Estate of Milliken v. Commissioner, 71 T. C. 790 (1979)

Under Massachusetts law, a clear intent to maximize the federal marital deduction
overrides express provisions for apportionment of future interest inheritance taxes,
requiring such taxes to be paid from non-marital trust assets.

Summary

In Estate of Milliken v. Commissioner, the U. S. Tax Court determined that the value
of property in a marital trust should not be reduced by future Massachusetts
inheritance taxes on interests within that trust. Arthur Milliken’s estate included a
trust designed to maximize the marital deduction under federal law, with provisions
for tax payments that were ambiguous regarding future interest taxes. The court,
guided by recent Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court decisions, ruled that the
intent to maximize the marital deduction took precedence over any conflicting
language in the will and trust, requiring future interest taxes to be paid from assets
outside the marital trust. This ruling ensured the full value of the marital trust could
be claimed as a deduction, aligning with the testator’s tax strategy.

Facts

Arthur Milliken died in 1973, leaving behind a will and a trust that directed the
establishment of a marital trust (Trust A) and a non-marital trust (Trust B). The
marital trust was funded to secure the maximum federal marital deduction. The will
and trust specified that present taxes were to be paid from the residue of the estate,
but were ambiguous about the payment of future interest inheritance taxes, which
would be due upon the death of Milliken’s surviving spouse. The Commissioner
argued that these future taxes should reduce the value of the marital trust for
deduction purposes, but the estate contended they should be paid from Trust B.

Procedural History

The estate filed a federal estate tax return claiming a marital deduction that
included the full value of Trust A. The Commissioner issued a deficiency notice,
disallowing a portion of the deduction due to future interest inheritance taxes. The
estate appealed to the U. S. Tax Court, which examined recent Massachusetts case
law to interpret the will and trust under state law.

Issue(s)

1. Whether the value of property in the marital trust must be reduced by the amount
of Massachusetts inheritance taxes on future interests within that trust, given the
testator’s intent to maximize the federal marital deduction?

Holding

1. No, because under Massachusetts law, the testator’s intent to maximize the
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federal marital deduction overrides any conflicting provisions regarding the
apportionment of future interest inheritance taxes, requiring such taxes to be paid
from assets outside the marital trust.

Court’s Reasoning

The court’s decision was heavily influenced by recent Massachusetts Supreme
Judicial Court cases, which emphasized that a testator’s intent to maximize the
marital deduction should override specific provisions for tax apportionment. The
court noted that the will and trust were designed to secure the maximum marital
deduction, with provisions limiting the trustee’s powers to conform with federal tax
requirements. The court rejected the Commissioner’s argument that future interest
taxes should reduce the marital trust’s value, as Massachusetts law and recent cases
supported charging these taxes to non-marital assets. The court highlighted that
even explicit language directing taxes to the marital trust had been overridden in
similar Massachusetts cases, and the language in Milliken’s documents was at best
ambiguous. The court quoted Mazzola v. Myers to underscore that fiduciaries should
interpret their duties to comply with federal tax laws when the testator’s intent is
clear. The decision aligned with the expansive approach of Massachusetts courts to
favor tax minimization strategies in testamentary documents.

Practical Implications

This decision has significant implications for estate planning and tax law practice in
Massachusetts and potentially other states with similar approaches to testamentary
interpretation. Practitioners should draft wills and trusts with clear language to
maximize tax benefits, understanding that ambiguous or conflicting provisions
regarding tax apportionment may be interpreted to favor tax minimization. Estate
planners must be aware that state courts may prioritize the testator’s tax objectives
over specific apportionment directives. This ruling may influence how other courts
interpret similar cases, potentially leading to more favorable tax treatment for
estates seeking to maximize deductions. Businesses and individuals engaged in
estate planning should consult with attorneys to ensure their testamentary
documents are structured to achieve their tax goals, especially in jurisdictions that
follow this interpretive approach.

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



