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Estate of Goldstone v. Commissioner, 78 T. C. 1143 (1982)

In cases of simultaneous death, a gift tax may apply to insurance proceeds when the
policy owner is presumed to survive the insured under state law.

Summary

In Estate of Goldstone v. Commissioner, the Tax Court ruled on the tax implications
of life insurance proceeds following the simultaneous death of Lillian Goldstone and
her husband in a plane crash. The court determined that under Indiana’s Uniform
Simultaneous  Death  Act,  Lillian  was  presumed  to  have  survived  her  husband.
Consequently,  the  court  held  that  Lillian  made a  taxable  gift  of  the  insurance
proceeds payable to Trust B at the instant of her husband’s death. However, the
court rejected the inclusion of these proceeds in Lillian’s estate under Section 2036,
as her retained life interest in the trust was deemed too ephemeral to have value.
This case highlights the complexities of applying federal tax laws in scenarios of
simultaneous death and the significance of state law presumptions in determining
tax liability.

Facts

Lillian Goldstone, her husband Arthur, and their three children died simultaneously
in a plane crash on March 24, 1974. Lillian owned two life insurance policies on
Arthur’s life, with proceeds designated to be split between Trust A and Trust B.
Under Indiana’s Uniform Simultaneous Death Act, Lillian was presumed to have
survived Arthur. The insurance trust established by Arthur directed the division of
trust assets into Trust A and Trust B upon his death. Trust B, which is at issue in this
case, provided Lillian with income and principal rights contingent on her surviving
Arthur as his unmarried widow.

Procedural History

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue determined a deficiency in federal gift and
estate taxes against Lillian’s estate. The case was consolidated and submitted to the
U. S. Tax Court for decision. The Tax Court overruled its prior decisions in Estate of
Chown and Estate of Wien, choosing to follow the mechanical application of state
law presumptions as adopted by the Courts of Appeals.

Issue(s)

1. Whether Lillian Goldstone made a taxable gift of one-half of the proceeds of two
life insurance policies she owned on her husband’s life, given her presumed survival
under the Uniform Simultaneous Death Act?
2. Whether one-half of the proceeds of the two policies, made payable to Trust B in
which Lillian retained a life estate for the theoretical instant of her survival, are
includable in her gross estate under Section 2036?



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

Holding

1.  Yes,  because under the mechanical  application of  the Uniform Simultaneous
Death Act’s presumption, Lillian is deemed to have survived Arthur and thus made a
taxable gift of the policy proceeds to Trust B at the instant of Arthur’s death.
2. No, because the life estate Lillian theoretically retained in Trust B at the instant
of her survival is too ephemeral to invoke Section 2036, as it has a zero value.

Court’s Reasoning

The court applied the mechanical rule of state law presumptions, overruling prior
decisions that focused on the simultaneous nature of the deaths. Lillian’s presumed
survival under Indiana law meant she made a gift of the insurance proceeds to Trust
B at the instant of Arthur’s death. The court rejected the inclusion of the proceeds in
Lillian’s estate under Section 2036, reasoning that her retained life estate was too
brief and theoretical to have any value. The court highlighted the impracticality of
applying  actuarial  factors  to  an  infinitesimal  period  and  emphasized  the  legal
construct of the presumptions, which serve to distribute property according to the
presumed wishes of the deceased. The court cited Goodman v. Commissioner as
precedent for the gift tax application and Estate of Lion v. Commissioner to support
the valueless nature of the retained life estate.

Practical Implications

This  decision  clarifies  the  tax  treatment  of  insurance  proceeds  in  cases  of
simultaneous  death,  emphasizing  the  importance  of  state  law  presumptions  in
federal tax analysis.  Attorneys must consider these presumptions when advising
clients on estate planning involving life insurance policies, especially in states that
have adopted the Uniform Simultaneous Death Act. The ruling may affect estate
planning  strategies  by  highlighting  the  potential  for  gift  tax  liability  in  similar
scenarios, though it also limits estate tax exposure by deeming brief, theoretical life
estates valueless. This case has influenced subsequent rulings and IRS guidance,
such  as  Revenue  Ruling  77-181,  which  further  explains  the  tax  treatment  of
simultaneous death scenarios.


