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1/3/67 

Fourth Supplement to Memorandum 67-3 

Subject: study 26 - Escheat (Travelers Checks) 

At the last meeting, the Commission rejected a suggestion that 

travelers checks escheat to the state of the place of issuance. The 

Commission concluded that this suggestion was inconsistent with the last-

address rule of Texas v. New Jersey. 

The effect of this decision is to give up any claim to travelers 

checks issued Qy American Express since American Express does not maintain 

records of the last known address of the "owner." The office of the 

State Controller points out that this is the only significant gap in the 

proposed law. 

The staff bas given further thought to this matter with a view to 

devising legislation tbat would permit California to escheat travelers 

checks. We have devised (and included in the draft legislation)-two 

alternative methods of dealing with this problem. 

We have added a new Section 1581 (page 88) to require the issuer 

of a travelers check or money order to maintain a record indicating whether 

or not the last known address of the person to whom the travelers check 

or mOney order is issued is in this state. This would require only a 

minimum of record keeping. The form used when the travelers check or 

money order is issued could have a box to be checked if the travelers 

check or money order is issued to a person whose last known address is not 

in California. This would permit destruction of all records of last 

known addresses where the instrument is issued to a person whose address 

is in California and in such cases the report would be made to California 

and the instrument would escheat to this state. We anticipate that 

American Express will object to the additional record keeping re~ired 
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by this provision. We have written to their representative to determine 

whether they believe that this provision would solve the problem. No 

response had been received when this supplement was prepared. 

A second method of dealing with the problem is to create a series 

of presumptions that would apply in the absence of contrary records in 

the hands of the issuer of the travelers check or money order. We have 

modified subdivision (a) of Section 1510 to provide these presumptions. 

We believe that these presumptions would be held valid and within the 

holding of Texas v. New Jersey. In any case, if these presumptions were 

included in the statute, California would have a basis for claiming 

travelers checks and money orders issued in this state. Absent such pre­

sumptions, California would have no basis for claiming travelers checks 

and money orders issued in this state unless the holder maintained records 

showing the last known address of the person to whom issued. And, even 

if such records were maintained, the presumption that the person to whom 

the check or money order was issued is the "owner" would be needed. Since 

this method of dealing with the problem requires American Express to keep 

no additional records and since it is in substance the same as the suggestion 

made by their representative, we believe that this method should meet the 

approval of American Express. 

American Express and others urge the restoration of what is now sub­

division (b) of Section 1560 (page 67) to its original form. In the prior 

draft, the staff had proposed to eliminate the right of the holder to make 

payment to the person entitled thereto and to claim reimbursement from the 

State Controller. In the latest draft, we have restored the prior language. 

In the case of American Express and other institutions which issue instru­

ments similar to travelers checks, it is pointed out that we are proposing 
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to give the holder of the instrument a cause of action asainst the Con-

troiler instead of a right to payment from the drawee. We think the 

point is well taken and have restored the deleted language to Section 1560. 

American Express also points out that the reporting requirements (and 

the publication requirements) are not useful in connection with travelers 

checks because information as to the owner of the check is not available. 

This problem was recognized by the Uniform Commissioners and the Uniform 

Act has been modified to change the reporting and publication requirements. 

The Uniform Act has been amended to eliminate the requirement that the 

issuer report the owner of the travelers check or money order and also 

to eliminate the required notice and publication of travelers checks and 

money orders in the list of abandoned property. other technical conforming 

changes are also made in the Uniform Act. See Exhibit II attached. 

We have incorporated the changes made in the Uniform Act in the latest 

draft. These changes are the same in substance as those suggested by 

American Express, See paragraph (l) of subdivision (b) of Section 1530 

(page 42) and subdivision (g) of Section 1531. See a160 subdivision (c) 

of Section 1532 (page 50) for a conforming change. 

Respectfully submitted, 

John H. DeMoully 
Executive Secretary 
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ADAMS, DUQUE & HAZELTINE 

52".:3 WEST SIXTH STREET 

L.OS ANGELES, CAUF'ORNJA 90014 

TELEPHONe 6:C:O~1240 

November 4, 1966 

California Law Revision Commission 
School of Law 
Stanford University 
Stanford, California 94305 

Gentlemen: 

Re: California Uniform Disposition 
of Unclaimed Property Act 

In response to your letter dated October 18, 1966, 
we would like to submit on behalf of our client, American 
Express Company, the following comments on your Tentative 
Recommendation Relating to the Escheat of Personal Property, 
Preliminary Staff Draft, dated August 25, 1966 (the "Draft"). 
These comments are not intended to be exhaustive; they simply 
represent our preliminary reaction to certain of the salient 
features of the Draft dealing with travelers cheques, the 
issuance of which is the primary business of American Express. 
It is hoped that these comments will prove helpful to you. 

INTRODUCTION 

American Express originated the travelers cheque 
in 1891. It was designed to provide travelers with an 
instrument which would protect their funds against loss or 
theft, be readily negotiable and be convertible into the 
currency of any country in which its holder chose to cash it. 
Travelers cheques are sold in every state of the United 
States and throughout most of the world. Travelers - intra­
state, interstate and foreign - are the prinCipal purchasers, 
and substantial purchases are also made by business enter­
prises and by other persons who wish to have funds readily 
available in case of emergencies. 

Travelers cheques are intended to and do circulate 
as freely as money. The desi ed to be valid 
for an indefinite per~o ,an ve a ways een so repres~nted 
to the public. EVerything about them, including their. ap­
pear~ce, creates the impression that they are good until 
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used. They bear no date of sale and no date of maturity. 
(See Exhibit 1 attached.) Sometimes the purchaser of a 
travelers cheque will date it when he negotiates it; some~ 
times he will not. But whether he does or not is immaterial 
insofar as the instrument's validity, negotiability and 
length of life are concerned. Since travelers cheques are 
sold allover the world and are accepted without question in 
every country in the world, there is no limit to the number 
of hands through which they may pass or the number of state 
and national borders which they may cross before they are 
finally presented for payment, in the case of American Ex­
press Company, at New York, New York. 

PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 

A. Re Permanent Escheat. 

As noted at page 30f the Draft, existing Califor­
nia·law regarding abandoned property is custodial in nature, 
granting to the owner of abandoned property and his successors 
a perpetual right to reclaim such property (Uniform Disposition 
of Unclaimed Property Act, California Code of Civil Procedure, 
Sections 1500 et seq. /a1l section references herein refer to 
said. Code unless preceaed by the term "Proposed", in which 
event they refer to new sections proposed or revised by the 
Draft!). 

The Draft proposes, without discussion, to reject 
the custodial concept in favor of a permanent escheat law, 
denying the owner of the property or his successors the right 
to reclaim the property. 

The Draft would require American Express to pay the 
State Controller all sums due on travelers cheques outstanding 
for fifteen years (Proposed Section l5ll(c»; five years there­
after, such sums would permanently escheat to the State (Pro­
posed Section 1550). In effect, the Draft proposes that a 
travelers cheque would only be negotiable for fifteen years; 
for five additional years, it would merely evidence a right 
to attempt to obtain payment from the State (Proposed Section 
1550). By so providing, the Draft fails to recognize the 
nature,of travelers cheques, and,the unde~standing of the 
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public in purchasing them and in accepting them as payment. 

American Express has always sold travelers cheques 
upon the representation, appearing on the face thereof, that 
they are "good until used - no time limit", (See Exhibit I 
attached), i.e., that the purchaser or any subsequent holder 
may keep them as long as he likes without forfeiting his right 
to ultimate payment. This representation is stressed in 
advertising and sales materials. The instructions issued by 
American Express to its nearly 40,000 selling agents direct 
those agents to tell purchasers that travelers cheques can be 
held indefinitely and that they are good until used. 

Purchasers of travelers cheques and the public have 
come to rely upon this representation and act upon it. We 
base this statement primarily upon two basic facts. First, 
countless travelers cheques are cashed daily by persons who 
have no way of knowing how long they have been outstanding. 
Second, the record shows that a great many years may elapse 
between the purchase of a travelers cheque and its present­
ment for payment. lt is American Express' experience that 
approximately 85% of those travelers cheques which are still 
outstanding five years after their issuance are presented 
for payment within t~e next ten years. Insofar as those still 
outstanding after fifteen years are concerned, over 60% are 
presented for payment within the next twelve years, i.e., by 
the time they are 27 years old. Although exact percentages 
have not been computed for the post 27-year period, the number 
of travelers cheques ,?resented for payment in that period is 
known to be substantial. For example, in 1950 American Express 
paid into the New York State Abandoned Property Fund $146,390 
on account of travelers cheques sold in the year 1934. Through 
the year 1965, New Yor'jl State has refunded to American Express 
$95,330 of this amount, $2,050 being refunded in 1965, 31 
years after the date of sale. 

Therefore, we submit that the Draft, particularly 
Proposed Section 1550, and the permanent escheat features 
which it proposes to introduce into California law, would 
if adopted cause irreparable injury to purchasers of travelers 
cheques who have held them for extended periods on the basis 
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of the well-established indefinite negotiability and sub­
stantial equivalence to money thereof, to merchants and 
other persons or entities throughout the world which have 
accepted long outstanding travelers cheques on the same 
basis (having no way of knowing how long the travelers cheque 
has been issued), and to American Express. 

It is submitted that the custodial nature of the 
present California law should be retained, at least as it 
relates to travelers cheques. The inability of the State 
Controller to close his books permanently would not appear 
to create problems of sufficient magnitude to justify such 
a drastic and far-reaching change in the fundamental nature 
of the California law. This is especially true in the case 
of travelers cheques, where indefinite and free world-wide 
negotiability is the keystone of their existence. 

The Commissioners of the Uniform Disposition of 
Unclaimed Property Act chose a custodial rather than a 
permanent escheat framework for that Act after long and care­
ful deliberation. We suggest that the considerations which 
impelled their choice have not changed. 

B. Re Claim Requirements. 

Exis.ting California law allows the holder, e.g., 
American Express, to deliver custody of sums in the amount 
of the obligations represented by abandoned travelers cheques 
to the State Controller and then honor any such cheques 
subsequently presented by the owner thereof. Thereafter, 
American Express may apply directly to the State Controller 
for reimbursement (Sections 1512 and 1513). 

The Draft drastically revises this procedure to 
the substantial detriment of the public which purchases 
travelers cheques and accepts them as payment, and American 
Express. It is proposed that after such payment to the State 
Controller, American Express may not subsequently honor the 
travelers cheques. Rather, the owner must personally apply 
to the State Controller for the funds, and even this "right" 
is limited for a period of five years (Proposed Sections 
1550 and 1560). This proposed change in California law would 
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destroy the world-wide basic concept and acceptance of 
travelers cheques. 

As discussed above, it is essential to issuers 
of travelers cheques and similar instruments that an 
abandoned property law be a custodial-type statute. Simi­
larly, such a law should grant to issuers the right to 
reimbursement from the state when they make payments to 
owners of instruments whose proceeds the state has previously 
taken custody of. Unless issuers are afforded this right 
of reimbursement, they must either undertake to pay the 
instruments twice, once to the state and once to the owner, 
thereby inviting financial disaster, or they must refuse to 
honor the instruments previously abandoned to the state, 
thereby destroying their businesses by impairing the ready 
negotiability of their financial paper. 

As a practical matter, this problem is not remedied 
by giving the owners - rather than the issuers - of such 
financial instruments the right to recover from the state 
(as proposed in the Draft). Such a procedure destroys the 
negotiability of instruments by putting burdensome restric­
tions on hitherto unobstructed channels of payment. As we 
have previously pointed out, purchasers will buy travelers 
cheques and similar instruments - and others will cash them -
only so long as they know that the instruments will be paid 
ilmnediately upon presentation. American Express has succeeded 
through the past half century in gaining world-wide confidence 
in and unquestioned acceptance of its travelers cheques. The 
Draft places this achievement in jeopardy, since it is one 
thing to offer a negotiable instrument to the public, but 
quite another to offer a claim against the state (with its 
attendant delay and expense), especially a claim which may 
already have been barred when the cheque was accepted as 
payment. 

The comments with respect to these sections, however, 
seek to justify this revision of the existing claims procedure 
on the basis that a holder seeking reimbursement is not a,s 
likely to scrutinize the claim of the alleged owner as is 
the State Controller. This argument fails to recognize the 
qualities of travelers cheques; ownership is conclusively 
established by simple possession. 
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C. Re Reporting Requirements. 

Proposed Section 1510 provides for escheat of 
property held by a non-domiciliary only if the last known 
address of the owner appearing on the records of the holder 
is in the State of California. 

The only record which American Express has as to 
the identity of the purchaser of a travelers cheque is the 
application form which he completes at the time of purchase 
and which contains his signature and address. However, due 
to the expense of storing the millions of applications which 
accumulate yearly, they are retained for only six years. 
The signatures on the applications are frequently illegible 
and therefore of no value at all as to the identity of the 
purchaser. In addition, purchasers of tan fail to insert 
their addresses on the forms. Finally, the name and address 
of the original purchaser of a travelers cheque (or money 
order) is of no real value to the administrator of an 
abandoned property law because the original purchaser will in 
many cases have negotiated the instrument by the time the 
abandonment period has elapsed, and after negotiation by the 
original purchaser there is no way of tracing ownership. 

We submit that information as to the identity of 
the owner of a travelers cheque serves no useful purpose even 
if (as is not the case) it could be obtained. Information as 
to ownership of property deemed abandoned under most abandoned 
property laws is significant for only two reasons. First, 
it is utilized to satisfy the notice-by-mail provisions. 
Second, it is utilized to assist the state in disposing of 
applications made by those claiming to be owners of property 
within its custody. Neither of those purposes is applicable 
to travelers cheques. Notice of abandonment is unnecessary 
because issuers do not deem themselves to be released from 
their obligation to make payment by virtue of a change in 
custodianship of the underlying funds. Issuers must neces­
sarily follow this poltey, for if they were to avail them­
selves of the re1ease-from-liability clause contai.ned in 'most 
statutes (such as is provioed in Section 1513 and Proposed 
Section 1560), they would destroy the negotiability and thus 
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the value of the instruments. Also, if a statute contains 
an appropriate refund procedure as California now has, refund 
claims against the state will be made by the issuer who has 
paid the owner and not by the owner himself, so that a record 
of ownership is not needed to assist the state in the disposi­
tion of claims. 

For the foregoing reasons, we believe that reports 
to the state by the issuers of travelers cheques and similar 
instruments should contain only the serial numbers of the 
instruments, their amounts and the dates on which they were 
sold. For the same reasons, there is no reason for any notice 
provisions to apply in the case of such instruments. 

We recognize that this aspect of our discussion 
is in apparent conflict with your desire to adopt the last­
address rule of Texas v. New Jersey. Ihe Draft now, in ef­
fect, exempts all travelers cheques from its provisions because 
no address is known. State officials in other states which 
have heretofore considered this problem have concluded that 
the holding in Texas v. New Jersey is broad enough to include 
place of issuance as an alternative to last known address, 
under these circumstance.s. It is suggested that this alterna­
tive be given careful consideration. 
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When we have had an opportunity 
detail and to discuss it with our 
you a more detailed discussion of 

to examine the Draft 
client, we will for­
the above and other 

Respectfully submitted, 

ADAMS, DUQUE & HAZELTINE 
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Suggested State Legislation D-31 

AMENDMEN1S TO 
UNIFORM DISPOSITION OF UNCLAIMED PROPlm,TY ACT 

In 1954, the Conference promul}t~HC(l a Unifort~l Disposition of 
Unclaimed Property Act. In the op'cr;11i~)n, of Ihis llnifm',u A .... t ;:tn,! 
similar Acts, :"~~ial problclll.S hava ariSen ~un.;crnh.g rn()l1CY onic:r.s 
and travelers checks, particularly those j~;su~d by an organiza.tion not 
properly classified as a ubanking or fin .. :m¢ial institution". TIle 
.mendments here proposed arc to take care of these problems. The 
first amendment (of Section 2) indicates t~e nature of the anwndmcnts 
by adding to the persons cover~d by Secti<111 2, the phrase p',opcrty 
held or owing by "a bu.sincss association" ~ In Sllb~cction (...:) the 
phra.se "money orderstl is added to die ~cs of sums p;)Y[it>lc a.ntl a 
special rule concerning, the time at which ~b .. '1ndOnmcnt ~~ presumed is 
established for travelers checks. For aJllpropcrry ~"''Jcct to [he scc­
tion, other than travelers checks, seven yp.ats from rile d'He p.ay.nhlc 
raising the presumption of aoondonmcllt bLJ.,t t a long(;l' period, 15 years 
from the date of issuancc t is established fur travelers checks. 

Section 11 of the original Act rC<juir~s a report by the holder of 
abandoned property and that section is amfnded to eliminate the re­
quirement of a report with respect to "trnt~ler" dICcks and money 
orders". Section 12 of the Act which rcqu,rcd notice and publication 
of lists of nhandoned property is also amc?ded to eliminate travck-rs 
checks and money orders from the rcquir~ment of publication of a 
list., Both of, these amendments are neces~ary because of the ilUlbiliry 
of the issuer of money orders and travele~. checks to know who the 
bolder is in most cases. ' 

Section 13 Qf the original Act obligating the holder of the sums 
to payor deliver the abandoned property t~ the state is amended so 
mat tbe obligation to pay is, in the case ofl travelers checks or money 
orders, not tied to publication of the 1 ist bjlt rather to the filing of the 
appropriate type of report. 

AmendmentS to Uniform Dil1PoSition of 
Unclaimed Property ~Ct 

, 

1. Section 2 of the Uniform Dispqsition of Unclaimed Prop­
erty Act should be amended to read 4s follows: 

! 
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SEc'no!>: 2. [pwperty Held by Banking or Fironclal Organ!­
~~..!.~ .. !;Y n.t~j!!~~ASsoclatlona. ] The following property 
hc1J or o\"7Eh~by l1Dll.h:...:.,ing or hll ... 1.ntW organizlltion or by a busi­
nes~ nSf;ot\.ation is presumed abamJoned:. 
~-;'uy I~ntj~ fiavi~lgsl or m~tured time deposit Irulde in 
this ::-:r.:lte w~(h ;:1 b.o.l:.....k.Hlg organizari()n. together with any interest 
or divsd('nd then!otl, t.!xclucing any :charges that may lawfully be 
withlH..:lc F unless ;:he ovmcl." has, within 7 yenrs: 

(1; Increased or tj\~ctt':lsed ¢e amount of the deposit, or 
prescnt'l.."(} the passbooK or othc.r' si!Uilnr evidence of the deposit 
for the crediting of iflterl:~t; or 

(2) CorrespondDd in writing Ivith the banking organizntion 
concerning the depoSit; or 

(3) Otherwise Indicat~d an i~t~rcst in tile deposit as evi­
denced by a memoraru.1l.mi (m iilt.:: w~tlt the banking organization. 

(b) Any funds paid in tius "ta,,, toward the purchase of shares 
or other interest in a fin;:Hlcia! org~nizatiOn (or any deposit made 
thereWith in this SUlte], and any io~erest or dividends thereon, 
excluding any chIlrges that may lu,.JiulIy be withheld. unless the 
owner hns within 7 ycare: 

(1) Increased or decreased ~:1C nmount of the funds [or 
depositl. or presented un nppr.,."rJ!nte record for the crediting 
of interest or dividends; or 

(2) Corresponded in writing Iwith the <lnancial organiza­
tion concerning the funds [or depo,it); or 

(3) Otherwise indicated an i~tcrest in the funds [or de­
positl UB evidenced by u mcmorunj!um on file With the finnnclnl 
organization. 

(c) Any sum payable on checks, c.ertlfiedln this sm te or on 
written instruinents issued in this ~U1te on which £t. banking or 
fironclal organization or business ; ssoC!~tion is directly liable, . 
incluwngJ by way of illustration j)',t D,)t of limita.tion~ cet'tifi" 
cates of deposit, drrutsJ moncy oI'i(k;rs, .:md travelers checks, 
that, With the exception of travc1c5s cb.e~\.!. has been outstand" 
ing for more th.':Lfi 7 yt:ar.!i from thq date it was payable, or from 
the W.ltt;: 01 its i~suance if payable bn dC'n~llndJ or, in the case of 
travelors checks, that hns been oUltst.nEding for more th .... m 15 
yC':lr~ from the date of its iS811.nnci~ l:!JCSS the owner has within 
7 yuurs, or within 15 years in the ic ... ,se of travelers checks, cor .... 
rcsponucd in writing with the bank~l1g or financial or!:.r.mization 
or Inlsincss a~socia.tjon conccrntlJg It~ or othc-rwise indicated an 
intcrc::lt as CViut."llce by a memora,duIn on file With the banking 
or finaHcial organi:l.£ltion or bt;sj~ss nssociation 4 
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4·~ (d} Any funds or other p.;,:r~on;:ll property, t.rmg-illh.! or int:an~ 
45 gwh':J r...:movC'd irom . .a sa.i~ dl..';10:~i( box or any othl!l" s.dck ...... eping 
46 l'q)().sitory ;'or agcn'-."'Y or C(,lii:.lter;ll deposit hax~ in tl1i~ state on 
47 'r\!Uict. the ka.:.;e or rc..."Ht.Ji p~riod iw.,s c:q~ircd due to nonpayrncnt -
48 of" I',-,ntal chJ.rgf.::::: or other l"~;j.$on) or any surplu-t; amount::.: aris-
49 ing [rom rh~ ::;.11.;:: ~ih.~rcoi pu rbuant to law, rl1:lt have bce:n un'" 
50 cl~imcd by [he QWilr.:r [or more th:l1l 7 ypars from the date on 
51 which the lea.::>.c or rC(H,;~1 peri.oJ ,--"xpired. 
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2. Se~tion 11 of til"'; Unif()l:m. Dispos~[jon of Unclaimed Prop" 
crty Act .should be al1Jl..':mh:!tl to rc.ilU J.J:j: ~onows: 

SECTIO" 11. [Report 0; .~b;]n'ionc<lIProperty. J 
(0) Every person hol<linf, funds or <>Iiher property. tangible 

or intangible, presumed alxtnrtonLJd uni14r rhio: Act sh.3l1 report 
to the [Sf.He Trc;)surcr] with rC!s!'lt..Jc( lq the property .as hcr...::in'" 
afwr prov i<led. 

(b) The r.:port shall be vcrin~d and !Sil;lll include: 
(1) llxcept with respect to travel'irs checks and mo~ 

orders, the Mme, if known, a.nd laSt ~:1own a.ddress, if :U1Y, of 
each person .appearing from the n;::cord~ of the holder to Oc tile 
owner of any property .of the value ,,( [~3.00J or more presumed 
3bilndoncd LInder this Act; , 

(2) In case of unclaim<."<i fun~ of !lifc insurance corpora­
tions~ the full name of Ole insu~cd or .a~nuitQnt and Us last known 
address according to the life insurance !corporation's records; 

(3) The nature and identifying nurpber, if any. or descrip­
tion of tbe prope rty and the amount appq.ring from the records 
to be due, except th.t items of val~ un!Jcr ($3.QO] ~"ch may be 
reported in aggrcgnte; 

(4) Th" date when.the property lxIcame JXlyahk, <lemand­
ubI(:, or returnable~ and the d'ltc of tl'K'!last trans.aCo:rion with. the 
owner with respcct to tbe property; amll ' ' 

(5) O,her information which ~w ~Srate TrcIl8urer] pre­
scribes by rule as necessary for tbe "djninistration of this Act. 

(c) If the person holding property p*sumed abnndoned is a 
successor to other persons who prevlo~sly beld th" property for 

the owner, or if, the hohler has Chang"~dhiS Mine whU" holding 
the property. be shall file with hi.- ,e rt all prior known nnmes 
and addresses of each holder of the pro rty. 

(d) The report shall be filed lxIfore ovember I of each year 
a. of June 30 next preceding, but the r art at life insurance 
corporations shall lxI filed before May ~ of each year as of 
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Suggested State Legislation 

DeCCW[lBt 31 next precedll)g. The [State Treasurer] may post­
pone the repor.ting date upon written request by any person .re~ 
quired to file a. report. 

(e) If the holder of property presumed abandoned under this 
Act knows the whereabouts of the OWner and if the owner's 
claim has not been barred by the S[rDtute of Umitiltlons, the 
holder shall, bcfo,rc filing the uMual rieporr. communicat.e with 
the owner nnd take necessary stepS to prevent abandonment from 
being presumed. The holdor shall ex~rcisc duc diligence to 
ascertain the whereabouts of the owne~. 

(f) Verification, if made by a partnl'rship. shall be "xcc!t,cd 
by a partner; if made by an unincorporl1ted association or private 
corporation, by an officet; and if madd by a ~ubtic corporation, 
by its chiel fiscal officer. 

(g) The initial report filed under this Act shall include all 
items of property that would llave !>ceQ Ipresumed abandoned if 
this Act h. .. 1.d been in effect during the lQ year period preceding 
its effective m:tte. 

3. Section 12 of 'he Uniform Disi'0~ltlon of Unclaimed Prop­
erty Act should be amended by adding' ~ new paragraph (f) so that 
the Section will rcue .as follows: ' 

SECTiON 12. [Notice ond PubllCJlCiQn of Lists of Abandoned 
PrOJlcl~. J 

(,.,) Within [120J days froUl the !!ling of the r.port required 
by Section 11. the [S[ate Treasurer] sl~_ll cause notice to be 
rl.lhiish(,!d at least once each week tor 2 isuccessive weeks in nn 
:.~nglish longuub'"C newspaper of gcnel'~ll brculation in the county 
in.this St.:ltc in which is located the l~l::,~:known address of :lny 
penson to be n.amed in ttlc notice. If no ',rH!drcss is Hstcd or II 
the audress is outsJuc this Slate. the nobce shaU" be published in 
tlw county in which the holder of the alJ~~ndoned property has Ius 
prlncip:'II pla.ce"or i>u.siness within thb t-":l: ate. 

(I» 1l"Lt! pubUshcd notie\! slwll bl! (~llt tIed "Notice of Names of 
Per .... ons AppC~Lr1l1g to be Owner::; of AlJ<lI\Joncd Property." and 
sh~ll cont;:lin: " 

(1) 11,~ names in alphabetical ord~r and last known ad­
urc$ses. if "any, of persons lisled in the: report and entitled to 
notice.: within [tIC county as hereinbefore specified, 

(2) A S[;:ltctllCnt th.lt inforn13uon c~f~cerl1ing the amount or 
dc~cripUon 01" the prOI}crly :..tIKI tll~ !~:.tHH .. " ;IIIU ~lddress of the hold~ 
cr 11I~ty he- obtained by any pL!"r~on!i r-oSSOS:i1tl,f:" an inwrcst in th.c 
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21 property by addrcsol;lg' an jnqtJiry to the [SUltL' -:-1·caSlI1-... · .. ·]. 
22 (3-} A stat(!tlwni: lilm if proof oi claim j,:-; ~lOt jH·csr..!nt<..:d by 
23 the! owncr to [he holder and j,( dlot..:! OWIlJ.:!i"'::': rL&h~ to r .... 'cl..-"ivc the 
24 property is not cstJhl ishcu to tile holdcr's ~wti~(.:..Lction wHhin 
2S [65J (bys frorn the U:.ne of thl.: second publishJ.:!d n()ticc~ the .1han-
26 doncd propcl'ty willIx..' pth.::cd not :taler than [:-::5] drays ~d\<.!r ::>Uc(} 
27 publkauon date in the custody of tile [Sl~nc Treasurer] to W!lom 

28 all further clLl im.s mU:ll thereafter be directed. 
29 (c) 'TIle [Swtf..! Trc.il.:-mrer] loS not required [0 plJbHsll i~l such 
30 noticol,.-! ~ny it(!m of less than [$25.00] unless !w ul,!ems such 
31 pl.i.blic .. :Uion to be in the public interest. 
32 (d) Within [120 j days from. the receipt of the report r .... 'qllirud 
33 by &ction II, the [State Treasurer] sMll mOl" ~ notice to each 
34 person hilVil~g an address listed therein who ollpcars to be cn-
35 titled to prop~rty of the value of [~S.OOl or mo,'" presumed 
36 abandoned under this Act. 
37 (e) The ma;!cn notice shall contain; 
38 {l} A t:it<Hcmcnt tha.t • .accordin.g to,a repon fikd with the 
39 [State Treasurer}, properly is being held to which the o.(j,t!rcssce 
40 appears entitled. 
41 (2) The Mme and address of the person 110iding the pmp-
42 erty .and any necc8sury in.formation regaItding change.i. of nilme 
43 and ackl.rcss of the holder. 
44 (a) A st;'ltcmcnt th.olt, if satisfactory proof of claim is not 
45 presented by the owner to th.! holder by the (jaw spcciiicd in the 
46 published noticc 1 the property w ill be pl.aced in the custody of 
47 the [Stale Treasurer] to whom .r.Jlfurther ckJ,ims must be di· 
48 rected. 
49 (11. This "~ction is not appllcr.ble to sums payable on tr"vcl-
50 ers checks or money orders presumed abandoned under Section 
51 2. 

4. Section 13 ·of the Uniform Dibllosition of Unclaimed Prop­
erty Ace sl10uld be am~nded to ""ad as follows: 

1 SECTION 13. [Payment or Ddivery of Abal1d,)"cd Property. j 
2 Every p<.-'!'son who has filed a ""'Port under Section 11~ within [20J 
3 days .liter the lime specified m Section 12 [or 'clairning- the prop-
4 crty from the holder, or in the c:tse of sums payable on travelers 
5 checks or money orders pro$um~d abandoned under &!ction 2 
6 within [20J days meer the filillg of the report, shall payor de-
7 liver to the [SUtte Tre(tsurer] all ab.lndoned property specified 
8 in this report, except tMt, if t.'e owner establisnes his right to 


