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Oral argument was held before this Court on March 10, 2011.  The following 
attorneys and litigants appeared:  Basil O’Connor, Esq. representing the interests of 
Norwegian heirs as guardian ad litem; John W. Callinan, Esq. representing George 
Reinecke; Christopher Leddy, Esq. observing on behalf of Wallace and Richard 
Reinecke; Matthew McDowell, Esq. observing on behalf of Jean Stewart Bennett and 
Dorcas L. Crockett; Deputy Attorney General Marc Krefetz, Esq. in his role as 
Unclaimed Property Administrator; Thomas McDonough, Esq. on behalf of Roger 
Lindholm and Nancy Pi-Sunyer; Michael Backer, Esq., court-appointed Temporary 
Administrator; and Erling Christopherson, pro se.   
 

Inez Bull died on February 8, 2010.  A caveat was filed on March 26, 2010 by 
Roger Lindholm, “a self-described fourth cousin of the decedent”.  A Verified Complaint 
and Order to Show Cause was filed on April 13, 2010 on behalf of George Stewart 
Reinecke, a first cousin of the defendant, seeking removal of the caveat and the 
appointment as Administrator of the decedent’s estate.  An Answer and counterclaim was 
filed June 8, 2010 on behalf of Roger Lindholm, the original caveator, and Nancy Pi-
Sunyer, a neighbor, friend, and confidant of the decedent.  The counterclaim sought 
vacation of the caveat, admission of the alleged holographic will of the decedent dated 
February 7, 1977, and the appointment of Roger Lindholm and Nancy Pi-Sunyer as co-
executors.   
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Michael Backer, Esq. was appointed as Temporary Administrator by order of this 

Court on July 29, 2010.  Answers were also filed on July 14, 2010 on behalf of Jean 
Stewart Bennett and Dorcas L. Crockett, first cousins once removed of the decedent; and 
on July 29, 2010 on behalf of Wallace Reinecke and Richard Reinecke, also cousins of 
the decedent.  Basil O’Connor, Esq. was appointed Guardian ad Litem for potential heirs 
of the decedent who reside in Norway on November 4, 2010.  Mr. O’Connor has 
contacted the potential heirs through Norwegian counsel.  The Norwegian records show 
that Johan Nordahl Bull, Anne Serine Thornes, and Johan Randulf Bull are the children 
of Johan Randulf Bull, the father of the decedent.  They are half-siblings of the decedent, 
a closer degree of sanguinity than that of any cousin.  If the Estate passes through 
intestacy, they would be the intestate takers, and have expressed no interest in taking any 
automobiles or real property in kind.  Norwegian birth certificates are provided by the 
Guardian ad Litem in support of his report.   

 
A Notice of Motion for Summary Judgment seeking a determination that the 

specific devises in the 1977 will of real properties located in the State of New Jersey and 
the residuary devises related to these specific devises cannot be effectuated was filed by 
George S. Reinecke on November 22, 2010.  A total of five motions have been filed in 
this case seeking various forms of relief.   
 
Factual Background 
 

Inez Bull resided at 172 Watchung Ave. in Upper Montclair at the time of her 
death.  She was never married, never had children, and her parents and grandparents 
predeceased her.    Ms. Bull owned her home in Montclair, a small bungalow in Sparta, 
New Jersey, and a small parcel of undeveloped land in a remote sparsely populated area 
of Pennsylvania.  The Montclair and Sparta properties are allegedly in substantial 
disrepair.  The Pennsylvania property is .17 of an acre, and serves as “the Ole bull 
Museum”, which consists of approximately seven structures that are roughly the size of a 
child’s playhouse or backyard shed.  The temporary administrator values the entire estate 
at approximately $1.2 million, including real property.   
 
 Plaintiff George Reinecke, the first cousin of Inez Bull, provides several 
anecdotal examples demonstrating his closeness to the decedent, including spending 
Christmases together, attending her retirement dinner, and several letters from and to the 
decedent.  These items are of questionable relevance to the matters at hand.     
 
 Decedent drafted a holographic will dated November 20, 1949.  The 1949 
purported will left all the Decedent’s possessions to her mother, and expressly disinherits 
her father or any of his heirs.  Inez Bull drafted a document dated February 7, 1977 that is 
purportedly a holographic will (“the 1977 Will”).  The 1977 will expressly disinherits all 
members of various related families, and “every member of any part of my family”.  The 
will’s disposition scheme is internally conflicted.  Decedent leaves “my Ole Bull 
Museum and all artifacts pertaining to ole bull  . . . to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania . . . and to the Norwegian government to run said museum jointly as a 
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Norwegian-American goodwill historical project [further specific instructions on the 
operation of the museum omitted]”.  The two women who run this museum are to be 
given Decedent’s home in Montclair and use of her Sparta property.  In the next 
paragraph, Decedent gives her property in Sparta and Montclair to the State of New 
Jersey with some strict conditions, with the Norwegian Government to have a springing 
executory interest if the conditions are not met.  All of her other assets are to be used to 
finance the Ole Bull Museum.   
 

In response to the motions filed, the Court must initially make a determination as 
to which holographic Last Will and Testament of Inez Bull, if any, should be admitted to 
probate.  The Court must analyze whether the holographic wills comply with statutory 
formalities, and also whether Inez Bull had capacity to make those wills.  The Court must 
then appoint a fiduciary for the estate, whether it is an Administrator CTA under a will or 
an Administrator, and sort out the meaning and effect of the devises and provisions 
within the will, or decide who takes under intestacy.  There are also issues of standing, 
whether or not the real property can be listed for sale, and whether the doctrines of cy 
pres or probable intent can and should be invoked to determine disposition of the Estate.  
The case is further complicated by the possible involvement of two states of the United 
States and a sovereign nation (Norway) as potential beneficiaries.   
 
Discussion 
 
 Pursuant to N.J.S.A. 3B:3-2(a), a valid will must be: (1) in writing; (2) signed by 
the testator or in the testator's name by some other individual in the testator's conscious 
presence and at the testator's direction; and (3) signed by at least two individuals, each of 
whom signed within a reasonable time after each witnessed either the signing of the will 
as described in paragraph (2) or the testator's acknowledgment of that signature or 
acknowledgment of the will. If a will does not comply with each of the requirements set 
forth in N.J.S.A. 3B:3-2(a), the signature and material portions of the document must be 
in the handwriting of the testator as set forth in § 3B:3-2(b) to be admitted to probate as a 
valid will.   
 

Furthermore, New Jersey will give credence to a handwritten holographic will 
pursuant to N.J.S.A. 3B:3-3 under certain circumstances. A document not in strict 
compliance with 3B:3-2 may be admitted to probate “if the proponent of the document or 
writing establishes by clear and convincing evidence that the decedent intended the 
document or writing to constitute: (1) the decedent's will; (2) a partial or complete 
revocation of the will; (3) an addition to or an alteration of the will; or (4) a partial or 
complete revival of his formerly revoked will or of a formerly revoked portion of the 
will.” N.J.S.A. 3B:3-3.   Clear and convincing evidence is “that which ‘produce[s] in the 
mind of the trier of fact a firm belief or conviction as to the truth of the allegations sought 
to be established,’ evidence "so clear, direct and weighty and convincing as to enable [the 
factfinder] to come to a clear conviction, without hesitancy, of the truth of the precise 
facts in issue." In re Application of Boardwalk Regency Corp. for Casino License, 180 
N.J. Super. 324, 339 (App.Div. 1981) (quoting Aiello v. Knoll Golf Club, 64 N.J. Super. 
156, 162 (App.Div.1960)).  
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 In this case, two parties seek summary judgment upholding the validity of the 

1977 will and its admission to probate. Under N.J. Court Rule 4:46-2(c) summary 
judgment is to be granted where there are no genuine issues of material fact requiring 
trial, and where the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. See Brill v. 
Guardian Life Ins. Co., 142 N.J. 520 (1995).  Moreover, “an issue of fact is genuine only 
if, considering the burden of persuasion at trial, the evidence submitted by the parties on 
the motion, together with all legitimate inferences therefrom favoring the non-moving 
party, would require submission of the issue to the trier of fact.” N.J. Court Rule 4:46-
2(c).  On a Motion for Summary Judgment, the Judge must consider “whether the 
competent evidential materials presented, when viewed in the light most favorable to the 
non-moving party, are sufficient to permit a rational fact-finder to resolve the alleged 
disputed issue in favor of the non-moving party.” Id.  Additionally, the “judge's function 
is not himself [or herself] to weigh the evidence and determine the truth of the matter but 
to determine whether there is a genuine issue for trial.” Id. (citing Anderson v. Liberty 
Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 249).  If there exists a single, unavoidable resolution of the 
alleged disputed issue of fact, that issue should be considered insufficient to constitute a 
“genuine” issue of material fact for purposes of Summary Judgment. Id.  Summary 
Judgment is appropriate when the evidence “is so one-sided that one party must prevail as 
a matter of law.” Id. 
 

The 1977 document complies with N.J.S.A. 3B:3-2 (b), because there is no 
dispute the material portions of the document are handwritten, and the document is 
signed by the decedent, in her own hand.  There are no arguments regarding the  
formalities of the will: no party challenges that the handwriting on the document is that of 
Inez Bull, nor is there any dispute that she signed the will.  Moreover, decedent clearly 
intended this document to be her Last Will and Testament, as evidenced by her use of the 
phrase “Last Will and Testament of Inez Bull”, the contents of the document including 
instructions for the disposition of her property, and the use of language commonly used 
in wills.   
 

In an attempt to argue Inez Bull lacked capacity to make a will, Mr. Reinecke 
argues that the will is the product of “insane delusions” and/or “mistake” by Ms. Bull.  In 
the probate context, an insane delusion which robs an individual of testamentary capacity 
is a false, fixed belief, based on supposed facts which exists only in the diseased 
imagination of the deluded person and persists despite indisputable evidence of its falsity.  
In re Coffin’s Estate, 103 N.J. Super. 1 (App. Div. 1968); Davenport v. Davenport, 67 
N.J. Eq. 320 (Ch. 1904).  An insane delusion is not founded on reason and is incapable of 
being removed by reason.  Coffin’s Estate, supra.  A delusion, to have any effect upon a 
will, must have existed at the time of the execution of the will, and must have or would 
have been likely to influence the disposition made by the testator.  In re Will of 
DeRemer, 41 N.J.L.J. 344 (1918).  In a will contest, the contestant bears the burden of 
proving that the testator suffered from an insane delusion.   

 
Mr. Reinecke has failed to articulate the false and fixed belief based on imaginary 

facts that Ms. Bull suffered from.  He has failed to satisfy the Court that Inez Bull held 
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such a delusion, that it was “indisputably false”, that the delusion existed at the time the 
will was made, and that the delusion had some effect on the will or the testamentary 
dispositions therein.  An eccentric or even bizarre disposition scheme, even if it is 
internally inconsistent or contradictory, or even if the goals and wishes expressed by it 
demonstrate a naiveté or unrealistic level of ambition, are not sufficient to support a 
claim of invalidity of the will as a product of insane delusion.  The fact that Mr. Reinecke 
may have enjoyed a relationship with Ms. Bull that is not evident from her disposition 
scheme is not evidence of insane delusion.  Furthermore, Ms. Bull spent decades of her 
life trying to advance Norwegian-American historical and cultural awareness through her 
museum, her music festival, and other pursuits.  The court does not find it strange or 
“insane” that a person with such interests and passion chose to continue that work 
through her will.   

 
The test of testamentary capacity in New Jersey is whether the testator can 

comprehend the property he is about to dispose of, the objects of his bounty, the meaning 
of the business in which he is engaged, the relation of each of these factors to the others 
and the manner of distribution set forth in the will.” In re Will of Blake, 37 N.J. Super 70 
(1955).  “In any attack upon the validity of a will, it is generally presumed that ‘the 
testator was of sound mind and competent when he executed the will.’ ” Haynes v. 1st 
Nat. State Bank, 87 N.J. 163, 176 (1981), citing Gellert v. Livingston, 5 N.J. 65, 71 
(1950). “The burden of establishing a lack of testamentary capacity is upon the one who 
challenges its existence and that burden must be sustained by clear and convincing 
evidence."  In re Hoover, 21 N.J.Super. 323, 325 (App.Div. 1952).   “Any repugnance the 
court may feel at the unnaturalness of the testament cannot be permitted to influence it to 
frustrate the testator's legal right to dispose of his property as he willed." In re Petkos, 54 
N.J.Super. 118, 128 (App. Div. 1959).  "There is no judicial superintendence of the 
reason and wisdom of the testamentary act, save as it offends against positive law or 
imperative public policy." In re Blake's Will, 21 N.J. 50, 57 (1959). 
 
 Plaintiff does not provide medical records or expert reports of any kind.  Indeed, 
there is nothing in the record to support a determination that Inez Bull lacked 
testamentary capacity at the time the will was executed in 1977, nor is there any 
argument that she could not meet the elements of testamentary capacity as established 
above.  I find as a matter of law his arguments fail.  A disposition scheme that may be 
described as “eccentric” is not itself evidence of testamentary incapacity, and certainly 
does not rise to the level of clear and convincing proof that Ms. Bull lacked the ability to 
comprehend the property she disposed of, the objects of her bounty, the meaning of the 
business in which she was engaged, the relation of each of these factors to the others and 
the manner of distribution set forth in the will.   

 
Mr. Reinecke’s argument that “mistake” must invalidate the 1977 will also fails.  

There are three types of “mistakes” in the context of a will contest: mistake in the 
execution, mistake as to the contents, and mistake in the inducement.  Mistake in the 
execution involves those situations where the testator is mistaken as to the nature and 
identity of the document – e.g., where the testator signs another person’s will.  In re 
Gluckman’s Will, 87 N.J. Eq. 638 (E & A 1917).  The testator may also be mistaken 
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about the contents of her will, either in whole or in part.  Engle v. Siegel, 74 N.J 287 
(1977).  Mistake in the inducement may exist when a testator is influenced to execute a 
will based on an inaccurate belief, such as the death of a beneficiary who is actually alive.  
In re Araneo Will, 211 N.J. Super. 456 (1985).  Mr. Reinecke does not articulate how he 
believes the Decedent was “mistaken”, nor is there any support in the record for such a 
claim.  

 
 Because there are no material facts in dispute regarding the will’s compliance 
with either N.J.S.A. 3B:3-2(b) or N.J.S.A. 3B:3-3, and also because there is no evidence 
or legal authority to support a determination of lack of capacity or mistake, the 1977 will 
is hereby admitted to probate upon presentation to the Surrogate of Essex County.   
 

If the 1977 will is valid, the 1949 will is revoked by inconsistency.  N.J.S.A. § 
3B:3-13 governs Revocation by writing or by act.  It reads in relevant part, “A will or any 
part thereof is revoked: a. By the execution of a subsequent will that revokes the previous 
will or part expressly or by inconsistency; . . .(1) If a subsequent will does not expressly 
revoke a previous will, the execution of the subsequent will wholly revokes the previous 
will by inconsistency if the testator intended the subsequent will to replace rather than 
supplement the previous will.  (2) The testator is presumed to have intended a subsequent 
will to replace rather than supplement a previous will if the subsequent will makes a 
complete disposition of the testator's estate. If this presumption arises and is not rebutted 
by clear and convincing evidence, the previous will is revoked; only the subsequent will 
is operative on the testator's death. (3) The testator is presumed to have intended a 
subsequent will to supplement rather than replace a previous will if the subsequent will 
does not make a complete disposition of the testator's estate. If this presumption arises 
and is not rebutted by clear and convincing evidence, the subsequent will revokes the 
previous will only to the extent the subsequent will is inconsistent with the previous will; 
each will is fully operative on the testator's death to the extent they are not inconsistent.”  
[emphasis added].   

 
The 1977 will makes a complete disposition of all of the decedent’s property.  

Therefore, the 1949 will is presumed revoked by inconsistency, pursuant to N.J.S.A. 
§3B:3-13 (2).  There is no evidence that the decedent did not intend the 1977 will to 
revoke and replace the 1949 will.  To the contrary, it is logical that decedent wished to 
revoke and replace the 1949 will, which almost exclusively benefited her mother, with a 
new disposition scheme after her mother passed away.   
 

The 1977 will does not name an executor. Failure to name an executor does not 
mean the will is fatally defective.  Mr. Krefetz seeks appointment of “a local probate 
attorney” to administer the Estate, while Nancy Pi-Sunyer and Roger Lindholm seek 
appointment of themselves as Administrators CTA.  Mr. Backer has served as Temporary 
Administrator since July of 2010, and he has provided a list of his accomplishments in 
that role, which include investigating and marshalling assets, paying all bills and 
creditors, and preparing tax filings.  Mr. Backer notes that as a “fourth cousin” (Roger) 
and close friend (Nancy), neither of those applicants would take under intestacy, because 
of the presence of the half-siblings in Norway, or under the holographic will.   
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N.J.S.A. 3B:10-15 and 3B:10-2 set forth the process for appointment of an 

administrator and identifies who is eligible for letters of administration.  New Jersey 
Court Rules indicate that if the application for letters under R. 4:80-1(a) is made to the 
Surrogate’s Court by the person first entitled thereto, no renunciation or notice shall be 
required. R. 4:80-3.  The rule then indicates that if the application is made by any other 
person, the applicant shall file:  

(1) the renunciation…of all competent adult persons whose right to the 
letters is prior or equal to that of the applicant, containing a request that 
the letters issue according to the application.  
(2) proof that at least 10 days notice of the application has been given to 
all such persons residing in this state who have not renounced and that at 
least 60 days notice, or such notice as the Surrogate’s Court by order may 
have directed, has been given to all of them who reside outside of this 
state. R. 4:80-3 

  
N.J.S.A. 3B:10-2 states that “administration of the intestate's estate shall be 

granted to the surviving spouse or domestic partner of the intestate, if he or she will 
accept the administration, and, if not, or if there be no surviving spouse or domestic 
partner, then to the remaining heirs of the intestate, or some of them, if they or any of 
them will accept the administration, and, if none of them will accept the administration, 
then to any other person as will accept the administration.” N.J.S.A. 3B:10-2. 
 

In re Estate of DiBella, 373 N.J. Super 350 (Ch. Div 2004) indicates that the 
statute which lays out the order for approving letters of administration, merely lays out a 
preference for an order, it is not an explicit directive.  The court retains its, “inherent 
power to judge as to the qualification and fitness of an applicant for administration. The 
statute provides a rule of operation, but confers no absolute right without qualification.” 
Id. at 352-353 citing In re Messler’s Estate, 16 N.J. Misc. 434 at 438 (Orph. Ct. 1938).  
Because of his experience and success in administering the estate so far, the Court sees 
no reason to choose a person other than Mr. Backer to serve as Administrator CTA.  He 
is hereby appointed to that role.  The Court takes note of the close relationship the other 
applicants appear to have shared with the decedent, but is confident Mr. Backer will do a 
satisfactory job in continuing to administer the Estate.   
 
 The Court must deal with the interpretation of the provisions in the 1977 Will.  
Mr. Reinecke, in his motion for summary judgment seeking determination that specific 
devises of the 1977 will fail, argues that the provisions of the will are confusing, 
occasionally internally inconsistent, conflicting, or perhaps impossible, and that the will 
should not be admitted to probate and should pass instead through intestacy, or under the 
1949 will.  As discussed more fully above, the Court does not give consideration to the 
appropriateness, feasibility, or ease of the implementation of specific will provisions and 
devises if the will otherwise meets the criteria for admission to probate.  Similarly, a 
confusing or even difficult-to-interpret will does not lose its validity and require intestacy 
simply by virtue of incoherence or inconsistency.  Mr. Reinecke’s motion for summary 
judgment that provisions of the will fail as a matter of law is denied.   
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 In interpreting the will, the Court has several issues to decide.  The first is what 
effect to give to the express provisions of disinheritance in the will.  It is clear Ms. Bull 
had serious problems with her family members, and wished to leave nothing to any of 
them.  The 1977 will expressly disinherits all members of various related families 
including the Stewarts and Reineckes, and “every member of any part of my family”.  
The will appears to have a residuary clause, in which Ms. Bull leaves her assets in the 
form of government bonds, bank accounts, and insurance policies, etc. to fund the Ole 
bull Museum.   
 

In the case of property unaccounted for by the will, and in the absence of a 
residuary clause, the property would pass to decedent’s heirs through intestacy.  N.J.S.A. 
3B:1-3 governs, and reads, “Upon the death of an individual, his real and personal 
property devolves to the persons to whom it is devised by his will or to those indicated as 
substitutes for them . . ., or in the absence of testamentary disposition, to his heirs, or to 
those indicated as substitutes for them in cases involving renunciation or other 
circumstances affecting devolution of intestate estates, subject to rights of creditors and 
to administration.”   
 

The Uniform Probate Code allows for so called “negative disinheritance” in §2-
101, which reads as follows:  

(a) Any part of a decedent's estate not effectively disposed of by will passes by 
intestate succession to the decedent's heirs as prescribed in this Code, except as 
modified by the decedent's will.  
(b) A decedent by will may expressly exclude or limit the right of an individual 
or class to succeed to property of the decedent passing by intestate succession. 
If that individual or a member of that class survives the decedent, the share of 
the decedent's intestate estate to which that individual or class would have 
succeeded passes as if that individual or each member of that class had 
disclaimed his [or her] intestate share. 

New Jersey has adopted this section of the UPC verbatim (except replacing “this Code” 
with specific N.J.S.A. provisions) as N.J.S.A. §3B:5-2.   
 

The comments to the Uniform Probate Code section explain, “New subsection (b) 
authorizes the decedent, by will, to exclude or limit the right of an individual or class to 
share in the decedent's intestate estate, in effect disinheriting that individual or class. By 
specifically authorizing so-called negative wills, subsection (b) reverses the usually 
accepted common-law rule, which defeats a testator's intent.  Whether or not in an 
individual case the decedent's will has excluded or limited the right of an individual or 
class to take a share of the decedent's intestate estate is a question of construction. A clear 
case would be one in which the decedent's will expressly states that an individual is to 
receive none of the decedent's estate. . . . Another rather clear case would be one in which 
the will states that an individual is to receive only a nominal devise, such as "I devise 
$50.00 to my brother, Hector, and no more."   
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 In this case, the Court finds there is a residuary clause, which leaves all the 
decedent’s non-real property assets to finance the operation of the Ole Bull Museum.  
This provision operates in conjunction with earlier provisions in the will in which Ms. 
Bull expresses her wishes that the Ole Bull Museum be operated jointly by the State of 
Pennsylvania and the Country of Norway.  Whether such continued operation is likely or 
even possible remains to be determined, but Ms. Bull did attempt to give away whatever 
was left of her estate to the Ole Bull Museum.  In any case, the statute cited above 
requires this court to give effect to the disinheritance provisions in the will.  Even if there 
was no residuary clause, or it was defective, the estate not disposed of in the will would 
not pass by partial intestacy to the first-in-line takers, Ms. Bull’s half-siblings in Norway, 
because she expressly disinherits them in the will.  The same applies to any and all 
cousins in the case, either by express disinheritance or by the “catch-all” disinheritance of 
every relative in any part of the family.   
 
 The Court cannot determine the applicability of cy pres, probable intent, or 
another interpretative mechanism on this record or at this time.  Further proceedings 
involving Mr. Backer and any beneficiaries remaining in the case will be required, 
memoranda on the applicable issues of law will likely be necessary, and investigation of 
possible ways to modify the will of Inez Bull so as to maintain as much of her original 
disposition scheme as possible.  Similarly, The Temporary Administrator seeks 
permission to list the decedent’s two New Jersey properties for sale.  Both properties are 
in substantial disrepair.  The Montclair property is assessed at $728,800, but a recent 
appraisal valued the property at only $365,000 due to its physical condition.  The Sparta 
property has been appraised by Weichert Realtors at $150,000-$165,000, and assessed at 
$154,300.  Neither property is encumbered by a mortgage.  The 1977 will has internal 
inconsistencies in terms of who is to take each property.  The will also places restrictive 
conditions on the properties, and requires that they are never sold.  (Emphasis in 
Original).  There is no real objection from any party.  Despite this, Mr. Backer’s motion 
to list real property for sale is premature.  Ms. Bull’s will expresses some very specific 
uses for each of her parcels of real property, and it is too early for this court to authorize 
sale of the properties.  Such a sale may be more appropriate at a later point, after the 
Court has determined an appropriate path forward in terms of interpreting and executing 
the provisions in the will.  Mr. Backer has agreed to withdraw his motion in light of the 
rulings expressed in this order.   

 
Finally, the Court notes that Mr. O’Connor as guardian ad litem was successful in 

his efforts to locate potential heirs of Inez Bull in Norway.  He found several people who 
are also children of Ms. Bull’s father, making them her half-siblings.  The location of 
these siblings means any cousins of Inez Bull could no longer take under intestacy.  As 
clearly expressed in the will, Ms. Bull wished to disinherit every member of her family, 
including these Norwegian siblings.  There are no circumstances, either testate or 
intestate, under which the cousins of Inez Bull could inherit from her estate.  Therefore, 
all cousins in this case, including the Plaintiff George Reinecke and Defendant Roger 
Lindholm, no longer have standing to pursue this estate.  They lost “interested party” 
status upon the discovery of heirs, whom no party is disputing are the half-siblings of 
Inez Bull.   
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