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April 23, 2014

Uniform Low Commission
Committee to Revise the Uniform Uncloimed Property Act
I l1 N Wobosh Ave, Suile 1010
Chicogo, lllinois 6A602

RE: Revision of the Uniform Uncloimed Property Act (UUPA)- Owner Address
Definition

Deor Choirmon Rex Blockburn, Choirmon Michoel Houghton, Reporter Chorles
A. Trosl, ond Committee Members:

StoneRiver supports thousonds of holders with uncloimed property trocking ond
reporling softwore. Bosed on our experience with working closelywith holders.
we would like to coll ottention to ond support the discussion on defining owner
qddresses, os submitted by the Nolionol Associotion of Uncloimed Property
Administrotors (NAUPA) in the document entitled RFVISION OF THE UN,FORM
UNCIA|MED PROPERTY ACI: Schedule of NAUPA Recomrnendations, doted
Februory 4, 2012. Specificolly we would like to drow ottention to item l4:

14. lnclude o definition for "oddress."

Objective: provide clority io holders ond ovoid disputes os to whot
constitules on "oddress," porticulorly in view of evolving record keeping
formots by holders.

Cilotion: 1995 Uniform Act (new definitionol subsection).

NAUPA reseorch: Apnl 26, 201 3 committee discussion

NAUPA legislotion: "Address" meons ony description, code or indicotion of
the locotion of the opporent owner thqt sufficiently identifies lhe stote of
residence of lhe owner, regordless of whether such description, code or
indicslion of locotion is sufficient to direcl the delivery of moil.

NOTE: os on olternotive to "sufficienlly idenlifies," "odequotely,"
"reosonobly," or "definifively" could be utilized. I believe the US Supreme
Court's test is thot o stote must be oble to demonstrole thot on owner did
in foct hove o lost known oddress in thot Stoie.
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ln terms of identifying the correct Stote where property should be escheoted,
when there is on incomplete oddress, questions orise. Additionolly, there con be
situotions reloted to oddresses with controdictory informolion os well. These
situotions olso leod to questions. Following is o lisl o few scenorios which con
emerge. (This list is not designed to be oll inclusive; but rother, lo illustrote some
of the chollenges holders con routinely experience.)

r Only o Stote is coptured os the oddress in o holder's books ond records.
o lt seems prudent thot if the gool is to identify the correct Stote, this

would sufficiently, odequotely, ond reosonobly identify the Stote
ond be deemed to serve os evidence the owner did in foct hove o
lost known oddress in the listed Stote.

o Whereos, if "definitely" is estoblished os the threshold, then it looks
os if o Stote being coptured os the sole qddress component,
perhops could be seen os folling short of this meosure, os o Stote
olone offers no corroboroting informotion. Therefore, we support
phrosing, such qs "sufficiently identifies," "odequotely identifies," or
"reosonobly identifies" the stote of residence of the owner.

r A property hos both o Stote ond ZIP code coptured in the holder's books
ond records, but the ZIP code coptured is involid for the identified Slote.

o Under these circumstonces, holders would need cleor insiruction os
to whether the oddress component of Stote supersedes the oddress
component ZIP code, vice verso, or ony other course of oction thot
would be required under these circumstonces.

r Building on the previous exomple, o property could hove on opporently
complete oddress, but the ZIP code is involid for the listed Stote.

o Similorly, under these circumstonces, holders would need direction
on which component of on oddress should be ossigned the highest
priority ond ony other oddress hierorchol rules to follow ofter this.

There ore cleor weoknesses when ottempting to infer ony oddress ond therefore
opply the priority rules for escheot solely from on owner's nome, when oddress
informotidn is not coplured on o holder's books ond records. For exomple, on
owner nome could be Texos Roodhouse. ln reolity, lhis restouront choin hos
locotions oll over the country, not just in Texos. Furthermore, the corporote
heodquorters for Texos Roodhouse ore in Louisville, Kentucky, not in Texos.
Therefore, in mony coses with lhis specific owner, using fhe nome olone to infer
on oddress'of Texos would result in property being turned over to on inconect
stote.

As onother exomple, if on owner's nome wos Honnoh Montono, sending
property fo Montono would likewise not moke sense. ln reolity Honnoh
Montono is o fictitious chorocter of the Disney Chonnel. lncidentolly, the Disney
Chonnel hos its heodquorters in Burbonk, Colifornio. Perhops, it would be
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unlikely for o television chorocter to hove uncloimed property; however, the
exomple does illustrote on inherent flow of ottempting to suppose on oddress
exclusively from on owner's nome.

While two previous exomples ond ony other uncloimed property owners would
never be precluded from seorching for property in ony given stote, by using the
owner's nome olone to trqnsfer property, it would likely result in much property
being misdirected. Ultimotely, this could olso impede reuniting property with the
correct owner.

Moreover, while Texos v. New Jersey,379 U.S. 674,85 S.Ct. 626 {1965) does not
speok to portiol oddresses, neilher does it discuss using the owner's nome to
infer ony oddress informotion. But rother, the finol decree ollows for escheot or
custodiql toking, "only by the Stote of thol lost known oddress, os shown on the
books ond records of [the holder]." ll goes on to identify the Stote with second
priority, for "property... which there is no oddress of the person entitled thereto
shown on the books ond records of [the holder] is subject to escheot or
custodiol toking only by... the Stote in which [the holder] wos incorporoted..."

StoneRiver recognizes lhe Committee will need to consider mony different issues
reloted lo the drofling of the revised UUPA. ln light of thot exponsive tosk, thonk
you for your considerotion reloted to the defining on owner's oddress.

Respectfully,

L4'*" h'-*- Ft}----
Christo DeOliveiro, ClA, CCEP
Complionce Officer
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