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SUMMARY

The Texas Supreme Court construed a will provision stating that land given to Bobby Gray was not to
be sold but passed down to his children. The court held that, read as a whole, the will unambiguously
granted Bobby a life estate and granted the named children the remainder interest. The court reversed
the court of appeals and remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Allen's will unambiguously devised a fee-simple interest or a life-estate interest to Gray.

2. Whether the language directing that the land not be sold but be passed down to Gray's children created
remainder interests or merely constituted an invalid restraint, precatory language, or nontestamentary
language.

3. Whether summary judgment was proper when the will's meaning was allegedly ambiguous.

HOLDINGS

1. The will unambiguously granted Bobby Gray a life estate in the land and granted Annette Knopf, Allison
Kilway, and Stanley Gray remainder interests.

2. The no-sale language could not be treated in isolation as an invalid disabling restraint because it was an
integral part of the life-estate grant.

3. The instructional language was testamentary and legally operative because, read in context, it clearly
expressed Allen's intent to create a life estate and remainder interests.

4. Summary judgment was improper for the trial court and court of appeals to treat the will as devising a
fee-simple interest; the Supreme Court resolved the legal construction issue and rendered judgment for
the life-estate and remainder-interest construction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A will is ambiguous when it is subject to more than one reasonable interpretation or its meaning is simply
uncertain.” (545 S.W.3d at 545)

“The cardinal rule of will construction is to ascertain the testator's intent and to enforce that intent to the
extent allowed by law.” (545 S.W.3d at 545)

“Reading all three clauses together, Allen grants the land to Bobby subject to the limitations that he not sell it,
that he take care of it, and that it be passed down to his children.” (545 S.W.3d at 546)

“The nature of a granted interest (e.g., fee simple versus life estate) must be resolved before a court may
determine whether a restraint on that interest is valid because the restraint's validity depends on the type of
interest granted.” (545 S.W.3d at 547)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Vada Wallace Allen's will devised the residue of her estate, including approximately 316 acres in Robertson
County, to her son William Robert "Bobby" Gray. The provision stated that the land was not to be sold but
passed down to Gray's children, including Annette Knopf and Stanley Gray. Gray and his wife conveyed the land
in fee simple to Polasek Farms, LLC, leading Knopf to seek a declaration that Gray received only a life estate
and that the children received the remainder.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Knopf sued William Robert Gray, Karen Ann Gray, and Polasek Farms, LLC, seeking a declaration that Vada
Wallace Allen's will devised only a life estate to Gray and that Gray therefore could not convey a fee-simple



interest in the land. The parties filed cross-motions for summary judgment. The trial court granted Polasek
Farms' motion, concluding that the will created a fee-simple interest, contained an invalid disabling restraint, and
gave Knopf no remainder interest. A divided court of appeals affirmed. The Supreme Court of Texas reversed the
court of appeals and rendered judgment construing the will as granting Gray a life estate and the petitioners the
remainder interest, while remanding for further proceedings.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was remanded to the trial court for further proceedings consistent with the opinion after the Supreme
Court rendered judgment that Gray held a life estate and the petitioners held the remainder interest.
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