LS4 -\ o Leadg-

- §7500-7

NO. 65948-1-1

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
DIVISIONT

- ESTATE OF JESSIE CAMPBELL MACBRIDE,

THOMAS H. MACBRIDE [II AND PHILIP C. MACBRIDE, Personal
Representatives of the Estate of Jesse Campbell Macbride,

-Appellants,
V.
STATE OF WASHINGT:ON, DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE,

Respondent.

APPELLANT’S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

Rhys M. Farren

Jean M. Flannery

DAvIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
Attorneys for Appellants

Suite 2300, 777 108th Avenue NE
Bellevue, WA 98004-5149

(425) 646-6100 Phone

(425) 646-6199 Fax



II.

1.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PROCEDURAL HISTORY ....ccocviiininiienirininnanreeseneisiennsnrennas 2
. Creation of QTIP by Thomas Estate........cccoecervirririveniieniiriniinnns 2
B. Estate of Macbride Appeal Stayed Prior to Transfer to Supreme
Court with Estates of Bracken and Nelson ..........ccccocvvveieneneenenne. 3
. The Bracken Court Rules in Favor of Taxpayers .......c.cceevererennene 4
ARGUMENT ...ttt ittt sneeesessesssrasssseassesseseseas 8
. The 2013 Amendments Impose an Unconstitutional Tax Under
Separation of Powers, Due Process, and Impairment-Clause
PLNCIPIES. .oviviiiiiii i 8
1. The 2013 Amendments are Clearly Retroactive..........couevenine. 10
2. The 2013 Améndments Violate the Separation of Powers
DOCHINE. 11veviveererreaniirteeeereerenenesresesresreereenesssssnesee rreneenen 11

a. The Legislature Has Interfered with a Judicial Function by

Misinterpreting and Misapplying Federal Law................. 12

" b. Recent Washington Court Decisions Confirm that the |
Legislature Has Overstepped its Bounds. ....... creteerereniens 17
c. Hale and Plaut Support This Result. ....ccoovvevvercernnreennennn 22

.- The 2013 Amendments Violate the Due Process Clause........ 25

a. The 2013 Amendments Deprive the Remainder
Beneficiaries of their Vested Property Rights without Due
Process of Law. ..., 26

b. The 2013 Amendments’ Retroactivity Period and Effect
Exceed Permissible Retroactivity. .......ccoceevereeivnereniinncnn 30

The 2013 Amendments Violate the Impairment Clause......... 31



B. The 2013 Amendments Violate art. VII, § 1 of the Washiﬁgton
CONSHIULION. 1ovevveiiiieeieieinereecresteienreer st e ereeess e e s eaessesaasra s 35

C. The DOR is Estopped from Applying the 2013 Amendments to the
Macbride Estate, Which was Prejudiced by the Stay Pending the
Outcome of Bracken. 38

A ANS6) () B 015) (0) T 40

ii



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

‘Page(s)

Cases
Allied Structural Steel Co. v. Spannaus,

438 U.S. 234,98 S.Ct. 2716 (1978).cvivrerirrircriricriircierieieeeeveveens 34
Barstad v. Stewart Title Guar. Co.,

145 Wn.2d 528, 39 P.3d 984 (2002)......coevvvrerrerivririnriinirieverinnas 10, 22
Bates v. McLeod, '

1T Wn.2d 648 (1941) .o 31
Birkenwald Distributing Co. v. Heublein, Inc., ,

55 Wn. App. 1, 776 P.2d 721 (1989) ..ot 34 -
* Blackv. State, _ A

67 Wn.2d 97, 406 P.2d 761 (1965)....cccvurevvevnviierniineriiiiinnns 36
Estate of Bonner v. Comm r, b

84 F3d 196 (5th Cir. 1996) ......... etrere ettt e et et e renaseteens 16
Caritas Servs., Inc. v. Dep't of Social & Health Servs., '

123 Wn.2d 391, 869 P.2d 28 (1994)....ccvvevirvninrnniiiiiinieian, 32

. State ex rel. Citizens Against Tolls v. Murphy, :

151 Wn.2d 226, 88 P.3d 375 (2004)......cccerverennreverincrieiinnnisinrnn, .9
Clemency v. State (In re Estate of Bracken),

175 Wn.2d 549,290 P.3d 99 (2012) ...ccvevvervevrrrreninerinrnneeeens passim
Coolidge v. Long, ' :

282 U.S. 582, 51 S.Ct. 306 (193 1).uccvereinerciriienenieerinennenenns 32,33,35
Covell v. City of Seattle,

127 Wn.2d 874, 905 P.2d 324 (1995) .cccoivvviniiiiniiniinnisincncinne, 36
Deanv. Lehman, ’

143 Wn.2d 12, 18 P.3d 523 (2001).ccvivierinrineerrineevenreniesveenneneens 39

iii



Dep’t of Ecology v. Theodoratus,
135 Wn.2d 582, 957 P.2d 1241 (1998)....cveevecrrreininrinrireerienenes 17,18

Edwards v. Edwards,

1-Wn. App. 67, 459 P.2d 422 (1969) ....covvicvveriirinrirreercvesrereessnens 27
Energy Reserves Group, Inc. v. Kansas Power & Light Co., '

459 U.S. 400, 103 S.Ct. 697 ccuvevvviniriireiseieinisennenesenes TR 32
In re Estate of Gochnour, ' '

192 Wash. 92, 72 P.2d 1027 (1937)..cvcvvrereverenrerenrenns SRR 26
In re Estate of McGrath, -

191 Wash. 496, 71 P.2d 395 (1937).....ccoccervvrrircrerrmnecncne cveenen PASSIM
“Inre F.D. Processing, Inc.,

119 Wni2d 452, 832 P.2d 1303 (1992) ...vuivvcinvmnrnienineienenennns 27,28
Fernandez v. Wiener, '

326 U.S. 340 (1945) oot ssnsessnenas passim
Gillis v. King County, ‘ '

42 Wn.2d 373, 255 P.2d 546 (1953)...ccevvvurrcne BT 32
Hale v. Wellpinit School District No. 49,

165 Wn.2d 494, 198 P.3d 1021 (2009) .....coeuvvvivnimniniiicininninnns passim
Hazel v. Van Beek, :

135 Wn.2d 45, 954 P.2d 1301 (1998) c.eevevieiereeninnnenineninenseenrennes 11
Hearde v. Séattle, | . o

26 Wn. App. 219, 611 P.2d 1375 (1980)......... esssorass e 32

High Tide Seafoods v. State,
106 Wn.2d 695, 72 P.2d 411 (186), appeal dismissed, 479 U.S. 1073

(LO87) ceviiriiirieeieniicinienenreneeeenne st st et srse st s s esnstrasaesaetssresaenes 36
Inter Island Telephone Co., Inc. v. San Juan County,
125 Wn.2d 332, 883 P.2d 1380 (1994).....cccccciseecerivnercrnvcrenrenvinienn. 38

Japan Lines v. McCaffree,
88 WN.2d 93 (1997) cveeveriieiciieeeenrennsriniestenesreseeeenasrensssessesesseseenss 31

iv



Jensen v.-Henneford,

185 Wash. 209, 53 P.2d 607 (1936)............. ereersiestane s nsaraasonaes 36
Johnson v. Morrzs ' ‘
87 Wn.2d 992, 557 P. 2d 1299 (1976) ceverrvrerecrerrivrerreieieenrervenns 10, 11

 In re Juvenile Dir.,
87 Wn.2d 232, 552 P.2d 163 (1976) .c.ccvereivecenreeirecirerecniieennan, 11,12

Kitsap Alliance of Property Owners v. Central Puget Sound Growth
Management Hearings Board,

160 Wn. App. 250,255 P.3d 696 (2011) ................................... 18 19
Kramarevcky v. Dep’t of Soc. & Health Servs., -

122 Wn.2d 738, 863 P.2d 535 (1993) c.cevcvrrerercirenerenrennienesnesenssones 39
Landgraf'v. USI Film Products, . :

S11U.S. 244, 114 S.Ct. 1483 (1994)...ccoivvivvenrnriinesienenivnnsennniens 29
Laiter v. Pierce County,

173 Wn.2d 242 (2011) veiiiirininieieneeicnienieeseesereessesseensessesssesesssennes 19
Lummi Indian Nation v. State, '

170 Wn.2d 247, 241 P.3d 1220 (2010)....ccvccererrevvinreraniainsivnnnn, PASSIM
Marbury v. Madison, _

5U.S. 137, 2 L.Ed 60 (1803).cccveriveiirierceneririrenrinnrieneenieereenes e 17
Margola Assocs. v. City of Seattle, |

121 Wn.2d 625, 854 P.2d 23 (1993)....ccccevurvinnn reerenre et enea 32
Marine Power v. Human Rights Comm'n,

39 Wn. App. 609, 694 P.2d 697 (1985) ....ceveerremenerverecreensesrennes 20,21
McClarty v. Totem Elec., ,

157 Wn.2d 214, 137 P.3d 844 (2006) ......................................... 23,24

Estate of Mellinger v. Comm’r, :
112 T.C. 26 (1999) acq. 1999-2 CBi.......cocevvereerrnenerenenrnesreninnene 16

In re Pers. Restrain of Capello,
106 Wn. App. 576, 24 P.3d 1074 (2001) ...ceevvernene. reereenee e srenee 22



“Inre Pers. Restrain 6f Stewart,
115 Wn. App. 319, 75 P.3d 521 (2003)............... JESTSSR 22

Plaut v. Spendthrift Farms, Inc.,
514 U.S. 211, 115 S.Ct. 1447 (1995)...........Q.............; ...................... 24

Seattle-First National Bankv. Macomber,
32 Wn.2d 696, 203 P.2d 1078 (1949)........... ettt ra e bereesens 37

Shafer v. State,

83 Wn.2d 618, 521 P2d 736 (1974) ................................................. 39
State v, Dunaway, ‘ _

109 Wn. 2d 207, 743 P. 2d 1237 (1987) ccvevvererenencererennnens . 24,25
State v. Elmore, - » _

154 Wn. App. 885 (2010) ........................................................... 19,20
State v, Gresham, '

173 Wn.2d 405, 269 P.3d 207 (2012) ................................................. 9
State v. Maples, ._ :

171 Wn. App. 44,286 P.3d-386 (2012) ..cieverinrrrieriiriiieneisinans 21,22
State v. Morgan, : | | _

163 Wn. App 341 (2001).............-.._ .................................................. 26
State v. Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co.,

O Wn.2d 11, 113 P.2d 542 (1941) eeviviiiiriecreieenresrecissicnne e 30
-State v. Ramirez, '

140 Wn. App. 278, 165 P.3d 61 (2007) c.coeververerenerreeernenesneaeanes 21
State v. Scheffel, _

82 Wn.2d 872, 514 P.2d 1052 (1973) .cccvevrvvrinrecrienirenerireninnns SO 29
State v. Shultz :

148 Wn.2d 638, 980 P.2d 1265 (1999) ........................... s 29
State v, Varga,

151 Wn.2d 179, 86 P.3d 139 (2004) .....oecivviiniiiiininniiinininnes 28,29

vi



Strand v. Stewart, ' ‘ _
51 Wash. 685, 99 P. 1027 (1909) ...................................................... 29

Tesoro Refining and Marketing Co. v. Dep’t of Revenue,
159 Wn. App. 104, 246 P.3d 211 (2010), reversed on

other-grounds, 173 Wn.2d 251 (2011) cecverreieieieeeceeeeeer e 30
Tyrpak v. Daniels, |
124 Wn.2d 146, 874 P.2d 1374 (1994) .ooiirireniicrcecirinienre e 32
United States Trust Co. of New York v. New Jersey,
431 U.S. 1,97 S.Ct. 1505, 52 L.Ed.2d 92 (1977) ............................. 35
United States v. Carlton, , :
S12U.S. 26, 114 S.Ct. 2018 (1994) ..crvivrririreiriiiirisnsisisniesicinnens 30
Inre Verchot’s Estate, : o
4 Wn.2d 574, 104 P.2d 490 (1940) c..cviieiiieiinreeenireecenecseereneennens 29
Washington State Farm Bureau Federation v. Gregoire,
162 Wn.2d 284, 174 P.3d 1142 (2007) evveeerecieirerienenirieneeneeneennis 26,27
Statutes |
RCW 9.94A, 537(2) (2005) ..................................... rrerent e nre oo saeaene 20
ROW 83.100.040 1rcrrerercesesemcssesesssesesessessssssrsesesrsoeesn 36
RCW 83.100.230 .ovvereeseoseessssososssosssessesssessiesesssessosssssnses 34
Other Auihorities
1 J. Mertens, The Law of Federal Gift ‘and Estate
Taxation § 1.04 (1959).cuecerininrerienreeseneeeennes reeresiainaernenesesanensenes 16
Engrossed House Bill 2075, 63rd Leg., 2nd Special Sess
(Wash. 2013)....... eeteetee et e te bt e e ae st sesbee e rnessnesaraesarases e passim
Laws 0 2002, ch. 107, § Tuuuuuvruvecrvrerreresssssssssssssssssssssssssrssesssssssssssssseces 29
Laws 0f 2005, Ch. 516, § 20....icviiviirieeerrirerirenieereesiesissressessesnsesseeneeseees 7
Restatement (Second), Trusts § 77 (1959)....cccevvenviinnincnnnicnnnn. 27

vii



U.S. Constitution, Article I, § 10 ...eeviveeeerumreeeereeesseereseesssssesseeeeesseesseee 31

Washington Constitution, Article VIL, § 1...cccovvievivvvriiviennnnn, 2, 4,35, 38
Washington State Constitution, Article I, § 3 ...coovvvevervievererrireeenenn 25
Washington State Constitution, Article L8233 it 31

viii



L. INTRODUCTION

This (Second) Supplemental Brief of Appellant responds to the
Court’s July 24, 2013 letter directing the parties to file sup'pleméntal briefs
addressing the impact of “the legislature’s recent enactment of EHB 2075”
on this casé.

.As the Court knows, the'pefsohal representatives of the Estate of
Jessie Cémpbell Macbride (“Jessie”) seek a refund of a $638,703

-overpayment of Washingfon state estate tax on a QTIP Trust (“Thoma_s"s
Trust”) created in 1999 by the cstéte of Thomas Macbride (“Thomas”).
This appeal was stayed for more than two years while two other identical
QTIPAcases were litigated at the state Supreme Court, which ruled in fayor
of the taxpayers in CZe;hency v. State (In re Estate of Bracken), 175 Wn.2d
549,290 P.3d 99 (2012) (“Bracken™). Notwithstanding the Bracken
decision, the Department of Revenue (“DOR”) refused to issue refunds,
instead drafting legi-slatioh. that-Washington State legislature ultimately
passed June 14, 2013. See Engrossed House Bill 2075, 63rd Leg., 2nd
Special Sess. (Wash. 2013) (the “2013 Amendments”).

The 2013. Amenamehts are a blatant attempt by the legislature to
overturn the Eracken Court’s recent unanimous decision and redefine
federal law. The Bracken Court held that the May 17, 2005 Stand Alone

Tax unambiguously excluded QTIP property on the death of the surviving



spouse. In doing so, the Court not only interpreted the Washington
statute, it also interpreted federal law. The Washington legislature has ﬁo
power to re-interpret or clarify federal law in contravention to the federal
understanding of that law.

The 2013 Amendments, which purport to tax Thomas’s 1999 QTIP
Trust, are unconstitutional under the separation of powers doctrine, the-
federal. and state dﬁe_ process clause, and the federal and state impéirment
clause. In addition, the 2013 Amendments violate the uniformity
requireinerit of the Washington Constitution, art. VII, § 1. Finally, the
DOR should be estopped from applying the 2013 Amendments to the
Macbride Estate, which—but for a simple transfer from this Division 1 to
the Supreme Court—would have enjoyed the same exclusion from the
2013 Amendments as the Bracken and Nelson estates do ﬁow.

Il. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A fﬁll recitation of relevant facts is set forth in Appellants’
Opening Brief. This brief déscribes the relevant history of this case on
appeal.

A, Creation of QTIP by Thomas Estate |

The Macbride Estate filed this case, seeking a refund of tax
imposed by the DOR after enactment of the new Stand-Alone estate tax on

a QTIP Trust created by Thomas Macbride on October 20, 1999. In the



trial court, summary judgment was entered in favor of the DOR and the
Macbride Estate sought review in this court. The recdrd was perfected
and the appellant’s and respondent’s briefs were filed as of March 2011.
Two other cases with the identical legal issues were also on appeal
at the same as the Macbride appeal: In re Estate of Sharon Bracken and In
re Estate of Barbara J. Nelson (consolidated in the Washington Supreme
Court as case no. 84114-4). The Supreme Court .grénted the Bracken
estate’s petition for direct reviéw on August 5,2010. The Nelson Estate
had first appealed to this Court, but later transferred its case to the
Supreme Coﬁrt to consolidate it With Bracken on October 12, 2010.

B. Estate of Macbride Appeal Stayed Prior to Transfer to
Supreme Court with Estates of Bracken and Nelson

Appellants followed closely on the heels of the Bracken and
Nelson cases and were preparing to transfer their case from Division 1
Court of Appeals to the Washington Supreme Court to join Bracken and
Nelson. However, after the Appellant’s Opening Brief, the DOR sought a
stay of proceedings in‘ this case on December 16, 2010. See Respondent
DOR’s Motion to Stay. The accompanying declaration of the
Department’s attorney in support stated that “[r]esolution of this issue in
the consolidated Estaté of Bracken appeal should resolve the present

appeal filed by the personal representatives of the estate of Jessie



Campbell Macbride and moot any further proceedings on the merits.” See
id. The Macbride Estate opposed the stay because it wished to transfer its
case to the Washington Supreme Court to join the pending Bracken and
Nelson cases. The Court initially denied the requested stay on January 31,
2011 but issued another letter on March 22,2011, directing the parties to
explain why a sta‘y> should not be entered in light of Bracken and Nelson.
In a March 22, 2011 letter to this Cdurt, the DOR stated that:
the reasons why a stay is warranted are set
out in the Motion to Stay Proceedings that -
was filed by the Department on December
17,2010. In short, the Estate of Bracken
and Estate of Nelson appeals involve the
same legal issues raised in this appeal and
the Supreme Court’s decision in Estate of
Bracken/Estate of Nelson will likely resolve

this appeal and make any further
proceedings moot.

See letter from C. Zalesky & D. Hankins to Court Administrator R.
-Johnson .(March 22,2011) (attéched)'. This case was thereafter stayed on
- April 12, 2011.

C. The Bracken Court Rules in Favor of Taxpayers

The SupremeA Court ruled in fav_or of the taxpayers bn the QTIP tax
issue; in Bracken and Nelson on October 12, 2012, denying reconsideration
on January 13, 2013. The six-strong majority rej.ected the Department’s

interpretation of the 2005 Act. It noted that the “requirement for a transfer



is const‘itutiohally grounded and long standing,” and that “transfer taxation
requires a transfer.” Id. at 563-564 (emphasis added). The Court
explained that property is transferred from a trustor when a trust is cfeated,
not when an income interest in the trust expires. Id. at 567 (citing
Coolidge v. Long, 282 U.S. 582, 605, 51 S.Ct. 306 (1931)). The Court
'denied the DOR’s request for rehearing. Based upon the Bracken |
_deciéion, this Court lifted its stay.

Notwithstandjng Bracken, the DOR withheld thg refund due the
Macbride evstate. Instead, the DOR assisted in drafting legislation in an
attempt to ovefturn the recent Bracken decision. On May 15, 2013, this
Court first directed the parties to file supplemental Briefs on the effect of
the Bracken decision to Macbride. " Howéver, less than two court days
before the due date of Appellants’ supplemental brief, the Washingfon _
legislature passed a new state law directly in response to Bracken. See
Engrossed House Biil 2075, 63rd Leg., 2nd Special Sess. (Wash. 2013)
(see Laws of 2013, ch. 2). |

In the 2013 Amendments, the l,égislature disagreed with the
Supreme Court’s construal of “transfer” under the 2005 Act and federal
law interpreting the definition of “transfer.” The lebgislature ciaimed that
the term “transfer” was to bé given “its broadest possible meaning

consistent with established United States Supreme Court precedents,



subject only to the limits and exceptions expressly provided by the

legislature”—and, presumably, by the limits contained in the United States

and Washington Constitutions. Laws of 2013, ch. 2, § 1(4).

In the 2013 Amendments, the legislature reaffirmed that the 2005

Stand Alone Tax Statute was independent of the federal tax (“the

legislature enacted a stand-alone estate and transfer tax”) and that it only

“applies to the transfer of property at death.” See Laws of 2013, ch. 2, §

' 1'(‘1). However, the 2013 Wéshing_ton legislature suggests that the
Washington Supreme Court did not correctly interpret federal law and did
not broadly enough interpret “transfer.” Id. Asif'to add eniphasis, the
Washington legislature cited to the federal case Fernandez v. Wiener, 326
U.S. 340, 352 (1945) as the conceptual basis for its definition of the limits
of a transfer. See Laws of 2013, ch 2,8 1(3). |

The 2013 Amendments modified the definitions contained in the »
Stand-Alone Estate Tax in response to Bracken in two reépects:

First, while the 2013 Amendments retained the definition of
“transfer” interpreted in Bracken—that “‘transfer’ means ‘transfer’ as used

-in section 2001 of the internal reveﬁue code,” the 2013 Legislature also
added the following language (underlined):

“Transfer” means “transfer” as used in

“section 2001 of the internal revenue code
and includes any shifting upon death of the




economic benefit in property or any power
~or legal privilege incidental to the ownership
or enjoyment of property.

See 2013 Amendments, § 2(12). The undgrlined_ addition is lifted directly
from the Fernandez case. See Fernandez, 326 U.S. at 352\

Second, the 2013 Amendments include in the definition of
“Washington taxable estate” the value of federal QTIP property,
“regardless of whether th¢ decedent’s interest in such property was
acquired before May 17, 2005.” Laws of 2013, ch. 2, § 2(14). The 2013
Legiélature states that it now intends “for this act to appiy both
prosi)ectively and retroactively to estates-of decede_nts_, dying on or after
May 17, 2005.” Id. § 1(6) (emphasis added). However, the 2005
Législature had stated that the 2005 Stand-Alone Tax applied
“prospectively only and not retroactively.’_’ Laws of 2005, ch. 516? § 20.

Appellants filed their supplemental brief on June 17, 2013. The
Department contends that Bracken no longer contfols, and that the
legislature in 2005 inténded “transfer” under the 2005 Act to include
fictional transfers. EHB 2075 is applicable to all estates, except the
Estates of Bracken and Nelson. Whatever the outcome of this case may
be, the Nelson and Bracken estates will enjoy the benefit of Bracken—as
the Macbride Estate would have, had it not relied on the assurance that.

Bracken would govern this case as well.



On July 24, 2013, this Court directed the par’tiéé to file |
supplemental .briefs addressing the impact of “the legislature’s recent
enactment of EHB 2075 on this case.

| III. ARGUMENT

This (Second) Supplemental Brief responds only to the Court’s
request that the parties address the impact of EHB 2075. The Macbride
Estate previously bri'éfed the stare decisis and collateral estoppel effect of
Bracken on the parties in this case. See (First) Supplemental Brief of
-Appellants, at 2-5 (dated June 17,2013). When it was decided, Bracken
became binding precedent on this case. Appellants iﬁcorporate their
argﬁment from their (First) Supplemental Brief, .

A. The 2013 Amendments Impose an Unconstitutional Tax

Under Separation of Powers, Due Process, and
Impairment-Clause Principles.

When Thomas Macbridé died in 1999, no Washington esta£e tax
existed. When his wife, Jessie, died in 2007, the DOR’s own regulations
instructed her to exclude the QTIP assets from her Washington taxable
estate. Neither Thomas nor Jessie had any reason to suspect that
Washington would attempt to tax the QTIP assets. Now, in 2013, the

- DOR would like to reach back into their graves to fund Washington’s
education legacy frust account—+to create a tax that no one at the time had

any reason to pay or believe they should pay.



Few would argue that public education is not a laudable goal.. But
that goal cannot be pursued at the expense of individual constitutional
rights. The legislative branch’s goals cannot serve as the sole justification
for an unfettered, unlimited taxing power. Washington’s system of checks
and balances between branches of government exists in no small part to
safeguard the fundamental rights of the weak, strong, poor, rich, majority, -
and minority alike. As James Madison wrote:

- It is of great importance in a republic not
only to guard the society against the
oppression of its rulers, but to guard one part
of the society against the injustice of the
other part. Different interests necessarily
exist in different classes of citizens. Ifa

majority be united by a common interest, the
rights of the minority will be insecure.

The Federalist No. 51 (James Madison).

It is not only the legislature, but also at times the judiciary, that
must act as “guardians.of the rights and iiberties of the people.” The
Federalist No. 49 (James Madison). That is why “[t]hé legislature’s power
to enact a statute is unrestrained except where . . : prohibited by the state
and federal constitutions.” State ex rel. Citizens Agdin;t Tolls v. Murphy,
151 Wn.2d 226, 248, 88‘ P.3d 375 (2004) (emphasis added). “Ultimétely,
however, it is for the judiciary to determine whether a given enactment

violates the constitution[s].” State v. Gresham, 173 Wn.2d 405, 428, 269



P.3d 207 (2012)‘. And as applied to Jessie Macbride’s estate, the 2013
Amendments are unconstitutional for the reasons set forth below.

1. The 2013 Amendments are Clearly Retroactive.

The 2013 Amendments are without a doubt retroactivc; The 2013
Améndments_ purportvbothA to amend and to “clarify[]” the 2005 Act.
Engrossed ‘House Bill 2075, 63rd Leg., 2nd Spécial Sess. (Wash. 2013),

§ 6. Insofar as they are clariﬁcatiohs, the 2013 Amendments “are
generally retroactive andv effec‘tive from the original date of the statute.”
Johnson v. Morris, 87 Wn.2d 992, 925, 557 P.2d 1299 (1976). And the '
legislature’s intenf that amendments apply retroactively overrides the
presumption .against retroactivity. Barstad v. Stewart Title Guar. Co., 145
Wn.2d 528, 536-37, 39 P.3d 984 (2002); Engrossed House Bill 2075, 63rd
Leg., 2nd Special Sess. (Wash. 2013) § 1(6) (amending the 2065 Act to
“apply [it] both prospectively and retroactively to estates of decedents
dying on or after May 17, 2005”) (emphasis added).

Thus eight years after its enactment, the legislature has stated that
the 2005 Act has———sinée its»'inCeption—permitted the DOR to collect taxes
on QTIP transfers that occurred even decades earlier. See id. at § 1(5)
(“[Tlhe legislature ﬁnds that it is necessary to reinstate the legislature’s
intended meaning when it enacted the estate tax . . ). The legislature

bases its interpretation of the 2005 Act on the claim that “transfer” under

10



federél law extends fo the distribution Qf QTIP assets after the death of a
surviving spouse, citing Fernandéz v. Wiener, 326 U.S. 340, 352 (1945).

It is important to recognize that there are two levels of retroactivity
in the 2013 Amendments: First, the legislature has amended the 2005 Act
to overrule the Bracken court’s 2012 interpretation of the 2005 Act.
Second, the legislature has—with the 2013 Amendments—reached back
well prior‘ to the 2005 Act to tax QTIP transfers that occurred dgcades
before the Stand Alone Tax ever existed. This legislative overreach is
ﬁnprecedented in Washington, and cannot withstand constitutional
scrutiny. |

2, The 2013 Amendments Violate the Separation of
Powers Doctrine.

Oﬁce the Washington Supreme Court has authoritatively construed
a ét’atute, the legislation is considered to have always meant that
interpretation. Johnsoﬁ, 87.Wn.2d' at 927-928. The legislature is
presuﬁied to be aware of judicial construction of'eXiSting statutes. Hazel
v. Van Beek, 135 Wn.2d 45, 58, 954 P.2d 1301 (1998). Any attempt by
the legislature to retroactively chaﬁge a statute in contravention of an
existing judiCial construction of that statute raises separation of powers

issues. Johnson, 87 Wn.2d at 926. - The starkest violation of this principle

11



is seen in the 2013 Legislature’s attempt to clarify federal statutory law

and case law.

a, The Legislature Has Interfered with a
Judicial Function by Misinterpreting and
Misapplying Federal Law.

“It is emphatically the province and duty of the judicial department
to say what the law is.” In re Juveﬁile Dir., 87 Wn.2d‘ 232, 241, 552P.2d
163 (1976) (quoting Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137, 177,2 L.Ed 60

(1803)). This is the foundation of the principle of separation of powers,
| which was in_corporated into the Washington State Constitution in 1889.
Hale v. Wellpinit School District No. 49, 165 Wn.2d 494, 506, 198 P.3d
1021 (2009).

In Bracken, the Washington Supreme Court directly and
thoroughly addressed the following question: Does the Internal Revenue
Code regard the death of a surviving spouse as giving rise to a transfer in a

QTIP? The Court answered that question with a resounding, “No.”:

The stand-alone estate tax adopted by the
[2005] Act is, like the federal estate tax, a
transfer tax, “imposed on every transfer of
property located in Washington.,” RCW
83.100.040(1). Compare RCW 83.100.040,
with LR.C. § 2001(a). The requirement for
" a transfer is constitutionally grounded and
long standing. It arises from the
distinction between an excise tax, which is
levied upon the use or transfer of property
(even though it might be measured by the
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property's value), and a tax levied upon the

property itself . . . The estate tax has long

been recognized as an excise tax . . . If'

estate taxation cannot be tied to a transfer, -

it fails as an unapportioned (and therefore

unconstitutional) direct tax.
Bracken, 175 Wn.2d at 563-64 (emphasis added). The Bracken Court then
cited Fernandez for support—the very Supfeme Court case that the
_legi'slature relies on for the opposite proposition in the 2041 3 Amendments.
The 2013 Amendments expressly contradicted the Bracken Court’s
interpretation of Fernandez and the Internal Revenue Code, claiming

(incorrectly) that “it is well established that the term “transfer’ as used in
the federal estate tax code” extends to distribution of QTIP assets upon the
surviving spouse’s death. See Engrossed House Bill 2075, 63rd Leg., 2nd
. Special Sess. (Wash. 2013), § 3. A more blatant encroachment on the
judiciary function is hard to imagine.
The Bracken Court continued on to explain that a QTIP

distribution on the death of the surviving spouse is not a taxable transfer

under federal law;

The same principles that require a transfer
for federal estate tax purposes were held to
require a transfer for Washington's former
inheritance tax in In re Estate of McGrath . .
. “for in neither case can there be any tax
unless there is a transfer.” . .. DOR too
readily concludes that a fictional or deemed
transfer is something that Congress or the
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legislature can substitute for an actual
transfer. When DOR argues that ““the
power of Congress to change the common-
law rule is not to be doubted,” " it fails to
consider that a transfer—a real transfer—is
the sanction for the tax. .. [T]he Internal
Revenue Code does not regard the death of
the surviving spouse as giving rise to a
taxable transfer even though the deemed
transfer on the death of the surviving
spouse is the taxable event. A transfer
supporting taxation has occurred, but federal
law and regulation recognize that it
occurred upon the death of the first spouse.
The transfer is taxed later at a time when
there is no transfer, by virtue of the deferral -
election. The Internal Revenue Code and its
regulations provide, with their characteristic
precision, that the first spouse engages in the
transfer of QTIP and that passage of QTIP to
and from the surviving spouse is a fiction. . .

Id. at 565-567 (emphasis added). The Bracken Court then noted that the
same constitutional principles that require a transfer for federal estate tax
purposes were held to require a transfer for Waéhington’s former
inheritance tax in In re Estate of McGrath, 191 Wash. 496, 505, 71 P.2d
395 A(1 937). The court stated that under McGrath, the transfer requirement
: wbuld apply equally fo any estate tax:
It is universally agreed that the right of the
sovereign to control the transfer is the
sanction upon which all such exactions rest,
whether they be called estate taxes,

succession taxes, inheritance taxes, or
privilege taxes. It is therefore, in the very
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nature of things, impossible for an estate or
inheritance tax to be exacted with respect
to something in which the decedent did not
own or have some kind of right at the time
of his death, for in such a case there is no

transfer.
Bracken, 175 Wn.2d at 566 (quoting McGrath, 191 Wash. at 503)

(emphasis added).

As the Bracken court implicitly recognized, Fernandez dées not
overrule or alter McGrath'’s holding. In a larger sense, Fernandez does
not apply to a QTIP analysis, because it involves a different issue.
Fernandez dealt with the disposition on death of one spouse of jointly held
property. In a QTIP, the surviving spouse does not hold any property, but
is merely a lifetime income beneficiary of a trust, Fernandez addressed
_ the inclusion of the entire community in a husband’s groés estate on his
- death, not the expiration of a spouse’s terminable lifetime interest.

The Fernandez Court highlighted the idiosyncrasies of Louisiana
community property law in the 1940s, wheré “the wife has no control over
community property. She may not give it away, not sell it, aﬁd in genera‘l,

‘may not bind it for the payment of her debts.” Fernandez, 326 U.S. at
349, The death of the husband terminates his control over the wife’s
share, and “for the first time” transfers to her full and exclusive

possession, control and enjoyment under Louisiana law. Id. at 355-356.
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Fernandez did not hold that a suwiviﬁg spouse with only a lifetimei
income intercsf has any interest in her predeceased husband’s irrevocable
marital trust to convey on her death.

In fact, a treatise recently cited by the DQR in support of its
arguments notes that, even after Feifnandez, the modern concept of
transfef requires “that decedent ha[ve] an Ainterest in property at deatﬁ. ”
- 1J. Mertens, The Law of Federal Giﬂ and Estate.Taxat‘ion § 1.04 (1959).
Indeed, federal lau; ha;v m held th? expiration of a lifetime interest
incqme from a QTIP to be a “transfer.” Sec_z Estate of Bonner v. Comm’r,
84 F3d 196, 199 (Sth Cif. 199_6); Estate of Mellinger v. Comm’r, 112 VT.C.
26, 36 (1999) acq. 1999-2 CB. As McGrath and Bracken make clear,
Jessie had no interest at all in Thomas’s trusts at her death; had nothing to
transfer; and so taxing the nonexistent transfer through the estate tax is
unconstitutional.

‘The Bracken court did not merely interpret a Washington statute.
It also necessarily interpreted federal law, because the 2005 Act—Ilike the
2013 Amendments—define “transfer” to mean a “transfer as used in
section 2001 of the internal revenue code.” See Engrossed House Bill
2075, 63rd Leg., 2nd Special Sess. (Wash. 2013), §2(12). Tﬁc legislature
purports to add to this federal deﬁnition of transfer the distribution of

QTIP assets on the death of the surviving spouse. But as the Bracken
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court.expressly held, this is not what “transfer” means uhder the Internal
Revenue Code, and so is not the law.

Not only can a state statute not amend a federal law, but a state
legislature cannot act as a judiciary by “say[ing] what the tfederal] law is.”
Marbury, 5 U.S. at 177. The legislature has acted outside “its sphere of
authority to make policy to pass laws, and to amend laws already in
effect,” _énd “has invaded the prerogatives of the jﬁdicial branch.” Hale,
165 Wn.2d at 509-510. The 2013 Amendments clearly violate the
separétioﬁ of powers doctrine, insofar as they purport to change the
Washington Supreme Court’s interpreteition of federal‘law.

b. Recent Washington Court Decisions

Confirm that the Legislature Has
Overstepped its Bounds.

- Several recent decisions issued by Washingtlonbcourts confirm that
the 2013 Amendfnents cannot survive a separati(l)n of powers challenge.
First, in Lummi Indiah Nation v. State, the Washington Supreme Court
~ rejected a separation of powers challenge because the legislature had been
extremely careful in performing its legislativé task so as not to invade the
judicial branch’s prerogatives. Lummi Indian Nation v. State, 170 Wn.2d
247,241 P.3d 1220 (2010). The Coﬁrt had held in 1998 that under then-
existing law, new private water rights did not fully vest until the water was

put to a beneficial use. Dep’t of Ecology v. Theodoratus, 135 Wn.2d 582,
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586,957 P.2d 1241 (1998). The T heodoratus Court cautioned that it was
not considering municipal water rights. Id. at 594,

As a proactive measure, the legislature amended the municipal
water law to deﬁné certain private water suppliers as municipal and make
that definition retroactive. Addressing facial rather than as-applied
challenges to the statutes (and noting that “many of the arguments” before
it “might be better raised in an ‘as appiied’ challenge”), the Lummi Court
applauded the legislature’s care in crafting the legislation: ;‘The
legislature apprdached its legislative task both thoughtfully and with
deference to this court’s construction in Theodoratus. 1t adopted this
court’s holding prospectively . . . it evdked this court’s language .. . and it
used the fact that this court did not consider ‘issues conceming municipal
water suppliers’ in Theodoratus as an opportunity to secure the rights of
some existing water certificate holders.” Lummi, 170 Wn.2d at 258, 263.
In stark contrast td Lummi, the' legislature here has “interfer[ed]” with a
judicial function by usurping the judiciary’s role as interpreter of federal
law. Id. at 263.

Sécond, in Kitsap Alliance of Property Owners v. Central P_uget.
Sound Growth Management Heariﬁgs Board, a Washington Court of
Appeals found no separation of powers issue because no majority

interpretation of a statute existed; instead, the eight justices who had
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“expreséed an opinion on the topic were evenly divided.” 160 Wn. App.
250, 260, 255 P.3d 696 (2011). The legislature’s response to “confusion
about the [statute] did not amount to overturning a settled construction of
the statute. Rather, the legislature stepped in to clarify its intent in the face
of judigial uncertainty.” Id. at 261. “[I]n this situation,” the court held,
later retrqactive amendments clarifying the law did not viola"te the
separation of powers doctrine. Id. (The Washington ASupreme Court later
- cited Kitsap with approval. Lauer v. Pierce Couizty, 173 Wn.2d 242, 258
n3 (2011).) |

Bracken, unlike Kitsap, involved a unanimous decision in fa{/or of
the Bracken estate, with all nine justices agreeing that no taxable event
occurred wﬁen the sﬁrviving spouse died. And a clear majority of the
justices agreed that an éstate tax is a tax on the transfer bf property at
death, and that no such tranéfer occurred on the surviving spouse’s death.
The 2013 Amendments did not “step[] in to ciarify [the legislature’s]
intent in the face of judicial uncertainty.” Kitsap, 160 Wn. App. at 261,
~ The legislature stepped in to disagree with the Washington Supreme Court
about issUes of federal law, and state law based on that federal law:
Saying what such law is remains a function of the judiciary. |

Third, in State v. Elmore, a Washington Court of Appeéls upheld a

retroactive amendment in response to a Washington Supreme Court
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decision because the amendment changed the statute—without disagreeing
with the Court’s interpretation of the statute’s language—rather than
clarifying‘ it in contravention of an existing judicial construction. State v.
Elmore, 154 Wn. App; 885, 905-907 (2010). The Washington legislature
had created new procedures for juries to consider aggravating factors
supporting an exceptional séntence. | Former RCW 9.94A.537(2) (2005).
But as a result of a 2007 Washington Supreme Court interpretatioﬁ of the |
statute’s plain language, trial courts could not follow thése procedufes
with defendants who had pleaded guilty or been tried before the statute’s
2005 effective date. Elmbre, 154 Wn. App. at 904. So tﬁe legislature
amended the statute to ensure that trial court jhdges had this authority in
all cases that came before them, regardless of -wh-en defendants had
pleadéd guilty.

Elmore had been retried and convicted of first degree murder in
2006, and argued that the 2007 amendments as applied to her would
violate the separation of powers doctrine. The couft disagreed. The court
cited Marine Power & Equip. Co. v. Human Rights Comm’n Hearing
Tribunal, explaining that where the controlling statute changes between a |
judgment below and an appeal, the appellate court applies the new or
altered statute—especially where no vested rights are involved. Id. at 907

(citing Marine Power v. Human Rights ‘Comm 'n, 39 Wn. App. 609, 620,
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694 P.2d 697 (1985)). The 2013 Amendments, by contrast, deprive the
Macbride estate of its vested rights in QTIP assets and also expressly seek
to “clarify” the 2005 Act in direct contravention of an existing judicial
interpretation of the 2005 Act’s plain language. And the “Legislature may
not, under the guise of clarification, overrule by legislative enactment a
prior authoritative Supreme Court opinion construing a statute.” Marine
Power, 39 Wn. App. at 615. See also State v. Ramirez, 140 ‘Wn. App. 278,
289 n. 7, 165 P.3d 61 (2007) (“[E]ven when the Legislatur.e specifically
enacts a law to ‘correct’ what it deems to be an erroneous judicial

~ interpretation of a statute, the new legislation does not thereby reach back |

in time to ‘coﬁect’ the previous law when the court interpreted the

previous law as unambiguous. Rather, the new legislation prospectively
amends the statute to escape the court’s erroneous interpretation of its
predecessor version.”).

| Lastly, in State v. Maples, the Court of Appeals addressed the 2002
amendment of a statute that stated “unequivocally that [the Department of

Correction’s] authori_ty to require preapproval of the prisoner’s residence

_ plan had always existed, dating back to the 1988 statute.” State v. Maples,
171 Wn. App. 44, 48,286 P.3d 386 (2012). With this amendment, the

legislature intended to clarify the statute in response to In re Pers.

Restrain of Capello, a 2001 Washington Court of Appeals decision that
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inte_rpreted the 1991 version of the statute differently. In re Pers. Restrain

- of Capello, 106 Wn. App. 576, 583-84, 24 P.3d 1074 (2001). In 2003, the
same Washington Court of Appeais had concluded that this 2002
legislation violated the separation of powers doctrine in I re Pers.
Restrain of Stewart, 115 Wn. App. 319, 331, 75 P.3d 521 (2003). The
Stewart court held tﬁat these “arnéndments cannot have retroactive
application because the amendatory act contravenes this couft’s judicial
construction of the statutory scheme in effect prior to 1992 and retroactiye

| application of the amendments violates the separation of powers doctrine.”
Id. at 331,

The Maples court followed Stewart, declining to find that Stewart
was no longer good law. The court explained that Stewart “rested on the
bedrock principle that the legislature cannot contravene an existing
judicial construction of a statute,” and pointed to the Supreme Court’s
debision iﬁ Lumrhi, which also did not overrule SteWaﬂ. The .Maples court
held that the 2002 amendments applied prospectively only—as should the
Court here with respect to the 2013 Amendments. v

c. Hale and Plaut Support This Result.

“We anticipate that the DOR will look to a 2009 Washington
Supreme Court case and a 1995 U.S. Supreme Court case for support.

First, the DOR will argue that Hale v. Wellpinit School District No. 49
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stands for the proposition that as long as the legisléture does not reverse a
particulér final judgment, it canﬁot invade thé judiciary’s realm. Hale v.
Wellpinit School District No. 49, 165 Wn.2d 494, 198 P.3d 10211 (2009). |
.Hale does not stand for that narrow proposition. In 2009, Hale court held
that a legislature’s retroactive amendment of the Law Against
Discrimination (“LAD”) did not violate the separation of powers doctrine.
Hale differs in several key respects from the case at hand. | ‘

* In Hale, the court addressed the legislature’s réj ection of the
Supreme Court’s decision in McC‘lafty v. Totem Elec., 157 Wn.2d 214,
137 P.3d 844 (2006). The McClarty court had been confronted with a

statute that did not define “disability,” and so re_sorted to the definition in
the federal Americans with Disabilities Act. As the Hale court
emphasized, a “[c]losely divided court” decided on the definition “in a

'~ five to four opinion.” Hale, 165 Wn.2d at 501, 510. In response to
McClarty, the legislature promptly amended the LAD to provide a new
statutory definition of “disability,” applying the definition retroactively.
Id. at 501-502. As the Hale court underscored, Hale involved “no claimé
that the legislation may have contravened other constitutional limits,’f like
due process or the right to contract. Id. at 503.

| " Hale represents branches of government “Work[ing] tog_ether in

harmony and in the spirit of reciprocal deference to the other’s important
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role and function in the art of governance.” Id. at 510, The McClarty
court, in a close decision, had interpreted a statute where the legislature
had not previously spoken on an issue, and the Hale court subsequently
deferred to the changed law where the parties raised no other
constitutional issues.

- This case represents something entirely different. In Hale, the
legislature had added something to the law that “héd» not previously
gxisted.” Marine Powef, 39 Wn. App. 615. Here the 2005 Act included a
definition of “transfer”—which is still based on the Internal Revenue Code
) deﬁﬁition. The 2005 Act stated explicitly that the law would only apply
“prospectively” aﬁd not retroactively. And the Bracken court ruled
decisively for the Bracken estate by interpreting not only that statute, but
the federal law'o‘n which the statute was and still is based. The legislature
in this case hés acted as a .“éourt of last resoﬁ,” and the 2013 Amendmen;cs
can only avoid violating the separation of powers doctrine if they apply
prospectively as originally drafted in 2005 and interprete(i by the Bracken
court. State v. Dunaway, 109 Wn.2d 207, 216 n. 6, 743 P.2d 1237 (1987)
(citation omitted). }

Second, we expect that the DOR will point to Plaut v. Spendthrift
Farms, Inc. and argue that separation of powers principles cannot be

violated when retroactive legislation applies to a case that has not been
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finally decided. 514 U.S. 211, 115 S.Ct. 1447 (1995). But the separation
of powers doctrine has never been this narrow. Plaut held only that the
federal Constitution’s separation of legislative and judicial powers denied
Congress the authority to enact retroactive legislation requiring an Article
III court to set aside a final judgment. Id. at 240. Plaut did not hold that
this is the only way that a legislature can step on a judiciary’s toes. On the
coﬁtrary, the Court cited Thomas Cooley’s telling 1868 treatise with
approval:

If the legislature cannot thus indireétly

control the action of the courts, by requiring

of them a construction of the law according

to its own views, it is very plain it cannot do

so directly, by setting aside their judgments .
Id. at 225 (quoting T. Cooley, Constitutional Limitations 94-95 (1868))
(emphasis added). The 2013 Amendments attempt to control the
Waéhington Supreme Court’s construction of federal law according to its

own views, and violates the separation of powers doctrine.

-3, The 2013 Amendmenfs Violate the Due Process
Clause. ’

" The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and
Article I, Section 3 of the Washington State Constitution provide that
“[n]o person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without due

process of law.” Washington’s due process clause is coextensive the
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Fourteenth Arﬁendment’s. See State v. Morgan, 163 Wn. App. 341, 352
(2001).
a. The 2013 Amendments Deprive the
Remainder Beneficiaries of their Vested
Property Rights without Due Process of
Law, '

The 2013 Amendments would deprive the Mac‘bride beneﬁéiaries
of property rights that vested in 1999. The legislature cannot give an
amendment retroactive effect in these circumstances, |

A “vested right” is “a title, legal or equitable, to the I;resent or
future enjoyment of property, a demand, or a legal exemptidn from a
demand b-y another.” Washington State Farm Bureau Federation v.
Gregoire, 162 Wn.2d 284, 364-305, 174 P.3d 1142, 1152 (2007) (quoting
Lawsoﬁ v. State, 107 Wn.2d 444, 454, 730 P.2d 1308 (1986)). The
Macbride beneficiaries—as of Thomas’s death in 1999—held a future but
| vested interest in the QTIP assets. This is the textbook eXample ofa
vested remainder, as Washington courts have noted:

[T]he [In re Estate of Gochnour, 192 Wash. 92, 93, 72 P.2d 1027
(1937)] cou,ft stated: By the teriﬁs of the will, under the great weight of
authority, Jacob B, Goéhnour takes a life estate, with vested remainder to

the decedent's sister and nieces, notwithstanding his absolute power of

disposal during his lifetime . . . [T]he interest created in the remaindermen
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is iden_tical with the interest placed in trust in the case at bar. Accordingly,
we hold that testatrix created a life estate and a future interest denominated
a vested remainder, both interests of which came into being at the time of
her death. Edwards v. Edwards, 1 Wn. App. 67, 70-72, 459 P.2d 422,425
(1969) (citing also Shufeldt v. Shufeldt, 130 Wash. 253, 227 P. 6 (1924)).
See.dlso Restatement (Second), Trusts § 77 (1959) (“A, the owner of
Blackacre, transfers Blackacre to B for life, remain‘der to C and his heirs
and directs that C hold his interest in trust for D. C holds a vested
remainder in trust for D.”). Unlike in Gregoire (where appellanfs could
not prove a vested right to vote on taxes), the rights at issue here clearly
Vested%foufteen years ago. The 2013 Amendments would substantially
impair these rights over a decade later. The due process clauses prohibit
this outcome.

The Washington Supreme Court has held repeatedly that a
retroactive statute is unconstitutional if the statute takes away or impairs
vested rights acquired under existing laws—the existing law here being, in
effect, no estate tax law at all, or rather the “pickup” tax Washington
instituted in 1981. In In re F.D. Processing, Inc., for example, the court
explained that even if an amendment were remedial, it could not be given
retroactive effect in that case. Inre F.D. Processing, Inc., 119 Wn.2d 452,

460', 832 P.2d 1303 (1992). In 1990, U.S. Bank had achieved a perfected
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security interest in a company’s inventory and accounts receivable.
Certain milk prbducers who had not beeﬁ paid for delivered milk argued
that their liens were valid and had priority. In 1991, the legislature
expressly extended lieﬁ protection to include milk producers. The
-amendments wére silent on fetroactivity, but the court noted that it coulci
not givé the statute retroactive effect in any event: U.S. Ba'nk possessed a
| perfected security interest, and applying the amendment retroactively
would unconstitutionally “‘affect’” U.S. Bank’s vested interest as long as
the retroactive application would cause U.S. Bank to recover a smaller
amount of its secured claim.” Id. So téo, here, do the 2013 Amendrﬁents
affect the beﬁéﬁciaries’ vested rights by causing a far smaller distribution
of the QTI? trust assets,

Also, in State v. Varga, the Washington Suprerhe Court confirmed
| that a statute impos’e_d retroactively to ‘de‘p‘rive a party of veste(i rights
violates that party’_s substéntive due prbcess rights. State v. Varga, 151
Wn.2Ad 179, 86 P.3d 139 (2004). In 2002, the legislature aménded the
Sentencing Reform Act in response to two court decisions that had held
that amendments to the act showed no intent to include “washed out”
convictions in calculating.offender scores. Inthe 2002 amendments, the
legislature explained that it “never intended to create in an offender a

vested right” with respect to whether offender scores included prior
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convictiéns. Laws of 2002, ch. 107, § 1. In Varga, the court |
acknowledged the statute’s now-plain retroactivity, and held that the
retroactivity did not violate Varga’s due process rights:

“A retroactive law violates due process when it deprives an
individual of a vested right.;’ State v. Shultz, 148 Wn.2d 638? 646, 980
P.Zd 1265 (19995 ... “We find no Ve.sted right which has been ifnpaired or
taken away. The act does not impose any néw duty . . . The defendants
could have avoided the impact of the act . . .” [State v. Scheffel, 82 Wn.2d
872, 878-879, 514 P.2d 1052 (1973).] Varga, 151 Wn'.2d at 194
(emphasis added). Unlike Varga, neither Thomas, nor Jessie, nor the
beneﬁéiaries could have avoided the impact of the 2013 Amend;nents.
Instead, the amendments “sweep away [their] settled expectations,” which
' the federal and state constitutions forbid. Landgraf'v. USI Film Products,
511 U.S. 244, 255, 266, 114 S.Ct. 1483 (1994) (noting that “individuals
should have an opportunity to know what thé law is and to conform their
conduct accordingly; settled expectations should not be lightly
disrupted”). See also Lummi, 170.Wn.2d at 261 (“Retroactive changes in
the law alter ;che status quo in the law upon which people should be able to
reasonably rely.”); Strand v. Stewart, 51 Wash. 685, 687-688, 99 P. 1027
(1909) (The legislature may nét interfere with or. divest estates which have

already become vested through the death of a testator.); In re Verchot’s
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Estate, 4 Wn.2d 574, 582, 104 P.2d 490 (1940) (An interest in an estate
vests immediately upon the death of the ancestor in the heir or devisee
entitled thereto, subject only to the rights of creditors.)

b. The 2013 Améndments’ Retroactivity

Period and Effect Exceed Permissible
Retroactivity.

While the mere fact that a tax or amendment is retroactive does not
make that tax or amendment unconstitutional, there are constitutional
limits to permissible retroactivity. The 2013 Amendments fali well
outside of thoée limits. According to the U.S. Supreme Coun, a
retroactive tax statute violates due process if it applies to more than “only
a modest period of retroactivity.” United States v. Caflfon, 512 U.S. 26,
31-32, 114 S.Ct. 2018 (1994). In Carlton; for example, the retrospeqtive
period spanned only 14 months. Id. As for Wéshingt’on courts, a twenty-
four year retroactivity period was “well beyond the limit of permissible
-retroactivity and retroactive enforcement.” Tesoro Refining and
Marketing Co. v. Dep’t of Revenue, 159 Wn. App. 104, 246 P.3d 211 -
(2010), reversed on other groimds, 173 Wn.2d 251 (2011) (emphasis
added). The Tesoro court relied on a Washington Supreme Court case in
which the court found a four year retroactive period unconstitutional. See

State v. Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co.,9 Wn.2d 11, 113 P.2d 542 (1941).
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' The 2013 Amendments go back eight years to “clarify” the 2005
Act, and reach back even decades further to capture pfoperty
transferred and vested long before the Stand Alone T ax eveh existed. In
fact, had the‘2005 Act itself been clearly retroactive, that new “stand—i
alone” tax made necessary by Hemphill would have violated due process
under Washington law. See Bates v. McLeod, 11 Wn.2d 648 (1941)
(striking down a new unemployment insurance tax made retroactive for
2.5 months because it violated-due process); Japan Lines v. McCaffree, 88
 Wn.2d 93 (1997) (upholding a 2.5 month retfoactive leasehqld excise tax
because the tax was not “novel’.’). In short, had the Bracken court in fact
reached the constitutional issues—and as it heavily implied in its
opinion—it would have likely héld that, applied retroactiveiy, the 2005
Act violated due process. |

4, The 2013 Amendments Violate the Impairment
Clause.

Article I, Section 10 of the U.S. Constitution provides that “[n]o
state shall . . . pass any bill of attainder, ex post facto law, or law
impairing the obligations of contracts.” Article I, section 53 of the
Washington State Constitution provides that “[n]o bill of attainder, ex post

facto law, or law impairing the obligations of contracts shall ever be
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passed.” These constitutional provisions are coextensive. Tyrpak v.-
| Danfels, 124 Wn.2d 146, 151, 874 P.2d- 1374 (1994).

The threshold inquiry under the Impairment Clauses is whether the -
law has, in fact, “operated as a substantial impairment of a contractual
relationship.” Energy Reserves Group, Inc. v. Kansas Power & Light Co.,
459 U.S. 400, 411, 103 S.Ct. 697 (quoting Allied Structural Steel Co. v.
 Spannaus, 438 U.S. 234, 244, 98 S.Ct. 2716 (1978)). An “impairment is
substantial if the complaining party relied on the supplanted part of the
contract, and contracting parties are generally deemed to have relied on
existing state law pertaining to interpretation and enforcement.” Margola
Assocs. v. City ofSeattZe, 121 Wn.2d 625, 653, 854 P.2d 23 (1993). “A
contract is impaired by a statute which alters its terms, imposes new
- conditions or lessens its value.” Caritas Sérvs., Inc. v. Dep't of Social &
Health Servs., 123 Wn.2d 391‘, 404, 869 P.2d 28 (1994)..

Washington courts have held that regardless of the legislature’s
intent, “a statute may not operate retroactively where the result would be.
to impair the obligation of a contract.” Gillis v. King County, 42 Wn.2d
373, 376, 255 P.2d 546, 548 (1953); Hearde v. Seattle, 26 Wn. App. 219,
611 P.2d 1375 (1980). And the Impairment Clauses apply to trusts like
any other contract. As the U.S. Supreme Court explained in Coolidge v.

Long, “trust deeds are contracts within the meaning of the contract clause
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of the Federal Constitution.” Coolidge v. Long, 282 U.S. 585, 595, 51 S.
Ct. 306 (1931). In Coolidge, the Court held fhat the state did not have the
authority to impair or destroy rights that had already vested in the trust
deeds, which had been fully executed before the state law came into effect.
Id. The same logic applies here.

The Washington Supreme Court followed Coolidge in In re
McGrath’s Estate. McGréth Candy Company had purchased two life
insurance policies before the législature subjected life insurance proceeds
to Washington’s then-existing iﬁheritance tax. McGrath, 191 Wash, at
497-98. Thé court held that taxing the insurance proceeds wasv an
unconstitutional impairment, of the insurance contracts under the federal
and state constitutions. The McGrath court noted that in Céolidge, the
remainder beneficiaries’ right to take the trust property upon their parents’
deaths arose and vested in them when the. Coolidges created thé trust. Id.
at 508. By analogy, th_e court found that McGrath Candy Company’s right
to take the proceeds of the life insurance arose and vested when the
company executed the contracts. Id. Any later statute that attempted to

tax the insurance proceeds would, if enforced, impair the company’s
contractual rights because the company would receive less than it was

entitled to receive under thé contract’s term. Id. at 508-09.
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The legislature’s impqsitioﬁ of the Washington estate tax on
Thomas’s irrevocable QTIP trust is an unconstitutional impairmcnt of the
rights arising from that trust. The trust arose, and the property subject to
the btrust vested, years before the 2005 Act and the 2013 Amendments.
Since 1999, the trusts have been irrevocable contracts under the state and
federal constitutions. To apply Wa;hington’s estate tax to these trusts
Wouldlimpair the rights of the beneficiaries in contravention of the
Impairment Clauses of the federal and state constitutions.

“While legislation generally does not unconstitutionally impair
contractual obligations if it advances a legitimate public purpose uﬁder the
- police power, it utterly uﬁreasonable for a state legislature to réac_h back as
far as thirty years to impose a retroactive tax. See Birkenwdld Distributing
Co. v. Heublein, Inc., 55 Wn. App. 1,9,776 P.2d 72 1 '(1.98‘9) (h‘olding that
the legislature did not legitimately exercise the police power because the
coﬁtract because the imbairment was sufficiently severe and there was no
showing of an important genergl social problem). Furthermore, there is
absdlutely no pre-existing Z)r conceivable relationship between funds the.
DOR would like to collect from the QTIP trusts created decades ago and
the state’s Education Legacy Trust Account described in RCW
83.100.230. See Allied Structural Steel, 43é U.S. at 248 (“The

presumption favoring ‘legislative judgment as to the necessity and
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reésonablenéss of a particular measure,” United States Trust Co. of New
York v. New Jersey, 431 U.S;,' 1, 23, 97 S.Ct. 1505, 1518, 52 L..Ed.2d 92
(1_977), simply cannot stand in this case.”). The state cannot have
unfettered rein {o impose any retroactive tax it deems useful.

The DOR cannot cite to a case'overruling McGrath or Coolidge
becausé none exists. The Bracken court also relied on McGrath. See
Bracken, 175 Wn.2d at 565-66. The 2005 Act and the 2013 Amendments
thefefore impair the QTIP .trust beneficiaries’ contractual rights because
they receive less—fér less—than they would have received under the
It;icl<up tax regime at the trust’s inceptiqn. McGrath, 191 Wash. at 508-09.

B. The 2013 Amendments Violate art. VIL, § 1 of the
Washington Constitution.

Without a transfer or voluntary action by the decedent of an estate,
a tax on the QTIP itself violates the uniformity requirement of art. VII, § 1
of the Washington Constitution. Under that section,

'All taxes shall be uniform upon the same
class of property within the territorial limits
of the authority levying the tax and shall be
levied and collected for public purposes
only. The word "property" as used herein -
shall mean and include everything, whether
tangible or intangible, subject to ownership.

Admittedly, true excise taxes fall beyond the breadth of the uniformity

requirement. Dean v. Lehman, 143 Wn.2d 12, 25-26, 18 P.3d 523 (2001).
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However, simply labelling a tax an excise tax or transfer tax does not
make it so. The distinction between a property tax, which must be
uniformly applied, and an excise tax is that an excise tax is based upon a

voluntary action:

[T]he obligation to pay an excise is based

upon the voluntary action of the person

taxed in performing the act, enjoying the

privilege or engaging in the occupation

which is the subject of the excise, and the-

element of absolute and unavoidable

demand, as in the case of a property tax, is

lacking.
Covell v, City of Seattle, 127 Wn.2d 874, 889, 905 P.2d 324 (1995)
(emphasis Iadded); High Tide Seafoods v. State, 106 Wn.2d 695, 699, 72
P.2d 411 (186); appeal dismissed, 479 U.S. 1073 (1987); Black v. State, -
67 Wn.2d 97, 406 P.2d 761 (1965) ((quoting 1 T. Cooley, Taxation § 46,

“at 132 (4th ed. 1924)).

In Black, the Court defined a property tax as a tax on things
tangible or intangible and an excise tax on “the right to use or transfer
things.” Black, at 99, 406 P.2d 761. Conversely, the right to own and

- hold property cannot be made the subj ect of an excise tax, because to tax
‘by reason of ownership of property is to tax the ownership itsclf. See

Jensen_v. Henneford, 185 Wash. 209, 218, 53 P.2d 607 (1936). This is,

undoubtedly W‘hyvthe operative taxing language in RCW 83.100.040 limits |
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A the'imposition of the tax under that section to “every transfer of property
located in Washington” rather than imponing a tax on the property itself.
See Seattle-First National Bank v. Macomber, 32 Wn.2d 696, 203 P.2d |
1078 (1949) (an estate tax is a tax upon the transfer of property, and not on
the property itself). |

When Jessie died; she did not engage in any voluntary act to use of
transfer assets in the Thomas Trust. As noted in Appellant’s Opening
Brief, when the QTIP‘frusts were created in 1999, it was Thomas’s
voluntary act that directed the distribution of the Trust: the beneficiaries
were vested, determined and fixed. Jessie was entitled to receive income
as long as she was alivé, but when she died; Thornas’s QTIP Trnst (drafted
in 1998 and set in motion at his death in 1999) had already ﬁxed the
distribution of the Trus;c. Indeed, that is the nature of the QTIP. The
lifetime beneficiary cannot redirect the trust by her voluntary act. The
only thing Jessie did was to die (which even thé State will not contest was

a voluntéry act). See also McGrath, at 504 (“[tThe death of McGrath

added nothing to the cémpany's right to the proceeds of the policies, for

tne right was from the beginning complete and indefeasible.”)
Because the DOR will not be able to identify any voluntary act of

Jessie’s, the Stand-Alone Tax as applied to the QTIP is in actuality a

prnper’gy tax on the QTIP itself. By the very structure of its graduated
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rates of Stand-Alone Tax, the tax violates thé uniformity requiremeht as
applied to QTIP property under the 2013 Amendments. See, e.g., Inter
Island Telephone Co., Inc. v. San Juan County, 125 Wn.2d 332, 883 P.2d
1380 (1 994). Thus, the 2013 Amendments are unconstitutional under

Wash. Const. Art. VII, § 1.

C. The DOR is Estopped from Applying the 2013
Amendments to the Macbride Estate, Which was
Prejudiced by the Stay Pending the Outcome of

~ Bracken.

The 2013 Amendments apply to all eétates except for thosé estates

that participated in the Washington Supreme Court decision in Bracken.

See Laws of 2013, ch. 2, § 10; see also, HB 2075, House Bill Report, at 2

(“[t]he changes in the bill do not impact the parties ihvolved in the Estéte

of Bracken decision.”) Maébride was identical in virtually all respects to

t_ﬁe ca.ses (and indeed, the briefing in Macbride and Nelson cases were
substantiaily identical).- But for the stay of these proceedings, the

Macbride estate—which had fully briefed its case and was prepared to

transfer its case to the state Supreme Court just as the Nelson estate had

done—relented oﬁ the assurances that the outcomelof the Bracken case

would bind the Macbride estafe, whichever way the Court decided

Bracken.
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| ‘Yet rather than issue refunds required by Bracken, the DOR
instead lobbied the legislature at the end of the 2012-13 session, and
through two special sessions, to fix what it referred to as the “Bracken
problem.” The Macbride estate never would have agrééd to the stay if it
knew that only those who participated in Bracken would be safe, and all
“others who had not transferred their cases to the Supreme Court would be
in jeopardy from new proposed legisla}tion.

Equitable estoppel against a government agency fequires a
showing of.(1) an admission, statement, or act by the government
inéonsistent with its later claim; (2) reliance on the admission, statement,
or act; (3) injury to the relying party if the government were allowed to
contradict or repudiate its prior admission, statement, or act; (4) tﬁe
necessity éf estoppei to prevent a manifest injustice; and (5) no
impairment of governmental functions if estoppel is applied.

Kramarevcky v. Dep't of Soc. & Heaith Servs., 122 Wn.2d 738, 743-44,
863 P.2d 535 (1993); see also Shafer v. State, 83 Wn.2d 618, 521 P.2d 736
(1974) (estopping the state from asserting untimely filing because the
government led plaintiff and her attorney to believe it would recognize her
claiﬁ).

As the DOR indicated in its stay métions, the Bracken decision

would govern the Macbride case “and render any further proceedings

39



"~ moot.” Thus, the appellants did not need to transfer the case from
Division One_: to join the Bracken and Nelson estates. The immediate
change in position after the Supreme Court published Bracken is plainly
inconsistent with its earlier assurances. If this Court allows this changé in
position, then the Macbride estate will be injured severely. Under tﬁe
2013 Amendments, the Bracken and ANelson estates enjoy the benefit of
Braékeh (in the legislature’s _ineffective attempt to avoid a separaﬁon of
powers issue). The Macbride estate beneficiaries, on the other hand, are
hit by a substantial reduction in their property—and only because they
relied on the statements in the stay motions. No government functioﬁ
could possibly be impairéd by estopping the DOR from pursuing its
manifestly unjust arguments against the Macbride estate. |

Excluding' Macbride from the retroacfive provisions of the 2013
Amendments is bad policy as well. If the Macbride estate is not ekcluded,
then the message is clear: all taxpayeré should litigate their cases to the
supreme court and join or conso’lidate en masse or face the risk of a
retroactive amendment by a state legislature.

IV. CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth above, and in Appellants’ Opening Brief,

Reply Brief and its (First) Supplementél Brief, this Court should hold that
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Bracken is binding precedent and that EHB 2075 as applied to the

Macbride Estate is unconstitutional.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7th day of _October, 2013.

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

Rhys M. Farreﬁ,’%SV]?ﬂil%%

Jean M. Flannery, WSBA #45678

Attorneys for Appellants

Suite 2300, 777 108th Avenue NE

Bellevue, WA 98004-5149

(425) 646-6100 Phone

(425) 646-6199 Fax

Email: rhysfarren@dwt.com
jeanflannery(@dwt.com
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Rhys Farren, the undersigned, hereby certify and declare under
penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the

following statements are true and correct:

~ On this date, I caused to be served a true copy of the document
entitted SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF OF APPELLANTS to which this is

~ attached, by First Class U.S. Mail and electronic mail on the following:

Washington State Department of Revenue
David M. Hankins, WSBA #19194

- davidhl@atg.wa.gov
Charles Zalesky, WSBA #37777
chuckz@atg.wa.gov
Office of the Attorney General, Rob McKenna -
PO Box 40123 .
Olympia, WA 98504-0123

~ Executed at Bellevue, Washington th

Rhys M.\Flérreu

42



NO. 65948-1-1

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
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Representatives of the Estate of Jesse Campbell Macbride,
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Jean M. Flannery
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Attorneys for Appellants
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NO. 65948-1-1

COURT OF APPEALS, DIVISION.I
OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

THOMAS H. MACBRIDE III and MOTION TO STAY
PHILIP C. MACBRIDE, Personal PROCEEDINGS

. Representatives of the Estate of Jessie
Campbell Macbride,

Appellants,
v.

STATE OF WASHINGTON,
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE,

Respondent.

1. Identity of Moving Party. Résppndent State of Washington, |
| Department of Revenue éeéks the relief deéignated inpart2, |

2. Statement of Relief Requested. Respondent séeks a stay of the
proceedings pending the decision of the Washington Supreme Court in Jn
Re the Estate of Sharon M. Bracken, Supreme Court No. 84114-4. -

3. Facts relévdht fo motion. The facts relevant to this ‘motion‘aﬂre '
set forth in the accompanying Affidavit of Charles Zalesky, filed in |
support of this motion. | »

4.  Grounds for Relief and Argurﬁent. RAP 18.8(5) provides that
the aﬁpellét;e court may, on motjon of a party, enlarge or shorten the time
within which an aét must be done in a particular' case in order to serve the
interests of justice. Enlargement of time necessarily includes the power to

stay the pfoceedings for a set time or until the occurrence of an event. In
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H

light of the facts set forth in the affidavit and exhibits submitted in support
of this motion, the Respondent, Department of Revenue, respectfully
submits that stay of the broceedings in this appeal pending the decision

\
of the Washington Supreme Court in the Estate of Bracken appeal would

serve the interests of justice.

* Estate of Bracken involves the same legal issues raised in this

A%

appe:al. Thus, the Wésh’inété_ﬁ Supreme Clourt’s decision in the Estate of

Bracken appeal will likely resolve this appeal and make any further&

. proceedings moot. Moreover, a stay of this appeal pending the final

decision in the Estate of Bracker appeal will reduce the costs to the

parties; and promote judici'al econorhy. Asa resuit, a stay of these

: proceedings pénding the final decision in Estate of Bracken is warranted

in the interests of justice.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this & day of December,'
© 2010,

' ROBERT M. MCKENNA

Attorney Genéral W A
A%L/fgéi—~/_, 5522L'
PITTTT

DAVID M. HANKINS, WSBA # 19194

Assistant Attorne
Senior Counsel
Attorneys for Respondent

State of Washmgton Department of
Revenue




AFFIDAVIT OF CHARLES ZALESKY

STATE OF WASHINGTON )
COUNTY OF THURSTON % ”

CHARLES ZALESKY, being first duly sworn on oath, states:.

1. Tam oﬁe of the attorneys of record for the Respondent, Stafe
‘of Washington D_epartmeht of Revenue (“Department”). I make this ’
afﬁdayit based on personal knéwledge. |

2. Tam also one of the attorneys-of record for the Department in
 the matter of the Estaté of Sharon M. Bracken and the matter of the Estate
of Barbara J. Nelson, which have been cohsolidated by order of the
‘Washington Supreme Court under Supreme Court No..841, 14-4, A copy
of the ruling granting motion to transfer and consolidate the Estate of
Nelson appeal with the Estate of Bracken appeal is attached hereto as
ExhiBit 1. A copy of the Oétober 12,2010, letter from the Supreme Court
Clerk consolidating the appeals under Supreme Court No. 84114-4 is
attached hereto as Exhibit2. o

3. The consolidated E;vtate of Bracken appeal has béep fully "
briefed is ready for oral argument. It is anti,cipéted that argument will be
set for Spring or Fall 2011. See aftached Exhibit 3, item 9.

4, L Based on my involvement with the Estate of Bracken, Estate

of Nelson, and Estate of Macbride cases, it is my understanding and belief

that the legal issues in each of these cases are the same. The primary issue

is whether the Washington estate tax code allows a deduction or



exemption for qualified terminable interest property (“QTIP”) included in
the dec,edent’s taxable estate under ihfemal Revenue Code § 2044.

' Resolution of this issue in the consolidated Estate of ‘Bracken appeal

should resolve the present appea;iuﬁled by the personal representatives of

' the estate of Jessie Cambbell Macbride an_cl moot any further proceedings

on the merits.

AL LA,

CHARLES Z )EESKY =

" _SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO b.efore me this / &7’ 1 day of

| December, 2010,
\WMA/M /D[W

PUBLI 1n and for the
State of Washington,

Residingat __/ %ﬂﬂ/ﬁéﬁ |
My Commission epires (-G =/’
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The Court of Appeals

of'the ) '
RICHARD D. JOHNSON, : \
Court Administrator/Clerk State Of Washzngton One UEII(\);ISSI(SJI;‘;
600 University Street .
Seattle, WA
98101-4170
(206) 464-7750
TDD: (206) 587-5505
January 31, 2011
Charles E Zalesky David M. Hankins
Attorney General of Washington Atty Generals Ofc/Revenue Division
PO Box 40123 : - 7141 Cleanwater Dr SW
Olympia, WA, 98504-0123 S PO Box 40123

Olympia, WA, 98504-0123

Rhys Matthew Farren

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP
777 108th Ave NE Ste 2300
Bellevue, WA, 98004-5149

* CASE #: 65948-1-|

Thomas H. MacBride Ill, et al., Appellants v. State of Washlnqton Department of Revenue
Respondent :

Counsel:

The following notation ruling by Commissioner Mary Neel of the Court was entered on January
28, 2011, regarding respondent's motion to stay:

Respondent‘s motion fo stay is denied as In re Estate of Bracken, No. 84114-4 is

~ not yetset. Once the briefing is complete, either party may seek to transfer this matter to the
Supreme Court. See RAP 4.4.

Sincerely,

Richard D. Johnson
Court Administrator/Clerk
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RICHARD D. JOHNSON, .
Court Administrator/Clerk

March 21, 2011

Charles E Zalesky

Attorney General of Washington
PO Box 40123

- Olympia, WA, 98504-0123

Rhys Matthew Farren

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP
777 108th Ave NE Ste 2300
Bellevue, WA, 98004-5149

CASE #: 65948-1-

The Court of Appeals
of the
State of Washington

David M. Hankins

Atty Generals Ofc/Revenue Division
7141 Cleanwater Dr SW

PO Box 40123

Olympia, WA, 98504-0123

~ DIVISIONI

One Union Square

600 University Street
Seaitle, WA
98101-4170

(206) 464-7750

TDD: (206) 587-5505

Thomas H. MacBride Ili, et al., Appellants v. State ofWashmqton Department of Revenue

Resgondent

Counsel;

The following notatlon ruling by Comm|SS|oner James Verellen of the Court was entered on

- March 21, 2011:

The parties are directed to indicate by April 1, 2011, any reason why this appeal should
not be stayed pending the outcome of Estate of Sharon Bracken and Estate of Nelson,
currently pending in the Washington Supreme Court No. 84114-4,

Sincerely,

e

Richard D. Johnson
Court Administrator/Clerk
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" Received

MAR 24 2011
Rhys M. Farren
Rob McKenna
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON
Revenue Division

PO Box 40123 o Olyrnpla WA 98504-0123 e (360) 753-5528
March 22,2011

Richard ID. Johnson
~ Court Administrator/Clerk
Court of Appeals, Division I
'One Union Square
600 Unions Street
Seattle WA 98101-4170

RE Case # 65948-1-1 -~ Thomas H. MacBride 111, et al., Appellants v. State of
Washington, Department of Revenue, Respondent

Dear Mr. Johnson:

In response to your letter of March 21, 2011, pertaining to the ruling by Commissioner James

Verellen, the Department of Revenue supports staying the above appeal pending the outcome of
Estate of Bracken and Estate of Nelson. _

‘The reasons why a stay is warranted are set out in the Motion to Stay Proceedings that was filed
by the. Department on December 17, 2010, In short, the Estate of Bracken and Estate of Nelson
appeals involve the same legal issues raised in this appeal and the Supreme Court’s decision in

Estate of Bracken | Estate of Nelson will hkely resolve thxs appeal and make any further
proceedlngs moot, ‘

Sincerely,

CHARLES ZALESKY, WSpX # 37777

Assistant Attorney General
DAVID M. HANKINS, WSBA # 19194
Senior Counsel
~ Attorneys for Respondent
State of Washington, Department of Revenue

cc: Rhys M. Farren, Davis Wright Tremaine LLP, Attorneys for Appellants. -
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HOUSE BILL REPORT
HB 2075

As of Second Reading

Title: An act relating to preserving funding deposited into the education legacy trust account
used to support common schools and access to higher education by restoring the application
of the Washington estate and transfer tax to certain property transfers while modifying the

- estate and transfer tax to provide tax relief for certam estates.

Brief Description: Preserving funding deposited into the education legacy trust account used to
support common schools and access to higher education by restoring the application of the
Washington estate and transfer tax to certain property transfers while modlfymg the estate
and transfer tax to provide tax relief for certain estates

Sponsors: Representative Carlyle.
. Brief History:

Committee Act1v1ty
None.

Brief Summary of Bill »

* Requires certain marital trust property to be included in the estate for
purposes of the Washington estate tax.

Staff: Jeffrey Mitchell (786-7139).
Background:

In 1981 Initiative 402 repealed the state inheritance tax and replaced it with an estate tax
equal to the amount allowed under federal law as a credit against the federal estate tax. This
is commonly referred to as a "pick-up" tax. A pick-up tax is not an additional tax on the
estate but merely shifts revenues from the federal government to the state. Federal law
phased out state pick-up taxes (i.e. federal sharing), with a complete termination in 2005.

On February 3, 2005, the Washington Supreme Court (Court) invalidated Washington's estate
tax by holding that Washington's "pick-up" estate tax was based on current federal law, which

This analysis was prepared by non-partisan legislative staff for the use of legislative
members in their deliberations. This analysis is not a part of the legislation nor does it
constitute a statement of legislative intent.

House Bill Report -1- HB 2075



had ended state-sharing; and Washington law did not impose an independently operating
‘Washington estate tax. - Until the Legislature expressly created a stand-alone tax, the tax
remained a pick-up tax that must be fully reimbursed by the federal credit.

In response to the Court decision, Washington created a stand-alone estate tax in 2005. The
tax took effect May 17, 2005. The current Washington estate tax is imposed on every
transfer of property located in Washington at the time of death of the owner. The term
"property" includes real estate and other property located in this state, as well as intangible
assets owned by a Washington resident, regardless of location.

The measure of the tax is based on the taxable estate as determined under federal law, as it
existed on January 1, 2005. For Washington decedents dying on or after January 1, 2006, a
deduction of $2 mxlhon is allowed from the taxable estate. The value of property used for

" qualifying farming purposes is also deductible.

After subtracting any applicable deductions (e.g., the $2 million statutory deduction and the
value of qualifying farm property), the remaining Washington taxable estate is subject to a
graduated rate schedule ranging from 10 to 19 percent.

As previously mentioned, the federal taxable estate is the starting point for determining

~ Washington's estate tax. Federal law allows an unlimited marital deduction for property
passed outright to a surviving spouse. Federal law also allows certain transfers of property to -
marital trusts to qualify for the unlimited marital deduction even though the surviving spouse
does not have total control of'the property. This property is referred to as qualified
terminable interest property (QTIP) The QTIP is included in the federal taxable estate of the
surviving spouse upon the surviving spouse's passing. Under both federal and state law, the

“personal representative of the first spouse to die can make a QTIP election to qualify the

property for the marital deduction. Since the current Washington estate tax did not take
effect until May 17, 2005, an issue arises as to whether the Washington estate tax applies to
QTIP when the first spouse passed away prior to May 17, 2005.

On October 18, 2012, the Court in Estate of Bracken, 175 Wn.2d 549 (2012), specifically
held that QTIP included in the federal taxable estate where the federal QTIP election was
made prior to May 17, 2005, is not subject to Washington estate tax when the surviving
spouse passes away after May 17, 2005, The Court reasoned that Washington's estate tax is
specifically triggered by the transfer of property of the decedent and with QTIP, the actual
transfer occurs when the first spouse passes away. The surviving spouse is an.income
beneficiary of QTIP, but upon the surviving spouse's death; no actual transfer occurs. Under
~ federal law, a fictional transfer of QTIP occurs when the second spouse dies based on the
original QTIP election by the first spouse. However, since the current Washington estate tax

did not exist until May 17, 2005, no state QTIP election could have been made prior to this
time. .

Summary of Bill:

House Bill Report -2- HB 2075



The definition of "transfer" is amended to specifically include property where the decedent
economically benefitted in the property, i.e., property in a QTIP marital trust. A
commensurate change is made to the definition of the "Washington taxable estate" to

specifically include an interest in QTIP, regardless of whether the decedent acquired the
interest in the property prior to May 17, 2005.

For decedents dying prior to April 95 2006, the personal rcpreséntative of the estate is not
personally liable for estate taxes on QTIP if the property is not located in Washington and

the personal representative does not have possession of the property.

The changes in the bill apply prospectively as well as retroactively to decedents dying on or
after May 17, 2005. -

The changes in the bill do not impact the parties involved in the Estate of Bracken decision.,

19

Appropriaﬁon: None.
Fiscal Note: Requested on June 12, 2013.

Effective Date: The bill contains an emergency clause and takes effect immediately, except

for section 4 relating toqualified terminable interest property, which takes effect January 1,
2014. -

Staff Summary of Public Testimony:
(In support) None. |

~ (Opposed) None.

Persons Testifying: None.

* Persons Signed In To Testify But Not Testifying: None.

‘House Bill Report -3- _ o HB 2075
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CERTIFICATION OF ENROLLMENT

ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL 2075

Chapter 2, Laws of 2013

63rd Legislature
2013 2nd Special Session

EDUCATION LEGACY TRUST ACCOUNT--ESTATE AND TRANSFER TAX

EFFECTIVE DATE: 06/14/13 - Except for sections 3, 4, and 6, which

become effective 01/01/14.

Passed by the House June 13, 2013
Yeas 53 Nays 33

FRANK CHOPP

Speaker of the House of Representatives

Passed by the Senate June 13, 2013
" Yeas 30 Nays 19

TIM SHELDON

President of'the Senate .

Approved June 14, 2013, 12:30 a.m.

JAY INSLEE

Governor of the State of Washington

CERTIFICATE

I, Barbara Baker, Chief Clerk of
the House of Representatives of
the State of Washington, do hereby
certify that the attached 1is
ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL 2075 as -
passed by the House of
Representatives and the Senate on
the dates hereon set forth.

BARBARA BAKER
" Chief Clerk

FILED

June 14, 2013

Secretary of State
State of Washington
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ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL 2075

Passed Legislature - 2013 2nd Special Session
State of Washington 63rd Legislature 2013 2nd Special Session
By Representatives Carlyle ahd Roberts

Read first time 06/12/13.

AN ACT Relating to preserving funding deposited into the education

- legacy trust account used to support common schools and access to

higher‘edﬁcation by restoring the application of the Washington estate
and transfer tax to certain property transfers while modifying the
estate and transfer tax to provide tax relief for certain estates;
amending RCW  83.100.020, 183.100.040, 83.100.047, 83.100.047,
83.100.120, and 83.100.210; adding a new section to chapter 83.100 RCW;
creating new sections; providing an effective date; providing an

expiration date; and declaring an emergency.
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON:

NEW_SECTION. Sec. 1.‘ (1) In 2005, to address an unexpected
significant loss of tax revenue resulting from the Estate of Hemphill

decision and to provide additional fuﬁding for public education, the
legislature enacted a stand-alone estate and transfer tax, effective
May 17, 2005. The stand-alone estate and transfer tax applies to the
transfer of property at death. By defining the term "transfer" to mean
a "transfer asg used in gection 2001 of the internal revenue code," the

legislature clearly expressed its intent that a "transfer" for purposes

p. 1 EHB - 2075.8L
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of determining the federal taxable estate is also a "transfer" for
purposes of determining the Washington taxable estate.

(2) In In re Estate .of Bracken, Docket No. 84114—4,'the Washington
supreme court narrowly construed the term "transfer" as defined in the
Washington estate tax code. |

(3) The legislature finds that it is well established that the term
"transfer" as used in the federal estate tax code is construed broadly
and extends to the "shifting from one to another of any power or
privilege incidental to the ownership or enjoyment of property" that
occurs at death. Fernandez v. Wiener, 326 U.S. 340, 352 (1945).

(4) The legislature further finds that: The Bracken decision held
certain qualified terminable interest property (QTIP) of married
couples was transferred without incurring Washington state estate tax
liability, which: (a) Creates an ineqﬁity' never intended by the.
legislature because unmarried individuals did not enjoy any similar
opportunities to avoid or greatly reduce their potential Washington
estate tax liability; and (b) may create disparate treatment between
QTIP property and other property transferred between spouses that is
eligible for the marital deduction.

(5) Therefore, the legislature finds that it is necessary to

reinstate the legislature's intended meaning when it enacted the estate

‘tax, restore parity between married couples and unmarried individuals,

restore parity between QTIP property and other property eligible for
the marital deduction, and prevent the adverse fiscal impacts of the
Bracken decision by reaffirming itg intent that the term "transfer" as
used in the Washington estate and transfer tax 1s to be given its
broadegt possible meaning congistent with established United States
supreme court precedents, subject only to the limits and exceptions
expressly provided by the legislature. _

(6) As curative, clarifying, and remedial, the legislature intends
for this act to apply both prospectively and retroactively to estates
of decedents dying on or after May 17, 2005.

Sec. 2. RCW 83.100.020 and 2013 ¢ 23 s 341 are each amended to
read as follows:
( (A—uged—dn—+this—ehapter+)) The definitions in this section apply

throuqhéut this chapter unless the context clearly reguires otherwise.

(1) (a) "Applicable exclusion amount" means:

EHB 2075.S5L p. 2
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(1) One million five hundred thousand dollars for decedents dying
before January 1, 2006;

(1i) Two million dollars for estates of decedents dvinq on or after
January 1, 2006, and before January 1, 2014; and

(1i1) For estates of decedents dving in calendar vear 2014 and each

calendar vear thereafter, the amount in (a) (ii) of this subsection must

be adjusted annually, except as dtherwise provided in thisg subsection
(1) (a) (iii). The annual_ adjustment is determined by multiplying two

million dollarsgs by one plus the percentage by which the most recent

October_ consumer price jindex exceeds the consumer price index for

" October 2012, and rounding the result to the nearest one thousand

dollars. No adijustment is made for a calendar vear if the adiustment

would result in the same or a lesser applicable exclusion amount than

the applicable exclusion amount for the immediately preceding calendar

year. The__applicable__exclusion__amount__under__this__subsectidn'
(1) (a) (iii) for the decedent's estate is the applicable exclusion
amount in effect as of the date of the decedent's. death.

(b) For purposes of this subsection, "consumer price index" means

the consumer price index for all urban consumers, all itemsg, for the.

Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton metropolitan area as calculated by the United
States bureau of labor statistics.
(2) "Decedent" meanhs a deceased individual((+)) o
((2r)). (3) '"Department" meaﬁs~'the department of revénue, the
director of that department, or any employee of the department

exercising authority lawfully delegated to him or her by the
director ( (+))

((43>)) (4) "Federal return" means any tax return required by
chapter 11 of the internal revenue code((+))_.

((49)) (5) "Federal tax" means a tax under chapter 11 of the
internal revenue code((%))A V

((45))) (6) "Gross estate" means "gross estate" as defined and used
in section 2031 of the internal revenue code ((+))..

((46%)) (7) "Person" means any individual, estate, trust, receiver,
cooperative assgociation, club, corporation, company, firm, partnership,
joint venture, syndicate, or other entity and, to the extent permittéd
by law, any federal, state, or other governmental unit or subdivision
or agency, department, or instrumentality thereof ((+))

p. 3 ' EHB 2075.5L
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((+4#+)) (8) "Person required to file the federal return" means any
person required to file a return required by chapter 11 of the internal
revenue code, such as the personal representative of an estate((+)).

((€83)) (9) "Pfoperty" means property included in the gross
estate((+)) . :

({(49))) (10) "Resident" means a decedent who was domiciled in
Washington at time of death((+)).
((4%+63)) (11) "Taxpayer" means a person upon whom tax is imposed

under this chapter, including an estate or a person liable for tax
under RCW 83.100.120((+))

(1)) (12) "Transfer" means "transfer" as used in section 2001
of the internal revenue code and includes anv shifting upon death of

the economic_ benefit in property or_ any power_ or legal privilege

incidental__;g_;thea_ownership__9;__enjoyment__gi_;groperty} However,
"transfer" does not include a qualified heir disposing of an interest
in property qualifying for a deduction under RCW 83.100.046 or ceasing
to use the property for farming purposes ( (+))

((£4F2))) (13) "Internal revenue code™ means ( (—fer—the-purpeses—of
%héa—ehap%ef—aﬁd—Rewee%T%%GTG}GT)).the'United States internal revenue
code of 1986, as amended or renumbered as of January 1, 2005((3))._.

((+%33)) (14) "Washington taxable estate" means the federal taxable
estate ( (+—ess+——{a)—One—mitlion—£ive—hundred—thousand—detlars—for

deduetion—allowed—under-REW—83+166-046—and)) and includes, but is not_
limited to, the value of any property included in the gross estate

under section 2044 of the internal revenue code, regardless of whether

the.  decedent's_interest in such property was acquired_before May 17,
2005, (a) plus amounts required to be added to the Washington taXable
estate under RCW 83.100.047, (b) less: (i) The applicable exclusion
amount ; (ii) the amount of any deduction allowed under RCW 83.100.046;

(1ii) amounts allowed to be deducted from the Washington taxable estate

‘under ‘RCW 83.100.047; and (iv) the amount of any deduction_ allowed

under section 3 of thisg act.

((£+4))) (15) "Federal taxable estate" means the taxable estate as
determined under chapter 11 of the internal revenue code without regard -

to: (a) The termination of the federal estate tax under section 2210

EHB 2075.8L p. 4
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of the internal revenue code or any other provision of law, and (b) the
deduqtion for state estate, inheritance, legacy, or successiQn taxes
allowable under section 2058 of the internal revenue code.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 3. A new section is added to chapter 83.100 RCW
to read as follows: . '

(1) For the purposes of detérmining the tax due under this chapter,
a deduction is allowed for the value of the decedent's qualified
family-owned business interests, not to exceed two million five hundred
thousand dollars, if:

- (a) The value of the decedent's qualified family-owned business
interests exceed fifty percent of the decedent's Washington taxable
estate determined without regard to the deduction for the applicablé
exclusion ambunt;

~ (b) During the eight-year périod ending on the date of the
decedent's death, there have been periods aggregating five years or
more during which: | '

' (i) Such interests were owned by the decedent or a member of the
decedent's family;

(ii) There Wwas material participation, within thé meaning of
section_2032A(e)(6) of the internal revenue code, by the decedent or a
member of the decedent's family in the operation of the trade or
business to which such interests relate;
| (c) The gualified fahily-owned business interests are acquired by
any qualified heir from, or passed to any qualified heir from, the
decedent, within the meaning of RCW 83.100.046(2), and the decedent was
at the time of his or her death a citizen or resident of the United
States; and‘v ‘ .

(d) The wvalue of the decedent's qualified family-owned business
interests is not more than six million dollars. V

(2) (a) Only amounts included in the decedent's federal taxable
estate may be deducted under this subsection.

(b) Amounts deductible under RCW 83.100.046 may not be deducted
under this section.

(3) (a) There is imposed an additional estate tax on a qualified
heir if, within three years of the decedent's death and before the date
of the qualified heir's death: |

p. 5 EHB 2075.SL
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(i) The material participation requirements described in section
2032A(c) (6) (b) (ii) of the internal revenue code are not met with
respect to -the qualified family-owned business interest which was
acquired or passed from the decedent;

(ii) The qualified heir disposes of any portion of a qualified
family-owned business interest, other than by a disposition to a member
of the‘qualified heir's family or a person with an ownership interest
in the qualified family-owned business or through a qualified
conservation contribution under section 170(h) of the internal revenue
code; |

(iii) The qualified heir loses United States citizenship within the
meaning of section 877 of the internal revenue code or with respect to
whom section 877 (e) (1) applies, and such heir does not comply with the
requirements of section 877(g) of the internal revenue code; or

(iv) The principal place of business of a trade or business of the

"qualified family-owned business interest ceases to be located in the

United States.

(b) The amount of the additional estate taxvimposed under this
subsection is equal to the amount of tax savings under this section
with respect to the qualified family-owned business interest acqu1red
or passed from the decedent. -

(¢) Interest applies to the tax due under thié gsubsection for the
periodibeginning on- the date that the estate tax liability was due
under this chapter and ending on the date the additional estate. tax due
under this subsection is paid. Interest under this subsection must be
computed as provided in RCW 83.100.070(2).

(d) The tax imposed by this subsection is due the day that is six
months after any taxable event described in (a) of this subsection
occurred and must be reported on a return as provided by the
department. '

(e) The qualified heir is personally liable for the additional tax
imposed by this . subsection unless he or she has furnished a bond in
favor of the department for such amount and for such time as the
department determines necessary to secure the payment of amounts due
under this subsection. The qualified heir, on furnishing a bond
satisfactory to the department, is discharged from personal liability
for any additional tax and interest under this subsection and is

entitled to a receipt or writing showing such discharge.

EHB 2075.SL p. 6
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(£)" Amounts due under this subsection attributable to any qualified
family-owned business interest are secured by a lien in favor of the
state on the property in respect to which such interest relates. The
lien under. this subsection (3) (f) arises at the.time the Washington
return is filed on which a deduction under this sec¢tion is taken and
continues in effect until: (i) The tax liability under this subsection
has been satisfied or has become unenforceable by reason of lapse of
time; or (ii) the department isg eatisfied that no further tax liability
will arise under this subsection.

(g) Security acceptable to theldepartment may be substituted for
the lien imposed by (f) of this subsection.

(h) For purposes of the assessment  or correction of an assessment
for additional taxes and interest imposed under this subsection, the
limitations period in RCW 83.100.095 begins to run on the due date of
the return required under (d) of this subsection. ‘

(i) For purposes of this subsection, a qualified heir may not be
treated as disposing of an interest described in section 2057(e) (1) (A)
of the internal revenue code by reason of ceasing to be engaged in a
trade or business so long as the property to which euch. interest
relates is ueed in a trade or business by any member of the qualified
heir'sbfamily.

(4) (a) The department may require a taxpayer claiming a deduction

- under this section to provide the department with the names and contact

information of all quallfled heirs.

(b) The department may also require any qualified heir to submlt to
the department on an ongoing basis such information as the department
determines necessary or useful in determining whether the qualified
heir is subject to the additional tax imposed in subsection (3) of this
gection. The department. may not require such information wmore
frequently than twice per year. The department may impose a penalty on
a qualified heir who fails to provide the information requested within
thirty' days of the date the department's written request fof the
information was sent to the-qualified heir. The amount of the penalty
under this subsection is five hundred dollars and may be collected in
the same manner as the tax imposed under subsection (3) of this

section.

(5) For purposes of this section, references to section 2057 of the

p. 7 EHB 2075.SL
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internal revenue code refer to section 2057 of the internal revenue
code, as existing on December 31, 2003. . A

(6) For purposes of this section, the following definitions apply:

(a) "Member of the decedent's family" and "member of the qualified
heir's family" have the same meaning as "member of the family" in RCW
83.100.046(10) .

(b) "Qualified family—oWned business interest" has the same meaning
as provided in section 2057 (e) of the internal revenue code of 1986.

(c) "Qualified heir" has the same meaning asg provided in section
2057 (1) of the internal revenue code of 1986. .

(7) This section applies to the estates of decedents dying on or
after January 1, 2014.

Sec. 4. RCW 83.100.040 and 2010 ¢ 106 s 234 are each amended to
read as follows: '

(1) A tax in an amount computed as provided in this section is

~imposed on every transfer of property located in Washington. For the

pufposes of this section, any intangible property owned by a resident
is located in Washington.

(2) (a) Except as provided in (b) of this subsection, the amount of
tax is the amount provided in the following table:

Of Washington
If Washington Taxable ' The amount of Tax Equals , Taxable Estate Value
Estate isatleast But Less Than Initial Tax Amount Plus Tax Rate % Greater than
$0 $1,000,000 $0 10.00% $0 ‘
$1,000,000 $2,000,000 $100,000 14.00% $1,000,000
$2,000,000 $3,000,000 $240,000 15.00% $2,000,000
$3,000,000 $4,000,000 -$390,000 16.00% $3,000,000
$4,000,000 $6,000,000 $550,000 ((+7-60%)) $4,000,000
$6,000,000 $7,000,000 (($890;000)) ((1-8:00%)) $6,000,000
$910.000 19.00%
$7,000,000 -$9,000,000 (($1;670;060)) ((18-50%)) '$7,000,000
$1.100.000 19.50% '

EHB 2075.SL p. 8
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'$9,000,000 (($+,440,000)) - ((19:60%)) ~ $9,000,000
$1.490,000 20.00%

(b) If any propefty in the decedent's estate is located outside of
Washington, the amount of tax is the amount determined in (a) of this
subsection multiplied by a fraction. The numerator of the fraction is
the value of thé'property'located in Washington. The denominator of
the fraction is the value of the decedent's gross estate. Property
qualifying for a deduction under RCW 83.100.046 must be excluded from
the numerator and denominator of the fraction.

(3) The tax imposed under this section is a stand-alone estate tax
that incorporates only those provisions of the internal revenue code as
amended or renumbered as of January 1, 2005, that do not conflict with
the provisions of this chapter. The tax imposed under this chapter is
independent of aﬁy federal estate tax obligation and is not affected by
termination of the federal estate tax.

Sec. 5. RCW 83.100.047 and 2005 ¢ 516 s 13 are each amended to
read as follows: -

(1) If the federal taxable estate on the federal return is
determined by making an election under section 2056 or 2056A of the
internal revenue code, or if no federal return is required to be filed,
the department may providé by rule for a separate election on the
Washington réturn,A consistent with section 2056 or 2056A of the
internal revenue code, for the purpose of determining the amount of tax
due under this chapter. The election ((sha%}—be)) is binding on the
estate and the beneficiaries, consistent with the internal revenue
cgode. All other elections or wvaluations on the Washington return
((shat})) must be made in a manner consistent with the federal return,

if a federal return is required, and such rules as the department may
provide.l A _

(2) Amounts deducted for federal income tax purposes under section
642 (g) of the internal revenue code of 1986 ((+—=shalt)) are not ((ke))
allowed as deductions in computing the amount of tax due under this
chapter.

(3) Notwithstanding any department rule, if a taxpaver makes an

election consistent with section 2056 _of the internal revenue code as

p. 9 ' EHB 2075.8L
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permitted under this section, the taxpaver's Washington taxable esgtate,

and the surviving spouse's Washington taxable estate, must be adijusted
as follows:

(a) For the taxpayer that made the election, any amount deducted by
reagon of gection 2056(b)(7) of the internal revenue code is added tb,
and the Value of property for which a Washington election under this
section was made is deducted from, the Washington taxable estate.

(b) For the estate of the surviving spouse, the amount included in

the estate's gross estate purguant to section 2044 (a) and (b) (1) (A) of

the internal revenue code is deducted from, and the value_of any

property for which an election under this section was previously made
is added to, the Washington taxable estate,

Sec. 6. RCW 83.100.047 and 2009 ¢ 521 s 192 are each amended to
read as follows: '

(1) (a) 1If Vthé féderal taxable estate on the federal return is
determined by making an election under section 2056 or 2056A of thev
internal gevenﬁe godé, or if no federal return is required to be filed,
the department may provide by rule for a separate election on the
Washington return, consistent with section 2056 or ZQSGA of the
internal revenue code and (b) of this subsection, for the purpose of
determining the amount of tax due under this chapter. The election
((shati—be)) is binding on the estate and the beneficiaries, consistent
with the internal revenue code and (b) of this subsection. All other
elections or valuations on the Washington return ((shkedd)) must be made
in a manner consisgtent with thé federal return, if a federal return is
required, and such rules as the department may prbvide.

(b) Therdepartmentv((sha%})) must provide by rule that a state
registered domestic partner is deemed to be a surviving spouse and
entitled to a deduction from the Washington taxable estate for any
interest passing from the decedent to his or her domestic partner,
consistent with section 2056 or 2056A of the internal revenue code but
regardless of ,whéthef such interest would be deductible from the
federal gross estate under section 2056 or 2056A of the. internal
revenue code. ' ' ‘ '

(2) Amounts deducted for federal income tax purposes under section
642 (g) of the internal revenue code of 1986 ((ghaltl)) are not ((be))

EHB 2075.5L _ p. 10
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allowed as deductions in computing. the amount of tax due under this
chapter. '

(3) Notwithstanding any department rule, if a_taxpayer makes an
election consistent with section 2056 _of the internal revenue code as

permitted under this section, the taxpayver's Washington taxable estate,

and the surviving spouse's Washington taxable estate, must be adﬁusted
as_follows:

(a) For the taxpaver that made the election, any amount deducted by
reason of gection 2056(b)(7) of the internal revenue code is added to,
and the value of property for which a Washington election under this
section was made is deducted from, the Washington taxable estatel

(b) For the estate of the surviving spouse, the amount included in
the estate's grogs estate pursuant to section 2044 (a) and (b) (1) (A) of

the - internal revenue code is ‘deducted. from, and  the value of any

property for which an election under this section was previously made
is. added to, the Washihgton taxable estate.

Sec. 7. _RCW 83.100.120 and 1981 2nd ex.s; ¢ 7 & 83.100.120 are
each amended to read as follows:

(L)(a) Except -as_otherwise provided in_this gubsection, any
personal representative who distributes any property without £first
paying, securing another's payment of, or furnishing security for
payment of the taxes due under this chapter is personally liable for
the taxes due to the extent of the value of any property that may come
or may have come into the possession of the personal representative.
Security for payment of the taxés due under this chapter ((shatl)) must
be in an amount equal to or greater than the value of all property that
is or has come into the possession of the personal representative, as
of the time the security is furnished. '

(b) For the estates of decedents dying prior to April. 9, 2006, a
personal representative is not personally liable for taxes due on the
value of any property included in the qfoss estate and the Washington
taxable estate as a result of section 2044 of the internal revenue code

unless the property is located in the state of Washington_ or the

property has or will come into the possession_or_control of the
personal representative, '

(2) Any person who has the control, custody, or possession of any
property and who delivers any of the property to the personal

p. 11 EHB 2075.SL
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representative or legal representative of the decedent outside
Washington without first paying, securing another's payment of, or
furnishing security for payment of the taxes due under this chapter is
liable for the téxes due under this chapter to the extent of thé value
of the property delivered. Security for payment of the taxes due under
this chapter ((shal*)) must be in an amount equal to or greater than
the value of all property delivered to the personal representative or
legal representative of the decedent outside Washington by such a
person..

(3) For the purposes of this section, persons who do not have
poésession. of a decedent's property include anyone not responsible
primarily for paying the tax due wunder this section .or their
transferees, which includes but. is not limited to mortgagees or
pledgees, stockbrokers or stock transfer. agents, banks and other
depositories of checking and sa&ings accounts, safe-deposit cbmpaﬁies,
and life insurance ¢Ompanies.

(4) For the purposes of this section, any person who hasg the
control, custody, or possession of any property and who delivers any of
the properhy to the personal representative or legal representative of

the decedent may rely upon the release certificate or the release of

nonliability certificate, furnished by the department to the personal

representative, as evidence of compliance with the requirements of this
chapter, and make such deliveries and transfers as the personal

representative may direct without being liable for any taxes due under
this chapter.

Sec. 8. RCW 83.100.210 and 2010 c¢ 106 g 111 are each amended to
read as follows: _

(1) The following provisions of chapter 82.32 RCW have full force
and application with reSpéct to the taxes imposed under this chapter
unless the context clearly requires otherwise: RCW 82.32.110,
82.32.120, 82.32.130, 82.32.320, 82.32.330, and 82.32.340. The
definitions in this chapter have full force and application with
respect to the application of chapter 82.32 RCW to this chapter unless
the context clearly requires otherwise. o

(2) In addition to the provisions stated in subsection (1) of this
section, the following provigions of chapter 82.32 RCW have full force

and-_application_ with respect to_the taxes, penalties, and_interest

EHB 2075.SL p. 12
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imposed under section_ 3 of this act: RCW_82.32.090, 82.32.117,

82.32.135, 82.32.210, 82.32.220, 82.32.230, 82.32.235, 82.32.237,
82.32.245, and 82.32.265.

(3). The department may enter into closing agreements as provided in
RCW 82.32.350 and 82.32.360,

NEW SECTION. Sec. 9. Sections 2 and 5 of this act apply both

prospectively and retroactively to all estates of decedents dying on or
after May 17, 2005. '

NEW__ SECTION. Sec. 10. This act does not affect any final
judgment, no longer subject to appeal, entered by a court of competent
jurisdiction before the effective date of this section.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1l. Section 4 of this act applies to estates of

decedents dying on or after January 1, 2014.

'NEW__SECTION. Sec. 12. If any provision of this act or its.
application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the
remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other
persons or circumstances is not affected.

NEW SECTION. Sec. 13. Section 5 of this act expires January 1,
2014.

NEW_ SECTION., Sec. 14. This act is necessary for the immediate
preservation of the public peace, health, or safety, or support of the
state government and its existing public institutions, and takes effect
immediately, except for sections 3, 4, and 6 of this act which take
effect January 1, 2014.

Passed by the House June 13, 2013.

Passed by the Senate June 13, 2013.

Approyed by the Governor June 14, 2013.

Filed in Office of Secretary of State June 14, 2013.
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