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MINUTES OF THE _HOUSE  COMMITTEE ON IHRIEIRRY
The meeting was called to order by Rep. John M. Solbach -
Chairperson
31,30 a%f./p.m. on February 3 lggginIOOH] 313~8

of the Capitol.
All members were present except:

Representatives Allen and Gomez who were excused.
Committee staff present:

Jill Wolters, Revisor of Statutes

Jerry Donaldson, Legislative Research

Judy Goeden, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee:

Judge Edward Larson, Kansas Judicial Council

The Chairman called the meeting to order for the purpose of hearing HB 2756, disposition
of property by will or other lawful dispcsition.

Judge Edward Larson, Kansas Judicial Council, testified in favor of HB 2756. (Attachment
#1) He said this is the same as SB 261 in content. He answered committee members questions.

There being no further testimony, hearing on HB 2756 was closed.

Representative 0'Neal moved that notes from the Judicial Council be obtained and reviewed
by committee before action is taken on HB 2756 due to the complexity of the issue.
Rep. Parkinson seconded the motion. Motion carried.

HE 2364, civil remedies for theft, was brought up for discussion and action. Rep. 0'Neal
moved to report HB 2364 adversely. Rep. Hochhauser seconded the motion. Representative
Snowbarger made a substitute motion to table HB 2364. Rep. Vancrum seconded the motion.
Motion carried.

Minutes of the 1/30/92 committee meeting were reviewed. Rep. Macy was incorrectly listed
as "Senator", and hearings on HB 2770 were to be continued, not closed. Rep. Smith

moved to approve meeting minutes as corrected. Rep. Macy seconded the motion. Motion
carried.

Meeting adjourned at 4:40 P.M.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not
been transcribed verbatim, Individual remarks as reported herein have not
been submitted to the individuals appearing before the committee for

editing or corrections, Page 1 Of 1




Representatives, Ladies, and Gentlemen:

I am Edward Larson. 1 appear before you today as a
member of the Probate Law Committee of the Kansas Judicial

Council.

In considering House Bill 2756 you need to recall that
its provisions are substantially the same as Senate Bill 261,

which was considered in your 1991 session.

I may be repeating myself from comments which I made
before your committee last year, but I can't recall exactly
what I said so I doubt that considering the variety of issues

you consider that you can recall those comments either.

Lets consider two problems, the first is an immediate
problem. HB 2756 presents a solution to that. The second is
long-term and the changes inherent in our society appear to the
Probate Law Committee of the Kansas Judicial Council to make

future consideration of the second suggestion desirable.

Now, let me tell you what the first problem is and how

it got started.

It started in 1963 when we had our first revocable
trust case which was Ackers v. First National Bank, 192 Kan.
319, which held a spouse could elect against a revocable inter
vivos trust. It the spouse didn't consent, the trust was TSG/
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For the next 25 years, which was the heart of my law
practice, we slowly but surely moved away from a Kansas society
dominated by real property to a more urban society in which
personal property which consisted of stocks and primarily
interests in retirement programs became the dominant assets of
the estates of Kansas. We went from the classic marital share
distribution, which was a to trust or outright, and outright
became more popular in my practice because women became more
interested and active in the management of property and
resented a plan which turned it over to a trustee who they
viewed as being adverse to their interests, unduly
conservative, and not being willing to do what they desired.
The second part of the estate was the non marital trust, Trust
B, the life estate, (which worked great with the landed
estates) or the grandfather trust where you skipped a
generation if the children were wealthy enough. The usual
provisions had some power of appointment rights in the spouses
marital deduction share which if not exercised upon death of
the spouse poured the assets into the non-deductible share

where it was held or distributed when both spouses had died.

During this period we slowly but surgly recognized the
rising of a new devise which was advertised to reduce probate
or death costs, provided privacy and insure management if the
settlor became incapacitated. It was called revocable inter
vivos trust, the living trust or in our modern up to date time
the "loving" trust. Now two other things have developed

dramatically during these years.



First and maybe most important for someone like me
(and Elizbeth Taylor) is going to be 60 years old is the
increase in our life expectancy which used to be in the 70's

and now is in the 80's.

The second phenomena is the dramatic change in our
divorce rates and the numbers of second, third, and maybe

fourth marriages which we find in our society.

I used 25 years ago when I talked about Akers for 25
years later in 1988, came Newman v. Young, 243 Kan. 183,
which had a peculiar fact situation which many think gives a
totally unfair result which is why we have HB 2756. The facts
in Newman are easy but the result was unexpected. Husband and
Wife had no children of that marriage; rather that using a will
they used a revocable trust, all to each other, remainder to
husbands two sister's who took care of them. Nothing to her
son from a previous marriage. Wife was incapacitated and did
not or could not consent to the trust. Husband died. Who got
the property? Son came in, had himself appointed conservator
and guardian, elected against the trust, under Ackers the
trust was void and all the Husband's assets passed to wife who
was inherited from by the son and sisters got nothing. Justice

Herd said "Too bad, you should have made a will."

A Johnson County Lawyer, Franklin Taylor, thought this
was unfair and suggested to his senator, Bud Burke, that the

result in cases like this in the future should be changed. The



matter was referred to the Judicial Council in 1990, who came

up with the suggested changes in K.S.A. 59-602 and 603.

The first section of 602(1) merely extends present law
to prohibit giving property to any foreign country by any other
disposition in addition to a will. Now historically I think in
the 1939 code didn't want people with national ties to their
homeland (immigrants) giving money back to their homeland and

this is continued.

Subsection (2) says that in addition to where you will
property, by any other disposition subject to a surviving
spouses right of election, you can only transfer as you
absolutely desire one-half of the property unless the spouse

has consented to the transfer.

K.S.A. 59-603(a) gives the surviving spouse the right
to elect against the will or the revocable trust or any other
disposition subject to an spouses right of election and gives
that spouse the amount a spouse would be entitled to as if
there was spouse and a child (which is one-half of the
property). It goes on to say the will (which is the law now)
and "other dispositions" (which would change the result of

Newman v. George) is effective except as to the elected share.

Subsection (b) says how you do this if you have an
election against the assets of a trust. You have to open an
estate and administer it as was done in McCarty v. State Bank

of Fredonia, 14 Kan. App. 2d 552.
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Why do we use the wording "any other dispositions
determined to be subject to a surviving spouses right of
election."? You can inherit property by act an operation of
law (intestate), will (testate), joint tenancy, POD accounts,
IRA accounts, U.S. Government Bonds, handwritten lists
authorized under K.S.A. 59-2296, a conveyance during marriage
not consented to by a spouse, a beneficiary designation of (a)
life insurance, (b) retirement benefit account [KPERS, federal
service retirement, city funds, private pensions, state,] 401
(K) accounts, revocable and irrevocable trusts and I'm sure
there are other ways one may receive property as the result of

the death of another.

The wording is used to take advantage of case by case
law and let it develop either judicially or by statute, if you
desire, where a spouse should have or not have the right of

election.

The legislature has done that with Payable on Death
accounts under K.S.A., 9-1215 and 16, 17-5828 and 29, 17-2263
and 64, where you say Chapter 59 does not apply. We followed
that judicially in Snodgrass v. Lyndon State Bank, 15 Kan.

App. 2d 546 (1991).

Now I think HB 2756 provides a better climate for
Kansas than Newman v. George and I encourage you to adopt it

but that is not the be all, end all, of this problem.
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W{1939 is 53 years old and it has served Kansas well. It is not

U

If you decide that Kansas needs the Non Probate
Transfer Act (HB 2149) before you do that you need to consider
the complete revision of the elective share provisions. At
this point what looks desirable to me are the provisions of the
Uniform Probate Code which creates an "argumented" estate
approach which is similar to the combined adjusted gross
estates of wife and husband to give the surviving spouse a
percent of the "argumented" estate with a minimum amount. The
percentage to which the survivor is entitled is a percentage
for each year of marriage up to 50% of the couples combined
assets. Such as 3% for the first 10 years of marriage and 4%
for each year thereafter which gives 50% after 15 years of

marriage.

The statutes which I suggest we ultimately need to
consider are §§ 2-201 through 2-207 of the 1990 text of the
Uniform Probate Code and while it sounds and is complicated it
is a uniform law which is desirable. It has received the
endorsement of the National Association of Womens Lawyer.

These provisions consider the needs of the surviving spouse and
considers and applies the amount of property owned or
controlled by both spouses. Our present laws probably over
compensates a surviving spouse in a short-term marriage and

there are also ways a surviving spouse may be disadvantaged.

I don't want to have you abandon HB 2756 but you need

not only to think about what you are doing today but to be

th1nk1ng about where you need to be g01ng The probate code of

perfect, Times and the needs of society change and we need to

be ready to change our laws to fit the needs of Kansans.
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