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Estate of Louis B. Hoffenberg, 22 T.C. 1185 (1954)

A trust instrument’s language must clearly indicate the intent to create multiple
trusts; otherwise, the marital deduction may be denied if the surviving spouse’s
power of appointment doesn’t extend to the entire corpus of a single trust.

Summary

The Estate of Louis B. Hoffenberg involved a dispute over whether a supplemental
trust  agreement created two separate trusts,  thereby qualifying for  the marital
deduction  under  the  1939  Internal  Revenue  Code.  The  IRS  argued  that  the
agreement created only one trust, and thus, the power of appointment granted to
the surviving spouse did not  extend to the “entire corpus” of  a  single trust,  a
requirement for the marital deduction. The Tax Court agreed with the IRS, finding
that  the  trust  documents,  when read as  a  whole,  did  not  demonstrate  a  clear
intention to create two separate trusts, despite the existence of a state court decree
that indicated otherwise. The court emphasized the importance of the language used
within the trust documents to determine the grantor’s intent.

Facts

Louis B. Hoffenberg created a trust in 1947. In 1948, after the enactment of the
Revenue Act of 1948, he executed a Supplemental Trust Agreement to potentially
obtain the benefits of the marital deduction. The supplemental agreement provided
the surviving spouse with income for life and a power of appointment over a portion
of the trust estate. The trustee sought a determination from a Utah District Court
that  the  agreement  created  two  trusts.  The  state  court,  in  a  non-adversarial
proceeding, found that two trusts were created. The trustee, however, did not fully
comply with the court’s order. The IRS subsequently denied the estate the marital
deduction, arguing that the agreement created only one trust.

Procedural History

The case began with the IRS denying the marital deduction. The trustee then sought
a determination from a Utah District Court,  which found that the supplemental
agreement created two trusts. The Tax Court was then petitioned by the estate. The
Tax  Court  ruled  in  favor  of  the  IRS,  concluding  that  the  supplemental  trust
agreement created only one trust. The state court determination was deemed non-
controlling due to its non-adversarial nature.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the Supplemental Trust Agreement created two separate trusts.

2. Whether a state court’s determination in a non-adversarial proceeding is binding
on the Tax Court in interpreting federal tax law.



© 2025 SCOTUSreports.com. All rights reserved. | 2

Holding

1. No, because the trust instrument, when considered as a whole, did not clearly
express an intention to create two separate trusts.

2. No, because the state court decree resulted from a non-adversarial proceeding
and was therefore not controlling on the Tax Court for the purpose of determining
federal tax liability.

Court’s Reasoning

The  court  focused  on  the  intent  of  the  grantor  as  expressed  within  the  trust
documents. The court referenced prior cases, emphasizing that the intent to obtain
tax benefits is not synonymous with the intent to create multiple trusts. The original
trust  agreement  referred  to  the  trust  in  the  singular  form.  Although  the
supplemental  agreement  revised  a  key  provision,  it  did  not  use  language  that
demonstrated an intent to create separate trusts. The court emphasized that it must
base its decision on the language within the trust documents, as it expresses the
grantor’s intention. Furthermore, the court determined that the Utah state court’s
decision, being the result of a non-adversarial proceeding, was not binding. The
court cited previous cases to reinforce its position that non-adversarial proceedings
do not bind the Tax Court on questions of federal tax law.

The court quoted the language of the trust instrument to show that the words
indicated  a  single  trust  existed.  The  court  stated,  “…a  fair  reading  of  these
instruments discloses an intent to create only one trust.” The court also quoted the
following from prior  case law “the test  is  the intention expressed by the trust
instruments.”

Practical Implications

This case highlights the critical importance of precise drafting in estate planning,
especially when aiming to qualify for the marital deduction. Attorneys must ensure
that  trust  documents  unambiguously  reflect  the  grantor’s  intent,  particularly
regarding the creation of multiple trusts. Vague or ambiguous language can lead to
unfavorable  tax  consequences.  The  decision  also  emphasizes  that  state  court
decrees in non-adversarial proceedings will not necessarily dictate the federal tax
consequences of  a trust.  Attorneys should anticipate potential  IRS scrutiny and
structure trusts to meet the explicit requirements of the Internal Revenue Code and
associated regulations. Finally, the court’s ruling underscores the necessity of fully
understanding all aspects of tax law when structuring a trust. It is important to
create the trust in accordance with all technical requirements.


