 0
OTHER EXPEMOITURES:
®ECGING ACCT DEPOSIT 0 0 ] o 4] 2 0 ] 0 0 [+] 0 o o
GROSS FAMILY LIV W/D 0 2996 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083 2083
NOM - FARM BUS/INVEST "] 0 0 1} ¢ ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
INCOME TAX & SOC $EC 0 2683 0 2663 ] Q L] 0 0 0 [ 0 ] 0
0 [4 [ 0 4 0 0 [ 4 0 ] 0 0 0
LOAN PAYMENTS - PRIN 0 12500 [ ] 0 0 9 0 i 0 1] 0 0 12500
LOAN PATRENTS - INT 0 29300 0 (] 0 0 0 ] ° 0 0 0 0 29500
TOTAL CASH REQUIRED 0 111996 3158 S8 3158 32095 4283 2283 2283 2283 2283 STR3 3283 45283
CASH AVAIL -CASH REQ TS011 71842 66021 62883 30768 26683 26202 21919 19636 17383 11570 8287 701
INFLOWS FROM SAVINGS 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 4 [4 "] 0 o Q
CASH POS BEFORE BORR 7SOt 71842 66021 62863 30788 26485 24202 21919 19636 17353 11570 8287  7Son
MONEY TO BE BORROMED
- OPERATING LOANS 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1] [} 0 4] ¢ 4
< INT & L/T LOANS d 0 0 ] 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0 [ 0
OP LCAN PAY - PRIN 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0
- INTERESTY 0 0 0 <] 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0
QUTFLWS TO SAYINGS 0 0 [ Q [*] Q 0 0 ') ) 0 0 0
ENDING CASW BALANCE 01 71842 66021 62863 30768 26485 26202 21919 19436 17353 11570 8287 7o
LOAN BALANCES:
CURR INTERES! RATE .00
CURRENT YR'S OP LOAN 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 bl
- ACCRUED INTEREST '] Q Q 0 0 o ) Q 0 0 9 o
PREV YR'S OPER LOANS ] 0 0 ) 0 ] 0 e) 0 o 0 ]
- ACCRUED [WTEREST 1] 0 1] 1] 0 ] 0 0 0 0 ¢ "]
INT B LONG TERM LOAN 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 237500
TOTAL LOANS 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 250000 25000C 250000 250000 250000 237500
CONSISTENCY CXECK:
TOTAL INFLOWS TS000 71842 65021 62863 30768 28485 26202 21919 19636 17353 11570 1202%
TOTAL QUTFLOWS 75000 71842 66021 02803 30768 26485 26202 21919 19636 17353 11,70 12029

BUDGETING ERROR 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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ADORESS :

INO1ANA FARMER

KENT, INOIAMA
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BALANCE

SHEET
ACTUAL FOR 1983
PHOKE: 000 -000- 0000

UPDATED THRU: 12/31/88

OATE:

07/23/89

PROFIT CENTER: NOT DEFINED

MO0 COST MXT VALUE

CURRENT ASSETS

Cash (on hand) or in checking

Savings accounts & time certificates
Nedging sccount equity

Karketable bonds & securities (Sch 1)
Accounts receivable (Sch AR)

Kotes receivadle (Sch xr)

Livestock & poultry to be sold (Sch LS)
Crops end feed (Sch CF)

Cash investment in growing crops (Sch C1)
Supplies (Sch 2)

Prepaid expenses

Other (tax refund, ect.)

TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS

INTERMEDIATE ASSETS

Accounts receivable (Sch AR)

Notes receivable (Sch wR)

Kachinery, equipment, trucks (Sch 9)
Cost or Basis 25,000
Less accumulated dep 0

Breeding stock (Sch &)

Retirement accounts

Cash value of life insurance (Sch 7)

Securities not readily merketable(Sch 1)

Personal vehicles/household goods(Sch 3)

Other

TOTAL INTERMEDIATE ASSETS

FIXED ASSETS
Contracts & notes receivable (Sch NR)
farm real estate (Sch 5)
Cost or Basis 100,000
Less accunulated dep 0
Non-farm real estate (Sch &)
QOther

TOTAL FIXED ASSETS

TOTAL ASSETS

75,000

090 O0OO0OO0CO0OOCOOCOO

o o

~
[
§OOO°OO§

g

100, 000

100,000

200,000

75,000

OO0 000000000

200,000

300,000

LIABILITIES ANO NET WORTN

CURRENT LIABILITIES
Accounts payable (Sch AP)
Kedical and other personat
Notes psyable (Sch WP)

Principal pert of long term debts (Sch 8)

Intermediste
Long Term
Estimeted sccrued interest on
Accounts 0 Notes 0
Intermediate Lisbilities 0
Long term Liabilities 0
Estimated accrued tax tiability:
Property
Real estate

Evployesr payroll withholdings

Income & social security
Accrued rents ¢ lease payments (Sch 5b)
Other (including relatives)
Contingent income tax Lisbility:

Current assets

Marketable securities

TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES

INTERMEOLATE LIABILITIES
(Principal due beyond 12 months)
Notes psyable
Sales contracts
Life insurance policy loans
Other
Contingent income tax liability:
Machinery
Breeding stock
Securities not readily marketable
Contingent income tax Liability &
interest penalty on retirement accts
TOTAL INTERMEDIATE LIABILITIES

LONG TERM LIABILITIES (Sch 8)
(Principal due beyond 12 months)
Mortgage on farm real estate
Land contracts
Mortgage on non-farm real estate
Other
Contingent capitat gains tax liability:
Real estate
TOTAL LONG TERM LIABILITIES
TOTAL LIABILITIES
NET WORTH
TOTAL LIABILITIES ANO NET WORTN

I-1-%¢

12,500

00 O0o0Oo

12,500

oo oo

237,500

237,500

250,000
50,000-

200,000

0
12,500

©oo0oo0oo0 oo

12,500

o o oo

<o o

237,500
0
0
Q

0
237,500
250,000

50,000
300,000
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SALANCE SNEET
RAME : INDIANA FARMER ACTUAL FOR 1983
ADORESS: KENT, INOLANA PHONE:  000-000-0000 UPDATED THRU: 12/31/88 OATE: 07/23/89
PROFIT CENTER: NOT DEFINED N
ASSETS LIABILITIES AMO NET WORTH
CURRENT ASSETS M0 COST MKT VALUE  CURRENT LIABILITIES NGO COST MKT VALUE
Cash (on hand) or in checking 62,863 62,883 Accounts payadble (Sch AP) 0 0
Savings accounts & time certificetes 0 0 Nedical and other personal [} 0
Redging account equity 0 0 Notes paysble (Sch wp) 0 0
Marketable bonds & securities (Sch 1)- 0 L] Principal pert of long term dedbts (Sch 8)
Accounts receivable (Sch AR) 0 0 Intermediate 0 Q
Notes receiveble {Sch NR) o 0 Long Term 12,500 12,500
Livestock & poultry to be sold (Sch LS) 0 0 Estimated accrued interest on
Crops and feed (Sch CF) o 0 Accounts 0 Notes 0
Cash investment in growing crops (Sch CI) 0 0 Intermediate lisbilities 0
Supplies (Sch 2) [ ] Long term Lisbilities 7,375 7,375 7.3
Prepaid expenses Q 0 Estimated accrued tax Lisbility:
Other (tax refund, ect.) 0 0 Property 0 Q
Rest estate 0 0
Employer payroll withholdings 0 Q
Income & social security 0 0
Accrued rents & lesse psyments (Sch Sb) 0 0
Other (including relatives) 0 0
Contingent income tax lisbility:
Current sssets 0
Marketable securities 0
TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS 62,863 62,803 TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES 19,875 19,875
[INTERMEDIATE ASSETS INTERMEDIATE LIABILITIES
Accounts receivable (Sch AR) 0 Q (Principal due beyond 12 months)
Notes receivable (Sch AR) [] [} Notes payable ] [}
Machinery, equipment, trucks (Sch 9) 25,000 Sales contracts o 0
Cost or Bas » 25,000 Life 1nsursnce policy {oans [} 0
Less accumulated dep 0 25,000 Qther 0 0
Breeding stock (Sch &) 0 0 Contingent income tax Liability:
Retirement accounts 4] 0 Machinery [}
Cash value of Life insurence (Sch 7) (4 0 Breeding stock 4
Securities not resdily merketable(Sch 1) ] 0 Securities not readily marketable [}
Personal vehicles/household goods(Sch 3) 0 [+) Contingent income tax liadility &
Other 0 9 1nterest penalty on retirement accts 0
TOTAL [NTERMEDIATE ASSETS 25,000 25,000 TOTAL [NTERMEDIATE LIABILITIES 9 0
FIXED ASSETS LONG TERM LIABILITIES (Sch 8)
Contracts & notes receivable (Sch NR) 0 0 (Principal due beyond 12 months)
feom reat estate (Sch 5) 220,500 Mortgage on farm real estate 237,500 237,500
Cost or Basis 100,000 Land contracts 0 0
Less accumulated dep 0 100,000 Mortgage on non-farm real estate Q Q
Won-farm real estate (Sch &) 0 Qther 0 0
Other 0 ] Contingent capital gains taa liability:
Resl estate 0
TOYAL FIXED ASSETS 100,000 200,000 TOTAL LONG TERM LIABILITIES 217,500 237,500
TOTAL LIABILITIES 257,375 257,375
NET WORTN 69,512- 30,488
TOTAL ASSETS 187,883 287,863 TOTAL LIABILITIES AND NET WORTH 187,863 287,883

Y4-1-88
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. BALANCE SNEET
NANE : IMDTAXA FARMER ACTUAL FOR 1968
ADORESS : KENT, TMOIANA PHONE: 000 -000-0000 UPDATED THRU: 12/31/88 OATE: 07/23/89
PROFIT CENTER: NOT OEFINED
ASSETS LLIADILITIES AND MET WORTH

CURRENT ASSETS

Cash (on hand) of in checking

Savings accounts & time certificates
Hedging account equity

Marketable bonds & securities (Sch 1)
Accounts receivable (Sch AR)

Notes receivable (Sch NR)

Livestock & poultry to be sold (Sch LS)
Crops and feed (Sch CF)

Cash investment in growing crops (Sch Cl)
Supplies (Sch 2)

Prepaid eapenses

Other (tax refund, ect.)

TOYAL CURRENT ASSETS

INTERMEDIATE ASSETS

Accounts receivable (Sch AR}

Notes receivable (Sch NR)

Kachinery, equipment, trucks (Sch 9)
Cost or Basis 25,000
Less accumylated dep 0

Breeding stock (Sch &)

Retirement accounts

Cash value of Life insurance (Sch 7)

Securities not readily marketable(Sch 1)

Personsl vehicles/household goods(Sch 3)

Other

TOTAL INTERMEDIATE ASSETS

FIXED ASSETS
Contracts & notes recervable (Sch NR)
farm reat estate (Sch $)

Cost or Basis 100,000
Less accumulated dep 0
Non-farm real estate (Sch &)
Other

TOTAL FIXED ASSETS

TOTAL ASSETS

MOD COST MKT VALUE

24,202

000000

26,435

50,637

=

~
w

100,000

100,000

175,637

§°oooco§

CURRENT LIABILITIES

24,202 Accounts paysble (Sch AP) [
] Medical and other personsl []
0 Notes paysble (Sch %P) 0
0 Principal part of long term dedts (Sch 8)
[} Intermediate 0
0 Long Term 12,500
0 Estimated accrued interest on
] Accounts 0  Notes 0
26,435 Intermediate lisbilities [}
[} Long term Lisbilities 14,750 14,750
[} Estimeted accrued tax liability:
0 Property 0
Real estate ]
Employer payroll withholdings o
Income & social security [}
Accrued rents & lease psyments (Sch Sb) 0
Other (including relatives) °
Contingent income tax lisbility:
Current assets
Marketable securities
50,637 TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES 27,250
INTERMEDIATE LIABILITIES
0 (Principal dus beyond 12 months)
0 Notes payable [}
25,000 Sales contracts 0
Life insurance policy loans [
Cther 0
0 Contingent income tax liability:
Q Machinery
0 Breeding stock
] Securities not readily marketable
0 Contingent income tax liability &
Q interest penalty on retirement accts
25,000 TOTAL [NTERKEDIATE LIABILITIES 0
LONG TERM LIABILITIES (Sch 8)
0 (Principal due beyond 12 months)
200,000 Mortgage on farm real estate 237,500
Land contracts 1
Mortgage on non-farm real estate [
Q Other 0
0 Contingent capital gains tax Lisdility:
Real estate
200,000 TOTAL LONG TERM LIABILITIES 237,500
TOTAL LIABILITIES 264,750
NET WORTH 89,113-
275,637 TOTAL LIABILITIES AND NET WORTHM 175,637

-1-3¢

MO0 COST MY VALUE

Q
0
0

0
12,500

1,750

o000 Oo

0
0
27,250

© o oo

o

237,500
Q
0
0

0
237,500
264,750

10,887
275,637
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BALANCE SMNEET
WAME: INOIANA FARMER ACTUAL FOR 1988
ADORESS : KENT, IMDIANA PHONE:  000- 000-0000 UPDATED THRU: 12/31/88 DATE: 07/23/89
PROFIT CENTER: NOT DEFINED
ASSETS LIABILITIES AND NET WORTN

CURRENT ASSETS

Cash (on hand) or in checking

Savings accounts L time certificates
Hedging sccount equity

Marketable bonds & securities (Sch 1)
Accounts receiveble (Sch AR)

Notes receivable (Sch uR)

Livestock & poultry to be sold (Sch LS)
Crops and feed (Sch CF)

Cash investment in growing crops (Sch CI)
Supplies (Sch 2)

Prepeid expenses

Other (tax refund, ect.)

TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS

INTERMED[ATE ASSETS

Accounts receivable (Sch AR)

Notes receivable (Sch MR)

Mechinery, equipment, trucks (Sch 9)
Cost or Basis 25,000
Less eccumulated dep 0

Breeding stock (Sch &)

Retirement accounts

Cash volue of life nsurance (Sch 7)

Securities not readily merketable(Sch 1)

Personal vehicles/housshold goods(Sch 3)

Other

TOTAL INTERMEDIATE ASSETS

FIXED ASSETS
Contracts & notes receivable (Sch NR)
Farm real estate (Sch 5)

Cost or Basis 100,000
Less accumulated dep 0
Norrfarm real estate (Sch &)
Other

TOTAL FIXED ASSETS

TOTAL ASSETS

WD COST  MKT VALUE

17,353
0

cooo0oo0oo

26,435

0

o O

=
§OQOOO°§

~
w

100,000

100, 000

168,788

17,353

200,000

o o

200,000

268,788

o

CURRENT LIASILITIES MOD COST MKT VALUE
Accounts paysble (Sch AP) 0 Q
Medical and other personal 0 Q
Notes peyable (Sch NP) 1] [
Principal part of long term debts (Sch 8)

Intermediate ] 0

Ltong Term 12,500 12,500
Estimated accrued interest on

Accounts 0 Notes ¢

Intermediate Lisbilities [}

Long term Lisditities 22,125
Estimeted accrued tax lisbility:

Property

Real estate

Employer payroll withholdings

Income L social security
Accrued rents L lease payments (Sch Sb)
Other (including relatives)
Contingent fncome tax Lisbility:

Current assets

Marketasble securities 0

22,125 22,125

oooooo
©o o o0ooo0a

TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES 34,625 34,625
INTERMEDIATE LIABILITIES
(Principal due beyond 12 months)
Notes payadble 0 0
Sales contracts L] 0
Life insurance policy loans 0 o]
Other 0 0
Contingent income tax tisbiiity:
Kachinery ¢
Sreeding stock [
Securities not resdily merketable 0
Contingent income tex Lisbility &
interest penatty on retirement accts 0
TOTAL [NTERMEDIATE LIABILITIES 0 Q
LONG TERM LIABILITIES (Sch 8)
(Principal due beyond 12 months)
mMortgage on farm real estate 237,500 237,500
Land contracts 0 0
Mortgage on non-farm real estate 0 Q
Other 0 0
Contingent capital gains tax liability:
Resl estate 0
TOTAL LOMG TERM LIABILITIES 237,500 237,500
TOTAL LIABILITIES 2n 125 272,135
NET WORTH 103,337 3,337
TOTAL LIABILITIES ANO NET WORTM 168,788 268,788

-1-%9



S. XK. Watkins
Testimony before Subcomuwittee

on Energy and Agricultural Taxation EXHIBIT 4
CAPITAL GAIN TAX RATE TAX
$59,500.00 28% $16,66GC.00

1502 OF $16,660,00 = $24,990.00
$350,000.00 28% $98,000.00
150% OF 98,000.00 = $147,000.00

Examples of tax due do not take into consideration Alternacvive Minimum Tax
or any other factors that could influence tax due.



COMMUNICATIONS

ANDREWS, DAvis, LEGG, BIXLER, MILSTEN & PRICE,
Oklahoma City, August 9, 1./89.

LAURA WiLcox,

Hearing Administrator,
Senate Finance Committee,
Washington, DC.

Re: Comments on S. 1041

Dear Ms. Wilcox: These comments are submitted for the record and hearing on
Senate Bill 1041 dealing with tax relief for certain farmers on the transfer of farm
property in satisfaction of farm indebtedness.

I believe that substantially greater relief in this area is needed than the relief
provided by this bill. Specifically, the bill should expand the exclusion of discharge
income for bankrupt and insolvent taxpayers under Section 108(aXl) to include
“gain” on the transfer of property to a creditor.

It is only now becoming apparent that a tremendous problem to insolvent debtors
was created by an amendment to regulations made in 1980, shortly after Congress
completed its consideration of the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980. Without statutory
justification and contrary to congressional understanding of law at that time, this
change attempted to limit the exclusion of income on transfer of property by insol-
vent taxpayers. Dallas Transfer & Terminal Warehouse Co. v. Commissioner, 70 F.2d
95 (5th Cir. 1934) held that no income was to be recognized on the transfer of prop-
erty to a creditor by a taxpayer who remained insolvent after the transfer. This de-
cision included both ‘“discharge income” and what is now characterized under the
Section 1001 regulations as ‘‘gain.” This decision was cited with approval in the
Committee Reports for the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980. It was followed by the IRS
in private letter rulings during 1980. See PLR 8019018.

Then, near the end of 1980, changes to the regulations under Section 1001 were
adopted without opportunity for public comment. The change provides that the ex-
clusion from income from insolvent taxpayers does not apply to the portion of
income on transfer of property which regulations characterized as “gain” as opposed
to discharge.”

The Internal Revenue Service has just recently announced a further interpreta-
tion regarding the application of these regulations in bankruptcy proceedings. See
PLR 8918016, PLR 8928012 and Letter dated 3-14-89 from James J. Keightly, Associ-
ate Chief Counsel (Litigation) to Richard L. Paup, Deputy Assistant Attorney Gener-
al, Tax Division, available through Tax Notes Today, June 16, 1987, as Doc 89-4829
or 89 TNT 125-9. This new position is that where property is abandoned by a bank-
ruptcy trustee in order to allow the creditor to complete foreclosure, the “gain” on
the foreclosure sale will be taxed to the individual debtor as personal post-petition
income. The result of this interpretation is to circumvent the ‘‘clean start” concept
of the bankruptcy law and burden the individual taxpayer with a nondischargeable
tax liability, even where the bankruptcy estate may have had losses that might
have offset the taxable gain or might have had unencumbered assets that could
have been used to pay the tax.

S. 1041, as I understand it, would give some relief against taxation of “‘gain” on
transfers to creditors. However, the relief that is needed is not limited to farmers
and is not limited to any specified dollar amount. The relief that is needed is to
(};‘ezrtt}rn the 1980 regulations under Section 1001 and restore the holding in Dallas

nsfer.
- 1 would doubt that this further change would have any significant revenue effect
as I doubt if much, if any, of the tax the IRS may assert in this area is ever collect-

(65)
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ible. However, the IRS position discourages many insolvent individuals from reorga-
nizing their affairs through bankruptcy or otherwise because there is no way out.”

Sincerely,
TiMoTHY M. LARASON.

HEeipEpRIEM, WIDMAYER & ZELL,
Miller, SD, August 7, 1989.

Laura WiLcox,

Hearing Administrator,
Senate Finance Committee,
Washington, DC.

Madam: This letter is written in support of S. 1041 relating to tax treatment of
Farmers’ Debt Cancellation on which the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Energy
and Agricultural Taxation is holding hearings.

The reason why we are in favor of passage of this bill is that we are in a rural,
agricultural, depressed area. Many ofp the farmers/ranchers in our area through
debt restructuring have survived only through debt forgiveness.

As a result of this debt forgiveness, the situation has improved and enables them
to continue with the operation of their farms and ranches.

However, to impose the additional hardship of a tax on the debt forgiveness will
only put them back in their original position. These farmers and ranchers simply do
not have the sources and funds to pay such a tax if levied.

We, therefore, favor the passage of S. 1041 and appreciate anything which you
might be able to do to assist in passage.

Thank you for your assistance.

Yours very truly, Ru R W
BEN R. WIDMAYER.

STATEMENT OF NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

By press release dated July 20, 1989, Senator David L. Boren, Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Energy andy Agricultural Taxation of the Committee on Finance,
invited interested parties to submit comments on the tax consequences of certain
restructured farm debts. The National Society of Public Accountants (“NSPA” or
“National Society”) is pleased to submit the following comments in response to the
Chairman’s request.

The membership of the National Society of Public Accountants consists of over
23,000 individuals, most of whom are sole practitioners or partners in small-sized
public accounting firms. NSPA members provide accounting, auditing, tax prepara-
tion, tax planning, financial planning, and managerial advisory services to approxi-
mately 6 million individual and small business clients. With a nationwide constitu-
ency, a significant percentage of NSPA members provide these services to agricul-
tural clients. Thus, the National Society is both familiar with and affected by the
instant subject.

The tax consequences of farm debt restructuring arise as a result of two key pro-
visions of the Agricultural Credit Act of 1987. That law gives the Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA) the authority to restructure farm debt by creating an ar-
rangement in which, in exchange for more affordable monthly payments, the
farmer enters into either a ‘‘shared appreciation” or a “recapture” agreement with
the Agency.

Technically, these restructuring options result in the discharge of indebtedness;
such amounts are therefore includable in gross income under Section 61(aX12) of the
Internal Revenue Code. However, two inequities follow from this result: the farmer
has actually paid a potentially heavy price for the discharge of indebtedness, and,
the tax results thwart the farm policy objectives.

Before examining these two difficulties in detail, it should be acknowledged that
Section 108 of the Code does provide some relief from the harsh dictates of 61(aX12).
If any of four enumerated exceptions are met, restructuring under the Act will not
result in discharge of indebtedness income; in all other instances, the discharged
amounts are includable in gross income.

As indicated above, several inequities flow from this scheme.

Although the tax policy behind the general inclusion of discharged debts in a tax-
payer’s gross income is long-settled, the equities in doing so for farm debt restruc-
turing are not readily apparent. The farmer has paid a potentially hefty, albeit not
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readily definable, premium for the write-down; future equity may have to be shared
with, or, in the case of recapture agreements, outright turned over to, the govern-
ment. While the agricultural policy considerations behind such a requirement are
understandable, the tax consequences act as a patently unfair “double whammy"”
against a taxpayer whose financial resources are already stretched perilously thin.

This highlights the second inequity in the status quo. In order for a farmer to
seek debt restructuring, he or she Is likely fairly close to insolvency. The whole pur-
pose of the Agricultural Credit Act is to avoid forcing the farmer into that unfortu-
nate situation. At the same time, the farmer is certainly in no better a position to
satisfy a tax liability on forgiven debts than he or she was in to satisfy the underly-
ing debt itself. Thus, the tax law may well push the farmer into precisely the bank-
ruptcy the Agricultural Credit Act seeks to avoid.

Another common problem affecting the agricultural clients of NSPA members re-
lates to the gain realized upon the transfer of a capital asset to a lending institution
in satisfaction of a farm indebtedness. Here the situation under present law is even
worse. Not only is the farmer in this transaction required to report income on the
cancellation of indebtedness, since the tax law treats the transfer as a sale, he or
she is also required to recognize any resulting gain. This final Insult, when added to
the earlier injuries, is generally fatal to the success of any restructuring plan. The
farmer is left with the impression that the government has taken away with one
hand that which it has given with the other.

Such a result, however unintentional, is clearly undesirable. While one can debate
ad infinitum the merits of the nation’s farm policy, there is no benefit to be gained
by having one body of Federal law (i.e., the Internal Revenue Code) in direct conflict
with the objectives of another body of that law (i.e., the Agricultural Credit Act).
Neither law is in and of itself flawed, but, taken in tandem, they produce a poten-
tially calamitous result.

Nor should one point an accusing finger at the Internal Revenue Service in this
instance. The tax code is clear on this point, and the agency would be derelict in its
duty were it to decline enforcement of the law.

While undoubtedly a legislative oversight, the solution to this dilemma must
nonetheless come from the Congress itself. Thus, the National Society would urge
this Committee to act with haste and diligence in resolving this problem. As NSPA
members who have attempted to assist their agricultural clients in rehabilitating
their fiscal affairs can attest, every day of delayed action results in more farmers
losing their farms because the tax consequences of their proposed restructuring
render their financial plans unworkable.

NSPA supports legislative efforts to assist financially burdened farmers by ex-
cluding written-down farm debt from gross income, as well as those efforts intended
to avoid the taxation of any gain resulting from the transfer of farm assets to a
lender. Accordingly, the National Society stands ready to assist the Congress In any
way possible. Related enquiries should be directed to Peter M. Berkery, Jr., NSPA's
Director of Congressional Relations-Tax Counsel.

NSPA applauds the Subcommittee on Energy and Agricultural Taxation for its
leadership in addressing this important issue and is greatful for this opportunity to
present its views.

STATEMENT OF JAMES I. SHEPARD, 4.D,, LL.M.,'! BANKRUPTCY/
INSOLVENCY TAX CONSULTANT, FRESNO, CA

I. BACKGROUND

Senate Bill 1041,2 introduced May 18, 1989, addresses two concerns. The Bill
would create an exception from taxation for capital gains realized from transfers of
farm property in complete or partial satisfaction of certain farm debt and modify
the formula under which solvent farmers experiencing a discharge of qualified debt
determine their tax consequences. The Bill currently under consideration is similar
to Senate Bill 2873 3 introduced at the close of the 100th Congress. Senate Bill 2873
addressed the two concerns mentioned above, and in addition, proposcd that an
abandonment of property by a trustee in bankrugtcy pursuant to section b4 of the
Bankruptcy Code be a taxable event and that the separate entity rules of section
1398 of the Internal Revenue Code * be imposed on Chapter 12 bankrugbcy estates.
On reintroduction in the 101st Congress Senate Bill 1041 omitted the proposed
changes in the taxation of bankruptcy. Testimony presented to the Subcommittee
with regard to the hearing held July 28, 1989, on the Tax Treatment of Certain
Farm Indebtedness, urges the adoption of legislation reincorporating the bankrupt-
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¢y tax provisions previously deleted. This paper addresses the propriety of the pro-
posed additions to the Bill pertaining to the taxation of bankruptcy.

II. THE TAX TREATMENT OF ABANDONMENT OF PROPERTY BY A TRUSTEE
A. THE TECHNICAL RULES

1. The basics of gain and loss

As a general statement of tax law, unless specifically provided otherwise, all
transfers of property, by sale, exchange or other disposition, are taxable, causing
either gain or loss to be realized. The excess of amount realized on the sale or other
disposition of property over its adjusted basis is the measure of the amount of gain
realized, while the excess of adjusted basis over amount realized determines the
amount of loss realized.? Generally, the amount of money and fair market value of
any property received on the sale of property is the amount realized.® Adjusted
basis used in determining gain or loss generally begins with the cost of the proper-
ty 7 and is adjusted for additions due to improvements and reductions because of
wear and tear, depreciation, and obsolescence.® With property acquired by bequest,
devise or inheritance, the basis to be adjusted is its fair market value on the date of
decedents death.® Property acquired by gift has a basis for purposes of measuring
gain of the donor’s adjusted basis and a basis for purposes of measuring loss of the
lower of fair market value or the donor’s adjusted basis.!°

2. The cancellation of debt and debt discharge income

United States v. Kirby Lumber Co.,*! an early United States Supreme Court deci-
sion, established the doctrine that the satisfaction of an obligation at less than its
face amount creates debt discharge income. This doctrine has been codified,'? and it
is now generally recognized that the discharge of indebtedness causes income. Ex-
ceptions to this doctrine are found in section 108 of the Internal Revenue Code, the
exclusionary rules. These rules provide, generally, that when the discharge occurs
in bankruptcy,!® while the taxpayer is insolvent,!# or if the discharge is of ‘“Quali-
fied Farm Debt” of a solvent farmer,’S the amount of debt so discharged or can-
celled will not be included in gross income.

Jd. The transfer of property in satisfaction of debt

When property is transferred in partial payment of debt and the creditor cancels
part or all of the deficiency remaining, not only do the exclusionary rules apply,
other rules apply as well. Judicial decisions uniformly treat the transfer of property
in satisfaction of debt as a sale of such property, causing the realization of gain or
loss, whether the transfer is voluntary,!® as with a deed in lieu of foreclosure, or
involulr;tary. as in the foreclosure or forfeiture of a contract, mortgage or deed of
trust.

a. The "“One-Step’ analysis

A series of court decisions culminating in Commissioner v. Tufts,'® instructs that
when property is transferred in satisfaction of nonrecourse debt, where the borrow-
er has no personal liability for any deficiency, the full amount of the debt satisfied
will be used in determining the amount realized. Known as the “One-Step” analysis
because of its ignoring the question of the fair market value of the property trans-
ferred, this approach to the determination of gain or loss is applicable in all cases of
transfers in satisfaction of nonrecourse debt.

b. The “Two-Step’ analysis

In contrast with the Tufts approach applicable to transfers of property encum-
bered by nonrecourse debt, Treasury Regulations hold that the “Two-Step’ analysis
is to be used in determining gain or loss on transfers of property in satisfaction of
recourse debt.!® Recourse debt is characterized by the borrower's potential personal
liability on any deficiency which may remain after a foreclosure. This approach
treats such transfers as a sale of the subject property at its fair market value with
the application of the proceeds of the deemed sale in payment of the debt. The
excess of debt over fair market value is debt discharge income; the amount realized
on the deemed sale does not include any amount that is income from discharge of
indebtedness or which would be if not excluded because of the exclusionary rules.2°
If the discharge of recourse debt is accomplished by the transfer of property in kind,
such as the deed to a mortgage holder in lieu of foreclosure, the amount to be ex-
cluded is the excess of the debt satisfied over the fair market value of the proper-
ty.2! The amount realized on such transfers is the fair market value of the property
if the debt satisfied is recourse and the full amount of the debt satisfied if nonre-
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course.22 If payment of the debt would have been deductible, the payment of a live-
stock feed bill by a farmier or rancher, for instance, cancellation does not cause
income from discharge of indebtedness.2® Although such debts may enter into the
calculation of gain or loss realized, when a deductible expense is paid with property,
any gain recognized will be offset by the deduction created.

B. THE DEBTOR’'S TAX PROBLEM

1. Common Illustrations

Written testimony submitted to the Subcommittee in support of statements made
at the hearing on July 28, 1989 24 j]llustrated the tax problem in question with the
example of a farmer filing bankruptcy owning a bin of shelled corn in which a local
bank has a security interest. Because the bank’s lien exceeds the value of the corn
the trustee in bankruptcy abandons the grain. As a raised crop, the corn has a
‘“zero’ basis for tax purposes; whatever is realized on a creditor’s foreclosure sale is
fully taxable.

Another example, frequently used to illustrate the potential problem of abandon-
ment of property by a trustee in bankruptcy, is the farmer who files bankruptcy
owning farm land with substantial value in excess of the mortgage debt but with a
low basis. The foreclosure of a mortgage, for instance, against farm land with an
adjusted basis of $1,000 per acre, a fair market value of $1,750 per acre, and subject
to recourse debt of $2,000 per acre, will produce gain of $750 per acre, the difference
between fair market value and basis. Further, unless the exclusionary rules apply,
debt discharge income of $250 per acre will be realized, the excess of debt over fair
market value.

2. The Property Abandoned

While examples such as these are frequently used to illustrate the problem per-
ceived, trustees abandon many other and different kinds of property. To give per-
spective to the circumstances producing the problem complained of, additional ex-
amples must be considered. A review of the wide variety of types of property aban-
doned illustrates that the proposed change in the taxation of abandonments affects
not only farmers, but debtors in nearly any occupation or business. In the experi-
ence of the author in supervising the preparation of bankruptcy estate income tax
returns, abandoned property includes: farm machinery in which the debtor has
equity in excess of the allowed exemption amount, but not enough to satisfy the
creditor’s lien, the debtor's exemption, costs of sale and taxes incurred on the sale;
accounts receivable which the trustee deemed cost effectively uncollectible; the debt-
or’s retirement fund where the cost of litigating the propriety of the debtor’s claim
of exemption was deemed excessive; the debtor's residence where the equity in
excess of the creditor's security interest and the debtor’s claim of exemption was
deemed insufficient to pay the costs of sale and the taxes incurred on the sale; 25
claims against third parties for tort, breach of contract or any one or more of a
myriad of civil actions where the trustee may determine that the potential for re-
covery and the costs of suit do not merit pursuing the matter on behalf of the
estate; and the debtor's interest in a partnership from which the debtor has taken
distributions in excess of his capital contribution and in which he has a zero basis
for tax purposes. These and a great deal more items of property or interests in prop-
erty have been abandoned by trustees, not just farm property. All such property,
however, would be treated the same under the proponents suggestions: the estate
would pay the tax on any taxable gain and the debtor would get a step-up in basis.

The problem complained of arises not because of the abandonment per se, but be-
cause of what frequently follows, the creditor's mortgage foreclosure action. As dis-
cussed above,26 the completion of the foreclosure against property is a taxable sale
of such property. Proponents argue that all abandonments of property pursuant to
sections 554(a) or (b) of the Bankruptcy Code should be taxable to the estate. As will
be shown, such abandonments are not and should not be taxable events.

C. THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE AND BANKRUPTCY CODE APPLIED

As expected, in order to understand the taxation of abandonments in bankruptcy,
it is necessary to refer to both the Internal Revenue Code and Bankruptcy Code.
The Internal Revenue Code, the beginning point of a study of the subject, provides
that on commencement of the case the transfer of property to the bankruptcy estate
from the debtor is not a taxable disposition for any purpose.2? Similarly, on termi-
nation of the estate, the transfer of any property from the estate to the debtor is not
a taxable event for purposes of any tax consequences.28
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The Bankruptcy Code provides that a trustee may abandon property, after notice
and hearing, if the property is burdensome or of inconsequential value and benefit
to the estate.?® On the request of a party in interest, the court may order the trust-
ee to abandon property.3® Any property remaining when the estate is closed and
which has not otherwise been administered is automatically abandoned to the
debtor.3! Because the trustee’s purpose is to liquidate the estate for the benefit of
the unsecured creditors, he need not take property burdensome to the estate; the
unsecured creditors would not receive any benefit.32 Where administration of the
property does not benefit the estate, i.e., the creditors, abandonments are within the
discretion of the trustee.??

D. TWO THEORIES OF THE TAXATION OF ABANDONMENTS

Two theories of law have developed which hold that the trustee’s abandonment of
property pursuant to section 554 of the Bankruptcy Code is not a taxable event.

1. The Cruseturner doctrine

The first theory relies on the treatment bankruptcy courts have given to the
abandonment of property for bankruptcy purposes. This theory which has its roots
in the judicial opinions in two bankruptcy cases, is founded on the proposition that
such transactions should be taxed according to their character under bankruptcy
law. Mason v. Comm’r,3* a Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals decision, examined the
effect of bankruptcy on a corporation’s Subchapter “S’’ 35 status when a sharehold-
er filed bankruptcy and the trustee abandoned the shares of stock. The Court found,
based on pre-Code bankruptcy law, that the corporation’s Subchapter “S” status was
not affected by the shareholder’s bankruptcy; on abandonment the stock was treat-
ed as if it had never been property of the estate. Subsequently, the landmark bank-
ruptcy court decision of In re Cruseturner,®® examined the effect of the abandon-
ment of property during the administration of the estate, from the aspect of the
rights of the parties to the property. After an extensive analysis, the Cruseturner
Court came to the same conclusion; upon abandonment of property the debtor re-
gains his or her former interest as if such property had never been property of the
estate.?* Other courts have examined similar issues from the stand point of the
rights of the parties in abandoned property and have uniformly come to the same
conclusion, 38

The cases cited above are clear. For purposes of the rights and interests of the
debtor, the creditors, and any other interested party, property abandoned by a trust-
ee is treated as if it had never been property of the estate. Whatever pre-bankruptcy
rights and interests existed are restored on abandonment.

Because bankruptcy treats such property as if it had never been property of the
estate, so should tax. If abandoned property was never property of the bankruptcy
estate, the estate can not have transferred the property in a taxable disposition. If a
creditor forecloses its mortgage or security interest in such property after abandon-
ment, creating a deemed taxable sale, the tax consequences are not those of the
estate, the property sold was never property of the estate. In the same manner,
should the debtor retain the property after its abandonment he is also entitled to
retain the rents or other post-abandonment income from such property.39

Only when property is sold or otherwise disposed of in a taxable transaction while
property of the estate, will the estate be taxed on the gain. In re Bentley,*° a recent
United States District Court decision, addressed the issues raised by the attempted
abandonment of proceeds from the sale of property of the estate. The Bentley trust-
ee sold zero basis, stored corn and held the proceeds in an interest bearing account.
Three years later funds sufficient to satisfy the Commodity Credit Corporation’s lien
were ‘“‘abandoned” directly to that creditor. On the debtor’s objection to the trustee’s
application to abandon, the Bankruptcy Court held, in essence, that it was an effec-
tive, non-taxable abandonment.4! On appeal the District Court ruled that the sale
of property and subsequent abandonment of the proceeds to the secured creditor
does not retroactively shift the tax burden to the debtor; the estate incurred the tax
liability on the income realized.42 The District Court recognized that any attempt
by a taxpayer to divest himself of the tax consequences of a sale occurring in a prior
taxable year would violate the rule of accounting periods” and the computation of
taxes on the basis of a taxable year. The Court, however, did not specifically address
the question of the tax consequences of an abandonment of property, as opposed to
the proceeds from its sale.

2. Internal Revenue Code Section 1398(fx2)

The second legal theory under which a trustee’s abandonment of property is held
to be tax free rests upon Federal income tax law, the provisions of the Bankruptcy
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Tax Act,** found in section 1398 of the Internal Revenue Code. In re McGowan, a
recent bankruptcy court decision, held that upon abandonment of property by a
trustee pursuant to section 554(a) of the Bankruptcy Code, the property reverts to
the debtor together with all rights attached; any gain realized from a su uent
foreclosure is taxable to the debtor and not the Lankruptcy estate.45 The Court
chose not to base its opinion upon the bankruptcy law theory of abandonment enun-
ciated in Cruseturner and its progeny. Instead, the Court relied on LR.C. section
1398(f) (2) which, as indicated above, provides that a transfer from the estate to the
debtor on termination of the estate is not a taxable disposition. The Court concluded
that ‘“‘termination of the estate’ for purposes of 1.R.C. § 1398(f{2) included the termi-
nation of the estate’s interest in pro(;))erty under 11 U.S.C. § 554(a).” 4©

In a more recent decision, In re Olson, the McGowan Court re-examined its posi-
tion and indicated that its earlier decision may have been “overbroad in defining
property abandonment during administration-as ‘termination of the estate’ under 26
US.C. §1398(fX2).’'¢* The Court concluded, however, that property abandoned
during administration of the estate should be treated the same as property “aban-
doned by operation of law as a result of its being unadministered at the close of a
case.” 48 The Court recognized that the application of the Cruseturner doctrine
would produce the same effect, but that it was not necessary to rely on that theory
“to determine that there is no tax liability to the estate from abandonment of estate
property.”49 The position of the McGowan and Olson Court is well taken. Because
abandonments at the close of a case under section 554(c) of the Bankruptcy Code are
not taxable, as provided by I.R.C. section 1398(fX2), abandonments during the admin-
istration of the estate under sections 554(a) or 554(b) of the Bankruptcy Code should
be similarly treated.5°

J

E. THE POSITION OF THE IRS

The Internal Revenue Service 8! recently announced its position with regard to
the proper treatment of the abandonment of property by a trustee in bankruptcy for
tax purposes. In a response to a request for guidance the L.LR.S. advised the Tax Divi-
sion of the U.S. Department of Justice that the abandonment of property by a trust-
ee in bankruptcy is not a taxable event, citing McGowan with approval.52

We agree with the McGowan court to the extent that it supports the view
that congress did not intend to tax the estate upon abandonment ot proper-
ty under 11 U.S.C. § 554. We believe LLR.C. § 1398(fX2), coupled with the
bankruptcy policy of obtaining maximum distribution for general creditors,
can be used as additional support for the conclusion that abandonment of
plr)olpertg/3 to the debtor is not a disposition of property that triggers tax li-
ability.

The contents of Keightly's letter 54 and the position of the Tax Division of the Jus-
tice Department were formally communicated to the United States Trustees at a
meeting in March of 1989.55 Further, prior to publicly announcing its position the
Internal Revenue Service in a Private Letter Ruling, in response to a taxpayer's re-
quest for advice, discussed the implications of the exclusion of debt discharge
income, the reduction of tax attributes and the calculation of gain on a post-aban-
donment foreclosure of real estate.3¢ While not directly addressing the issue of the
tax consequences of abandonments the letter ruling clearly indicates the view that
they are not taxable dispositions.5?

F. PROPONENTS' ARGUMENTS EXAMINED

Two commentators have taken the position that abandonments of property by a
trustee pursuant to section 554 of the Bankruptcy Code either are or should be
treated as taxable events.58 Because these authors strenuously urge the adoption of
legislation that would, among other things, cause abandonments to be a taxable
event to the estate, a close study of their arguments is merited.

1. The debtor's fresh start

It must be noted at the outset, that the foundation upon which the proponents
arguments for causing abandonments to be taxed to the bankruptcy estate is the
sometimes misplaced compassion for the debtor.5? The proponents exalt the debtor’s
fresh start. The fresh start, it must be remembered, exists in concept only—it has
not been codified. The only authoritative congressional reference to the debtor’s
“fresh start” the author has found are two statements in legislative history: the
first in reference to the property which the debtor may claim as exempt under sec-
tion 522(d) of the Bankruptcy Code,®° and the second in reference to the Chapter 7
discharge itself under section 727(a) of the Bankruptcy Code.®!



72

The Bankruptcy Code in comparison with the former Bankruptcy Act,%2 does pro-
vide a very liberal list of property which the debtor may claim exempt.6® However,
in spite of this liberalization of exemptions under Federal bankruptcy law, the
states were allowed to “opt out” and impose their own exemptions upon resident
debtors, even though substantially more conservative.®* Further, while liberalizing
the debtor’s exemptions, Congress retained in the Bankruptcy Code specific terms
which provide that certain of the debtor’s taxes, generally those incurred within the
three year period preceding bankruptcy, are not dischargeable.®® These provisions
similar to those found in section 17 of the former Bankruptcy Act were modified
only by the reduction in the time period in which the IRS can collect taxes.66 In
addition, judicial decisions have long sustained the fact of certain of the debtor’s
taxes being nondischargeable.8? The debtor’s “fresh start,” therefore, can only be
understood to be tempered by the requirement that certain taxes will not be dis-
charged.®8

2. Abandonments under the Internal Revenue Code

The proponents argue that the Bankruptcy Tax Act failed to address the tax con-
sequences of abandonment of property during the administration of the estate.®9
While section 1398 of the Internal Revenue Code does not specifically address aban-
donments under sections 554(a) or 554(b) of the Bankruptcy Code, section 1398(fX2)
does contemplate the abandonment of property which is not administered. That
Code section refers to the transfer of property back to the debtor on “termination”
of the estate.”’® As recognized by the McGowan court, the technical difference in the
similar provisions within the sub-sections of section 554 are not sufficient to require
a different result. When property is returned to the debtor ‘“‘with all rights at-
tached” the concept of I.R.C. section 1398(fX2) should apply. This conclusion is valid
whether the abandonment is the result of the Chapter 11 debtor’s plan of reorgani-
zation, the Chapter 7 debtor’s pre-bankruptcy planning, or the Chapter 7 trustee’s
abandonment of property over the debtor’s objection.

Guidance explaining the purpose of section 1398(fX2) is not available. It is readily
apparent, however, that in the context of the Chapter 11 case, because the debtor
will retain the property for use in business post-confirmation, a taxable disposition
in the any sense of the term has not occurred. Similarly, when the debtor has the
right to retain property after the trustee’'s abandonment in a Chapter 7 case, a tax-
able disposition has not occurred.

3. THE ESTATE'S OBLIGATION TO SATISFY DEBT

The proponents argue that the abandonment pursuant to sections 554(a) or (b)
should be deemed a taxable event because the estate has realized a benefit.?! It is
asserted that the estate is obligated to satisfy the underlying debt secured by the
mortgage upon the property and, therefore, when the trustee abandons the property
this relieves the estate of its obligation. It is argued that the principles of Crane 72
and Tufts 3 apply. Those cases held that on the sale of property subject to non-re-
course debt the amount realized included the debt satisfied. An abandonment in
bankruptcy is a taxable event, it is argued, because, by abandoning property subject
to debt, the estate realizes a benefit in the form of relief from the obligation to satis-
fy the mortgage. The argument is made that this relief is sufficient consideration to
constitute a sale of the property.?4 These arguments fail for two reasons.

First, the fundamental premise that the abandonment of the property satisfies
the indebtedness owed is not true; abandonment of the property does not affect the
creditor’s claim in any manner. The proponents focus on the sale of the abandoned
property to a third party, the mortgage holder or the purchaser at foreclosure sale,
as proof of the trustee’s obligation to satisfy the underlying mortgage.?® There is no
satisfaction or relief of debt, however, as a result of the mere abandonment; the
assets of the estate remain subject to the creditor’s claim. The Bankruptcy Code rec-
ognizes the creditor’'s continuing claim against the estate in its treatment of a claim
as both secured and, to the extent of any deficiency, unsecured.”®

The argument is made that the estate is obligated to satisfy the mortgage, to con-
tinue to make payments on the mortgage. This reasoning is erroneous. The estate
does not automatically “step into the debtor’s shoes” with regard to the financial
obligations associated with property. While a creditor may have a claim against the
assets of the estate for prepetition amounts due, the estate’s obligation does not in-
clude any debt which arises postpetition.”” Further, if the Chapter 11 debtor wants
to retain property subject to a secured creditor’s claim, for instance, the plan of re-
organization must provide only for payment of the property’s fair market value.”®
Because the trustee’s primary duty is to liquidate the debtor’s property for the satis-
faction of prepetition claims for the benefit of the unsecured creditors,’® the Bank-
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ruptcy Code gives trustees considerable latitude in dealing with property of the
estate. Subject to court approval, the trustee has the power to sell such property.8°
Further, the trustee may remove the property from the estate by means of abandon-
ment, neither satisfying the mortgage nor determining the rights of any parties to
the property.

Second, the transfers of property in Crane and Tufts were “sales;” the parties en-
tered into agreements under which the purchaser contractually agreed to take the
property subject to the debt. In Milledge L. Middleton 8' and Yarbro v. Comm'r,82
frequently cited in support of taxable abandonments, this contractual agreement
can be found in the mortgage documents where one of the secured creditor’s reme-
dies in the event of a default was the right to foreclose against the property. When
the trustee abandons property, in contrast, there is no agreement to transfer the
property. The act of abandonment of property pursuant to section 554 of the Bank-
ruptcy Code is a unilateral act of the trustee, for which consideration is neither ex-
changed nor required.

Further, by focusing on the transfer of the property as a sale under the Crane-
Tufts theory, Nelson has isolated the abandonment from the complete transaction.
If there is a true taxable abandonment of property in satisfaction of debt, the aban-
donment began immediately prior to bankruptcy when the debtor decided to “walk
away from the property” and file bankruptcy; before the property became “‘property
of the estate.” 83 At that point, because there was no equity which could be applied
in payment of unsecured debts it can only be assumed that the debtor intended to
transfer the property to the secured creditor in full satisfaction of such debt. The
opinion in Matter of Rasmussen 84 recognized this “conduit’ approach to the analy-
sis of the tax consequences of abandonments. Logically if property is sold or other-
wise disposed of by a trustee in bankruptcy, other than by abandonment, the tax-
able event should be deemed to occur in the estate. Because the estate receives the
cash from sales of property and has the use of the debtor’s other tax attributes the
estate should bear the tax burden. The abandonment of property, however, is not
such a sale; if a creditor later forecloses and the property is sold, abandonment was
but one step in the debtor’s transfer of the property in payment of the secured debt.

Nelson argues that there is nothing “magical” about the abandonment of proper-
ty in bankruptcy; that there is “no inherent reason why the transfer should be
treated any differently just because it occurs during bankruptcy.” 8 The abandon-
ment of property in bankruptcy is unique, no directly comparable concept exists
elsewhere in property law.8¢ As discussed below, abandonment does not in any way
affect the claims or rights and interests of other parties in the property. Crane and
Tufts, like Middleton and Yarbro, it must be remembered, were not bankruptcy
cases. In contrast with the sales or deemed sales of property in those cases, the
property abandoned in bankruptcy remains subject to all prepetition claims. The
sale of property, by contrast, whether by voluntary contract or as a result of foreclo-
sure, alters the rights of all the parties in the property.

The difference between the taxable dispositions of property under Tufts and
Treasury Regulations section 1.1001-2, and the trustee’s abandonment is that the
trustee’s act does not automatically lead to a final disposition of the property in
which the debtor’s title is transferred in exchange for the satisfaction of debt. The
rights of the debtor intervene between the trustee's abandonment and the creditor’s
foreclosure. If the deﬂtor chooses to renegotiate or reaffirm the debt he may do so;
the debtor will therefore retain the property. Similarly, the debtor has the right to
contest the creditor’s foreclosure action, to assert that the security interest is in-
valid, for instance, a claim the trustee possibly should have pursued. If successful
the debtor will keep the property. Further, the secured creditor is not obligated in
all cases to exercise its right of foreclosure. When the costs and benefits of foreclo-
sure are not justified, the secured creditor may forego foreclosure and file a claimn as
an unsecured creditor for the full amount of the debt owed.87

4. The lack of foreclosure—no sale

The proponents’ argument presumes that all property will be foreclosed upon
after it is abandoned by the trustee. While post-abandonment foreclosure frequently
occurs, in the author's experience the two are not inexorably joined together. Al-
though such property may ultimately be foreclosed upon, debtors may be able to
retain and/or benefit from the abandoned property, as evidenced, for instance, by
the fact pattern discussed in Private Letter Ruling No. 8918016.88 Debtor’s may be
able to reaffirm 8 and continue paying the secured debt, and thus be able to keep
the properti;. The reaffirmation and continued payment of debt may occur where
the debtor has claimed an exemption in the property and the equity in excess of
such exempt amount is insufficient to satisfy both the claim of exemption and the
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expense of sale including the taxes incurred. Abandonment of such property is
almost always assured because of the lack of any realizable benefit for the estate.
The debtor will regain his interest in the property and may be able to negotiate
favorable terms for payment of debt. The debtor will have the use and benefit of the
abandoned property.#°

In support of this argument Middleton ®' and Yarbro ?2 are frequently cited.
Those cases addressed the question of the proper tax treatment of the non-bankrupt-
¢y abandonment of ?roperty by a taxpayer to a creditor. The taxpayers in both those
cases ‘‘walked away’’ from property subject to secured debt and attempted to claim
an ordinary ‘‘abandonment loss” under I.R.C. section 165. The courts in both cases
held that the taxpayers’ actions caused a taxable sale; there had been a transfer of
property to the creditor effectively paying the obligation owed. The losses incurred,
therefore, were capital losses subject to the limitation of deductibility under LR.C.
section 1212(b) and not ordinary losses.

The abandonment of property by a taxpayer to the secured creditor is, of course,
not the same as the abandonment of property by a trustee to the debtor. In bank-
ruptcy the lack of a deemed sale of property in satisfaction or cancellation of debt
as a direct result of the abandonment demonstrates that a taxable disposition has
not occurred. Because the debtor is restored to his rights and may retain the proper-
ty, debt has not been satisfied merely because the property was abandoned. As dis-
cussed above, the creditor may elect to forego foreclosure and file a claim for the
full amount of the debt owed.

A taxable sale of property occurs on the transfer of value, an intentional shifting
of an Interest in property, in exchange for value. Absent the exchange of value no
consideration is given. The satisfaction of debt, the consideration required to make
an abandonment of property a taxable disposition, does not occur until the foreclo-
sure sale after the abandonment of the property.®® The proponents’ arguments fail
because of the absence of consideration; a foreclosure may never be completed and
no debt satisfied as a result of the mere abandonment—there is no consideration
exchanged for purposes of a sale.94

5. The Cruseturner doctrine—applied for tax purposes

In his article, Nelson criticizes the result in Cruseturner.®s He does not, however,
suggest that it is an incorrect interpretation and application of bankruptcy law. He
merely states that application of the Cruseturner doctrine ‘“disregards the true
nature of the transactions and treats them as if they never occurred.” 26 This asser-
tion is founded on the view that debt is satisfied by the mere act of abandonment,
an argument rebutted above.

As Nelson admits, Cruseturner was not a tax case. The issue presented to the
court was the proper characterization of property after abandonment for bankrupt-
cy purposes. The decision resolved the issue. For tax purposes then, the issue is how
to apply the Federal income tax laws when property has been abandoned by a trust-
ee, in light of the rules of law presented in section 554 of the Bankruptcy Code and
Mason and Cruseturner? The examination of the post-confirmation foreclosure of
property in a Chapter 11 case is instructive. As previously noted,®? on confirmation
of the Chapter 11 plan, except as otherwise provided in the plan or in the order
confirming the plan, all property of the estate vests in the debtor and the estate
terminates for tax purposes.?® The tax free transfer of the property in that instance
is clearly provided under L.R.C. section 1398(fX2). Should a creditor foreclose upon
any such property at that point there is no question but what the debtor will incur
the tax liability. In the Chapter 7 setting where the debtor may retain the property
after the trustee’s abandonment, Cruseturner reaches the same result. Cruseturner
places Chapter 7 and 11 debtors on a parity.®® To say that Cruseturner is wrong be-
cause it produces a tax result which may be adverse to the debtor, does not in any
way refute the validity of the decision or its applicability in determining the tax
consequences of abandonments. As discussed above, because bankruptcy treats aban-
doned property as if it had never been property of the estate, so should tax.

6. Direct abandonments to a creditor

Nelson also suggests that the legislative history indicating that property may be
abandoned to anybody with a “possessory interest” refutes the Cruseturner doctrine
that abandoned property should be treated “as if no bankruptcy had been filed.” !°°
The argument ignores the fact that the debtor is logically the one most often enti-
tled to possession of the property.!°!

Further, a creditor wﬁo held a prepetition possessory lien under state law, the
auto mechanic holding the debtor’s motor vehicle to assure payment of a repair bill,
for instance, should be returned to possession of the vehicle on abandonment.
Possessory liens often exist under state law where stocks, bonds and other securities

/
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are used as collateral for loans.!°2 The bank or other creditor holding a lien on cor-
porate bonds or other marketable securities holds a ‘‘possessory interest” and
should be returned to possession on the trustee’s abandonment. The restoration of a
creditor’s possessory interest does not mean that the mechanic or the bank is legally
entitled to the property, the bonds or the vehicle. Neither title nor the claims of
third parties, such as prior creditors, have been determined. The property has not
been liquidated or applied in payment of debt under state law, but was merely re-
moved from the estate to relieve the unsecured creditors of any further expense.!°3

7. Two dissimilar taxpayers—disparale results

The proponents claim that treating an abandonment in bankruptcy as non-tax-
able will be inequitable because of a perceived disparity of tax consequences be-
tween two debtors whose positions are argued as the same.!°* The argument is
without merit. Two seemingly similarly situated taxpayers often will have very dif-
ferent tax obligations because of differences in their tax attributes or their property.
Because taxes are assessed on the basis of taxable periods, for instance, the same
amount of taxable income will cause a different amount of tax when tax rates
change. Two taxpayers, one who acquired land by purchase and the other by inher-
itance, who sell their property on the same day at the same price will have different
tax consequences because of different adjusted bases. Similarly, two taxpayers ac-
quiring property at the same cost and selling their property at the same time will
have different tax consequences as a result of certain elections which may or may
not have been made; the election to use straight line depreciation, for instance, as
opposed to the accelerated Cost Recovery System.!°5 In truth, the taxpayers de-
scribed in proponents examples are not equal—substantial differences exist between
their respective property holdings. The result complained of was not caused by the
abandonment but by these inherent differences.

8. The taxable abandonment—a genuine inequity

A genuine inequity will exist, however, if the proponents suggestions are followed,
because of the different tax consequences which will occur depending on whether or
not the debtor files bankruptcy. debtor attempting a voluntary workout arrange-
ment to resolve his financial problems outside of bankruptcy will encounter sub-
stantially different tax consequences in comparison with the proposed tax treatment
given the identical transactions in bankruptcy. The debtor liquidating in bankrupt-
cy will pay no tax on the disposition of such assets.-The debtor liquidating the same
assets outside of bankruptcy will not have the benefit of the tax free disposition.

F. TAXABLE ABANDONMENTS—ADVERSE RESULTS

If the proponents arguments are followed and the abandonment of property by a
trustee in bankruptcy pursuant to section 554 of the Bankruptcy Code is treated as
a taxable disposition, a number of very undesirable consequences will result.

1. The Creditors Pay the Taxes.—Because the taxes incurred during the adminis-
tration of the estate are a first priority expense under section 507(aX1) of the Bank-
ruptcy Code, to the extent that there would have been funds available, the taxes
owed will be paid ahead of the unsecured creditors who otherwise would have re-
ceived a distribution from the estate. If the taxes incurred because of the abandon-
merll‘t of property exceed the available funds the unsecured creditors will receive
nothing.

2. Professionals Employed by the Estate Will be Forced to Share Their Fees.—Be-
cause the taxes are a first priority administrative expense they will be paid on a par
with the other administrative expenses of the estate—the trustee and the trustee’s
lawyer, accountant, appraiser or other professional people working for the estate.!0¢
In the Chapter 7 case if there are insufficient funds for the payment of these ex-
penses they are to be shared pro rata.!®? Additionally, if interim payments have
been made, such professionals may be surcharged to be able to distribute what
funds are available pro rata.!?8 It is conceivable that even the debtor’s own lawyer
may be forced to share his retainer with the tax authorities; the right to keep a
retainer when the estate is insolvent is not clear.!°? The strong possibility of being
required to share a fee will make it very difficult for the trustee to retain competent
professional people to work for the estate. More importantly, this potential problem
will make it difficult to find people willing to serve as trustees.

3. The Debtor Gets a Step-Up in Basis.—Because it is treated as a sale, the basis of

roperty is stepped-up on abandonment, increased to at least its fair market value.
urther, there is nothing in the pro rules which requires that the property be
transferred to a creditor. Because the abandonment would be treated as a taxable
sale, the debtor would have acquired the property by a deemed purchase. The
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debtor, therefore, will be able to retain the property and, if depreciable, take depre-
ciation on the stepped-up basis. The property’s fair market value on the date of
abandonment would fix the amount realized and the debtor’s new basis. If the prop-
erty would appreciate after abandonment it is conceivable that the debtor could sell
at little or no taxable gain,?!® while pocketing the appreciation in value.

4. The Taxes Will Never be Paid.—The taxes incurred by the estate which remain
unpaid when the case is :losed are treated the same as any other unpaid claim in
the estate—they will never be paid. The Bankruptcy Code does not provide any
means for the payment of unpaid administrative expenses in the event the estate
becomes insolvent.!!! In the very likely event there is insufficient equity in the
debtor’s property to pay administrative expenses, the tax authorities will have only
a limited opportunity to collect these taxes.

Absent transferee liability, the debtor will normally be discharged from liability
for such taxes.''? Even though the debtor may be allowed considerable exempt
property, such property is not be subject to the government'’s claim for unpaid taxes.
First, the property is “exempted from” the estate and not ‘“transferred” to the
debtor by the estate; '3 the debtor is therefore not subject to any transferee liabil-
ity for the estate’s unypaid taxes.!'* Second, and more importantly, exempt property
cannot be charged with any of the administrative taxes incurred by the estate, even
those incurred in a sale of property to obtain cash to satisfy the debtor’s claim of
exemption.!!'> The net result is, in many cases, the government would be perma-
nently deprived of tne opportunity to collect part or all of what amounts to a de-
ferred tax, a tax which should properly be considered nondischargeable similar to
the “gap period” tates mentioned above.!!¢

5. The Trustee Will Have to Hire but Cannot Pay a Tax Professional.—If, as a
result of the taxable abandonment of property, the estate recognizes income in
excess of the minimum amount a tax return is required. This is true even though no
cash is received and the estate is not able to pay its administrative expenses. The
Internal Revenue Code makes no exceptions for taxpayers who realize income but
receive no cash—an income tax return is required.}'? Returns will be due if the
minimum income is reached even in the true ‘“no asset” cases; those where all
assets are eithar exempt or greatly over-encumbered and there is absolutely nothing
for the benefit of the unsecured creditors.'!® In many cases a trustee will need to
consult a tax practitioner just to learn if a return is required. If there are no funds
available to pay administrative expenses how will the trustee pay the practitioner?
Accountants and tax lawyers can not be expected to work for the estate without
pay. Such professionals will be unwilling to work for the estate if there is a chance
they will share their fee with the IRS.

It has heen suggested that a_trustee need not worry about the obligation to file
returns on behalf of the estate in the situation described; that the trustee is not
personaily liable for the taxes in any event. There is, however, no exception from
the obligation to file income tax returns merely because the estate's income is not
received in cash. Bankruptcy estates with insufficient funds to pay administrative
exper.ses, lien claims, debtor’'s exemptions, and the taxes incurred are still obligated
to fiie returns and pay taxes.!!'® Further, the authority frequently cited for the
provosition that trustees do not have personal liability for the estate’s income taxes,
section 3713(b) of Title 31, United States Code,!2° relates only to the protection from
lizbility for payment of Federal claims as required under the statute. This provision
ol law does not in any way exempt the trustee from the obligation to file income tax
returns. The exception from personal liability provided by the statute only means
that trustees will not be personally liable to the United States because of & violation
of the priority statute when making a distribution of the estate’s assets according to
the manner of distribution required by the Bankruptcy Code.'?! Further, when a
trustee fails to file income tax returns on behalf of the estate the IRS may file a
claim against the trustee’s bond for the unpaid taxes.!22

6. Interferes With the Administration of the Estate.—Causing an abandonment
pursuant to section 554 of the Bankruptcy Code to be a taxable event will interfere
with the sound administration of the case. As mandated by In re R.C. Machine &
Tool Co., 123 the trustee’s duty is to liquidate the estate as expeditiously as possible
for the benefit of the unsecured creditors. If the trustee will incur a tax liability on
the abandonment of property, an excessive amount of time and effort vill necessari-
ly be required to plan the affairs of the estate to manipulate the disposition of
assets to minimize taxes. The trustee’s goal will no longer be to maximize the value
recovered on the .liquidation of assets, but will become one of minimizing taxes for
the sake of self preservation.

If the proponents suggestions are adopted only the debtor and the tax collector
will benefit by the liquidation of the estate. The debto: will benefit because of the
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tax relief. The interests of the unsecured creditors in the expeditious liquidation
will be subverted to the interests of the debtor in avoiding taxes. The tax collector
will benefit, as a first priority claimant, to the extent of available funds; the taxes
will be paid without any collection effort. This benefit, however, may be illusory. As
previously discussed,!2* to the extent the assets of the estate are insufficient to pay
the taxes they will go unpaid.

The debtor is presently in the position of controlling the distribution of the assets.
To the extent the debtor holds assets with equity, the debtor can cause the proceeds
from their liquidation to be used to pay the taxes incurred. Because taxes incurred
within the three year period preceding bankruptcy have a Tth priority in the
scheme of distribution,!25 the debtor is able to sell the property in question and pay
the secured creditor or make a transfer directly to the secured creditor, either vol-
untarily or by suffering foreclosure, triggering the tax. Then, by electing to “termi-
nate the taxable year’’ as provided by 1.R.C. section 1398(dX2), the taxes shown on
the return filed for the first short period year ending the day before the petition in
bankruptcy is filed will be a 7th priority claim in the estate. These taxes and any
other prepetition taxes owed are payable out of the assets of the estate ahead of the
unsecured creditors.!?®¢ The debtor’s dilemma, of course, is that if there are no or
insufficient funds available to pay the taxes they will be nondischargeable.!27?

7. Bankruptcy Will Become a Tax Haven.—The tax advantages afforded under the
proponents suggestions, the tax free liquidation of assets and the step-up in basis,
will discourage voluntary cooperative workout arrangements and will encourage
debtors to file bankruptcy where such voluntary arrangements were possible. Fur-
ther, if adopted these proposals will cause bankruptcy to become a tax haven subject
to the abuses of creative debtors and cooperative creditors. Debtors living in those
states which do not limit the value of the homestead exemption or the value of re-
tirement funds which may be claimed exempt, for instance, may find pre-bankrupt-
cy planning particularly useful, as illustrated below.

No suggestion is made to limit the benefits of the proposed tax relief to individ-
uals who may be truly deserving; those debtors who are without the ability to pay.
High income taxpayers who would have been able to pay their taxes from current
income or the liquidation of valuable exempt property, would be able to transfer
property to secured creditors tax free by means of bankruptcy. Inasmuch as insol-
vency is not a requirement of the Bankruptcy Code for an individual becoming a
debtor,!28 it would be possible for a debtor to convert all unencumbered assets into
exempt property and file a petition in bankruptcy. The debtor would be able to keep
the exempt property and, after abandonment, could transfer the over-encumbered
secured property to the creditor. The debtor would have received a windfall, the tax
free sale of property.

In the authors experience such professionals as doctors, dentists, and even a used
car salesman were able to take bankruptcy because of tax shelter or other unwise
investments and yet have annual incomes in excess of $100,000 within a short time.
A Certified Public Accountant, for instance, who enters into an unsuccessful com-
puter business while continuing his accounting practice could take bankruptcy to
get rid of the computer related trade debt and still have substantial income. By
reaffirming the debt, he would be able to retain real estate and other assets with
values which historically appreciate at a high rate and sell the property at a greatly
reduced tax because of the step-up in basis. In the alternative, even though he had
the abiiity to pay such taxes, the C.P.A. would allow the over-encumbered, low basis
property to be abandoned, knowing that the estate will stand the tax burden in-
curred on the foreclosure.

A midwestern farmer, as another example, could obtain a corn loan from the
United States Department of Agriculture. Commodity Credit Corporation, by bor-
rowing against harvested crops. The proceeds of the loan would then be used to
reduce or pay off a mortgage against the homestead or other exempt property.
Before the corn loan comes due the farmer would file bankruptcy knowing that
after abandonment the corn wpuld ultimately be transferred to the Commodity
Credit Corporation in full satisfaction of the debt. The debtor has increased the
equity in his exempt homestead; there are no assets in the estate with which the
trustee can pay the taxes caused by the abandonment of the grain; the government
cannot collect the balance of the unpaid taxes.!?® The result is, of course, the
farmer has sold the corn tax free and has the benefit in the increased equity in the
homestead.

Public policy should not make bankruptcy so attractive that it discourages pay-
ment of ones debts and encourages debtors to resort to what is considered an ex-
traordinary form of relief.
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I1I. THE CHAPTER 12 ESTATE AND THE SEPARATE ENTITY RULES

The proponents further assert that the rules creating separate taxable entities for
individual Chapter 7 and 11 bankruptcy estates, section 1398 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code, should be imposed on Chapter 12 estates.!3° In addition it is suggested
that “Merely amending I.R.C. section 1398(a) to include Chapter 12 filers in the list
of those eligible to utilize the Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980 is all that would be re-
quired.” 3! In a series of articles appearing in the Norton Bankruptcy Law Adviser
the author has previously examined the merits of including Chapter 12 estates in
the provisions of section 1398.132 Not only should Chapter 12 estates not be included
in the separate entity rules, but section 1231(b) of the Bankruptcy Code should be
repealed.?33 The reasons are numerous.

It must be recognized at the outset, that the unstated inotivation for wanting to
include Chapter 12 estates in section 1398 is the perception that the debtor will be
able to gain a tax advantage of some form. The mistaken tax advantage generally
envisioned is the ability to transfer property from the Chapter 12 estate to creditors,
either directly or by abandonment, thereby escaping the taxes which would be in-
curred on a sale or disposition of such assets outside of bankruptcy. Of necessity, for
this mode of tax avoidance to work, of course, is the mandatory taxable abandon-
ment of property, also sought by the proponents as discussed above. Two reasons are
advanced for seeking the legislative inclusion of Chanter 12 estates in the separate
entity rules.

First, it is implied that the separate entity is needed to avoid causing the recap-
ture of investment credit on the transfer of assets to the trustee in bankruptcy.!34
The answer to this argument is very simple. Because the Chapter 12 bankruptcy
estate is not a separate entity for tax purposes, the formation of the bankruptcy
estate is of no tax consequence.!3%

Second, the proponents argue that the Chapter 12 estate should be a separate tax-
able entity to assure that the administrative expenses will be deductible. Again, the
answer 15 simple: merely amend section 162 or 212 of the Internal Revenue Code to
specifically provide for the deduction of the portion of the estate’s administrative
expenses related to the farm business. Alternatively, the same rule can be promul-
gated by Revenue Ruling or Treasury Regulation.

Were it all desirable, merely amending L.R.C. section 1398 to include Chapter 12
in the separate entity rules would be a gross mistake because of all of the procedur-
al problems and questions created. The first and foremost obstacle to a separate
entity for Chapter 12 estates is that the estate will not have any money to pay the
taxes which may become due, unless the debtor’s plan of reorganization so provides.
Because the Chapter 12 trustee is little more than a disbursing agent, paying the
creditors according to the debtor’s plan, the trustee will not be liquidating assets or
conductin4 a business which would generate unencumbered cash. T'he debtor, there-
fore, will be required to pay any taxes which may be incurred by the estate. In addi-
tion to the payments to creditors provided in the plan and the trustee’s fee,!3¢ the
debtor will have to anticipate and provide for the estate’s taxes in the plan of reor-
ganization.

Further practical problems and questions arise in considering the application of
the separate entity rules to Chapter 12 cases. What, for instance is the period of
time for which the estate is obligated to file income tax returns and pay taxes?
Similar to Chapter 11 and 13 cases, all of the property of the estate vests in the
debtor on confirmation of the plan.!37 If the estate is deemed to terminate on con-
firmation of the plan consistent with Sonner '38 and Holywell Corp..}3? this revest-
ing will occur within 135 days, and as little as 45 days, after the debtor files a peti-
tion in bankruptcy, limiting the time in which the estate’s obligation may exist.!4°
Because pre-confirmation transfers of substantial assets of the estate are generally
not permitted, transfers of property to creditors will occur after the estate termi-
nates. This termination of the estate on confirmation of the plan will cause the tax
burden from transfers of property in satisfaction of debt under the plan of reorgani-
zation to be taxable to the debtor, frustrating even that potential tax benefit.

The question then is, what are the income and expenses of the estate? Chapter 7
and 11 cases report as income, “income of and from property of the estate.”'4! For
purposes of the payments to creditors under the plan, the Chapter 12 estate, similar
to the Chapter 13 estate, but in contrast with the Chapter 7 and 11 estates, includes
the debtor's postpetition earnings and after-acquired property.'42 As mentioned
above, neither the Bankruptcy Code nor the Internal Revenue Code, however, re-
lieve the debtor from the obligation to report and pay tax on this same income. Fur-
ther, even if it could be said that the payments the debtor is obligated to make to
the trustee for disbursement to creditors is income to the estate, the debtor is not
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permitted a deduction for the same amount. In addition, unless the payments under
the plan are of deductible expenses, the trustee cannot deduct any such payments.

It therefore appears thai both the debtor and the trustee would be obligated to
report and pay tax on the income received by the debtor and paid to the trustee,
without either allowed a deduction for the same, at least to the extent of payments
of principal. Even though the trustee would be allowed to deduct payments of other-
wise deductible expenses, both the trustee and the debtor would be required to
report and pay tax on the income necessary to pay principal obligations, absent the
creation of a special deduction for payments to the trustee. No legislation proposed
to date suggests that the debtor will not be required to report and pay tax on post-
petition income or that payments to the trustee will be deductible. Because the
debtor is not relieved of the obligation to pay taxes on this same postpetition income
the debtor will in effect be paying tax on the same income twice.

The problems discussed above would be greatly relieved, of course, if the estate
terminates on confirmation of the plan, together with the obligation to file income
tax returns and pay taxes. Because of the impossible questions raised by the inclu-
sion of the debtor’s postpetition earnings and after-acquired property in the proper-
ty of the estate, the drafters of the Bankruptcy Tax Act intentionally omitted Chap-
ter 13 cases from the separate entity rules.}*3 The creation of a taxable estate with
an existence of between 45 and 135 days in which few if any payments will be made
to the trustee seems of little use and questionable wisdom. Further, no revenue is
lost by treating the Chapter 12 case like the Chapter 13; and none gained by imposi-
tion of the separate entity rules. The administrative problems of determining
income and deductions and filing returns on behalf of the eslate without any benefit
to anybody will only increase the workload and expenses of both the trustees and
the taxing authorities.

IV. ConcLusION

The suggestion that certain debtors undergoing a drastic liquidation of assets,
either in bankruptcy or out, because of financial distress strikes a sympathetic note
among many people. The tax consequences of asset liquidation can sometimes be
harsh, particularly where the assets constitute the debtor’s livelihood. The taxable
liquidation is even more onerous when the debtor may be beyond the age of being
able to rebuild a business or farm operation or is near retirement age. While those
cases bespeak a need, any such legislative relief must be specifically identified as
debtor’s tax relief bill and must be available for debtors both in and out of bank-
ruptcy. Such tax relief must not encourage bankruptcy and discourage debtor’s at-
tempts to work out their financial problems without the need to resort bankruptcy
court. Further, any such relief must not adversely affect the administration of bank-
ruptcy estates.

The proponents suggestion that abandonments of property pursuant to section 554
of the Bankruptcy Code be taxable to the estate not only is legally, technically in-
correct, it is the wrong manner to solve a problem affecting only a few people. Be-
cause the property abandoned by the trustee returns to the debtor with all prepeti-
tion rights attached, as dictated by cruseturner, and because such abandonments
closely approximate the non-taxable transfer of property under I.R.C. section 1398(f)
(2), as so found by McGowan and Olson, the estate is not and should not be liable for
the taxes incurred on the abandonment of property.

The proponents goal, to make such abandonments taxable, would produce very
undesirable results. The debtor’s general unsecured creditors will ultimately pay the
tax bill because of 43 the priority status of the taxes. If there are insufficient funds
available, as will be the case in many, if not most, cases, the trustee and the estate’s
lawyers, accountants, appraisers and other professional employees will share their
fees with the taxing authorities. Many such professional persons including present
trustees will decline to work for bankruptcy estates. The abandoned property will
return to the debtor with a step-up in basis; a later sale of the property at an appre-
ciated value would cause a much smaller tax liability. In many if not most cases,
the taxes incurred will never be paid; the vast majority of cases filed are “no asset”
cases. Because of the potential for income and the obligation to file returns, the
trustee will find it necessary to hire a tax professional, but probably will not have
the cash to pay for the services. Because a trustee will be forced to make decisions
with regard to the assets of the estate with a goal to minimize taxes as opposed to
maximize the return to the estate, the efficient administration of the estate will be
hampered. Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, causing abandonments to be tax-
able to the estate makes bankruptcy a tax haven.
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Section 1231(b) purports to create a separate taxable Chapter 12 estate for state
income tax purposes. Presently, debtor’s, Chapter 12 trustees and state taxing au-
thorities are confused as to their respective obligations and powers as a result of the
probl(;,n:is discussed above. Section 1231(b) is of no benefit to anyone; it should be
repealed.
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cusses the debtor’s rights of redemption and reaffirmation and the imposition of the
§ 362 fautomatic stay after the abandonment of property, citing Cruseturner with ap-
proval.

39. Where income from property has been received prior to the abandonment and
retained by the trustee, the property has been “administered;”’ the debtor’s pre-
bankruptcy rights cannot be restored the estate’s rights have intervened and super-
seded the debtor’s. The abandonment of such property is therefore taxable.

40. In re Bentley (Erickson v. United States, et al.), Bankr. No. 83-826-C, Adver-
sary No. 7-0042, Civil No. 87-952-E (S.D. Iowa Oct. 13, 1988), appeal docketed, No.
89-134351 (8th Cir. Feb. 17, 1989).

41. In re Bentley, 19 B.R. 413 (Bankr. S.D. Iowa 1987).

42. In re Bentley (Erickson v. United States, et al.), Bankr. No. 83-826-C, Adver-
sary No. 87-0042, Civil No. 87-952-E, slip op. at 7 (S.D. Iowa Oct. 13, 1988).
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43. L.R.C. § 441.

44. The Bankruptcy Tax Act of 1980, Public Law 96-589, hereinafter the “Bank-
ruptcy Tax Act.”

45. In re McGowan, 95 B.R. 104 (Bankr. N.D. Iowa 1988).

46. Id. at 109.

47. In re Olson (Samore v. Olson, et al.), Bankr. No. 85-023335, Adversary No.
X88-0127S, slip op. at 10 (Bankr. N.D. Iowa, April 27, 1989), appeal docketed, C89-
4078 (N.D. Iowa Aug. 18, 1989).

48. 1d.

49. 1d. at 11.

50. Another bankruptcy court decision discussed the application of L.R.C. § 1398 to
property which has been abandoned during administration of the estate. Matter of
Rasmussen, 95 B.R. 657 (Bankr. W.D. Mo. 1989). This case reasoned that the debtor’s
transfer of property to the bankruptcy estate on commencement of the case could
arguably be characterized an exchange for the discharge of debt in “amounts which
ordinarily equal or exceed the value of the property transferred, it is a transfer by
exchange—the discharge of a pre-existing debt for the transfer of the property.” Id.
at 658-659. The Court’s reasoning would, however, overrule the intent and purpose
of LR.C. § 1398(fX1), the tax free transfer of property to the estate.

The Rasmussen Court is not the only court which may have misapplied the provi-
sions of LR.C. § 1398. The recent Tax Court decision in William C. Lewis, 1 89,078
PH Memo T.C. (1989), discussed the tax consequences of foreclosure of property at
some stage during a Chapter 11 bankruptcy case without indicating the status of
the property as “property of the estate,” the status of the Chapter 11 case itself,
precisely who held the property-at the time of the foreclosure—the debtor individ-
ually or the estate, and did not discuss the possible implications of § 1398.

51. Hereinafter the “Service” or the “IRS.”
~ 52. Letter from James J. Keightly, Assoc. Chief Counsel (Litigation), Internal Rev-

enue Service to Michael L. Paup, Dep. Asst. Atty. Gen. Tax Div., Dept. of Justice
(Mar. 14, 1989).

53. Id.

54. Id.

55. Remarks of James 1.K. Knapp, Acting Ass't Att'y Gen., Tax Div., U.S. Dept. of
Justice (Mar. 16, 1989). Keightly's letter also indicates that the request for guidance
had been made and was under consideration for nearly ‘one year. During this time
the Bentley, McGowan and Olson cases were in litigation. Because the IRS was a
party to the Bentley and McGowan cases and was a defendant in the Olson case,
which were pending during this time, neither Justice Department nor the IRS was
willing to publicly announce a position on the matter. The position that would be
taken became apparent, however, when in the early stages of the McGowan litiga-
tion the IRS reversed itself and asked the court to find that the abandonment of
property was not a taxable event. In re McGowan, 95 B.R. 104, 106 (Bankr. N.D.
Iowa 1988). As a result of this change in direction and in anticipation of the formal
announcement which was to follow, the United States Trustee for the Districts of
Minnesota, Iowa, North Dakota and South Dakota prudently advised the panel
trustees serving in those Districts that abandonments should be treated as tax free
tlisi)ss%%sitions. Memorandum from Wesley B. Huisinga, United States Trustee (Jan. 5,

56. Priv. Ltr. Rul. 8918016 (Jan. 31, 1989).

57. The position on the tax consequences is obviously consistent with that of the
courts and the now publicly stated IRS position.

While that now public position has strong support in law, as demonstrated by the
quote from the letter from Keightly to Paup, supra note 48, the letter ruling has
confused the application of the rures for the exclusion of debt discharge income
under LR.C. §§ 108 and 1017 in cases of t-abandonment foreclosure. The letter
ruling has applied both the provision applicable to a discharge occurring in bank-
ruptcy, L.R.C. § 108(aX1XA), and one occurring out of bankruptcy, I.R.C. § 108(aX1Xb).
The result of this misapplication is that the debtor was denied the benefit of the
exclusion of debt discharge income afforded 13' the Bankruptcy Tax Act.

58. Nelson, Taxation of Abandonments in Bankruptcy, 16) J. Agric. Tax'n & L. 221
(1988) [hereinafter “Nelson”], and Harl, Forgiving Debt in agriculture, Agric. L.
Update 4 (Aug. 1989) (hereinafter ‘Harl”’]. Harl's article is essentially a duplication
of his written testimony [hereinafter “Harl testimony’] submitted to the Subcom-
mittee on the matter to which this t,estimon{l is addressed. Because Harl appears to
represent the interests of those promoting the adoption of the legislation which he
seeks, and because Harl cites Nelson in his testimony and his article with approval,
at pp. 8 and 5, respectively, they are hereinafter referred to as, the “proponents.”
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59. In the author’s experience any number of debtor’s come out of bankruptcy
with substantial exempt property or earning power and ability to pay the taxes in
question. These individuals, along with the few truly unfortunate debtors, would
benefit from a taxable abandonment; those with the ability to pay these deferred
taxes would not be excluded from the relief. In addition, the proponents have not
indicated whether or not any of the debtors for whom they advocate the taxable
abandonment have attempted to resolve their post-foreclosure tax problems by
means of an offer in compromise provided under I.R.C. § 7122. The impact of these
taxes may have been alleviated somewhat by the recent liberalization of the taxpay-
er's property exempt from tax levy, to include the taxpayer’s homestead, among
other changes. I.LR.C. § 6334(aX13).

There have been, and will continue to be, a few truly egregious cases which may
merit relief. The author’s concern, however, is that the proposed solution, that all
abandonments by a trustee in bankruptcy be treated as taxable sales, not only is
contrary to the fundamental purposes of bankruptcy, but would severely and ad-
versely affect the administration of the estate.

60. S. Rep. No. 989, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. 76 (1978); H.R. Rep. No. 595, 95th Cong.,
1st Sess. 362 (1977).

61. S. Rep. No. 989, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. 98 (1978); H.R. Rep. No. 535, 95th Cong.,
1st Sess. 384 (1977).

A62.] Bankruptcy Act of 1898, ch. 541, 30 Stat. 544 [hereinafter the ‘‘Bankruptcy
ct”].

63. 11 U.S.C. § 522(d).

64. 11 U.S.C. § 522(bX2XA).

65. I.LR.C. § 523(ax1).

66. See 3 Collier on Bankruptcy, 15th Ed., 1 523.06, (1989).

67. See, e.g., United States v. Bernstein, 16 F.2d 233 (8th Cir. 1929).

68. 11 U.S.C. §§ 523(aX1XA) and 507(a) (7).

It is worth noting that the Bankruptcy Code treats taxes incurred after the filing
of an involuntary petition under 11 U.S.C. § 303, but before the appointment of a
trustee or an order for relief is entered, the “‘gap period,” as prepetition taxes and
therefore not dischargeable. 11 U.S.C. § 523(aX1XA). See also 3 Collier on Bankrupt-
cy, 15th Ed., 1 523.06{1] (1989).

69. Karl testimony, supra note 58, at 7.

70. 11 U.S.C. § 554(c).

T1. Nelson, supra note 58, at 236.

72. Crane v. Comm'r, 331 U.S. 1 (1947).

73. Commissioner v. Tufts, 461 U.S. 300, 103 S.Ct. 1826 (1983).

- T4. Nelson, supra note 58, at 235.

75. Nelson, supra note 58, at 241; Karl, supra note 58, at 5; and Karl testimony,
supra note 58, at 8.

76. 11 US.C. § 506(a).

77. 11 US.C. § 502(b).

78. 11 U.S.C. § 112%aX7XAXii), the “cram down"’ provisions.

79. K.C. Machine & Tool Co., 816 F.2d 238 (6th Cir. 1987). See also In re Poage, 92
B.R. 659 (Bankr. N.D. Tex. 1988).

80. 11 US.C. § 363(b).

81. 77 T.C. 310 (1981), aff"d 693 F.2d 124 (11th Cir. 1982).

82. 737 F.2d 479 (5th Cir. 1984).

83. 11 US.C. § 541(a).

84. Matter of Rasmussen, 95 S.R. 657 (Bankr. W.D. Mo. 1989), discussed in more
detail, supra note 50.

85. Nelson, supra note 58, at 241.

86. The release of an interest in property by quit claim deed would be comparable
if the grantor has no interest to convey and under State law the quit claim of prop-
erty is not a conveyance; the quit claim of the property is a means of clearing title,
for example. In that case no transfer of property occurs. A transfer does occur, how-
ever, where the use of a quit claim deed is a release of an interest in property with
the intent that the grantee shall take whatever rights and interests were held by
the grantor and the grantor in fact held an interest in the property.

87. Should the creditor file a claim for the full amount of the debt and not give
credit for the value of the property abandoned, the trustee may bring an action in
bankruptcy court, under 11 U.S.C. § 506{a), to determine the value oi the property
subject to the secured claim and deny the claim as appropriate.

he abandonment of Y(roperty b{l a trustee in bankruptcy can be analogized with
a debtor outside of bankruptcy who vacates or abandons a building subject to re-
course indebtedness, intending that the creditor will foreclose and the debt will be
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paid. Unless the creditor agrees otherwise, until the foreclosure is complete and the
proceeds from the sale applied in full or partial satisfaction of debt, the debtor’s act
of vacating the premises does not affect the creditor’s claim—the debtor is still
liable for the full amount of the debt. Should the building be destroyed prior to fore-
closure the debtor cannot claim any benefit because of its former value. The debtor
will not benefit from his abandonment of the property until the foreclosure sale.
Absent a discharge in bankruptcy, the debtor's property and future earnings are
subject to the claims of creditors on recourse debt. In contrast with the debtor’s un-
limited liability, the estate is only liable for recourse debt to the extent of its unen-
cumbered assets.

88. See supra p. 14 & note 56.

89. 11 U.S.C. §§ 521(2)XA), 524(c).

90. In the author’s experience in representing debtors in the Midwest, good pre-
bankruptcy planning included the use of “friendly debt” to reduce any equity in
property so that abandonment would be assured and, thus, the debtor would be able
to retain the property.

91. Milledge L. Middleton, 81 T.C. 310 (1981), aff'd 693 F.2d 124 (11th Cir. 1982).

92. Commussioner v. Yarbro, 7137 F.2d 479 (5th Cir. 1984).

93. A similar concept applies as a result of the debtor’s discharge. Not only does
the creditor’s lien on secured property survive the debtor’s discharge, but so does
the debt. Enforcement of the debt against the debtor personally, however, is prohib-
ited as a result of the discharge. In re Berry, 85 B.R. 367, 363 (Bankr. W.D. Pa. 1988)
(The discharge is not a payment or extinguishment of the debt itself; it simply bars
future legal proceedings to enforce the discharged debt against the Bankrupts).

94. As discussed earlier, gain on a taxable disposition of property is measured by
the excess of amount realized over basis. I.R.C. § 1001(a). The amount realized, the
amount of money and fair market value of any property received in the transaction,
is the consideration for the sale. Numerous court decisions including Milledge L.
Middleton, 77 T.C. 310 (1981), discuss the necessity of an exchange of consideration
in a taxable sale.

95. Nelson, supra, at 237. -

96. Id.

97.2%ee the discussion of In re Sonner, 53 B.R. 859 (Bankr. E.D. Va. 1985), supra
note 28.

98. In re Sonner, 53 B.R. 859 (Bankr. E.D. Va. 1985); In re Holywell Corp., 85 B.R.
898 (Bankr. S.D. Fla. 1988).

99. The Olson and McGowan decisions also achieve this parity, but without rely-
ing on Cruseturner. If the Olson and McGowan analysis is correct the justification
for the result reached is found in the Cruseturner holding.

100. Nelson, supra note 58, at 238.

101. See In re Dewsnup, 87 S.R. 676 (Bankr. D. Utah 1488), where the court dis-
cussed the implications of an abandonment to someone with a possessory interest,
within the context of the legislative history. See H.R. Rep. No. 95-595, 95th Cong.,
Ist Sess. 377 (1977); 5. Rep. No. 95-989, 95th Cong., 2d Sess. 92 (1978).

102. See generally Uniform commercial code §§ 9-104, -304, -305.

103. In a paper presented at the Northwest Bankruptcy Institute, Judge Polly S.
Higdon, United States Bankruptcy court, Eugene, Oregon, examined the bankruptcy
court’s power to order that property be abandoned directly to a specific creditor.
Judge Higdon concluded that the bankruptcy court does not have the power, under
11 U.S.C. § 554, to order property be abandoned to anyone other than the debtor.
“Section 554 was not intended to effect changes in the substantive rights of the par-
ties in property.” Hon. P. Higdon, Tax_Problems of Abandonment of Property in
Bankruptcy (Jan. 21, 1989 (seminar materials for the Northwest Bankruptcy Insti-
tute, Portland, Ore. Jan. 21, 1989).

104. Harl, supra note 58, at 6; Harl testimony, supra note 58, at 12-14.

105. LR.C. § 168.

106. 11 U.S.C. §§ 503(aX1), 507(ax1).

107. 11 U.S.C. §§ 726(b), 507(aX 1), 503(b).

108. In re Barron, 73 B.R. 812 (Bankr. S.D. Cal. 1987).

109. In re Tri-County Water Assoc. Inc., 91 B.R. 547 (Bankr. D. S.D. 1988);, Laven-
der v. Wood Law Firm, 185 F.2d 247 (8th Cir. 1986); and In re Burnside Steel Found-
ry Co., 90 B.R. 942 (Bankr. N.D. I11. 1988)

110. The value of lowa farm land, for instance, apparently has recently appreciat-
ed substantially, by as much as 23% since March 1, 1989 alone. The Des Moines
Register, Sept. 7, 1989, at 6.

111. See infra note 114, for a discussion of the debtor’s transferee liability and the
discharge from the estate’s taxes.
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112. 111 U.S.C. § 505(b).

113. 11 U.S.C. § 522(b); S. Rep. No. 95-989, 95th Cong. 2d Sess. 91 (1978).

114. The Bankruptcy Code at § 505(b) provides that upon payment of the estate’s
tax, the debtor is discharged from any liability for such tax. Legislative history indi-
cates that if the trustee does not avail himself of the prompt audit procedures of
§ 505(b), the debtor would not be discharged from possible transferee liability if any
“surplus assets” are returned to the debtor. S. Rep. No. 95-989, 95th Cong. 2d Sess.
68 (1978). L.R.C. § 6901(aX1) provides that the liability, at law or in equity, of a trans-
feree of property of a taxpayer may be collected from such transferee. Bankruptcy
Code § 505(b) does not specifically provide for such transferee liability “at law,” and
the claim of the debtor’s exemptions in bankruptcy does not display any of the
“badges of fraud” so as to impose transferee liability “‘in equity.” Further, Treasury
Regulations defining a “transferee’’ does not identify debtors in bankruptcy. Treas.
Reg. § 301.6901-1(b). However, under the circumstances, it may be possible to con-
clude that the debtor theoretically will incur such liability, but only to the value of
any unadministered or excess property remaining after payment of claims which is
abandoned back to the debtor. See Phillips v. Comm’'r, 283 U.S. 589 (1931); Drew v.
United States, 367 F.2d 828 (Ct. Cl. 1966). However, as indicated, upon the recogni-
tion of the debtor's claim of exemption, such property is “exempted from” the
estate, as opposed to having been transferred by the estate. A “transfer” by defini-
tion requires the affirmative act of a “transferor,” a “transferee’ is “one to whom a
transfer is made.” The New Webster Encyclopedic Dictionary 887 (1980 ed. 1977).
While the debtor affirmatively claims such property as exempt, the trustee takes no
action with regard to the claim unless an objection is made. 11 U.S.C. § 522(1).
Transferee liability will therefore not be imposed on the debtor because of the claim
of exempt property.

In a reorganization case, legislative history indicates that the debtor or a succes-
sor to the debtor may remain liable for a deficiency for additional taxes due on re-
turns filed during the title 11 proceedings, however, no mechanism other than
transferee liability is provided for collection of such taxes. See S. Rep. No. 95-989,
95th Cong., 2d Sess. 68 (1978).

115. 11 U.S.C. §§ 522(k), 503(bX1XB).

116. 11 U.S.C. §8§ 523(aX1XA), 507(aX1XA).

117. Bankruptcy estates of individuals under Chapter 7 or 11 are required to file
Federal income tax returns when gross income equal to the exemption amount plus
the basic standard deduction is received during the taxable year. LR.C. § 6012(ax9).
For taxable years beginning in 1989 that amount is $4,500.

118. L.R.C. § 6012(aX9).

119. In re Wills, 56 AFTR2d 85-5016 (Bankr. D. Md. 1985).

120. 31 U.S.C. § 3713(b), the Federal priority statute.

121. See United States v. Golden Acres, Inc., 684 F. Supp. 96 (D. Del. 1983); United
States v. Vertac Chemical Corp., 671 F. Supp. 595; (E.D. Ark. 1987) United States v.
Excellair, Inc., 637 F. Supp. 1377 (D. Colo. 1986).

122. See In re Joplin, 882 F.2d 1507 (10th Cir. 1989).

123. In re K.C. Machine & Tool Co., 816 F.2d 238 (6th Cir. 1987).

124. See supra p. 30.

125. 11 U.S.C. § 507(aX7).

126. S. Rep. No. 96-1035, 96th Cong. 2d Sess. 26 (1980).

127. 11 U.S.C. §§ 50TtaX?) and 523(aX1XA).

The result is really no different than if the debtor were to liquidate outside of
bankruptcy. In that case the assets would be sold and the proceeds distributed to
the creditors. The taxes shown on an income tax return filed the following April
15th would be paid out of what ever was left over from the sale of assets. If the
remaining proceeds were insufficient, the debtor would remain liable for the unpaid
taxes.

128. See generally 11 U.S.C. § 109.

129. This result presumes that the farmer has not elected, pursuant to I.R.C. § 77,
to report the corn loan as income when received.

130. Harl Testimony, supra note 58, at 14; Harl, supra note 58, at 6.

131. Harl Testimony, supra note 58, at 16; Harl, supra note 58, at 7.

132. Shepard, Taxation Of Chapter 12 Cases, (April 1987), Norton Bankruptcy Law
Adviser, Callaghan & Company; Shepard, Section 1221(b): An Examination Of The
Trustee's Obligation To File State Income Tax Returns, (May 1988), Norton Bank-
rugtcy Law Adviser, Callaghan & Company; Shepard, A Trio Of Tax Topics, (Jure
1988), Norton Bankruptcy Law Adviser, Callaghan & Company.

133. The number of debtors potentially effected by the proposed addition of Chap-
ter 12 cases to the provisions of L.LR.C. § 1398 is rapidly dwindling. Table 1, Harl tes-
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timony at 15, purports to reflect the “Chapter 12 Filings in the North Central
Region Since November 26, 1986."” The Table appears without explanation or 56
source attribution. Information supplied by the clerks of courts from within the
States to which the Table purports to relate indicates that the Table apparently is a
cumulative tabulation of Chapter 12 bankruptcy fi/ings. The Table, however, does
not account for cases converted, dismissed or confirmed—it does not even approxi-
mate the number of pending cases. According to information supplied to the author,
Chapter 12 cases filed during the period from January through August 1989 are as
follows: Iowa 18 cases; Nebraska 55 cases; North Dakota 29 cases; South Dakota 53
cases. In Minnesota 36 cases were filed during the first 7 months of 1989. The statis-
tics further reveal that the rate of filings per month continues fall to one or two
cases in most of the districts and no cases in some of the districts.

134. Unless due to a mere change in the form of doing business, the premature
disposition or cessation of qualified use of section 38 property, property on which
investment tax credit had been allowed, will be a recapture event. Treas. Reg.
§ 1.47-3(fX1). Because of the repeal of L.LR.C. § 38 by the Tax Reform Act of 1986,
Pub. L. 99-514, under which investment tax credit was allowed, any issue of the
debtor’s liability for recapture of investment credit because of filing a petition under
Chapter 12 of the Bankruptcy Code will ultimately disappear; the property on which
the credit was allowed will eventually all have been held for the requisite amount of
time.

135. The issue of whether a bankruptcy estate of a case filed prior to the Bank-
ruptcy Tax Act is required to file Federal income tax returns and pay taxes contin-
ues to be litigated. See, e.g., In re Joplin (United States v. State Farm Fire & Casual-
ty Co.), 882 F.2d 1507 (10th Cir. 1989). Cases litigating the issue have been Chapter 7
cases or Chapter 11 cases converted to Chapter 7. However, because the provisions
Chapter 12 of the Bankruptcy Code were adopted in large part in reliance of Chap-
ter 13 which was specifically omitted from the application of L.LR.C. § 1398, see H.R.
Rep. No. 96-833, 96th Cong. 2d Sess. 20 (1980) and S. Rep. No. 96-1035, 96th Cong.
2d Sess. 25 (1980), and because Chapter 12 was adopted by the same Congress which
passed the Tax Reform Act of 1986, Pub. L. 99-514, without amending § 1398 to in-
clude Chapter 12 cases, neither Chapter 12 nor Chapter 13 cases are required to file
Federal income tax returns or pay such taxes. For a full discussion of the Chapter
12 estates obligation to file State and Federal income tax returns, see Shepard, Tax-
ation Of Chapter 12 Cases, Norton Bankruptcy Adviser (April 1987) and Shepard,
Section 1231(b): An Examination Of The Trustee’s Obligation To File State Income
Tax Returns, Norton Bankruptcy Adviser (May 1988).

136. The trustee of a Chapter 12 case is to receive a fee of no more than 10% of
the payments in an aggregate amount of $450,000, plus no more than 3% of the ag-
gregate payments in excess of $450,000. 28 U.S.C. §586(eX1XBxii); 11 US.C.
§ 1226(ax2).

137. 11 U.S.C. §§ 1141(b), 1227(b), 1327(b).

138. In re Sonner, 53 B.R. 859 (Bankr. E.D. Va. 1985).

139. In re Holywell Corp., 85 B.R. 898 (Bankr. S.D. Fla. 1988). -

140. 11 U.S.C. §§ 1221, 1224.

141. 11 US.C. § 541(ax6); LR.C. § 1398(eX1), (fxD.

142, 11 U.S.C. §§ 1207(a), 1306¢a).

143. S. Rep. No. 96-1035, 96th Cong., 2d Sess. 25, n. 3 (1980).
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