
IN THIS ISSUE:

Editor’s Message 143

Has it Become too Easy to Remove

a Trustee of an Irrevocable Trust

Under R.C. § 5807.06(B)(3): Thoughts

on Ulinski v. Byers, 2015-Ohio-282 143

By Adam M. Fried, Esq.
and
Adriann S. McGee, Esq.

Di�culties in Presenting a Creditor’s

Claim:Wilson v. Lawrence 147

By Kevin G. Robertson, Esq.

Beyond Castro’s Tablet Will:

Exploring Electronic Will Cases

Around the World and Re-Visiting

Ohio’s Harmless Error Statute 149

By Kyle B. Gee, Esq.

Portability: The Final Regulations 156

By Patrick J. Saccogna, Esq.

Interpretation and Reformation of

Wills and Trust Instruments:

Ambiguities, Mistakes, and Extrinsic

Evidence 162

By Alan Newman, Esq.

When the Claims Period is a Full

Four Years 168

By Robert M. Brucken, Esq.

Case Summaries 170

Subject Index 172

Legislative Scorecard 175

EDITOR’S MESSAGE

Eight of the twelve subjects in the OSBA legislative wish list
have now been introduced into the General Assembly, as SB 232
and HB 432. SB 232 would cancel a TOD a�davit to spouse upon
divorce, and would parallel existing statutes doing the same for
other spousal bene�ciary designations. Introduced last October, it
passed the Senate on April 12 and is now before a House committee..
HB 432 is an omnibus bill containing seven more subjects, as noted
in the Legislative Scorecard of this issue of PLJO. It was introduced
late in January and was reported out by the House Judiciary Com-
mittee on April 13 and is ready for the House �oor.. It is expected
that there is no opposition to any of the subjects in the bills, but
their enactment probably will not be completed until the lame duck
session after the fall general election, making them e�ective next
year.

HAS IT BECOME TOO EASY TO REMOVE A

TRUSTEE OF AN IRREVOCABLE TRUST

UNDER R.C. § 5807.06(B)(3): THOUGHTS ON

ULINSKI V. BYERS, 2015-OHIO-282
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Ohio statutes, a�ording the ability of a court to remove a trustee,
have attempted to draw a reasonable balance between the settlor’s
choice of trustee to operate a trust within the con�nes of the
trustee’s authority, and a bene�ciary’s ability to protect him or
herself from malfeasance. When the Eighth District of Appeals ruled
on the case Tomazic v. Rapaport, 2012-Ohio-4402, upholding a
probate judge’s order removing a trustee for serious breach of trust,
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the egregious facts engaged in by the trustee lead
reasonable practitioners to conclude that the
system works. Since that time, the Ninth District
Court of Appeals handed down the decision in Ulin-
ski v. Byers, 2015-Ohio-282, which may cause
concern that the pendulum of removal has gone so
far as to supplant a trustee’s exercise of reasonable
discretion under the terms of the trust with the
court’s subjective belief as to how a trust should be
administered.

Mr. Ulinski was removed from the position of
trustee pursuant to an analysis under Ohio R.C.
§ 5806.07(B)(3) which provides that a trustee can
be removed “[b]ecause of un�tness, unwillingness,
or persistent failure of the trustee to administer
the trust e�ectively, the court determines that re-
moval of the trustee best serves the interests of the

bene�ciaries.” When that section is read in conjunc-
tion with the appellate standard upon which a
court’s decision of removal will be reviewed, it is
not di�cult to see how the court’s power to remove
a trustee is exceedingly broad and can result in a
removal for reasons beyond what historically
required a showing of clear and convincing
evidence. See Trustee Removal: From Common Law
to the Controversial, (Jan/Feb 2006), 16 Ohio Prob.
L.J. 67A. According to the Ninth District’s decision
of In re Trust estate of CNZ Trust, 2007-Ohio-2265
at para. 16, “[t]he decision whether to remove a
trustee lies within the sound discretion of a probate
court, and an appellate court will not reverse that
decision absent a showing of clear abuse of that
discretion.” The evidentiary standard required for
a �nding under R.C. § 5807.06(B), remains a stan-
dard of clear and convincing evidence: “The removal
of a trustee is generally considered a drastic action
and the party seeking to remove a trustee must
show a basis for removal by clear and convincing
evidence.” Tomazic v. Rapoport, 2012-Ohio-4402,
para. 33, citing Diemert v. Diemert, 2003-Ohio-
6496, ¶ 15-16. Any indication that this standard
was applied to the court’s analysis of the trustee’s
actions or inactions warranting removal is absent
from the Ulinski opinion.

Mr. Ulinski, like many trustees, was administer-
ing a trust agreement that unfortunately was writ-
ten less clearly than one would like as to who fell
into the class of bene�ciaries entitled to inherit.
Unlike many trustees, however, Mr. Ulinski had
drafted the trust at issue and represented the set-
tlors as their trustee for almost two decades prior
to the issues giving rise to the underlying litigation.
The probate court, in its order of removal, found it
compelling that Mr. Ulinski was unable to interpret
the trust, and implicitly, the settlors’ intent, in the
document he had drafted for the settlors almost
twenty years earlier. The appellate decision de-
scribes the trust as speci�cally naming �ve grand-
children to inherit and speci�cally disinheriting
two grandchildren. Despite the language speci�-
cally naming the �ve grandchildren as being
entitled to inherit, other provisions gleaned from
the appellate briefs, but not well described in the
opinion, apparently raised questions as to whether
the primary bene�ciaries were the only persons
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entitled to inherit versus whether all of the grand-
children of the settlors, exclusive of the two speci�-
cally disinherited bene�ciaries, were entitled to
inherit. It was the trustee’s opinion that a legiti-
mate question existed as to whether all of the
grandchildren should inherit. Based upon that
opinion, Mr. Ulinski used the trust assets to retain
an heir �nder, located 26 grandchildren, and wrote
to all the potential bene�ciaries, telling them that
they were all bene�ciaries of the trust. In response,
several of the speci�cally named grandchildren �led
a declaratory judgment action seeking an order that
only those persons identi�ed speci�cally in the trust
should inherit the trust assets.

A trustee owes a duty of loyalty to all of the ben-
e�ciaries of the trust. This loyalty would extend to
any person not speci�cally identi�ed as a bene�-
ciary, but who based upon a reasonable interpreta-
tion of the terms of the trust, have an interest in
the assets of the trust. When a trustee is confronted
with circumstances resulting in a legitimate ques-
tion about who the intended bene�ciaries of the
trust exactly are, the trustee has the power under
Ohio R.C. § 5808.16(X) to “prosecute or defend an
action, claim, or judicial proceeding in any jurisdic-
tion to protect trust property and the trustee in the
performance of the trustee’s duties” and has a duty
to bring in those persons who may have an interest
in the trust so that said persons can set up their
interests and defend the action. This is designed to
protect the trustee from liability as well as to
protect the bene�ciaries from the incorrect distri-
bution of trust assets. Therefore, it is a regular and
competent process of counseling trustees to ensure
that all persons who may have an interest in the
matter are included and, under certain circum-
stances, to request the appointment of a trustee for
suit.

In Ulinski, when some of the speci�cally named
bene�ciaries �led suit, they named the other
speci�cally named bene�ciaries and the trustee as
defendants to the case, but failed to include those
persons whom Mr. Ulinski located through an heir
�nder as parties to the action. Mr. Ulinski, consis-
tent with practice, �led a cross-claim third party
complaint so that the interests of the remaining
grandchildren not speci�cally named in the trust
could be set up. At some point after the third party

complaint was initiated by the trustee, several, but
not all of the parties, �led a motion to remove the
trustee claiming that “since redeeming the [set-
tlors’] $250,000 insurance policy, Mr. Ulinski had
disbursed to himself and others at least $25,000 to
collect trustee fees for services never rendered, to
pay for his belated search for the [settlors’] heirs,
and to pay lawyers hired to defend his incompe-
tence, neglect, and inaction.” Ulinski, para. 6. Aside
from the fact that Mr. Ulinski was unable to
interpret his own trust instrument without the ben-
e�t of a judicial decision as to the identity of the
bene�ciaries, it is hard to discern any facts from
the Ulinski decision that could be construed as
conduct that implicitly rises to the level of breach
of trust. Rather, Mr. Ulinski’s removal appears to
have ultimately been based on his inability to
interpret a trust that he wrote and the expenditure
of attorney and heir �nders fees related to subject
matter that is typically considered to fall within
the trustee’s discretion to spend.

While the trustee powers were not speci�cally
identi�ed in the opinion, Ohio Trust Code and com-
mon law clearly authorize a trustee to bring an ac-
tion for trust construction, to pay trustee fees, and
to retain counsel for advice. Further, there is noth-
ing in the Trust Code that requires a trustee to
enter into a settlement agreement thrust upon him
by persons interested or potential interested in the
trust.1 Under such circumstances, the Summit
County Probate Court issued an order of removal.
Noted in upholding the order of removal against an
objection that the order was procedurally defective
due to failure of service upon the trustee of a
renewed motion to remove, the court of appeals
made clear that the probate court has a duty to
remove an errant trustee: “. . .the probate court
possesses an inherent power and a�rmative duty
to remove a �duciary, even in the absence of any
motion, where evidence of the �duciary’s actions
which are contrary to the interest of the trust are
demonstrated by any means.” Ulinski, at para. 16
quoting In re Estate of Howard, 2006-Ohio-2176 at
para. 16. The Ninth District Court of Appeals then
went on to conclude that there is no procedural
requirement for a hearing on a removal motion.
Rather, the court can simply resolve the issue as to
whether a trustee should be removed on its own
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initiative, and in this case, upon motions, briefs,
and sworn testimony. All that is required is that
the trustee be given a chance to defend himself in a
brief in opposition or a�davit to a request for re-
moval is su�cient. Id. at para. 17 and 18 quoting
Wilson v. Allside Inc. 9th Dist. Summit No. 11667,
1985 WL 10679, 1 (April 10, 1985).

The Ninth District’s opinion is heavy on proce-
dural history, but light on the underlying facts that
the trustee and bene�ciaries relied on to pursue
their cases, resulting in the reader being left with
many questions as to the legitimacy of the pursuit
of an heir �nder and extended litigation over who
were bene�ciaries of the trust, questions that would
have been central to the probate court’s decision to
remove on the basis that the trust was not being
“administered e�ectively.” Review of the underly-
ing appellate briefs and probate court order provide
some clarity as to what facts were before the court.
It appears from a reading of the trust language
provided in the parties’ briefs that the question of
who were bene�ciaries turns on the question of
whether the settlors intended on including grand-
children born to them after the drafting of the doc-
ument as bene�ciaries of their trust assets. While
there are speci�cally named and speci�cally ex-
cluded grandchildren, there is also language
indicating that the class of grandchildren includes
“subsequently born” grandchildren. Brief of Appel-
lant, pgs. 7-8, quoting the Trust Instrument. It is
true that the trustee was also the draftsman of the
document, however, in light of the failure of the
settlors to update their document as subsequent
grandchildren were born, the trustee appears to
have been left with a legitimate interpretation
question. It is di�cult to see how the probate court
could fault the trustee for pursuing an answer to
this interpretation question or participating in liti-
gation initiated by some bene�ciaries to clarify and
con�rm that his administration of the trust was
proper. However, the reason why the law provides
the court with wide discretion is because the trier
of fact is undoubtedly in the best position to review
and determine the credibility of the witnesses and
the case as a whole. Indeed, in Ulinski, there very
well may have been circumstances and credibility
issues plaguing the trustee that were not captured
in the appellate record.

In Ulinski, the probate court exercised its discre-
tion focusing on the unappealing accounting of
substantial fees expended on an heir �nding ser-
vice, attorney and trustee fees prior to litigation
being initiated. However, under a di�erent view,
the expenditure of these fees could be interpreted
as a trustee attempting to avoid litigation. Ulti-
mately, the probate court’s order of removal refer-
encing the Charles Dickens novel Bleak House leads
the reader to believe that the probate court held
the opinion that the trustee’s administration was
ine�ective in that he was simply using the trust
and a manufactured con�ict in the language he
drafted to generate fees for himself and his at-
torneys through unnecessarily extended court
proceedings. The potential hazard in this opinion,
and perhaps the very broad discretion a�orded the
probate court in R.C. § 5807.06(B), is that a trustee
can be removed for taking action allowed by the
Ohio Trust Code and warranted by the terms of the
trust simply because the court does not agree with
the trustees’ chosen course of action.

Bene�ciaries of trusts are too frequently abused
by errant trustees and the removal provisions found
in the Ohio Trust Code give them power to protect
their interests. Trustees do not have to engage in
serious breach of trust to cause bene�ciaries
distress and/or take advantage of their power to
the detriment of the interests of the trust and its
bene�ciaries. Yet there are certain powers that a
trustee is granted and certain expectations of a set-
tlor in creating a trust and appointing the trustee
that if reasonably acted upon by the trustee that
should be protected. Taking such permitted action,
without more, should not rise to the level of an or-
der of removal. Otherwise, the power to remove,
while subject to an abuse of discretion standard,
becomes circular and in practice becomes the power
to remove for no reason at all.

ENDNOTES:

1The Ulinski v. Byers decision appears to sug-
gest that the refusal to enter into the settlement
agreement was unreasonable, but if that is the
standard, then any trustee who is involved in liti-
gation should be nervous.
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DIFFICULTIES IN PRESENTING A

CREDITOR’S CLAIM:WILSON V.

LAWRENCE

By Kevin G. Robertson, Esq.
Baker & Hostetler LLP
Cleveland, Ohio
Member, PLJO Editorial Advisory Board

Ohio Revised Code (“ORC”) section 2117.06(B)
provides a seemingly simple rule regarding the pre-
sentment of creditor claims against a decedent’s
estate:

(B) Except as provided in section 2117.061 of the
Revised Code [(regarding the Medicaid estate recov-
ery program)], all claims shall be presented within
six months after the death of the decedent, whether
or not the estate is released from administration or
an executor or administrator is appointed during
that six-month period. Every claim shall set forth
the claimant’s address.

Further ORC section 2117.06(C) generally provides
that “a claim that is not presented within six
months after the death of the decedent shall be for-
ever barred as to all parties, including but not
limited to, devisees, legatees, and distributees.”
That six-month claims period has been in e�ect
since April 8, 2004 (as of which 2003 H. 51 reduced
the creditor’s claim period from one year to six
months after the decedent’s death).

For an unsecured creditor to “preserve” a claim
against a decedent’s estate for the unpaid balance
of any debt incurred by the decedent during the
decedent’s life, it is essential that the creditor’s
claim be “presented” within the six-month period
after the decedent’s death.

The statutory methods for “presenting” a cred-
itor’s claim are set forth at ORC section 2117.06(A),
as follows:

(A) All creditors having claims against an
estate. . .shall present their claims in one of the fol-
lowing manners:

(1) After the appointment of an executor or admin-
istrator and prior to the �ling of a �nal account or
a certi�cate of termination, in one of the following
manners:

(a) To the executor or administrator in a writ-
ing;
(b) To the executor or administrator in a writ-
ing, and to the probate court by �ling a copy of
the writing with it;

(c) In a writing that is sent by ordinary mail ad-
dressed to the decedent and that is actually
received by the executor or administrator within
the appropriate time speci�ed in division (B) of
this section. For purposes of this division, if the
executor or administrator is not a natural
person, the writing shall be considered as being
actually received by the executor or administra-
tor only if the person charged with the primary
responsibility of administering the estate of the
decedent actually receives the writing within
the appropriate time speci�ed in division (B) of
this section.

(2) If the �nal account or certi�cate of termination
has been �led, in a writing to the distributees of
the decedent’s estate who may share liability for
the payment of the claim.

In the recent case of Wilson v. Lawrence, 2015 WL
7078582, 2015-Ohio-4677 (Nov. 12, 2015; 8th Dist.,
Cuyahoga County), the court of appeals addressed
a fact situation where the creditor, James A. Wilson
(“Wilson”; to whom $187,000, plus interest, alleg-
edly remained due from “Decedent,” Joseph T. Gor-
man, as of his death) attempted to “present” writ-
ten notice of his claim to (i) Decedent’s accountant
(who also was the successor trustee of Decedent’s
revocable trust) and (ii) to Decedent’s executive as-
sistant, neither of whom was the executor or
administrator of decedent’s estate.

The recipients of Wilson’s “misdirected” present-
ment letter both testi�ed that they forwarded
Wilson’s letter to the attorney for the estate, and
Decedent’s accountant/trustee further testi�ed that
he forwarded a copy of Wilson’s letter to the execu-
tor of Decedent’s estate. The accountant testi�ed in
his deposition that he forwarded Wilson’s letter
“probably within a week” of having received it, and
the executive assistant testi�ed that she had
forwarded Wilson’s letter to the attorney for
Decedent’s estate “on the day” she received it.

The timeline for the alleged “presentment” broke
down as follows:

(i) Decedent died on January 20, 2013;

(ii) William Lawrence (“Lawrence”) was appointed as
executor of Decedent’s estate on July 1, 2013;

(iii) The letter attempting to “present” Wilson’s claim
was mailed to the Decedent’s accountant/trustee and
Decedent’s executive assistant on July 11, 2013;

(iv) Decedent’s accountant/trustee testi�ed to having
received the creditor’s letter on July12, 2013 (the ap-
peals court opinion does not specify a date as of
which Decedent’s executive assistant received her
copy of the letter);
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(v) Both the accountant/trustee and the executive as-
sistant testi�ed that they promptly forwarded
Wilson’s letter to the attorney for Decedent’s estate,
and the accountant/trustee testi�ed that he also
forwarded a copy of Wilson’s letter to Lawrence, but
no evidence in the record indicated on what date
Lawrence or his attorney actually received a for-
warded copy of Wilson’s letter; and

(vi) By letter dated July 24, 2013, counsel for
Decedent’s estate informed counsel for Wilson that
his claim was rejected, asserting that mailing the
claim “to the trustee of the [D]ecedent’s trust and to
his executive assistant are insu�cient to e�ectuate
the �ling of an appropriate claim.”

On those facts, the trial court held that Wilson had
not “presented” his claim to Lawrence within the
six-month claims period, since Wilson had not sent
his claim letter directly to Lawrence or his counsel.
Accordingly, in granting Lawrence’s motion for
summary judgment, the trial court found that
Wilson’s claim was time-barred for failure to timely
“present” his claim to the executor.

A majority of the Cuyahoga County Court of Ap-
peals (Eighth Appellate District) reversed the trial
court’s decision, holding that (i) prior Ohio case law
has found that timely “presentation” of a written
creditor’s claim to the attorney for the executor is
su�cient to satisfy the “presentation to the execu-
tor” requirement of Revised Code section
2117.06(A)(1)(a); and (ii) the “forwarding” of the
creditor’s claim letter to the attorney and/or the
executor would be deemed a timely “presentment”
if the attorney for the estate or the executor had, in
fact, received a copy of such claim letter on or before
July 20, 2013 (the statutory 6-month deadline). The
case was remanded to the trial court for a determi-
nation of whether, in fact, the attorney or executor
of Decedent’s estate actually received Wilson’s
claim (as forwarded by either Decedent’s
accountant/trustee or Decedent’s executive assis-
tant) prior to the expiration of the 6-month �ling
deadline on July 20, 2013.

In a spirited dissent, Judge Mary J. Boyle
defended the trial court’s decision, indicating her
view that Ohio law requires presentment of a cred-
itor’s claim either directly “to” the executor or
administrator, or directly “to” an executor’s
attorney. The dissent relied primarily on Jackson
v. Stevens, 1980 WL 350961, 1980 Ohio App. LEXIS

12905 (4th District, Scioto County Jan. 24, 1980),
which held that presentment of a claim to a third
party (i.e., a person other than the executor,
administrator or attorney for the estate) who
forwards such written claim to the executor within
the six-month deadline is not su�cient to “present”
the claim within the meaning of Revised Code sec-
tion 2117.06(A)(1)(a).

The dissent points out that the majority’s hold-
ing would substitute a “knowledge of the executor”
rule in place of the statutory requirement of the
“presentment” of written notice of the claim “to”
the executor.

Wilson v. Lawrence highlights the importance of
following “the letter” of Ohio Revised Code section
2117.06(A)(1)(a) when formally “presenting” a cred-
itor’s claim “to” an executor or administrator. It is
clear that a written claim sent directly to the execu-
tor or administrator satis�es the “presentment”
condition so long as such claim is delivered within
six months after decedent’s death. Similarly, it
seems well-established that a written claim sent
directly to the attorney for the estate will serve as
a valid presentment “to” the executor or
administrator. See Peoples Nat’l Bank v. Tryon, 16
Ohio App. 3d 410, 476 N.E.2d 372 (2nd Dist. Miami
County 1984); Cannell v. Bulicek, 8 Ohio App. 3d
331, 457 N.E.2d 891 (8th Dist. Cuyahoga County
1983); In re Estate of McCracken, 9 Ohio Misc. 195,
224 N.E.2d 181 (Portage County Prob. Ct. 1967); In
re Estate of Clark, 11 Ohio Misc. 103, 229 N.E.2d
122 (Clermont County Com. Pl. 1967).

Wilson v. Lawrence provides a cautionary tale
about mailing or delivering a written creditor claim
to a decedent’s accountant, trustee, executive assis-
tant or other third party. A creditor who fails to
ascertain the identity of the executor or administra-
tor and/or who fails to assure that a written de-
scription of the creditor’s claim is delivered directly
to the executor or administrator (or, at the very
least, to the attorney of record for the executor or
administrator) runs a serious risk of having the
claim time-barred. From a creditor’s point of view,
even if the holding of the appeals court in Wilson v.
Lawrence is followed (rather than the contrary
holding in Jackson v. Stevens), attempted “present-
ment” of a claim “indirectly” by delivering it to an
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accountant or other agent of the decedent runs the
risk that such “indirect” claim letter may not be
forwarded to the executor/administrator or attorney
for the estate before the 6-month claims deadline
expires. At worst, if Jackson v. Stevens is followed,
no “indirect” presentment of a creditor’s claim will
be honored, and the creditor’s claim would be time-
barred even if it was forwarded to the executor or
administrator (or to the estate’s attorney) within
the 6-month claims period.

FINAL NOTE: In response to a motion by Law-
rence (the executor) to certify a con�ict between
the holdings of Wilson v. Lawrence and Jackson v.
Stevens, the Eighth District Court of Appeals certi-
�ed the following questions for review by the
Supreme Court of Ohio: “Whether R.C. 2117.06 al-
lows for substantial compliance in the presentment
requirements for a claim against an estate. And, if
so, whether a plainti� with a claim against a
decedent’s estate can meet his burden under R.C.
2117.06(A)(1)(a) to ‘present’ his claim ‘[t]o the
executor or administrator in writing’ when the
claimant presents the claim to someone other than
the �duciary, who then submits the claim to the �-
duciary within the statutory time frame under R.C.
2117.06.” Lawrence (the executor) has petitioned
the Supreme Court of Ohio to hear an appeal of the
Eighth District’s holding in Wilson v. Lawrence,
both on the grounds of a certi�ed con�ict and on
the general jurisdictional basis that the case pre-
sents a question of general or great public interest.
As this article goes to press, the Supreme Court
has just ruled on that it will hear the appeal.

BEYOND CASTRO’S TABLET

WILL: EXPLORING ELECTRONIC

WILL CASES AROUND THE

WORLD AND RE-VISITING OHIO’S

HARMLESS ERROR STATUTE

By Kyle B. Gee, Esq.

Schneider Smeltz Spieth Bell LLP
Cleveland, Ohio

I. INTRODUCTION

My three daughters will turn age 18 in years
2026, 2029, and 2031. What will Ohio’s law of Wills

be then? How will today’s techie youth expect our
testamentary laws to look tomorrow? Will the law
keep pace with our reliance on changing technol-
ogy? Should it?

Back in 2013,1 I brought attention to the now fa-
miliar case Estate of Castro,2 in which a purported
will written and signed by testator and witnesses
entirely in digital format on a computer tablet was
admitted to probate in Lorain County. Since that
time, I have uncovered cases involving electronic or
similar wills presented for probate in other jurisdic-
tions that would not comply with Ohio’s current
will execution formalities but nevertheless contain
themes and factual circumstances that could help
shape adjustments to Ohio law.

I presented these global cases and additional
commentary at the 2015 Marvin R. Pliskin Ad-
vanced Probate and Estate Planning Institute, in a
presentation titled, “Electronic Wills and the
Future: When Today’s Techie Youth Become Tomor-
row’s Testators.” My 139-page presentation outline
with statutes and foreign court opinions attached
is available online3 (“Pliskin Materials”) and is
referenced herein from time to time. This article
summarizes some themes from that presentation.

II. REVIEW OF ESTATE OF CASTRO

The facts and ruling of Estate of Castro previ-
ously appeared in this Journal in late 2014 along
with the Court’s Judgment Entry and a copy of the
probated will.4 Accordingly, I will present an ab-
breviated summary here.

A. Summary

While at the hospital shortly before his death,
Javier Castro, age 48, dictated his testamentary
intentions to his brother, who recorded them on a
Samsung tablet (a portable electronic device) using
a stylus as a pen. Later, at a di�erent hospital,
Javier signed the will electronically on the tablet
using the stylus in the presence of his brothers,
who then using the stylus electronically signed
their names as witnesses below the handwritten
will on the tablet. Javier died a short time later
and the brothers printed the electronic will onto
paper and presented it for probate.
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Ohio’s requirements for a valid will are found in
R.C. 2107.03, which provides:

Except oral wills, every will shall be in writing, but
may be handwritten or typewritten. The will shall
be signed at the end by the testator or by some other
person in the testator’s conscious presence and at
the testator’s express direction. The will shall be at-
tested and subscribed in the conscious presence of
the testator, by two or more competent witnesses,
who saw the testator subscribe, or heard the testator
acknowledge the testator’s signature.

In Castro, the Court began with the questions of
whether Javier’s digital document on the tablet
was a “writing” and whether it was “signed.” The
Court answered both questions a�rmatively.

Since Ohio’s statutory chapter on Wills does not
de�ne “writing,” Judge Walther turned to the
chapter on “Crimes—Procedure,” and relied on R.C.
2913.01(F). That section states that “writing,” in
the criminal context of theft and fraud “means any
computer software, document, letter, memoran-
dum, note, paper, plate, data, �lm, or other thing
having in or upon it any written, typewritten, or
printed matter, and any token, stamp, seal, credit
card, badge, trademark, label, or other symbol of
value, right, privilege, license, or identi�cation.”
Using this borrowed de�nition of “writing” from the
criminal code, the Court found Javier’s will on the
Samsung tablet was a “writing” for purposes of the
law of wills because it “contains the stylus marks
made on the tablet and saved with the application
software.”

The Court reasoned the purported will was
“signed at the end by Javier” because the signature
captured by the tablet application “is a graphical
image of Javier’s handwritten signature that was
stored by electronic means on the tablet.”

As good as Javier’s do-it-yourself at the hospital
handwritten electronic will was, it lacked an attes-
tation clause above the witnesses’ signatures. While
the Castro opinion is not clear, it appears the lack
of an attestation clause made the Court uncomfort-
able admitting the will under R.C. 2107.03. Judge
Walther ultimately admitted Javier’s electronic will
to probate based on R.C. 2107.24(A), Ohio’s modi-
�ed version of the Uniform Probate Code’s (UPC)
Harmless Error Doctrine.5 In summary, Section

2107.24(A) permits a probate court to rescue a non-
compliant, defective will from invalidity if, after a
hearing, the court �nds by clear and convincing ev-
idence that the decedent: (1) prepared or caused
the document to be prepared, (2) signed the docu-
ment and intended the document to constitute his
or her will; and (3) signed the document in the con-
scious presence of two or more witnesses.

B. Ohio’s Harmless Error Statute R.C. 2107.24(A)

(“Treatment of document as will notwithstanding

noncompliance with statute”)

Of the only ten states6 that have statutorily
adopted the Harmless Error Doctrine, Ohio’s modi-
�ed version enacted in 2006 is perhaps the most
limiting and the least forgiving of noncompliant
wills. The UPC version (“clear and convincing evi-
dence that the decedent intended the document or
writing to constitute the decedent’s will”) and Re-
statement (Third) of Property version (“clear and
convincing evidence that the decedent adopted the
document as his or her will”) are each simpler in
approach.

Moreover, R.C. 2107.24(A), which is supposed to
help non-compliant wills, is actually more restric-
tive than R.C. 2107.03 since R.C. 2107.24(A)
mandates the will be signed in the conscious pres-
ence of the witnesses whereas R.C. 2107.03 also
permits a testator the choice to later acknowledge
his signature before witnesses.

Do the very few reported cases seeking to invoke
Section 2107.24(A), which is now a decade old, sug-
gest that Ohio codi�ed the Harmless Error Doc-
trine in too rigid a manner? If more non-compliant
wills are presented to probate on account of reli-
ance on new technology, will our probate judges
wish that 2107.24(A) was more �exible in cases
where a decedent clearly intended a writing to con-
stitute his or her will?

A comprehensive summary of the Harmless Error
Doctrine and examples of court decisions in the U.S.
accepting or rejecting the doctrine in the estate plan-
ning or probate context appear on pages 1.7-1.14 of
my Pliskin Materials.

C. Is Castro a Signal?

The Court’s decision in Castro stated, “Because
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they did not have any paper or pencil, [Javier’s
brother] suggested that the Will be written on his
Samsung Galaxy tablet.”

Was there really no paper or pen available in the
hospital within reasonable reach? Did Javier and
his brother even ask or was their �rst instinct to
start writing electronically on the tablet? With so
much of their lives reliant on hand-held technol-
ogy, will young adults and millennials today take
the same actions as Javier and his brothers?

Does Castro (and the companion cases below) il-
lustrate that emerging generations instinctively
prefer to electronically record not just their daily
life updates on mobile devices (and instantly pub-
lish them on Snapchat, Instagram, Twitter and
Facebook) but now also their weightier testamen-
tary wishes?

Does Castro advance the doctrine of “testamen-
tary freedom” to include not only a testator’s
freedom to dispose of property to whom he/she
wishes, but also deference to doing so in a medium
or communication or non-paper “writing” of his or
her choice?

Does Castro pave the way for other Ohio probate
courts to admit to probate similar irregular or
noncomplying “wills” prepared using current,
emerging, and future technologies and methods?

Contrary to the conclusions expressed in an

earlier article in this Journal,7 this author believes
that Castro has limited precedential value in Ohio.
It was a case without a controversy as all interested
persons wanted the will admitted to probate and
the Court granted the request with apparently no
practical, policy, procedural or factual arguments
in opposition having been presented by any party,
or discussed in the Court’s opinion. Would the
outcome have been di�erent or at least a closer call
if this was a real controversy with opposing parties
and the assets and property interests subject to the

dispute were more substantial?8

A critique of the Castro opinion appears on pages
1.19-1.20 of my Pliskin Materials.

III. CASES INVOLVING ELECTRONIC OR
SIMILAR WILLS AROUND THE WORLD

While Castro was decided in our jurisdiction,
courts in other jurisdictions have recently wrestled
with other electronic will scenarios, none of which
were cited by the Castro Court. Below are brief
summaries of a few of them.

A. Printed Will Signed on Computer Using Stylized

Cursive Signature Font

In Taylor v. Holt, 134 S.W.3d 830 (Tenn. Ct. App.
2003), the Court upheld admission to probate of a
will signed not with an ink pen but instead using a
computer generated signature.

In Taylor, the decedent prepared on his computer
a one-page document purporting to be his last will
and testament. The decedent asked two of his
neighbors to witness his will. The decedent then
“a�xed a computer generated version of his signa-
ture at the end of the document in the presence of
both” neighbors and both neighbors then each
signed and dated the document below the dece-
dent’s computer generated signature.

The witnesses signed a�davits each stating that
the decedent “personally prepared the Last Will
and Testament on his computer, and using the com-
puter a�xed his stylized cursive signature in my
sight and presence and in the sight and presence of
the other attesting witness.” The Court’s opinion is
silent as to how the witnesses signed the will, but
it is presumed that after decedent used his com-
puter to a�x a cursive font signature to the
electronic document, that he printed the document
and had the witnesses sign the paper document.
The facts in this case are not clear.

The decedent’s sister challenged the will, argu-
ing it was void because it did not contain her
brother’s signature. The Court nevertheless upheld
admission of the will to probate, concluding:

The computer generated signature made by Deceased
falls into the category of “any other symbol or
methodology executed or adopted by a party with
intention to authenticate a writing or record,” and, if
made in the presence of two attesting witnesses, as
it was in this case, is su�cient to constitute proper
execution of a will. Further, we note that Deceased
simply used a computer rather than an ink pen as
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the tool to make his signature, and, therefore,
complied with Tenn. Code Ann. § 32-1-104 by sign-
ing the will himself.

B. In Suicide Cases, Word Processing Document

Still Electronically Stored on Computer Disk or

Employer’s Desktop Hard Drive or Personal

Laptop

In Rioux v. Coulombe (1996), 19 E.T.R. (2d) 201
(Quebec Sup. Ct.) (Canada), the Court upheld the
probate of a word processing document that was
preserved on a computer disk.

In Rioux, the decedent committed suicide, leav-
ing a note beside her body directing the �nder to
an envelope containing a computer disk. Handwrit-
ten on the disk was the phrase “This is my will /
Jacqueline Rioux / February 1, 1996.” The disk
contained only one electronic �le composed of
unsigned directions of a testamentary nature. The
�le had been saved to computer memory on the
same date on which the testator wrote in her diary
that she had made a will on her computer. The
Rioux Court acted pursuant to the jurisdiction’s
dispensing power, which speci�ed the requirement
that the imperfect will must “unquestionably and
unequivocally [contain] the last wishes of the
deceased.”

A year earlier in MacDonald v. The Master, 2002
(5) SA 64 (N) (South Africa) the Court admitted to
probate a will in the form of document electroni-
cally stored on hard drive of employer’s computer.

In MacDonald, before committing suicide, the
decedent (a senior IT specialist at IBM) left in his
own handwriting four notes on a bedside table. One
of the notes read, “I, Malcom Scott MacDonald, ID
5609. . ., do hereby declare that my last will and
testament can be found on my PC at IBM under
directory C:/windows/mystu�/mywill/personal.”

A decade later in Yazbek v. Yazbek and another
[2012] NSWSC 594 (Supreme Court of New South
Wales) (Australia) the Court admitted to probate a
Microsoft Word document titled “will.doc” created
and stored on decedent’s laptop and discovered by
police after testator’s suicide death.

See Appendix K of my Pliskin Materials for the
Yazbek Court’s lengthy yet masterful opinion setting
forth a comprehensive analytical framework for

electronic will cases. Paragraphs 113-120 of the
opinion summarize the Court’s conclusions as to
whether the testator intended “will.doc,” to be his
will.

C. Video Recording Saved to DVD Labeled “My

Will” and Web-cam Video Recording

In Mellino v. Wnuk & Ors [2013] SQC 336
(Supreme Court of Queensland) (Australia) the
Court admitted to probate a video recording saved
to a DVD that was made by the deceased im-
mediately prior to his suicide, reasoning:

I’m satis�ed that the DVD is a document within the
meaning of the section, and I’m also satis�ed that
the document embodies or was meant to embody the
testamentary intentions of the deceased man. I think
that is clear from the fact that he has written “my
will” on the DVD itself and also from the substance
of what he says in the video recording on the DVD.
It is clearly made in contemplation of death, and the
deceased man was found dead, having committed
suicide, at some point after the video recording was
made. He discusses his intention to suicide in the
document. He is at some pains to de�ne what prop-
erty he owns, and it seems to me quite clear that, al-
though very informal, what the document purports
to do is to dispose of that property after death.

Further, I am satis�ed that the substance of the re-
cording on the DVD demonstrates that the DVD
itself without any more formality on the part of the
deceased man would operate upon his death as his
will. He comes very close to saying that exact thing
informally, explaining that he’s no good with paper-
work and that he hopes that his recording will be
su�ciently legal to operate to dispose of his property.

In Estate of Sheron Jude Ladduhetti (unreported,
Supreme Court of Victoria, Sept. 20, 2013) (Austra-
lia) the Court admitted to probate a web-cam video
recording categorized as an informal will.

D. Unsigned Document Emailed to Another

In Van der Merwe v. Master of the High Court
and another (605/09) [2010] ZASCA 99 (Supreme
Court of Appeal of South Africa) (Sept. 6, 2010), a
draft will unsigned but emailed to a friend and ben-
e�ciary under the draft will, was admitted to
probate and revoked a prior will. The Court
reasoned:

The appellant provided proof that the document had
been sent to him by the deceased via e-mail, lending
the document an aura of authenticity. It is uncon-
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tested that the document still exists on the deceased’s
computer. Thus it is clear that the document was
drafted by the deceased and that it had not been
amended or deleted.

The document is boldly entitled ‘TESTAMENT’ in
large type print (6 mm high), an indicator that the
deceased intended the document to be his will.
Furthermore, the deceased nominated the appellant
as the sole bene�ciary of his pension fund proceeds.
This is an important and objective fact which is
consonant with an intention that the appellant be
the sole bene�ciary in respect of the remainder of his
estate. It is also of importance that the deceased had
no immediate family and that the appellant was a
long time friend and con�dante. The fact that his
previous will nominated the second respondent as
his sole heir indicates that he had no intention of
bene�ting remote family members. The appellant’s
version of the mutual agreement to bene�t each
other exclusively by way of testamentary disposition
is uncontested by the second respondent, the sole
bene�ciary of the prior will, and is supported by the
fact that after the deceased had sent the document
to the appellant, the latter executed a will nominat-
ing the deceased as his sole bene�ciary—another
objective fact. All of this leads to the inexorable
conclusion that the document was intended by the
deceased to be his will.

E. Document Created Online Using Legalzoom

but Paper Version Never Signed

In Litevich v. Probate Court, 2013 Conn. Super.
LEXIS 1158; 2013 WL 2945055 (Super. Ct. New
Haven Dist. 2013) (Appeal from Dist. West Haven
Probate Ct.), the Court refused to admit to probate
a newer purported will prepared using commercial
online drafting software since the printed version
created was not signed or witnessed before dece-
dent’s death.

There were two wills at issue in Litevich. One
was a paper 1991 will that fully complied with the
statute. The other was a document created in 2011
through the online legal drafting service,
Legalzoom. Plainti�, advocating probate of the 2011
document, alleged that in preparing the Legalzoom
will, testator (who worked in the laboratory at
Yale’s School of Medicine and was never married
and had no children and no siblings) logged into
her computer which likely had a password, created
an account with Legalzoom, and completed a
lengthy process to determine with speci�city her
exact wishes, including providing all her pertinent

information and her social security number. Plain-
ti� argued that “testator’s con�rmation of the will
prior to her �nal purchase, when combined with
the authentication techniques the testator used and
the testator’s having provided her social security
number to Legalzoom, was ‘tantamount to a
signature.’ ”

Legalzoom shipped the will to testator in the
days immediately before she became ill and entered
the hospital with her �nal illness. Testator asked a
close friend to bring the Legalzoom will to the
hospital. This friend was a 50 percent bene�ciary
and the named executor in the Legalzoom will.
Testator did not sign the document in the hospital
because she and the friend both mistakenly believed
a notary’s attestation was required and a notary
was not available to come to the hospital until July
23, 2011. Testator lost capacity on July 22 and died
on July 25.

The validity of the Legalzoom will was chal-
lenged on the grounds that it was not subscribed or
signed by two witnesses.

The Court ruled that “there is no room for play
in the language” of the required formalities in Co-
nnecticut’s Statute of Wills and that Connecticut
does not have a harmless error statute. The Court
further stated, “Questions concerning whether
alternative modern authentication techniques are
equally reliable and/or more desirable are, instead,
properly reserved for the legislature.”

F. Messages on Left on iPhone Notes App Before

Suicide

In Re: Yu [2013] QSC 322 (Supreme Court of
Queensland, Nov. 6, 2013) (Australia) the Court
admitted to probate as a will a message created
and stored by the decedent in the notes application
of his iPhone. Before committing suicide in 2011,
the decedent “created a series of documents on his
iPhone, most of them �nal farewells. One was
expressed to be his last Will.”

The jurisdiction’s statute de�ned a “document” to
“include any disc, tape or other article, or any ma-
terial from which writings are capable of being
produced or reproduced, with or without the aid of
another article or device.”
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The applicable statutory three-part test the
Court applied was whether: (a) there is a document,
that (b) purports to state the testamentary inten-
tions of the deceased, and (c) the deceased intended
the document to form his will.

The Re: Yu Court considered the message on the
smartphone a valid will reasoning:

The document for which probate is sought, in my
view, plainly satis�es that requirement. The docu-
ment commenced with the words, “This is the last
Will and Testament. . .” of the deceased, who was
then formally identi�ed, together with a reference to
his address. The appointment of an executor, again,
re�ects an intention that the document be operative.
The deceased typed his name at the end of the docu-
ment in a place where on a paper document a
signature would appear, followed by the date, and a
repetition of his address. All of that, it seems to me,
demonstrated an intention that the document be
operative. Again, the instructions contained in the
document, as well as the dispositions which appear
in it, all evidence an intention that it be operative on
the deceased’s death. In particular, the circumstance
that the document was created shortly after a
number of �nal farewell notes, and in contemplation
of the deceased’s imminent death, and the fact that
it gave instructions about the distribution of his
property, all con�rm an intention that the document
be operative on his death. I am therefore satis�ed
that the deceased intended the document which he
created on his iPhone to form his Will.

G. A View from Ohio and the Bench

What would the ruling be in each of the above
cases if Ohio law had been applied? If you were the
judge in a jurisdiction where testator’s intention to
constitute or adopt the purported will was the
measuring legal standard, would you have admit-
ted these purported wills to probate? Is Ohio’s mod-
i�ed Harmless Error statute, R.C. 2107.24(A), an
appropriate legal standard for these factual sce-
narios? Would each of the purported wills in these
cases been deemed a “writing” and “signed” under
Castro? Should Ohio de�ne clearly “writing” and
“signed” in the context of the law of wills for all
probate courts to apply uniformly?

IV. CONDITIONS MAKING CLIMATE RIGHT
FOR MORE ELECTRONIC OR SIMILAR
WILLS

In an era where the Harmless Error Doctrine is

taking root across the country and is already rooted
in Ohio as evidenced by Castro—I believe four fac-
tors are making the landscape more fertile for
testators to prepare more electronic or similar wills
over which our probate judges will have to wrestle.

First, statutes like E-SIGN9 and UETA,10 now
about 15-years old, have led to mainstream accep-
tance of electronic signatures in global and local
commerce as being valid, secure, and normal.

Second, the widespread adoption of newer tech-
nologies is multi-generational and the rising gener-
ation has developed a dependence on mobile
technology.

Third, for convenience and e�ciency, there is
increased use and accelerated acceptance of elec-
tronic signatures in legal matters. The U.S. Depart-
ment of Education has for several years encour-
aged students to sign online an electronic Master
Promissory Note. Signing and �ling tax returns
and court documents electronically is normal and
is sometimes required. In some courts, judges and
magistrates now sign court orders electronically.11

Financial institutions and government agencies
often permit signatures transmitted by fax and
e-mail and accept copies in lieu of original
documents. Several �nancial institutions have
begun allowing (or requiring) account holders to
change bene�ciary designations for retirement, life
insurance, and similar investment accounts directly
online.

Fourth, a growing number of software vendors
are aggressively promoting use of their digital or
electronic signature technology as an e�cient,
secure, and valid method to e�ciently execute legal
documents. Popular vendors include Docusign,
CudaSign (formerly SignNow), Dotloop, Inc., and
e-SignLive by Silanis. More and more real estate
transactions are being negotiated and �nalized us-
ing the parties’ electronic signatures that can be
completed on a variety of mobile platforms with
orderly coordination and electronic transmission of
the document to various parties.

Wills aside, consider whether such electronic
signature technology might have broader applica-
tion for estate planning and probate attorneys. As
examples, would such technology be ideal for: (a)
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Signing non-testamentary trusts and acceptances
of trusteeship? (b) Collecting signatures on probate
administration documents, such as consents and
waivers to bene�ciaries and next of kin, if allowed
by the court? (c) Gathering signatures on private
settlement agreements or receipt, release, and
indemnity agreements when many parties are scat-
tered geographically? or (d) Signing powers of at-
torney and advance health care directives?

V. CONCLUSION: SHOULD ADJUSTMENTS
TO OHIO LAW BE CONSIDERED?

I invite the OSBA Estate Planning, Trust and
Probate Law Section leaders to consider forming a
committee to: (a) study to what degree nonconform-
ing wills are being prepared by the public or pre-
sented for probate across Ohio; (b) study existing
legislative models and developments in other U.S.
jurisdictions and countries abroad, such as Austra-
lia, Canada, and South Africa where electronic wills
have been presented to probate with frequency in
recent years, and to monitor court decisions there;
(c) evaluate whether the time has come to further
modify Ohio’s law of wills, including: (i) R.C.
2107.03 (Method for Making a Will) with its
unde�ned terms such as “writing” and “signed” and
its restricted meaning of “conscious presence”; and
(ii) R.C. 2107.24 (Treatment of Document as Will
Notwithstanding Noncompliance with Statute)
which is only partially forgiving and requires that
the testator sign in the conscious presence of two
witnesses with no opportunity for testator acknowl-
edgement to those witnesses as permitted in R.C.
2107.03.

Following his decision in Castro, the local media
quoted Judge Walther as saying he believes “the
state legislature needs to update the law to address
electronic wills. ‘I can only think this is going to be
utilized more and more, so it would be good to have
some guidance,’ ”12

Pages 1.29-1.30 of my Pliskin Materials sum-
marize a dozen options a legislative body might
consider to provide such guidance.

In an increasingly paperless and mobile world,
what will Ohio’s law of wills be in 2031 when my
youngest daughter attains testamentary capacity?

What will she and her peers expect it to be? Has
the time come for us as probate lawyers to start
that legislative process?
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PORTABILITY: THE FINAL

REGULATIONS

By Patrick J. Saccogna, Esq.

Thompson Hine LLP
Cleveland, Ohio

INTRODUCTION

Over �ve years have passed since President
Obama signed into law the Tax Relief, Unemploy-
ment Insurance Reauthorization, and Job Creation
Act of 2010 (the “2010 Act”) on December 17, 2010.1

The 2010 Act gave rise to the estate planning
concept of portability, which is the subject of this
article.2

In the face of the expiration of portability and
many of the other provisions of the 2010 Act, Pres-
ident Obama signed into law the American Tax-
payer Relief Act of 2012 (the “2012 Act”) on Janu-
ary 2, 2013.3 The 2012 Act made permanent the
portability provisions of the 2010 Act (with one

minor technical modi�cation).4 Finally, at the
eleventh hour, the Department of the Treasury (the
“Treasury Department”) and the Internal Revenue
Service (the “IRS”) released �nal regulations on
portability e�ective as of June 12, 2015, and
removed the temporary regulations published on
June 18, 2012.5

The �nal regulations on portability provide gen-
eral guidance with respect to the applicable exclu-
sion amount, as well as the requirements and rules
with respect to portability. This article focuses on
the key clari�cations made by the �nal regulations,
and identi�es some important areas of concern that
the �nal regulations failed to address.

The estate planning implications of portability
and the profound changes that portability will
continue to have in the estate planning for married
couples are discussed in detail in Saccogna,
Portability: Estate Planning in the New Frontier,
25 PLJO 6 (July/August 2015).6 Additional infor-
mation and numerous illustrative examples con-
cerning (i) the concept of portability, (ii) the calcula-
tion of a surviving spouse’s estate tax applicable
exclusion amount under various scenarios applying
portability, (iii) the application of portability for
federal gift and generation-skipping transfer
(“GST”) tax purposes, and (iv) the requirements for
making a valid portability election, are all outlined
in Shearer and Saccogna, Portability: Now It’s For
Real, 23 PLJO 208 (May/June 2013).

THE FINAL PORTABILITY REGULATIONS:
KEY CLARIFICATIONS AND NOTABLE
OMISSIONS

Availability of Extension of Time to Make
Portability Election. Generally, a portability elec-
tion is e�ective only if made by the executor of the
deceased spouse’s estate on a federal estate tax
return that is �led within the time prescribed by
law (including extensions) for �ling such a return.7

Prior to the issuance of the �nal portability regula-
tions, there existed a question as to the extent to
which, if any, an extension of time under Treasury
Regulations Sections 301.9100-2 and 301.9100-3
(the so-called “9100 relief provisions”) is available
to make a portability election.

In the wake of the 2010 Act and the 2012 Act,
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the Treasury Department and the IRS published
guidance regarding the availability of an automatic
extension of time within which executors of certain
estates under the �ling threshold of IRC Section
6018(a) could �le an estate tax return for the
purpose of making a portability election.8 This type
of relief is not included in the �nal portability
regulations.

Nevertheless, the �nal regulations do provide
that an extension of time to elect portability may
be granted under the rules set forth in Treasury
Regulations Section 301.9100-3 to estates with a
gross estate value less than the �ling threshold
amount (which estates are not otherwise required
to �le a federal estate tax return).9 The rationale
for this regulation is that the due date for the
portability election in such a case is prescribed by
regulation, and not by statute.10

The �nal regulations also provide that an exten-
sion of time to make the portability election will
not be granted under Treasury Regulations Section
301.9100-3 to any estate that is required to �le a
federal estate tax return under IRC Section 6018(a)
because the value of the gross estate equals or
exceeds the �ling threshold amount.11 This is
because, in such a case, the due date for the
portability election is prescribed by statute, and the
9100 relief provisions only apply to an election the
due date of which is prescribed by regulation.12

E�ect of Portability Election In Case Where
DSUE Amount Is Not Certain or Changes. As a
result of the 2010 Act (as extended by the 2012
Act), Congress amended the Internal Revenue Code
to allow for the portability of the deceased spouse’s
unused basic exclusion amount for a surviving
spouse of a decedent who dies after 2010 if the
executor of the deceased spouse’s estate makes a
proper election on a timely �led federal estate tax
return that calculates the deceased spousal unused
exclusion amount (the “DSUE amount”).13

A commentator suggested that the �nal regula-
tions include language dealing with the issue of
whether or not an estate can make a “protective”
portability election if a DSUE amount is not
re�ected on an otherwise complete and properly
prepared federal estate tax return at the time of its

�ling, but subsequent adjustments to the tax return
would result in a DSUE amount of the decedent.
An example of such an adjustment would be if the
estate later became entitled to a deduction under
IRC Section 2053 for a payment which reduces the
estate tax and results in unused exemption of the
decedent.

In response to this suggestion, the �nal regula-
tions clarify that the portability election require-
ments, including the DSUE amount computation
requirement, are satis�ed by the timely �ling of a
complete and properly prepared estate tax return,
as long as the executor has not elected out of
portability.14

Thus, in the foregoing example, the recomputed
DSUE amount would be available to the decedent’s
surviving spouse, and there is no need for a protec-
tive election. As a result of this clari�cation, it will
be important for an executor in this situation not to
elect out of portability even if the executor believes
that, at the time of �ling, the DSUE amount is zero.
Notably, however, the Treasury Department and
the IRS declined to include provisions in the �nal
regulations outlining the facts and circumstances
in which a timely �led federal estate tax return
would be considered to be so de�cient as to render
it incomplete or not properly prepared for these
purposes.

Persons Allowed to Make the Portability
Election. Several commentators asked the Trea-
sury Department and the IRS to issue �nal regula-
tions that would permit a decedent’s surviving
spouse who is not the executor of the decedent’s
estate as de�ned in IRC Section 2203 to �le a
federal estate tax return and make the portability
election for the estate under certain
circumstances.15

The Treasury Department and the IRS �atly
rejected this request, pointing out that the Internal
Revenue Code allows only the executor of the
decedent’s estate to �le the estate’s estate tax
return and make the portability election, and that
the 2012 temporary regulations addressed the cir-
cumstances in which an appointed or non-appointed
executor may �le the return and elect portability.16

Accordingly, the �nal regulations on this subject
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adopt the rules of the 2012 temporary regulations
without change.17

Requirement of a “Complete and Properly
Prepared” Estate Tax Return for Portability
Election. On March 23, 2015, Troy Lewis, of the
American Institute of Certi�ed Public Accountants
(AICPA), issued a letter to the IRS with several
proposals with respect to the portability election.18

One such proposal suggested that the IRS prepare
a shortened, simpli�ed estate tax return, a “Form
706-EZ,” to be used by estates that are not other-
wise required to �le an estate tax return but do so
for the sole purpose of electing portability.19 Mr.
Lewis and the AICPA reasoned that this measure
would make the portability election easier and less
expensive to complete for small estates.20

The Treasury Department and the IRS chose not
to adopt this suggestion in the �nal regulations,
pointing out that (i) the legislative history of the
2010 Act suggests that estates making the portabil-
ity election that are not otherwise required to �le a
federal estate tax return under IRC Section 6018(a)
are intended to be subject to the same �ling
requirements that apply to estates that are re-
quired to �le an estate tax return under IRC Sec-
tion 6018(a), and (ii) the expected administrative
burdens in administering the federal estate tax
with an abbreviated estate tax return form far
outweigh the purported bene�ts to taxpayers.21

Special Rules for Quali�ed Domestic Trusts
(QDOTs). The 2012 temporary regulations pro-
vided that, with respect to a QDOT created for a
decedent’s surviving spouse who is not a U.S. citi-
zen, the earliest date that such a decedent’s DSUE
amount may be included in determining the ap-
plicable exclusion amount of the surviving spouse
or the surviving spouse’s estate is the date of the
event that triggers the �nal estate tax liability of
the decedent under IRC Section 2056A.22 A com-
mentator challenged this delay in the surviving
spouse’s ability to use the decedent’s DSUE amount
in the case where the surviving spouse becomes a
citizen of the United States after the decedent’s
estate tax return is �led and after property passes
to a QDOT for such surviving spouse’s bene�t.

The �nal regulations make clarifying changes to

the language of the 2012 temporary regulations
regarding QDOTs, and state that, if the surviving
spouse of the decedent becomes a United States cit-
izen and the requirements under IRC Section
2056A(b)(12) and the corresponding regulations are
met so that the tax imposed by IRC Section
2056A(b)(1) no longer applies, then the decedent’s
DSUE amount is no longer subject to any adjust-
ment and thus will become available to the surviv-
ing spouse for transfers as of the date that the
surviving spouse becomes a citizen of the United
States.23

Availability of DSUE Amount to Surviving
Spouse Who Becomes a United States Citizen.
At the urging of commentary on the subject, the
Treasury Department and the IRS have included a
new rule in the �nal regulations making clear that
a surviving spouse who becomes a citizen of the
United States after the death of the deceased
spouse is permitted to take into account the DSUE
amount of the deceased spouse as of the date that
such surviving spouse becomes a United States cit-
izen, so long as the decedent’s estate has made the
portability election.24 This rule, however, does not
apply when the special rule regarding QDOTs in
the �nal regulations, discussed above, applies.25

Accordingly, it will be essential in non-QDOT
situations for the executor of the deceased spouse’s
estate to make a portability election, even though
the surviving spouse is not expected to become a
citizen of the United States, in order to allow the
surviving spouse to use the DSUE amount of the
deceased spouse if the surviving spouse ever later
becomes a citizen of the United States. Of course,
the surviving spouse could advise the executor not
to make the portability election because the surviv-
ing spouse does not intend to become a United
States citizen, and then later change course. Advi-
sors thus ought to carefully document their �les
regarding these discussions and decisions.

E�ect of Portability Election on Application
of Rev. Proc. 2001-38. Perhaps the most notable—
and controversial—omission from the �nal regula-
tions is the much sought-after guidance on the ap-
plication of Rev. Proc. 2001-3826 (“Rev. Proc. 2001-
38”) when the executor of an estate makes a
portability election under IRC Section 2010(c)(5)(A)
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and also makes a quali�ed terminable interest
property (“QTIP”) election under IRC Section
2057(b)(7).

Many advisors do not believe that Rev. Proc.
2001-38 poses any problems in this area. Some,
however, remain concerned that the IRS may use
Rev. Proc. 2001-38 to prevent the use of the “single
QTIP-eligible trust” approach being employed by
advisors today to plan for portability for married
couples.27 The idea behind this approach is for the
�rst spouse to die to leave all of his or her assets to
a single QTIP-eligible trust for the bene�t of the
surviving spouse; the executor of the deceased
spouse’s estate would then (i) make an IRC Section
2056(b)(7) QTIP election over the entire trust, (ii)
make a reverse QTIP election to utilize the deceased
spouse’s remaining GST tax exemption,28 and (iii)
make a portability election in order to port the
deceased spouse’s DSUE amount to the surviving
spouse.29 In this way, the planner seeks to solve all
of the key estate, GST, and income tax problems by
porting the DSUE amount of the deceased spouse
to the surviving spouse, utilizing the remaining
GST tax exemption of the deceased spouse, and
achieving a second income tax basis step-up on the
appreciated QTIP assets remaining in the trust at
the surviving spouse’s death.30

Some planners think that it is not entirely clear
that this approach will succeed, though, at least in
cases where a QTIP election is not necessary to
reduce the estate tax liability of the estate of the
�rst spouse to die to zero.31 This is because Rev.
Proc. 2001-38 provides that the IRS will ignore a
QTIP election that is not necessary to reduce the
estate tax liability of a decedent’s estate to zero.32

Accordingly, if the deceased spouse’s estate is under
the �ling threshold, and if a portability election is
made, then a QTIP election would not be needed to
reduce the estate tax liability to zero (because such
liability is already zero) and thus, Rev. Proc.
2001-38 could literally apply to preclude the QTIP
election. Presumably, this result would also nullify
the reverse QTIP election for GST tax purposes
and thereby cause the waste of the unused GST tax
exemption of the �rst spouse to die.33

Several reasons suggest that a valid QTIP elec-
tion is possible even when a portability election is

made.34 First, the purpose of Rev. Proc. 2001-38 is
to provide relief to a decedent’s estate by prevent-
ing an inadvertent or erroneous QTIP election from
undermining the proper creation and funding of a
credit shelter trust designed to utilize the dece-
dent’s remaining estate tax exemption where a
QTIP election was not necessary to zero out the
estate tax. Second, it is doubtful whether the IRS
may rely on a revenue procedure to invalidate a
statutory election (i.e., the QTIP election, and, cor-
respondingly, the reverse QTIP election).35 Third,
the portability temporary regulations appeared to
contemplate a QTIP election made on the same
federal estate tax return on which a portability
election is made where the return is not otherwise
required to be �led.36 The �nal portability regula-
tions appear to also contemplate this, as the Trea-
sury Department and the IRS did not modify the
�nal portability regulations in this regard.37

A further reason is that Rev. Proc. 2001-38 does
not operate automatically and the language of Rev.
Proc. 2001-38 itself suggests that the estate, and
not the IRS, is the proper party to trigger the ap-
plication of the procedure by producing su�cient
evidence showing that the estate is entitled to
relief. This argument, however, is subject to debate
given the estate inclusion battles between estates
and the IRS over the jointly owned property rules
and regulations under IRC Section 2040(a). The
regulations under IRC Section 2040 provide that
the entire value of jointly held property is included
in a decedent’s gross estate unless the executor
submits facts su�cient to show that such property
was not acquired entirely with consideration
furnished by the decedent, or was acquired by the
decedent and the other joint owner or owners by
gift, bequest, devise, or inheritance.38 Executors of
the estates of joint owners who were the �rst joint
owner to die argued that these regulations permit-
ted them to decide whether to include the entire
property in the gross estate of the decedent (and
thereby obtain the IRC Section 1014 basis step-up)
merely by declining to show any consideration
provided by the surviving co-owner(s). The problem
with this argument, though, is that IRC Section
2040(a) itself states that gross estate inclusion oc-
curs except to the extent that the property may be
shown to have originally belonged to the surviving
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co-owner. Some courts held favorably in this regard
that the entire property was includible in the gross
estate of the �rst joint owner to die, unless the
executor of such estate provided su�cient evidence
of the survivor’s contributions.39

The Tax Court, however, later adopted the IRS’
position that either the joint owner’s estate or the
IRS could prove the surviving joint owner’s contri-
bution to the joint property.40The Tax Court’s adop-
tion of the views of the IRS in these cases shows
that, despite the language of Rev. Proc. 2001-38
that appears to trigger the procedure’s application
only upon the a�rmative action of the executor of
the estate, the IRS may nevertheless be able to
invoke Rev. Proc. 2001-38 itself to void an at-
tempted QTIP election in the case where an estate
tax return is �led solely to make the portability
election and where the QTIP election is not neces-
sary to zero out the federal estate tax.

Thus, advisors eagerly anticipated that the Trea-
sury Department and the IRS would provide guid-
ance on this important question in the �nal porta-
bility regulations. But alack and alas, the Treasury
Department and the IRS chose not to do so, stating
instead that they intend to provide future guid-
ance, by publication to the Internal Revenue Bul-
letin, to clarify whether a QTIP election made
under IRC Section 2056 (b)(7) may be disregarded
and treated as null and void when an executor has
elected portability of the DSUE amount under IRC
Section 2010(c)(5)(A).41 The timing and substance
of any such future guidance remain a mystery.

Until the Treasury Department and the IRS act
on this issue, then, caution would appear to be the
proper course in planning for the use of the single
QTIP-eligible trust approach. Trust and estate at-
torneys ought to counsel their clients to go ahead
and use this approach and plan to make the QTIP,
reverse QTIP, and portability elections, but only if
the clients are willing to assume the risk that the
IRS may ultimately issue negative guidance that
would prevent this approach from working as
intended. Of course, alternate planning options
should always be considered as well.

As a �nal thought on this issue, planners work-
ing with this type of estate plan for clients should

consider including language in the IRS Form 706 of
the deceased spouse’s estate indicating the inten-
tion to make the QTIP election in order to establish
the deceased spouse’s DSUE amount and port that
amount to the surviving spouse via the portability
election, even though the QTIP election is not
needed or e�ective to reduce the federal estate tax
liability of the deceased spouse’s estate.

Order of Credits. One commentator suggested
a rule to apply in computing the DSUE amount
that would provide that the tentative tax is equal
to the net estate tax after the application of all
available credits.42 The commentator argued that
the applicable credit amount of the deceased spouse
should not be applied to the extent that one or more
of the estate tax credits under IRC Sections 2012
through 2015 are available to reduce the estate tax
of such deceased spouse’s estate.43

Because the amount of each allowable credit
under IRC Sections 2012 through 2015 can be
determined only after subtracting the applicable
credit amount determined under IRC Section 2010
from the tax imposed by IRC Section 2001, the
amount of any credits under IRC Sections 2012
through 2015 are not available, or remain unused,
to the extent that the applicable credit amount is
applied to reduce the tax imposed by IRC Section
2001 to zero.44 Accordingly, the commentator’s pro-
posal would, if accepted, have the e�ect of increas-
ing the DSUE amount to be ported to the surviving
spouse in these cases.

The Treasury Department and the IRS pointed
out, however, that the rules set forth in IRC Sec-
tion 2010(c)(4) for calculating the DSUE amount do
not take into account any of the unused credits aris-
ing under IRC Sections 2012 through 2015.45 Thus,
the Treasury Department and the IRS concluded
that no adjustment to the calculation of the DSUE
amount on account of any unused credits is war-
ranted, and issued clarifying �nal regulations
providing that a deceased spouse’s estate’s eligibil-
ity under IRC Sections 2012 through 2015 for
credits against the estate tax does not impact the
computation of the DSUE amount.46

CONCLUSION

Portability and the many complicated estate
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planning and estate administration issues it car-
ries with it are a reality. Estate planners should
make portability a point of discussion with virtu-
ally all of their married clients in addition to those
of their clients who are executors of estates involv-
ing a surviving spouse. Planners, however, need to
fully understand and inform their clients about
portability’s rules of the road, including those set
forth in the �nal regulations, in order to best advise
their clients. Likewise, planners need to keep
abreast of future developments involving portabil-
ity, particularly given the important questions that
remain unanswered, such as the applicability of
Rev. Proc. 2001-38.
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INTRODUCTION

The current law of wills in Ohio addresses
ambiguities, mistakes, and extrinsic evidence with
three fundamental rules. Two of them are with re-
spect to ambiguous wills, while the third addresses
alleged mistakes in unambiguous wills. The two
rules with respect to ambiguous wills di�er depend-
ing on whether the ambiguity is patent or latent.
As set forth in Ohio Jurisprudence, “[a] patent am-
biguity is one that appears on the face of the
instrument.”1 For example, a devise of “the sum of
two hundred thousand dollars ($25,000)” is patently
ambiguous.2 By contrast, “[a] latent ambiguity is
one that is not apparent from the language used or
from the face of the instrument.”3 For example,
there is a latent ambiguity in a devise “to my cousin
John” if extrinsic evidence “reveals that the testa-
tor had no cousin named John when he executed
his will but did then have a nephew named John
and a cousin named James.”4

Ohio’s three fundamental rules for interpreting
wills with respect to ambiguities, mistakes, and
extrinsic evidence are:

1. If there is not a patent or latent ambiguity with
respect to the will, extrinsic evidence that the testa-
tor intended a di�erent disposition than that dictated
by the plain meaning of the will’s language is not
admissible to reform the will to correct the mistake.5

2. If the will includes a patent ambiguity, the inten-
tion of the testator cannot be supplied by oral evi-

dence (although “[extrinsic] evidence is admissible to
show the situation of the testator and all the rele-
vant facts and circumstances surrounding the time
of making the will, for the purpose of resolving [the]
patent ambiguity”).6

3. If there is a latent ambiguity, extrinsic evidence is
admissible to interpret or apply the language of the
will to resolve the ambiguity.7

The ongoing viability of these rules for wills is
uncertain.

EXTENSION OF THE OHIO TRUST CODE’S
REFORMATION DOCTRINE TO WILLS

Under Section 5804.15 of the Ohio Trust Code
(the “OTC”), extrinsic evidence is admissible to
reform the terms of a trust, even if they are
unambiguous, if it can be proven with clear and
convincing evidence that both the settlor’s intent
and the terms of the trust were a�ected by a
mistake.8 Particularly noteworthy about Section
5804.15 are two things. First, it changed pre-OTC
law, under which the rule barring the admission of
extrinsic evidence when a will was unambiguous
also applied to trust instruments.9 Second, it likely
applies to testamentary as well as inter vivos
trusts.10

Thus, if a will includes mistaken, but unambigu-
ous, terms for a testamentary trust, extrinsic evi-
dence of the testator’s true intent may be
admissible. Whether that will be the case will
depend on the nature of the mistake, as discussed
in the next section of this article. If the mistake is
of the kind that can be corrected, and the evidence
of it is clear and convincing, the court is authorized
by Section 5804.15 to reform the mistaken provi-
sions in the will for the testamentary trust. By
contrast, under current Ohio law, if the same will
included mistaken, but unambiguous, terms for a
gift not made in trust, extrinsic evidence of the
mistake apparently would not be admissible to
reform the will to correct the mistake, regardless of
the nature of the mistake and regardless of whether
the extrinsic evidence was clear and convincing.11

Similarly, and perhaps more importantly given how
common revocable trusts are in Ohio, if a decedent
had used a revocable trust instrument to dispose of
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his or her property at death and the instrument
included a mistaken, but unambiguous term, the
trust instrument could be reformed to correct the
mistake if it was correctable under the reformation
doctrine and evidence of it was clear and
convincing. By contrast, if the decedent instead had
used a will to dispose of his or her property and the
will included the same mistaken, but unambigu-
ous, terms (that were not related to a testamentary
trust) under current Ohio law the will could not be
reformed to correct the mistake, regardless of
whether the evidence of the mistake was clear and
convincing.

Perhaps those anomalies would be enough to
persuade an Ohio court to reject the no-reformation,
plain meaning rule for wills (without regard to
whether the mistake was with respect to a trust
created by the will).12 There is substantial support
for a court doing so. First, if clear and convincing
evidence is su�cient to correct a mistake in the
terms of an unambiguous will as to a trust it cre-
ates, or to correct a mistake in the terms of an
unambiguous revocable trust instrument the
decedent used as a will substitute, why shouldn’t it
be su�cient to correct other mistaken terms of a
will? Second, in 2008, the Uniform Probate Code
was amended to authorize courts to reform mis-
taken, but unambiguous wills.13 Third, since then,
at least eight states have enacted legislation allow-
ing the reformation of wills.14 Fourth, the Restate-
ment (Third) of Property also recently endorsed
reforming wills to correct mistakes that are proven
with clear and convincing evidence.15 Finally, the
California Supreme Court and a lower court in New
York have recently adopted the wills reformation
doctrine, without statutory authority for doing so.16

MISTAKES SUBJECT TO CORRECTION
UNDER THE REFORMATION DOCTRINE

With respect to the question of what constitutes
a mistake that can be corrected by reformation
under R.C. § 5804.15, for trusts, and with respect
to non-trust provisions of wills, if Ohio law is
changed to permit their reformation, the Restate-
ment limits the reformation doctrine’s reach as
follows:

Reformation is a rule governing mistakes in the
content of a donative document, in a case in which

the donative document does not say what the trans-
feror meant it to say. Accordingly, reformation is not
available to correct a failure to prepare and execute
a document (Illustration 1). Nor is reformation avail-
able to modify a document in order to give e�ect to
the donor’s post-execution change of mind (Illustra-
tion 2) or to compensate for other changes in circum-
stances (Illustration 3).

Illustrations:

1. G decided to leave his estate to his niece, X. G
orally communicated his intent to X, mistakenly
thinking that he could e�ectuate his intent in this
manner. Thereafter G died intestate, leaving his
sister, A, as his sole heir. Because G did not reduce
his testamentary intent to writing and execute it as
required by the Statute of Wills, X cannot invoke the
reformation doctrine to implement G’s true intent.
G’s mistake did not refer to speci�c terms in a dona-
tive document, because G never executed a
document. There is no document to reform.

2. G validly executed a will that devised his estate to
his sister, A. After execution, G formed an intent to
alter the disposition in favor of A’s daughter, X, in
the mistaken belief that he could substitute his new
intent by communicating it to X orally. G’s oral com-
munication to X does not support a reformation
remedy. Although a donative document exists that
could be reformed by substituting “X” for “A,” the
remedy does not lie because G’s will was not the
product of mistake. The will when executed stated
G’s intent accurately. G’s mistake was his subse-
quent failure to execute a codicil or a new will to
carry out his new intent. This is a mistake of the
same sort that G made in Illustration 1 in not mak-
ing a valid will in the �rst place.

3. G’s will devised his government bonds to his
daughter, A, and the residue of his estate to a friend.
Evidence shows that the bonds are worth only half
of what they were worth at the time of execution of
the will and that G would probably have left A more
had he known that the bonds would depreciate in
value. This evidence does not support a reformation
remedy. G’s mistake did not relate to facts that
existed when the will was executed.17

In the recent California case adopting the wills
reformation doctrine, In re Estate of Duke18, the
California Supreme Court distinguished between
(i) cases in which there is a mistake with respect to
the testator’s actual speci�c intent at the time the
will was executed, for which reformation is avail-
able, and (ii) cases in which it is alleged that the
testator had a more general intent that was not ac-
complished by the will as written, for which refor-
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mation would not be available.19 In Duke, T exe-
cuted a valid holographic will leaving his estate to
his wife. The will further provided that if they died
at the same time, speci�ed charities would inherit
his estate. The will did not address the contingency
of his wife predeceasing him, which is what
occurred. The charities’ argument, which the Court
held would support reformation of the will if proven
with clear and convincing evidence, was that when
T executed the will, he speci�cally intended the
charities to take if his wife predeceased him. The
Court’s discussion of a case involving a more gen-
eral intent of a testator, that would not be ac-
complished by the will as written and that would
not support reformation, was as follows:

An example of an error involving general intent
would be a case in which a testator intended in his
or her will to provide adequate resources to one of
the will’s bene�ciaries to support that bene�ciary for
a lifetime, but the speci�c gift set forth in the will
proves to be inadequate for that purpose. Thus, that
will accurately sets forth the testator’s speci�c intent
with respect to the distribution of assets, but due to
a mistake with respect to the value of those assets or
the needs of the bene�ciary, the will fails to e�ect
the testator’s intent to provide adequate assets to
support the bene�ciary. In contrast to cases in which
the alleged error is in the rendering of the speci�c
terms intended by the testator, cases in which the
alleged error is in failing to accomplish a general
intent of the testator would require a court to
determine the testator’s putative intent: if the testa-
tor had known of the mistake, how would the testa-
tor have changed the will?20

A 1996 Ohio case decided by the Fourth District
Court of Appeals, Church v. Morgan,21 presents an
interesting set of facts for considering the possible
application of a wills reformation doctrine. Minnie
Francis Lacy executed her will in her lawyer’s
o�ce. Among its dispositive provisions was a
speci�c bequest to her niece, Spring Fleming, of all
funds in a speci�ed savings account at a speci�ed
bank. At that time, the account had more than
$94,000 in it. Ms. Lacy had been driven to her
lawyer’s o�ce by a long-time friend, Samuel
Church. Mr. Church, who was an accountant, was
Ms. Lacy’s agent under her power of attorney and
executor under her will. On the way home from the
lawyer’s o�ce, Mr. Church (who later testi�ed that
at that time, he had no knowledge of the speci�c
bequest of the savings account to Ms. Fleming),

suggested to Ms. Lacy that she should consider
transferring money from her low-yielding savings
accounts to higher-yielding certi�cates of deposit.
The two of them then retrieved Ms. Lacy’s pass-
books for her savings accounts and went to her
bank. There, Mr. Church arranged for the with-
drawal of funds from her savings accounts and the
purchase of certi�cates of deposit. Included among
the withdrawals was $90,000 from the savings ac-
count that was the subject of the speci�c bequest in
Ms. Lacy’s will to Ms. Fleming. Because Mr.
Church did not have the power of attorney with
him, Ms. Lacy signed the necessary documents at
the bank. According to Mr. Church’s later testi-
mony, however, Ms. Lacy did not know which of
her savings accounts the funds for the certi�cates
of deposit were coming from and she did not read
any of the documents she signed. Ms. Lacy died
two or three months later, without having changed
her will.

In the ensuing dispute between Ms. Fleming and
the residuary devisee under Ms. Lacy’s will over
the $90,000 that had been withdrawn from the sav-
ings account, Mr. Church testi�ed that the transfer
of funds from the savings account to the certi�cate
of deposit was initiated at his direction for the sole
purpose of earning a higher rate of return on the
invested funds (i.e., that Ms. Lacy did not intend to
reduce the speci�c bequest to Ms. Fleming). The
trial court held the bequest to Ms. Fleming was of
the “the funds” in the account, rather than the ac-
count itself, and that Ms. Fleming therefore was
entitled to the $90,000. In reversing the trial court’s
judgment, the court of appeals “reluctantly” agreed
with the residuary devisee that extrinsic evidence
with respect to Ms. Lacy’s intent concerning the
speci�c bequest to Ms. Fleming was not admissible.
Citing the Supreme Court’s decision in Domo v.
McCarthy,22 the court stated: “[W]hen the language
of the will is clear and unambiguous, the testator’s
intent must be ascertained from the express terms
of the will itself. . .Only when the express language
of the will creates doubt as to its meaning may the
court consider extrinsic evidence to determine the
testator’s intent.”23 Accordingly, Ms. Fleming
received only the funds remaining in the savings
account at Ms. Lacy’s death (about $4,100), and the
$90,000 certi�cate of deposit passed to the residu-
ary taker under the will.
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Acknowledging that its holding likely defeated
Ms. Lacy’s intent for the $90,000, the opinion
explained the court’s decision:

We admit that it is tempting in this case to substitute
our interpretation of the testator’s intent for the
clear language of the will. . .However, we believe
courts begin a treacherous descent upon a slippery
slope when they start substituting their judgment in
place of the express language of a will. The fact that
the result in this case seems inequitable does not ne-
gate the potentially greater injury to jurisprudence
were we to defer to our hearts rather than our minds.

Although this result may be inequitable, it is the
only possible legal result given the record as it exists
before us now. The express terms of the will are
unambiguous. It is only by introducing the extrinsic
evidence of the substantial transfer of funds on the
day the will was executed that testator’s intent may
appear unclear. However, our independent examina-
tion of the will discloses no basis upon which to
justify a consideration of the extrinsic evidence
admitted by the lower court. This is especially true
in light of the continued existence of [the savings ac-
count, the funds of which were bequeathed to Ms.
Fleming] at the time of death.24

If the facts in Church occurred today, except that
Ms. Lacy had used a revocable trust for the disposi-
tion of her property instead of a will (or if she had
used a will and the reformation doctrine of R.C.
§ 5804.15 had been extended by the courts or
legislature to wills), an interesting question is
whether the inequitable result in Church would be
avoided by reformation. Although it is di�cult to
answer that question with certainty, it appears the
most likely answer is “no.” The hypothetical revo-
cable trust instrument or will would have ac-
curately stated her intent - to devise the savings
account to Ms. Fleming - when it was executed.
Ms. Lacy’s mistake was withdrawing the $90,000
from the savings account without making an ap-
propriate change to her will. In the language of the
Restatement, reformation is not available “to
compensate for [post-execution] changes in circum-
stances,” or “to correct a failure to prepare and exe-
cute a document.”25 Further, the mistake “did not
relate to facts that existed when the will was
executed.”26

On the other hand, that conclusion would leave
unchanged the admittedly inequitable result in
Church, even if the intent-furthering, remedial ref-

ormation doctrine had been applicable. Perhaps a
successful argument could be made that Ms. Lacy’s
actual speci�c intent when she executed her will
was for Ms. Fleming to receive the $94,000 in the
savings account, and that the will was simply not
properly drafted to re�ect her intent because it did
not address the contingency of the funds being
subsequently moved to another account.27 That
argument, though, isn’t as straight forward as it
may seem. If Ms. Lacy had intended Ms. Fleming
to receive something other than whatever funds
were in the speci�ed savings account when she
died, exactly what was her intent? If she intended
a bequest of $94,000, she easily could have so
provided. If she intended Ms. Fleming to receive
the savings account funds even if they had been
withdrawn from the speci�ed account, what exactly
was her intent with respect to possible withdraw-
als from the account? For example, what if she had
withdrawn part or all of the funds from the account
and combined them with other funds in a di�erent
account, or invested part or all of the withdrawn
funds in stocks, bonds, or real estate, perhaps with
other funds of hers, or spent part or all of the
withdrawn funds? Again, the mistake in Church
does not appear to have been with respect to the
testator’s speci�c intent at the time the will was
executed, but rather caused by subsequent events
(the withdrawal) and a failure to revise her will
accordingly.

ABANDONING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN
PATENT AND LATENT AMBIGUITIES

With respect to Ohio’s di�ering rules for wills
with patent, as opposed to latent, ambiguities,
there is substantial recent authority for abandon-
ing the distinction between the two kinds of
ambiguities in determining whether extrinsic evi-
dence is admissible to interpret a will. For example,
the Restatement (Third) of Property allows extrin-
sic evidence to resolve patent as well as latent am-
biguities,28 and a number of courts in other jurisdic-
tions have done the same in recent years.29

IS A WILL OR TRUST INSTRUMENT
AMBIGUOUS?

Regardless of whether either or both of these two
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modern trends - allowing the reformation of unam-
biguous wills (regardless of whether the mistaken
terms relate to a testamentary trust) and abandon-
ing the distinction between patent and latent
ambiguities - is adopted in Ohio, it will remain
important to determine whether a will or trust
instrument is ambiguous. As stated above, under
current law, if a non-testamentary trust will provi-
sion is unambiguous, extrinsic evidence of the
testator’s intent is not admissible. If Ohio law is
changed to allow a mistake in an unambiguous will
to be corrected by reformation (without regard to
whether the mistake relates to a testamentary
trust), clear and convincing evidence of the mistake
and of the testator’s true intent will be required to
reform the will (just as it is to reform the terms of
an unambiguous trust instrument under R.C.
§ 5804.15). By contrast, if a will or trust instru-
ment is ambiguous, the evidentiary standard for
resolving the ambiguity is the lower preponderance
of the evidence standard.30

Thus, what constitutes an “ambiguity,” and
whether one is present with respect to a particular
will or trust instrument, are important questions,
and they are not always easy to answer.31 A 1961
case decided by the Wisconsin Supreme Court is
illustrative.32 The key facts were that (i) the
testator’s will included a devise “to Robert J.
Krause, now of 4708 North 46th Street, Milwaukee,
Wisconsin;” (ii) when the testator executed the will
and at the testator’s death, there was a Robert J.
Krause living at that address; (iii) the testator did
not know Robert J. Krause who lived at that ad-
dress; and (iv) the testator knew a Robert W.
Krause, who was a former employee and friend
whom the testator had named as a devisee in
earlier wills. After expressly stating that “[t]here is
no ambiguity” in the will, and acknowledging the
traditional rule that in the absence of an ambigu-
ity, extrinsic evidence of the testator’s intent is
inadmissible, the Wisconsin Supreme Court never-
theless held for the former employee and friend by
creating an exception to the plain meaning rule for
“details of identi�cation,” such as “middle initials,
street addresses, and the like.”33 The Restatement
agrees with the result in the case, but unlike the
Wisconsin Supreme Court, views the case as one
involving a latent ambiguity: “Although the text of

the devise is not ambiguous on its face, the extrinsic
evidence reveals a latent ambiguity—the descrip-
tion of the devisee does not precisely �t any person
[the testator] knew or knew of, although it does �t
an existing person.”34

CONCLUSION

Extending the trust reformation doctrine of R.C.
§ 5804.15 to wills generally (without limiting it to
testamentary trust provisions of wills) would unify
Ohio law on interpreting trust instruments and
wills. As discussed above, doing so also would be
consistent with recent changes to the Uniform
Probate Code and the Restatement (Third) of
Property: Wills and Other Donative Transfers, and
recent legislative and case law developments in a
number of other states. Further, it would prevent
the unjust enrichment that otherwise would result
for the unintended bene�ciaries of the testator’s
mistake. Moreover, the reformation doctrine’s clear
and convincing evidence standard would reduce, if
not eliminate, concerns over the reliability of the
evidence of mistake and accurately implementing
the testator’s intent. As illustrated by the discus-
sions above of the scope of the reformation doctrine
and the Church case, however, adopting a general
wills reformation doctrine would not ensure that a
testator’s intent at death was given e�ect, and it
would introduce some uncertainty regarding what
mistakes in unambiguous wills could be corrected.
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WHEN THE CLAIMS PERIOD IS A

FULL FOUR YEARS

By Robert M. Brucken, Esq.
Retired Partner, Baker & Hostetler LLP
Cleveland
Editor-in-Chief, Probate Law Journal of Ohio

We all know that the nonclaim statute requires
claims against the assets of the probate estate to
be presented to an executor or administrator within
six months after death, RC 2117.06. But did you
know that claims may be presented against other
(that is, nonprobate) assets within the extended pe-
riod of four years after death? The purpose of our
short probate claims period is to facilitate closing
of probate estates. Apparently there is no similar
policy to facilitate distribution of other assets,
including revocable trusts, TOD, POD, joint and
survivorship, bene�ciary designated assets and the
like. Recipients of these nonprobate assets, beware!
Worse, are holders of these assets such as trustees,
banks and other �nancial institutions encouraged
to deny them to bene�ciaries for four years to avoid
a potential required second payment to claimants?

How did we get there? Two developments, not
necessarily recent, have got us in this mess. The
�rst is the undermining of the holding in Scho�eld
v. Cleveland Trust Company, 135 Ohio St. 328
(1939). The second is enactment of creditor rights
statutes.

Scho�eld. We all know that Scho�eld held that
claims against a settlor cannot be asserted after
death against his or her revocable trust. What we
miss is that the holding was squarely based on a
statute that has since been repealed by enactment
of the Ohio Trust Code in 2007. The statute relied
on in Scho�eld was then General Code 8617, and
the court not only cited it but copied it in full in its
opinion, as follows (emphasis added by PLJO):

All deeds of gifts and conveyance of real or personal
property made in trust for the exclusive use of the
person or persons making the same shall be void
and of no e�ect, but the creator of a trust may
reserve to himself any use or power, bene�cial or in
trust, which he might lawfully grant to another,
including the power to alter, amend or revoke such
trust, and such trust shall be valid as to all persons,
except that any bene�cial interest reserved to such
creator shall be subject to be reached by the credi-

tors of such creator, and except that where the
creator of such trust reserves to himself for his own
bene�t a power of revocation, a court of equity, at
the suit of any creditor or creditors of the creator,
may compel the exercise of such power of revocation
so reserved, to the same extent and under the same
conditions that such creator could have exercised the
same.

The statute became RC 1335.01 when our stat-
utes were recodi�ed in 1953. When the Ohio Trust
Code was enacted in 2007, the statute was repealed
as its general purpose of subjecting revocable trusts
to creditors was duplicated by the uniform law
adopted as RC 5805.06. That present statute does
not contain the clause of GC 8617 emphasized
above, which was the clause on which Scho�eld
relied. Scho�eld held that since under the old stat-
ute the power of revocation expired with the set-
tlor, his creditors could not reach the trust after its
(and his) expiration. The present statute contains
nothing on which to hang that holding, so that
Scho�eld has been unsupported by its statute since
2007.

For further details see Krall and Mesnard, Legal
Uncertainty with Respect to Creditor Claims
against Non-Probate Assets, 24 PLJO 322 (May/
June 2014). In addition, we do not have and never
had a similar statute shielding other nonprobate
assets (TOD, POD, joint and survivorship, bene�-
ciary designated, etc.) from claims after death of
the owner. Finally, our Courts of Appeals have
questioned whether as a matter of good legal policy
Scho�eld is still good law; for details see Ogline,
Watterson v. Burnard: Is Scho�eld Still Relevant?
23 PLJO 200 (May/June 2013); Spinazze et al.,
Watterson v. Burnard: Hard Facts Make Bad Law,
23 PLJO 272 (July/Aug 2013); Ogline, Sowers v.
Luginbill: A Chink in the Scho�eld Armor? 19
PLJO 15 (Sept/Oct 2008); Ogline, Update on Sow-
ers v. Luginbill, 19 PLJO 83 (Nov/Dec 2008). A list
of pre-2010 materials on this issue is at 21 PLJO
101 (Nov/Dec 2010).

Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act. The Uniform
Fraudulent Transfer Act was enacted in Ohio in
1990 as RC Chapter 1336. It replaced the older
Uniform Fraudulent Conveyance Act enacted in
1961 also as RC Chapter 1336. Scho�eld was
decided before either statute had been enacted. The
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Scho�eld court noted that the old Oho case law on
fraudulent transfers that preceded these statutes
had not been invoked in that case, but stated (in
dicta) that it could apply to such claims. UFTA
states that it applies when there has been a lifetime
transfer without consideration that renders the
transferor insolvent, RC 1336.05; and the transfer
is deemed to occur at death when it becomes irrev-
ocable, RC 1336.06. Thus, UFTA applies if the trust
has been funded and the probate estate is therefore
insolvent, which is quite often the case now (if the
trust is not funded or if the probate estate is
solvent, issues of creditor access to nonprobate as-
sets should be moot). The UFTA statute of limita-
tions is four years from the transfer, that is, from
when the trust funding becomes irrevocable on the
death of the settlor, RC 1336.09. UFTA makes no
reference to probate claims procedures, and is quite
independent of them; thus, it is not necessary for a
creditor to present his claim to an executor or
administrator or to obtain its allowance before
proceeding under UFTA.

What authority (in addition to UFTA’s express
provisions) do we have for applying UFTA to claims
post-death? The �rst and best authority is Scho�eld
itself, where the court stated (in dicta) that fraudu-
lent conveyance law could apply. Quite recently in
Administrator, State of Ohio Medicaid Estate
Recovery Program v. Miracle, 2015-Ohio-1516 (4th
Dist.), an Ohio Court of Appeals applied UFTA to
the State’s Medicaid claim. There is also the cele-
brated case Rush University Medical Center v. Ses-
sions, 2011 Ill. App. 101136, involving a $1.5 mil-
lion charitable pledge, revocable trust and insolvent
probate estate, analyzed in Vannatta, Creditor
Claims at Death and Nonprobate Assets: Never the
Two Shall Meet? 22 PLJO 70 (Nov/Dec 2011). These
cases both applied UFTA to revocable trusts, but
there is no legal barrier to applying it to other
nonprobate assets as well.

Consider the policy (if any) that appears here to
frustrate the public in its avoidance of probate by
encouraging trustees, banks and other �nancial
institutions to sit on nonprobate assets for four
years after death before releasing them to the
bene�ciaries. It is also a policy that encourages
creditors to ignore the probate claims system and
go direct against stakeholders and bene�ciaries. Do

we really intend to attempt to drive our citizens
back into the probate system to avoid a four year
wait for their inheritances? Are they willing to be
driven?

We can avoid these issues by careful drafting of
the trust instrument. Many revocable trust agree-
ment forms provide speci�cally for claims against
the probate estate to be paid from the trust assets.
In such cases, the probate estate is not insolvent,
probate creditors are paid from trust assets and
the problems identi�ed in this article do not occur.
For example, see the author’s form in the Ohio
Trust Code Manual, OSBA-CLE Reference Manual
14-157 at 8.21. In Zahn v. Nelson, 2007-Ohio-667
(4th Dist.), where the trust instrument contained
such a provision and the probate estate was insol-
vent, the court required the trustee to pay the
statutory support allowance to the widow; the
couple was divorcing when the husband died, and
he had provided in his will and trust for only his
children. The trust instrument also provided for
the payment if the executor “may require” it, and
the court held that the executor had a �duciary
duty to require it. Thus, the case may establish
that even where either or both of the executor and
trustee are only granted discretion to pay claims
from the trust, if the probate estate is insolvent
both have a �duciary duty to creditors to request
and make the payment. However, not all trust
instruments will contain such provisions, manda-
tory or discretionary.

We can wait years for our courts to sort all this
out case by case; or we can enact a statute that
�xes it for everyone now. Such a statute is at hand,
drafted by the Uniform Laws Commission and
enacted by almost all other states in either its
uniform version or in a homemade version. It is
codi�ed as Uniform Probate Code 6-102. See Well-
man, Rights of Decedents’ Creditors Against Non-
probate Transfers at Death, 8 PLJO 21 (Nov/Dec
1997). A version of it edited to Ohio requirements
has been under study by the EPTPL Section of
OSBA for almost �fteen years; see Ho�heimer and
Shapiro, Expanding the Rights of Creditors to
Nonprobate Property: A Sensible Proposal to Close
Ohio’s Antiquated Loopholes, 13 PLJO 21 (Nov/Dec
2002). The proposed statute would require that
claims �rst be presented and allowed through the
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probate system, and if the probate estate was
insolvent, remaining claims could then be asserted
against nonprobate assets subject to more reason-
able time limits; and more important perhaps, it
would permit trustees and others without notice of
the claims and insolvency promptly to distribute
nonprobate assets and pass the claims liability
through to the bene�ciaries.

The author believes strongly that we need such a
statute, and has been chairman of the EPTPL Sec-
tion committee considering (and urging) it. If you
agree, please send your helpful comments to the
author, to Roy Krall of Akron who is the current
Chairman of the Section or to any member of the
EPTPL Section Council.

Meanwhile, what to do under existing law? The
author o�ers this advice:

1. Do not rely on the probate claims system, it is
obsolete. Most probate estates are insolvent because
their expected assets do not pass through the probate
system. The few probate assets are more than
exceeded by priority claims such as funeral bills and
the support allowance, leaving nothing for general
creditors.

2. Don’t attempt to sti� creditors who are thus shut
out of the probate system. Advise clients to pay them
from the nonprobate assets, whether or not there is
an executor or administrator and whether or not the
claims are presented and allowed, and with multiple
bene�ciaries equalize their burdens by private
accountings. This is the claims process equivalent of
informal probate as under the Uniform Probate Code
or homemade law of almost all other states.

3. If there is a claim that your client would have
disallowed if it had passed through the probate
system, refuse to pay it and require the creditor to
establish it by suing one or more transferors or ben-
e�ciaries under UFTA. With the over-generous four
year statute of limitations on that suit, your clients
should probably keep a reserve against any liability
that may be determined in it.

CASE SUMMARIES

Huntington National Bank v. Riversource Life Ins. Co.

Headnote: Gifts

Citation: 2015-Ohio-5600 (7th Dist.)

During life decedent gave her oil and gas lease

interest to defendant, her cousin who held her
power of attorney. Decedent signed a formal deed
for it, after reading and discussing it with the no-
tary (who knew her) and others (including defen-
dant) then present. After her death the bank as
trustee of her trust challenged the gift, because
defendant was her agent and because she was then
age 101 (she died at age 102). The appellate court
reversed the probate court and held this was insuf-
�cient evidence to avoid the gift. The case suggests
how successfully to e�ect such a gift in what ap-
pears on the surface as a di�cult situation.

In re Estate of Distelhorst

Headnote: Inventory

Citation: 2016-Ohio-413 (4th Dist.)

Estate passed by will to decedent’s son, who was
also her sole heir and was appointed as executor.
He �led an inventory that was approved upon �l-
ing, without notice or hearing. The �ling was
discovered by the children of her predeceased
household partner, who �led exceptions to the
inventory contesting ownership of various house-
hold items. The probate court held a hearing on the
exceptions and overruled them on their merits, but
the appellate court directed further consideration
of some of them. No action was taken to vacate ap-
proval of the inventory. Your editor suggests that
vacating approval of the inventory was not neces-
sary because it could not bind the exceptors, since
they were not given notice of or made parties to
any hearing on it. Further, it may be argued that
the common practice of approval of inventories
without notice or hearing renders them worthless
documents e�ective only as against the �duciary
�ling them.

Newcomer v. Roan

Headnote: Trust Administration and Termina-
tion

Citation: 2016-Ohio-541 (6th Dist.)

This case contested disposition of a substantial
block of stock of Spangler Candy Company, an Ohio
family-owned company. Decedent’s dispositive re-
vocable trust provided lifetime trust interests to
her children. Decedent later lived part time in Flor-
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ida, and in 2003 her trust was restated by a Flor-
ida lawyer to give her children their shares
outright. In 2006 it was further amended by her
Ohio lawyer, but he did not know and was not told
of the 2003 restatement; he made other changes
and “restated and rea�rmed” the pre-2003 version
that left the shares of the children in trust. The is-
sue here was whether the 2006 amendment was
“boilerplate’ or was actually intended to revive the
pre-2003 version. The trial court held that it was
ambiguous, and resolved the ambiguity in favor of
the 2003 version based in part on the testimony of
the Ohio lawyer who stated that the 2006 amend-
ment was not intended to change the dispositive
provisions; the appellate court a�rmed.

A related issue was a provision for equalization
of company shares of decedent’s two children. The
issue was whether equalization was to be based on
all shares held by each, or on only those shares
received from decedent. The trial court limited
equalization to shares received from decedent, but
the appellate court held that shares received from
all other sources were also intended to be
considered.

In re Estate of Bohl

Headnote: Claims

Citation: 2016-Ohio-63(12th Dist.)

Decedent’s only asset was a farm, operated by
her son. Her will left the farm to her four children.
She had little income, and at her death the son
�led claim under for reimbursement from her
estate (that is, the farm) of his payment of her
medical bills and of farm real estate taxes, insur-
ance and maintenance expenses. A daughter (there
were four children) also �led claim for reimburse-
ment from the estate of her payment of their
mother’s home caregiver. Lastly, the son later
amended his claim to add other home caregiver ex-
penses paid by him but omitted from his original
claim.

The probate court allowed some of the claims as
established by clear and convincing evidence of an
oral contract, overcoming the presumption other-
wise for claims within the family. However, it
denied the claim of farm real estate taxes, insur-

ance and maintenance expenses for lack of a writ-
ten contract, and denied the son’s additional claim
for home caregiver expenses as untimely under RC
2117.02 (the son was the executor so �ling under
that special statute was required). The appellate
court held that a written contract was not required
for any of the claims, and remanded those claims
so denied for further consideration. It otherwise af-
�rmed the probate court.

Perkins v. Rieser

Headnote: Standing

Citation: 2016-Ohio-728 (2d Dist.)

Decedent left three children, and apparently all
of her assets were left in a revocable trust for them.
One daughter sued the others over the trust, the
matter was settled, the settlement agreement
released all claims of all parties and the court
granted �nal judgment accordingly. That daughter
then probated the will, was appointed executor and
as executor sued again over the trust, arguing that
her suit was not barred by the earlier settlement
agreement and �nal order in the trust case because
she was a party to it only individually (she had not
yet then been appointed as executor). The trial
court held the daughter individually was the real
party in interest in the suit as executor, dismissed
it and even ordered sanctions against the daughter.
A�rmed on appeal.

This is yet another example of treating a �du-
ciary as two persons, one himself or herself indi-
vidually and the other as �duciary. If this is the
law, when and how did it become law? It is not the
common law of England that we inherited. Would
the correct approach here have been that the
daughter was only that, a person (with one head
and body, not two) , who was a party to the settle-
ment and thus bound by it, period?

Fried v. Abraitis

Headnote: Standing

Citation: 2016-Ohio-934 (8th Dist.)

It appeared that a half million dollar investment
account was missing from the inventory in this
estate, and the probate court on its own motion
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removed the executor and appointed a neutral at-
torney as successor administrator. That successor
sued the former executor for concealment of the ac-
count, and moved to disqualify his attorney who
represented him in administering the estate from
representing him in the concealment action. The
claim was that the attorney had represented the
estate and had a con�ict in now representing a cli-
ent adverse to the estate. The trial court granted
the motion, but the appellate court reversed. The
attorney did not represent the estate, he repre-
sented an individual who was then executor of the
estate, and could continue to represent that indi-
vidual after his removal in defending the conceal-
ment action against him. Cited was RC 2109.03,
authorizing a �duciary to retain counsel in matters
relating to the estate.

Your editor argues that this has it right. See
however the potentially contrary ruling, that the �-
duciary is two persons, one individually and the
other as �duciary so that the attorney might repre-
sent only the �duciary person, in Perkins v. Rieser,
the immediately preceding case.

SUBJECT INDEX

(Rolling 12-month index covering March 2015 to
February 2016)

Administrators

In re Estate of Amoroso, 2015-Ohio-3352, Sept/
Oct 2015

Antilapse Statute

Castillo v. Ott, 2015-Ohio-905, May/June 2015

Appeal Deadline

In re Guardianship of Mull, 2015-Ohio-5440, Jan/
Feb 2016

Attorney fees

Jakubs v. Borally, 2015-Ohio-2696, July/Aug
2015

Bene�ciary Designations

Vary, Planning with Bene�ciary Designations,
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Charitable deductions

Wheatley, Donating Art and Tangible Personal
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Digital Assets

Watson, Authorizing Access to Digital Assets by
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Lenz, Fiduciaries and Digital Assets: Is the
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Marx, Saving for Disabled Bene�ciaries is Easier
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Divorce

In re Estate of Humphrey, 2014-Ohio-5859,
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Loeb and Jambe, How Estate Planners Can Help
Clients Avoid Losing Separate Property Interests
in Divorce, Jan/Feb 2016

Domicile

Carlin, Home Is Where the Intent Is, March/
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Morrow, New Law Permits Snowbirds to Stay in
Ohio Longer, March/April 2015
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Scott, Gun Trusts, July/Aug 2014

Estate Planning

Kirkpatrick, Why Estate Planning Transparency
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Krall, Estate Planning for Bene�ciary Who is a
Heroin Addict, July/Aug 2015

Saccogna, Portability: Estate Planning in the
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Burda, Estate Planning Issues Facing LGBT
Clients In a Post-Obergefell World, Nov/Dec 2015
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Executor fee

Dauterman, Revisions to the Ohio Executor Fee
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Millonig, Funerals and Burials: Law and Cus-
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Gabbard v.Estate of Gabbard, 2015-Ohio-2011,
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Guardianship

In re Guardianship of Van Dyke, 2015-Ohio-
4202, Nov/Dec 2015

Meister, New Ohio Guardianship Rules, Jan/Feb
2016

Income Tax Basis

Pauloski, How Income Tax Management Is
Changing the Face of Estate Planning, Jan/Feb
2016
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Severing v. Severing, 2015-Ohio-5236, Jan/Feb
2016

Joint Trusts

Brucken, Why Joint Trusts? March/April 2015

Whitehair, income Tax Planning: Problems with
Joint Trusts, Sept/Oct 2015

Swift and Seils, The “Basis” for Using a Joint
Trust in Ohio, Jan/Feb 2016

Jurisdiction of Courts

Morello v. Ferrucio, 2015-Ohio-1370, May/June
2015

Bayes v. Dornon, 2015-Ohio-3053, Sept/Oct 2015

LLC Operating Agreement

Hackenburg v. Zeller, 2015-Ohio-3813, Nov/Dec
2015

Malpractice

Ryan v. Huntington Trust, 2015-Ohio-1880, July/
Aug 2015

Medicaid

Millonig, Medicaid Estate Recovery Against Life
Estate, May/June 2015

Millonig, Medicaid Residence in Revocable Trust
& Transfer, Nov/Dec 2015

Medical Records

Slagle, HIPAA, Ohio’s Patient-Physician Privi-
lege and Medical Records, March/April 2015

Ohio Income Tax

Cunningham v. Testa, 2015-Ohio-2744, Sept/Oct
2015

Mottley and Ho�heimer, Onio Income Tax Resi-
dency after Cunningham v. Testa, Sept/Oct 2015
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Moore, Current Issues under the Ohio Trust
Code: The Revocable Trust, July/Aug 2015

Brucken, Ohio Trust Code Amendments Pro-
posed, Nov/Dec 2015

Brucken, Who Is a Trust? Nov/Dec 2015

Powers of Appointment

Collins v. Hearty Investment Trust, 2015-Ohio-
400, March/April 2015

Powers of Attorney

Acker, Should We Simply Use the Suggested
POA and Directive Forms? May/June 2015

Private Trust Companies

Galloway, Proposed Ohio Legislation Would En-
able Use of Private Trust Companies, Nov/Dec 2015

Probate administration

State ex rel. Fellows v. Everman, 2015-Ohio-
2200, July/Aug 2015

Thakur, Transfer of a Boat Trailer to a Surviv-
ing Spouse (Along with the Boat and Motor), July/
Aug 2015

Probate Support Allowance

In re Estate of Cvanciger, 2015-Ohio-4318, Nov/
Dec 2015

Carlin, RC 2106.13 is Not Subject to RC 2106.25,
Jan/Feb 2016

Retirement Plans

Browning, Planning with Retirement Funds,
May/June 2015

Self-dealing

In re Estate of Barry, 2015-Ohio-1203, May/June
2015

Simultaneous Death

Davis, Calling for Clarity in Ohio’s Uniform Si-
multaneous Death Act, March/April 2015

Standing

Papps v. Karras, 2015-Ohio-1055, May/June 2015

Abraitis v. Gallagher, 2015-Ohio-2312, July/Aug
2015

Trust Administration and Termination

Buckley et al., Newcomer v. Natl. City Bank,
Guidance for Ohio Trustees, March/April 2015

Buckley et al., Newcomer v. National City Bank
Appeal Concludes, May/June 2015

Brucken, Do We Shoot the Trustee? Omitting
Notices and information, May/June 2015

Graf, Immortalizing the Settlor’s Voice, May/
June 2015

Ogline, Transfer of Fiduciary Responsibility to
the Trust Protector, July/Aug 2015

Puhl v. U. S. Bank, 2015-Ohio-2083, July/Aug
2015

Brucken, Can Trusts Really Be Secret? Sept/Oct
2015

Sullivan, Honoring the trust agreement: Puhl v.
U.S. Bank, Sept/Oct 2015

Nordloh v. McGuire, 2015-Ohio-4529, Nov.Dec
2015

Trust Contest

Malemud, Breaking Down a Trust Dispute,
March/April 2015

Ferguson and Seils, Keeping the (Potential)
Disgruntled Bene�ciary at Bay, May/June 2015

Trust Income Tax

Stein, Final IRS Income Tax Regulations on
Deducting Bundled Fees, Sept/Oct 2015

Trust Instrument

Pitts v. Sibert, 2015-Ohio-3020, Sept/Oct 2015
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Unauthorized Practice of Law

Ohio State Bar Assn. v. Wishgard LLC, 2015-
Ohio-4309, Nov/Dec 2015

Wills and Contests

Fried, Ethical Issues With Clients Who Exhibit
Diminished Capacity, March/April 2015

Demeraski v. Bailey, 2015-Ohio-2162, July/Aug
2015

Kolb, How to Identify and Prove Undue In�u-
ence, July/Aug 2015

Sferra v. Shepherd, 2015-Ohio-2902, Sept/Oct
2015

LEGISLATIVE SCORECARD

Keep this Scorecard as a supplement to your 2014
Ohio Probate Code (complete to May 6, 2014) for up-
to-date information on probate and trust legislation.

Recently enacted
Conform Ohio tax law to federal tax law HB 19 E�. 4-1-15
Conform executor fee to repeal of Ohio estate tax HB 64 E�. 6-30-15

See Dauterman, Technical Corrections Proposed
for Ohio Executor Fee Statute, 24 PLJO 177
(Jan/Feb 2014); also 25 PLJO 237 (July/Aug
2015).

Waiver of �rst partial account clari�ed HB 64 E�. 6-30-15
Watercraft trailer passing to spouse HB 64 E�. 6-30-15

See Thakur, Proposal Authorizing Transfer of a
Boat Trailer to a Surviving Spouse (Along with
the Boat and Motor), 24 PLJO 146 (Nov/Dec
2013); also 25 PLJO 240 (July/Aug 2015).

Conform Ohio tax law to federal tax law SB 2 Passed 1-27-
16, to
Governor

Pending
Adopt MOLST (medical order life sustaining treat-
ment) forms

SB 165 Intro. 5-18-15

See Maag, The Development of POLST to Honor
Medical Treatment Goals at End-of-Life, 23 PLJO
13 (Sept/Oct 2012).

Adopt Ohio Family Trust Company Act HB 229 Passed House
12-9-15

SB 175 Passed Sen-
ate 4-20-16

See Galloway, Proposed Ohio Legislation Would
Enable Use of Private Trust Companies, 26 PLJO
33 (Nov/Dec 2015)

E�ect of divorce on TOD real estate SB 232 Passed Sen-
ate 4-12-16

Omnibus probate bill (see OSBA legislation list) HB 432 Reported by
House com-
mittee
4-13-16

Proposed legislation sponsored by the Ohio State Bar Ass'n, Estate Planning, Trust and Probate
Law Section
Permit waivers of inventories and accounts Ohio BAR of

10-17-94
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See Johnson, An Apologia for Voluntary
Inventories and Accounts, 8 PLJO 6 (Sept/Oct
1997); Brucken, Non-Court Administration of
Estates Now Available in Over Two-Thirds of the
States, 19 PLJO 68 (March/April 2002); Freder-
ickson The Inventory and Appraisal: Notice, No
Notice or (“Gasp”) No Inventory? That Is the
Question, 22 PLJO 161 (March/April 2012); An
Allegory 19 PLJO 164 (March/April 2009);
Schweller, Waiver of Inventories and Accounts, 23
PLJO 95 (Nov/Dec 2012).

Strengthen estate tax apportionment act HB 432 Fall 2005*
See Harris, Estate Planning Trust and Probate
Law Section Committee Supports Change to
Apportionment of Estate Tax, 16 PLJO 50 (Nov./
Dec. 2005).
See Vannatta, A Call for Help to the Ohio General
Assembly: The Ohio Estate Tax Apportionment
Statute Needs Modi�cation, 19 PLJO 218 (July/
Aug 2009).

Facilitate deposit of wills with court HB 432 Fall 2012*
See Ruchman, Production of Wills, 23 PLJO 48
(Nov/Dec 2012).

Simpli�cation of sale of real estate by guardians HB 432 Spring 2013*
See Thakur, Proposal: Authorizing the Sale of
Real Property by a Guardian Through use of
Consents, 23 No. 5 Ohio Prob. L.J. NL 2
(May/June 2013).

E�ect of divorce on TOD real estate SB 232 Spring 2013*
See Meredith, Changes to the Transfer on Death
Real Estate Statutes in the Event of Divorce,
Dissolution or Annulment, 23 No. 5 Ohio Prob.
L.J. NL 3 (May/June 2013).

Inheritance through arti�cial reproduction technology Spring 2013*
See Rectenwald, The Inheritance Rights of “ART”
Children, 23 No. 5 Ohio Prob. L.J. NL 4
(May/June 2013).

Authorize arbitration of trust disputes Spring 2014*
See Clark, Required Arbitration of Trust Disputes:
Enforcing Settlor's Intent, 24 No. 6 Ohio Prob.
L.J. NL 2 (Jul/Aug 2014).

Residence in revocable trust qualifying for Medicaid Fall 2014*
See Browning, Recent Court Decision Punishes
Family Who Titled Home in Revocable Trust, 23
PLJO 207 (May/June 2013).

Clarify Uniform Simultaneous Death Act HB 432 Spring 2015*
See Davis and Haight, Calling for Clarity in
Ohio’s Uniform Simultaneous Death Act, 25 PLJO
181 (March/April 2015).

Updating Ohio Trust Code HB 432 Fall 2015*
See Brucken, Ohio Trust Code Amendments
Proposed, 26 PLJO 35 (Nov/Dec 2015).

Updating Ohio Uniform Principal and Income Act HB 432 Fall 2015*
See Evans, Changes to the Uniform Principal and
Income Act Currently Under Consideration for
Adoption in Ohio, 24 PLJO 226 (March/April
2014).

Permitting Deferral of UTMA gifts to age 25 HB 432 Fall 2015*
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See Meehan, Ohio Transfers to Minors Act:
Should Distributions Be Delayed Beyond Age 21?
25 PLJO 71 (Nov/Dec 2014).

*Full text and explanation given in EPTPL Section Report to OSBA Council of Delegates, posted on
OSBA website under “Publications/Special Reports/Council of Delegates.”

For the full text of pending bills and enacted laws, and for bill analyses and �scal notes of the
Legislative Service Commission, see the Web site of the General Assembly: http://www.legislature.
state.oh.us/search.cfm. Information may also be obtained from the West Ohio Legislative Service,
and from our Customer Service Department at 800-362-4500. Copies of legislation prior to publi-
cation in OLS are available from Customer Service at nominal cost.
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