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First Supplenent to Memorandun 57-13
Subject: Study 26 - Escheat
Attached to this supplement (on pink paper) is a suggested alternative
draft sf the portion of the tentative recommendation relating to travelers
checks and insurance policies. Inasmuch as the form of the tentative recom-
nendation may depend o a certaln extent on your interpretation of Texas

¥. Ney Jersey, we have also appended that decision te this supplement

{yellow pages). The question is whether we are proposing rules that

directly eonflict with the Texas v. New Jersey rules or whether we are

proposing rules to deal with situations which were not covered by that
decision and which canmnot be cavered by that decisiosn without departing
from the principles that underlie that decision.

We believe the ogpinion dealt only with obligations owed to creditors
identified on the books of the debtor {see the opinion at headnote references
5 and 7)., The opinion did not deal explicitly with obligetions owed to an
unidentified ecreditor. And in such situations, therefore, we think there 1s
a reasongble possibility that the court would also sanction an escheat rule
that is just as easily administered (by determining all relevant facts from
the books of the debtor) and that achieves its underlying purpose of spreading
escheats among the several states instead of concentrating them in states
of incorporation. This is the view that we think should be communicated
through the recommendation.

Respectfully submitted,

Joseph B. Harvey
Assistant Bxecutive Secretary




First Supp.
Meno, 67-13
EXHIBIT I

2, BSumg payable on travelers checks and nioney orders purchased in

California should escheat to this state if the idenlity of the owner or his

last known address is not shown by the boocks and records of the issuing

corporation, Funds owed on g life insurance policy or annuity contract

2 a person other than the insured or annuitant should escheat to this

state if the identity of the person entitled io such funds or his last

movn address is not shown by the boosks and records of the insurance

company and such books and records show that ihe last known address »f the

insured or annuitant was in California.

In Texas v. New Jersey, the Suprems (ourt was concerned with the

disposition to be made of numerdus small sblipations of the Sun 0il

Company such as obligations Tor wages, for goods and services, for royalties,
and for dividends. In most cases, a check had been issued to the creditor
but had not been cashed. The suinion indicates that the creditor was
identified in each instance, but the recorde »f the Sun 0il Company did

not reveal his address In many instances. Thus, the Supreme Court did not
hawve before it the problems arising sut of uncashed travelers checks and
wmelaimed insurance proceeds, and the rules forumulated by the Supreme Court
do not deal gdequately with those problems.

In the case of travelers checks and money srders, the issuing company
pays on presentation of the original instrument. It is anticipated that the
instruments will be negotiated--perhaps several times--before they are
presented for payment, Hence, many companies d> not retain for long
periods of time records showing the identity and address of the original

purchaser, for his identity will not be of any value in determining to whom
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ultimate payment should be made. Thus, it is usvally impossible to

apply literally the basic eschect rule stated in Texas v, New Jersey

(escheat to the state of the oblisee's last knowm address as shown on the obli-
sorts records) to such instruwsents, for that rule depends on the retention
by the debitor of a record identifylng the obliges and his last known address.

hile the. alternative rule stated in Texas v. llev Jersey (permitting escheat

by the state »f the osbligor's domicile where the books da not show the obligee's
last known address) could be applied to such oblizations, such application
would tend to frustrate one of the apparent purposes of the Supreme Court

in formulating the rules for escheat, which was to distribute escheated
obligations wherever possible among the several states in proportion to the
commercial activity of their citizens, The Cormission has, therefore,

decided that obligations owed on travelers checlis are sufficiently distinguish-

~ble from the obligations congidered by the Supreme Court in Texas v. New

Jersey that it is not necessary to regard the decision in that case as a
constitutional limitation on the right of this stabe to escheat the obligations
owed to unidentified creditors on unclaimed travelers checks and money orders
purchased in this state,

Accordingly, the Commission recommends that_sums payable on travelers
checks and money orders escheot Lo California if the instrument was purchased
nere and the identity of the owner or his last known address is not shown
by the boosks and records of the issuing company. Conversely, where a
travelers check or money order 1s issued by a California corporation and
purchased in another state, Colifornia should not undertake to escheat the
unclaimed swun owing on the instrument unless the issuing company has a
record showing the purchaser's identity and that his last knowm address is in

this state.



The recomrended rule will fulfill a1l of the reasons given by the

Suprene Court for formulating the escheat rulesg stated in Texas v. Wew

J=rsey, The recsrmended rule will be adnministratively convenient for
companies issuing travelers checks and money orders because the record

of the state of purchase is a sirple one to nake and retain. (Such a

record could be made, for exaimle, by a letter designation in the serial

nunber of the instrument.) Tie recormended rule would distribute the escheat
of funds due on travelers checis and money orders ratably among the states

in accordance with the woluie of business done by thelr citizens in travelers
checks and money ovders. As m2st travelers checks and noney orders are
purchased at or near the buyer's home, the resuli reached under the recommended
rule would also approximate that reached under the basic rule promulgated

in Texas v. New Jersey that unclaimed property should escheat to the state

of the owner's last known address.

Similar considerations undesrlie the Commission’s recommendation relating
to the disposition of unclaimed funds due on insurance policies where the
identity of ithe beneficiary or his last known address is not shown on the
books of the insurer. The Conmission proposes that in such cases the proceeds
escheat to California when the last known address of the insured or annuitant
is in this state. This rule, it is believed, will further the policies

underlying the decision in Texas v. New Jersey, for the recommended rule

will tend to distribute the escheat »f unclained insurance proceeds among

the states in proportion to the amount of insurance held by their residents.
The Law Revision Commission recognizes that the decision in Texas v.

Hew Jersey can be given an inierpretation requiring the application of rules

ineonsistent with those suggecsied here. The Svioreme Court may have intended
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that only the state of the daebtor's domicile should have the rizht of escheat
vhenever the last known address of the creditor is not shown to be in a

state providing for escheat. Thus, the court mipght hold that whenever the
creditor is unidentified, his address cannot be shown to be in a state
providing for escheat, and, hence, the state of the debtor's domieile should
have the right of escheat.

In advance of actual decisions by the Supreme Court, however, 1t is
iimpossible to determine vhether the Supreme Court will or will not sanction
the rules recommended here to nrovide for the sscheat of funds due on
travelers checks, money orders, and insurance nolicies., The rules recomgended
by the Commission are well designed to achieve {he objective set forth in

Texas v, New Jersey of distribubing escheats ratably among the states in

proportion to the commercial activity of their residents. To hold the

rules invalid would tend to concentrate the escheat of funds due on
travelers checks and insurance nolicies into Tthose states where the

issuing companies are 1ncorporated. To avoid such concentration, states
would be required to impose snerous record keeping reguirements that would
serve no useful purpose for tie issuing companies. Accordingly, the
Commission believes that there is a reasonable possibility that the walidity
of the proposed rules will be upheld by the Supreme Court because these
rules carry out the policies underlying its decision; and, since these

rules provide for a fair distribution of the property involved, the
Carmission believes that the :azard of an adverse decision on their validity

is not a substantial obhbjection o their enactment.

e
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“[379 US 6¥41 ' L
*STATE OF TEXAS, Plaintiff,

v ‘
STATE OF NEW JERSEY et al.

870 US 674, 18 L ed 2d 596, 85 S Ct 626, final decree
380 US 518, 14 L ed 2d 4D, 856 S Ct 1136

{No, 18, Orig.]
Argued November 9, 1964. Decided February 1, 1985.
SUMMARY ' _ :
In an action brought in the Supreme of the United States, Texns
sued New Jersey, Pannaylvania, and a ration owing numerous un.
cloimed debts, for an injunciion and a aration of rights as to which

| state had jurisdiction to take titia to the claims by escheat. Florida
i - Intervened. L :

STEWART, J., dissented an the ground that only the atate of the debtor’s
incorporation has power to escheat intang property when the where-
sbouts of the craditor are unknown. =

Muu.s.sumuommmmud

Racheat §2 — tangible preperty dictions is that only the state in which
1. 'With respect to tangible property, the oproperty is loeated may -
real or parsonal, the ruls In ali juris- t,

-

. Validity under Feders) Constitution of st or ‘prop-
atate eacheat statotes. 98 Loed 1082, 7 L m;whmﬂmhmo&m
or ,

od 2d 872, condenry 4o law. 90 L od
Buits between states in the heat of unelaimed bank depoalts. 67
Court. 74 L od 784, 98 L od 85, Ladl

Valldiiy under Faderal Constitution of Disposition of Unelaimed
stats statutes relating to dixposition »f Acts, 98 ALR3d 804
unclaimed bank deposita. 84 L od 18, of personal preperty of intes-
Constitntionality, construction, and ape tate domielled or resident in another state.
Mammw 50

uneclaimed «f life Insurance




- TEXAS v NEW 897
B UL IO L o2 22 5 8 Ct 626
- Supame Cowrt of the United Sia Caurts §758 <= rules of decision —
,lm. — syits Detwosn states — case-by-case determinations
_ 5. Any propesed rule of law Ye
.m.lnammu:um'm am a declalon In exch ense of the
an-30 which will be allowed to spchont nr&lﬁ:'iﬂltiqn;ﬂhn of whc;
mmwv.-'u""ﬁ-rm' s principal offices are
ity supmhcomum ¢ated leaves 5o mych for decision on
United States In the exereiss of jts * by-ease basis that it should
o¥iginal jurisdiction to m‘“ not be adopted unless no ether rule

nuhtho goestion whers there In

applisable federsl statute, since
‘I’l states meparately are without son-
wiltutional power to settle the con-
‘rovarsy.

Kpurts §842 — jurisdiction — ox-
clusivenoas

3. A state eonrt'l jurisdiction of &

Iifmdut or his property rights,
basad on sufficient contact with the

that sn intangibls is
‘ ! property with o fixed
% significant enough o
Justity Yresting it as an exeeption to
the geaignl rule governing eschust of

ia available which is certain and yet
st | fair,

1s l state whick does not

lde for sscheat of debis owad to

s, is subhject to sscheat by the

of the corporate debtor’s domicil,
provided that another stats can later
t upon proof that the laat-

n address of the creditor was

within Ha borders.

APPFEARANCES OF COUNBEL

W. D, Shulix srgued the uuutorphintlfl. '
Charles J. mmenm'forddmdmt.Shthew
. Fred M, Burns argued the cavse for intervenor, State of Florida.
-o:w-s.mmmm&u-mmmon

Joseph H, Resnick argued the canse for defendant, State of
Peamaylvania,

Mulph Oman argued the cause for the Life Insurance Association
-of America, amicus curias,

OPINION OF THE COURT
ristietion under Art III, § 2, of the

delivered the
blﬂnilm ¢ the Court.
Immn;}m- Court’s original ju-"

Constitution,® Texas brought this
on against New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania, and the Sun Oil Company

1. “The julliplel Power shall extand
» + . to Conguoversies batwesn two or
mm-.-‘-.

“In al] Cases . . . in which a Biats
shalt be Party, thnpm!:mrt:hull
hipwlt!ul:whﬁcﬂu.
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for an injunction and declaration of
rights to settle a eontroveray as to
which State haa jurisdiction to talee
tiile to certain abandoned intangible
personal property through escheat,
a procedure with ancient. origms’
whareby a soversign may acquire
title to abandoned property if after
a number of years no rightful owner
appears. The property in question
here consists of various small debts
totaling $26,461.65* which the Sun
0Oil Company for periods of approxi-
mately seven to 40 years prior to the
bringing of this action has owed
to approximately 1,730 small cred-
itors who have never appeared to
collect them. The amounts owed,
most of them pesulting from fail-
ure of ereditors to claim or eash
checka, are either evidenced on the
wooks of Bun's two Texas offices or
are owing 1o persons whose last
known saddress was in Texas, or
*[379 US 676)
hoth* *Texas says that this intan-
grible property shouid be treated as
situated in Texas, s0 as to permit
that State to escheat . New Jer

13Led 22

sey claims the right to eacheat the
same pruperty becanse Sun ia incor-
porated in New Jersey. Penusyl.
vania claima power to escheat part
or ail the same properiy on the
ground that Sun’s principal business
offices were in that State. Sun has
disclaimed any interest in the prop-
erty foﬂ itself, and asks only to be
protected from the passibility of
double Hability. Since we heid in
Western Union Tel. Co. v Pennsyl-
vania, 3{58 US 71, 7 L od 2d 139, 82
8 Ct 199, that the Due Process
Clause of the Fourtsenth Amend-
ment prevents more than one Statc
from heating & given item of
P . wa granted Texas leave i«
file this complaint against New J&. -
ReY, nsylvania and Sun, 371 i3
878, 9Lled2d 113, 83 8Ct 144, : d
vef | the ease to the Honor:ble
Walter A, Huexman to sit as Special
*[279 US 171
Master to take evidence *and make
appropriate reports, 372 US 926, 2

L ed 24:782, 83 8 Ct 869.* TFlori.a

Was peqnitted to intervene sinc- it

28 USC §1251(a) (1958 od) provides n
relavant port:

“The Supreme Court shall have originat
and exelusive jurisdiection of:

(1) AL aontrowrshs batwesn two or
more States . . .

2. See genernlly Enever, Bons Vacantia

Under the Law of Englazd; Note, 61 Col .

L Rev 1319,

3. The amcunt originally reporied by
Sun to the Treasurer of Texas waa $37.-
853.27, but payments to ownars subse.
questly  found reduced the unelaimed
amount.

4. The debts consisted of the Tollowing:

{1y Amecunta which Sun attempted to

dresses wers in Texas, aome of whoss last
known addresses were elsawhers, and
mmeotwhnmhadnohltm:ddm
indicatad:

{2} uncashed cheeks payable to em-
ployces for wagea and reimbursable
exXpenses;

(b} uneashed chocks payable fo0 sup-

parvicesy

. plisrs fsr goods sod

uncashed checks payable to b
d(:%-mﬂﬂmmghnﬁuxm

(d) “mineral P frme-
a) intersnis shown a: abix en

the d the Texas offices,

2) for which var . us officas
of Sun ghout ths eount: © attemp
to make to eveditorr ».1 of whom
had lest addressss In " axas

(a) checks pays'do to share-
wolders dividends on ¢ nmon stock:

b} refonds of ;ayroll dedue-
tleas o 1o former emloyees;

( l checks pe/able to various

termii this ease, and s0 the motion
for » was denied. 370 US 089,
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property, real or personal, it has
always been the unquestioned rule
in al jurisdictions that only the
State in which the property is lo-

Siates separstely are without con-
stitutional power to provide a rule
to ssttle this interatate coniroversy
and since thers ia no applicable fed.
erat statute, it becomaes our responai-
bility in the sxerciss of our orizinal
jurisdiction o adopt a rule which
will settle the question of which
State will be allowed to escheat this
intangibls property.
*[373 US 672)
{3, 4] *Four different possible

rules are lirged upon us by the re-
spective States which are parties to
this case, Texas, relying on numer-
ous rocent decisions of stale courts
dealing choice of law in private
litigntion,? says that the State with

. the most ificant “contacts” with

the debt should be allowed exclusive
Juris n {0 eacheat it, and that by
that test Texas has the besat elaim to
wcheat every item of property in-
volved h Cf, Mullane v Central
Hanover & Trust Co. 339 US
308, 94  ad 866, 70 S Gt 652 At-
kinson v Superior Court, 49 Cal 24
960, appeals dismissed

ng System, Inc. v Atkin-
8 569, 2 L ed 24 1546, 78
8 Ct 1881, But the rule that Texas

proposes, we believe, would serve
_ only to Jeave in permanent turmoil

a question which should be setiled
onoe and for all by a clear rule which
will govern all types of intangible
obligationa like these and to which
all States may refer with confldence.
The issue before us ia not whether a
defendant has had sufficient contact
with & State to make him or his
property rights subject to tHe juris.
diction of its courts, a jurisdiction
which not be exclusive. Com-
pare MeGee v Internationa! Life Ins.
Co. 368 220, 2 L od 24 223, 78
8 Ct 199; Mullane v Ceniral Han-
over & Trust Co. supra; Inter-
nations) Shoe Co, v Washington, 326
U8 310, 90 L. o2 95, 86 8 Ct 154, 161
ALR 10870 Since this Court has
held in Western Union Tel. Co. v

130, 98 N 814. See also Clpy v Sun
Insuramce Office, 144, STTUS 179, 12 L od
54 499, 848 Ot 1197: Watson v Emnloyers
Lis ssurancs Corp. 348 UB 66, 99
L «d 74, 75 8 Ct 185; of. Richards v United
States, 309 US 1, 7 L ed 2d 492, 82 8 Ct
585: Yan Bondholders Protactive Com-
mittes v Green, 323 US 156, 91 L ed 162, 67
Scraan ‘
8. Nor, since we are dealing only with
eecheat, are we coneerned with the power

i
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Penngylvania, supra, that the same
property cannot constituticnally be
3T US €797 ‘
escheated *by more than one State,
we are faced here with the very
Giffereny problem of deciding which
Statets alaim to escheat is superior
to alt others.” The “contacts” test
as applied s this flald Is not veally
any workable test at all—it is aimply
a phrase suggesting that this Conrt
should examine the circumstances
su:‘mugdinz each partieuitr itam of
mh;a. prqﬁerty on own
culiar facts and then try to mgnkz.;
difficult, aften quite subjectfye, floci

sion as to which State's ‘clulm to

iiﬁf.sivm priority~oas. 18

should
! argument that.it.
has & su - glaim-to. avery single .

catagory of assets involwed -in this -
case. Some of them Texas-says it -
skould be allowed to eachent bectwss -
the last ktowm addreases of the cred-
1mmja'l‘ma.oﬁxm!tddms
in spite of the Iaet that the last
known uddvasses were wot In Texas.
The uncartainty of any test which

U. S. SUPREME COURT REPORTS

I3Led2q

New Jersey asks us to hold t'h..t
the State with power to escheat is
the domibile of the debtor—in this
case New Jerse;r the State of Sun's

' *[$79 US 880}
inoerpuration. Thia plan las: *the
obwicus virtsen of clarity and enze
of applicstion.: But & is not the
only ong which dees, and it'seeing to
us that in daﬁdmrt question which -
should o Gstérminkd primarily on
priveipios -of fairsibes, it would top °
" greatly aalt a minor factdr to per.
‘mit asehent of olligations incyrred
_all over the counttry by the State in
. whieh the' dtbtor Bappened {o incor.
poratd itaelf. -

(8 Iunm mpecta the e!aim ot

Penmylv;niq. where Sun's priveipal

located, is mere:per
this State is probably-

fonmtinsivinzthlbmnﬂtl of

“its economy snd laws to the com-
mwhnnbuinuouh\'iﬂam
-the: ntangible.
' existetice. - On- :
‘debis owed by Buni ars not prop-
erty to-it,:but rather a Hability, and
‘it wonid be strange to convert a lia-
‘buitgeihg an asset whcn the State
State T 4 reiznhddnonﬁ};l;
axon 0 - _
Wall 800, 820, 21 L ed 179, 187.

would roequire us in«eﬁ&t elthar to' Hoﬂover, ap\p!iesﬁon of the rule
i&ul‘dﬂ ench aachest case on the basiy  Pennsylvania at
now rules of law to apply to ever- . question of wheve 'a oompmr’a
Jeveloping new estegories of facts,’ *“main office’” or “principdl fisce

night 1 theend ereate 30 Mmuch uni ' busineds” of whatever it mig‘.ht he
vertafuty gnd threatsn so much ex- _dealgnated is loeated, Similar un-
penaive litigation that the -States certainties would result if we were
might find that they would lose mere -to altampt in each casd to determine

ofv.mukgiﬂatuntoren ata, activities mmmmmm
umemmmm&vgaw - in Texas .should be swtheatable 'only by
jarisdiction need mot be usive, Gam- ‘that Etase. We do not believe thit the fuct
pare Oshoen v Oxlin, 310 US 88, 84 L od that - an intengible is inéeme from real
:m.oosmm -+ proparty With a Sxed sitos Is
ra]s.rmargmhwmhrﬁu -u-chh!wh'rhﬂ!tﬁ.uu
athunhmoﬂ,h tion to & guieral rele eonicarning
tions heve which md dintan'i!‘idl. :
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by
%
8

[6) The rule Florida supgests is

- that ainee & debt is property of the
ereditor, not of the debtor,i* fajrness
among the States requires thet the
right and power to escheat the debt

should be aceorded to the State of

. the
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The rule reccmmended by the Master
will tend to distribute escheats
among the States in the proportion
of the dcommercial activities of their
ruidwp. And by vsing » standard
of Inst known address, rather than
technical legal ooncepts of residence
and icile, administration and
application of eacheat lawa should be
aimpli It may well be that soma
left by vanished credi
wi!l be [n Stabes other than those
which lived at the time the a!)-
ligation arose or at the time of the
escheat, But such altuations prob-
ably be the exception, sad any
errors thus created, if indeed they
could be called errors, probiiy will
tend toa large extent to each
other out. We therefore hold that
(379 US ¢i1]
each item of propart,'h question
in this is aubjeét tomheat only
by the of the lagt krown ad-
dress of the creditor, a# shown by
r's books anlj yecords.”?

17] This leaves questions as to
what is to be dome with property
sons (1} as whom there

iauo rd of any & at all, or
(2) W hstknmaddrexsnma
State

zeid
R
3252
i
i)
Poodl:

g
!
E
;,

&
Pl

technieal domielle of the ereditor,
since eass of administration is inpomnt
where many smalt gums of are i
volved, tho addreds on the s of the
debtor, which in inost eased will be the

g

!hieh does lpt provide for
nnpaid chediter to gariieh a debt awing
his &

tangible m decidad the
plasible clifeet of ging claims of other
Compare w 0i! ©'n. v New
1 &%, &8, 95 1. 0 1MB,
1090, 71 § Ct 832; ml Mutunl !.afn
Ina, Co. v Moors, suprs; Anderson Na-
tiosal Bank v Luckett, 220 TR 235, 38
, 181 ALR 82&.
v California, 283
11”5282.6_81-!‘”1.“8&!05,.1 ALR




escheat of the property owed them.
The Master saggested as to the first

situation-~where there is no last

known address—~that the property
bae subject to escheat hy the State
of corporate domicile, provided that
ancther State could later escheat
upon proof that the last known
address of the creditor was within
its borders. Although not men-
ticned by the Maater, the same rule
could apply to the second situation
mentioned above, that is, where the
State of the last known address does
not, at the time in question, pro-
vide for escheat of the property. In
such a case the State of corporate
domicile could escheat the property,
subject ta the right.of the State of
the last known address to recover it
if and when its law made provision
for escheat of such property. In
other words, in both situations the

State of corporate domicile should

be allowed to cut off the claims of
private persons only, retaining the

. '{. §. SUPREME COURT REPORTS
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property for iiself only until some
other State comes forward with
proof that it has a superior right to

-escheat. Such a solution for thess

problema, likely to arise with com.
parative infrequency, seems to us
conducive to needed certainty and
we therefore adopt it.

*[379 U3 #33)

*We realize that this case couid
have been resolved otherwise, for
the jsgsue here is not conirolled by
statutory or constitutional provi-
sions or by past decisions, nor is it
entirely one of Jogie. It is funda-
mentally a question of ease of ad-
ministration and of equity, We be-
lieve that the ruie we adopt is the
fairest, 1n.easy to apply, and in the
long run will be the most generally
acceptable to ail the Siates.

The partiea may submit a pro.
posed decree applying the princi.
ples announced in this opinion.

It is 8o ordered.

SEPARATE OPINION

Mr, Justice Stewart, dissenting.

I adhere to the view that only the
State of the debtor’s incorporation
has power to “escheat” Intangible
property when the whereabouts of
the craditor are unknown. See West-
ern Union Tel. Co. ¥ Pennsylvania,
868 US 71, 80, 7T L ed 2d 139, 145,
82 8 Ot 189 {separate memoran-
dum). The sovereign's power to
escheat tangible properiy has long
bean recognized as extending only to
the limits of its territorial jurisdic.
tion. Intangible property has no
spatial existence, but congista of an
obligation owed one person by an-
other. The power to escheat such
_property has traditionally been
thought to be lodged in the domi-
ciliary State of one of the parties to
the obligation. In a case such as

this the domicile of the ereditor ia
by hypothesis unknown; only the
domicile of the debtor is Jmown.
Thia Gourt haa thrice ruled that
whenre :the creditor has disappeared,
the Stp,t:s of the debtor's domicile
may escheat the intangible property.
Standand 0il Co. v New Jersey, 341
US 428, 95 L ed 1078, 71 8 Ct 822;

Anderson Nat. Bank v Luckett, 521
US 233, 88 L od 892, 64 8 Ct 599,

161 ALR 824 ; Security Savings Bank
v Califorsls, 263 US 282, 68 L ed 801,
44 3 Ct 108, 31 ALR 391. Today the
Courk overrules all three of those
cases, 1would notdoso. Adherence
1o settled precedent seems to me far
better than giving the property to
the State within which is located
the one place where we know the
craditor 1a not,




