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Estate of Castleberry v. Commissioner, 68 T. C. 682 (1977)

A transfer of community property to a spouse, where the donor retains an interest in
the income by operation of state law, may partially include the transferred property
in the donor’s gross estate under IRC § 2036(a)(1).

Summary

Winston Castleberry transferred his community interest in bonds to his wife, making
it her separate property under Texas law. However, the income from these bonds
remained community property, giving Castleberry a retained interest. The Tax Court
held that one-quarter of the total bond value (one-half of Castleberry’s transferred
interest) was includable in his estate under IRC § 2036(a)(1), as he retained a right
to the income. This decision reaffirmed the principle from Estate of Hinds that such
transfers can result in partial estate inclusion based on state law effects on income
rights.

Facts

Winston  Castleberry  transferred  his  one-half  community  interest  in  various
municipal bonds to his wife, Lucinda, making the bonds her separate property under
Texas law. However, the income from these bonds remained community property,
entitling Castleberry to a one-half interest in the income. At the time of his death,
the fair market value of Castleberry’s transferred interest was $477,155. 12. The
Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined a deficiency in Castleberry’s estate
tax, arguing that the entire value of his transferred interest should be included in his
gross estate under IRC § 2036(a)(1).

Procedural History

The case was submitted to the United States Tax Court under Rule 122. The Tax
Court reaffirmed its holding from Estate of Hinds v. Commissioner, concluding that
one-half of Castleberry’s transferred interest (one-quarter of the total bond value)
was includable in his gross estate. This decision was based on Castleberry’s retained
interest in the income from the bonds under Texas community property law.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the value of Castleberry’s transferred community interest in the bonds is
includable in his gross estate under IRC § 2036(a)(1) due to his retained interest in
the income from the bonds under Texas law.

Holding

1. Yes, because Castleberry retained a right to one-half of the income from his
transferred interest in the bonds by operation of Texas community property law,
one-half of his transferred interest (one-quarter of the total bond value) is includable



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

in his gross estate under IRC § 2036(a)(1).

Court’s Reasoning

The Tax Court applied IRC § 2036(a)(1), which requires inclusion in the gross estate
of property transferred where the decedent retains the right to the income. The
court rejected the estate’s arguments that no interest was retained because the
retention arose by operation of state law, not by an explicit agreement. The court
followed its precedent in Estate of Hinds, emphasizing that a retained interest under
state law was sufficient to trigger § 2036(a)(1). The court also distinguished this
case from Estate of Bomash, where a different court included the full value of the
transferred interest, noting that Castleberry’s situation did not involve reciprocal
transfers.  The  court’s  decision  was  influenced  by  the  policy  of  ensuring  that
transfers with retained interests are taxed appropriately, even if  those interests
arise from state law rather than explicit agreements.

Practical Implications

This decision clarifies that transfers of community property to a spouse, where state
law grants the donor a continued interest  in the income, may result  in partial
inclusion in the donor’s gross estate. Estate planners in community property states
must consider this when advising clients on asset transfers. The ruling suggests that
such  transfers  should  be  structured  carefully  to  minimize  estate  tax  exposure.
Businesses and individuals in community property states may need to adjust their
estate planning strategies to account for this tax implication. Subsequent cases have
generally followed this ruling, though some have debated the extent of inclusion
based on the specifics of state law and the nature of the retained interest.


