Casey v. Commissioner, 25 T.C. 707 (1956)

When the value of a gift of a present interest is dependent upon the occurrence of
an uncertain future event, and there is no method to accurately value the interest,
the annual gift tax exclusion is not available. Transfers are considered to be made in
contemplation of death when the dominant motive of the donor is the thought of
death, not life.

Summary

The Tax Court addressed two issues: whether the annual gift tax exclusion was
available for transfers in trust where the beneficiaries’ income rights could be
terminated by a future event, and whether the transfers of stock were made in
contemplation of death. The court held that the annual exclusion was unavailable
because the income rights were incapable of valuation. The court also held that the
transfers were not made in contemplation of death, despite the donor’s poor health
at the time of the transfers, because the primary motives for the transfers were
related to the donor’s life and family goals.

Facts

Decedent transferred Hotel Company and Garage Company stock into trusts for her
children. The beneficiaries’ rights to income from the trusts could be terminated if
the A. ]J. Casey trust disposed of its shares in the Hotel Company, which could occur
at any time. Decedent suffered a severe heart attack the day before she signed the
trust instrument and died a month later. The Commissioner of Internal Revenue
disallowed the annual gift tax exclusions claimed by the estate, arguing that the
beneficiaries’ income rights could not be accurately valued, and contended the stock
transfers were made in contemplation of death.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue challenged the estate’s valuation of the gift
tax exclusions and inclusion of the stock in the decedent’s gross estate. The case
was brought before the Tax Court.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the annual gift tax exclusion is available for transfers in trust where the
beneficiaries’ income rights could be terminated by the sale of stock held in another
trust.

2. Whether the transfers of stock into trust were made in contemplation of death and
should therefore be included in the decedent’s gross estate.

Holding
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1. No, because the income rights of the beneficiaries were present interests, but
they were incapable of valuation, and consequently, the statutory exclusion is
inapplicable to them.

2. No, because the transfers were motivated by life purposes, not the thought of
death.

Court’s Reasoning

Regarding the gift tax exclusion, the court relied on prior cases where the trustee’s
discretion to terminate income rights rendered the gifts unvaluable, thus ineligible
for the exclusion. Here, although the power to terminate rested with the
beneficiaries rather than the trustees, the court found the same principle applied.
The court reasoned that the income interests could be terminated if the A. J. Casey
trust sold its shares, an event that was uncertain and impossible to accurately
predict. Thus, the value of the income interests was too speculative to determine the
annual exclusion.

Regarding the contemplation of death issue, the court applied the standard set forth
in United States v. Wells, 283 U.S. 102, which stated that the transfers are not made
in contemplation of death if they are intended by the donor “to accomplish some
purpose desirable to him if he continues to live.” The court examined the decedent’s
motives and found that the transfers were driven by her long-held wishes to carry
out her late husband’s intentions, give her children the benefit of income, provide
unified voting control, and ensure family cooperation. The court determined that the
fact the transfers were made shortly before her death did not change these primary
motivations.

Practical Implications

This case provides clear guidance on gift tax valuations and what constitutes a
transfer in contemplation of death. Attorneys must carefully analyze the potential for
future events to affect the value of gifts and the donor’s motives. When drafting
trusts, attorneys should be mindful of any conditions that might make a beneficiary’s
interest difficult or impossible to value, which could affect the availability of the
annual gift tax exclusion. Estate planning attorneys should also thoroughly
document the donor’s reasons for making transfers, especially if those transfers
occur close to the donor’s death, to counter potential claims that the transfers were
made in contemplation of death. This case emphasizes that when determining a
decedent’s “dominant, controlling or impelling motive is a question of fact in each
case.”

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



