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Michigan, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Utah, and West Vir-
ginia, and the Commonwealth of Kentucky (“Plaintiff
States”) submit this Answer to the State of Delaware’s
Counterclaim against the Plaintiff States.!

The Plaintiff States specifically deny each and
every allegation of Delaware’s Counterclaim not other-
wise expressly admitted, qualified, denied herein, or
that is inconsistent with the allegations of the Plaintiff
States’ complaint. Answering the numbered para-
graphs of Delaware’s Counterclaim, the Plaintiff States
respond as follows:

1. The Plaintiff States admit that this Court has
jurisdiction over the controversy presented in Dela-
ware’s Counterclaim.

2. The Plaintiff States admit that this Court is
the appropriate forum in which Delaware may bring
its Counterclaim. To the extent that this paragraph
contains additional allegations that Delaware has
rights that it is entitled to enforce under the United
States Constitution, those allegations are (a) legal con-
clusions to which no response is required and (b) de-
nied if a response is deemed required.

3. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also

! In the event that Delaware amends its Counterclaim to in-
clude identical claims against the States of California, Iowa, Mar-
yland, Oregon, Washington, and the Commonwealth of Virginia,
those additional States concur in this Answer. Counsel for these
additional States are listed in Exhibit A.
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contains Delaware’s characterization of a judicial deci-
sion and State laws that speak for themselves. The
Court is respectfully referred to the cited judicial deci-
sion and State laws for a full and accurate description
of their contents. To the extent that a response is
deemed required, it is admitted that the Plaintiff
States have statutes concerning their ability to take
title to certain abandoned intangible personal prop-
erty. To the extent that a response is deemed required,
the Plaintiff States lack sufficient information to ad-
mit or deny the remainder of the allegation in this par-
agraph, and on that basis, deny it.

4. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of judicial deci-
sions that speak for themselves. The Court is respect-
fully referred to the cited judicial decisions for a full
and accurate description of their contents. To the ex-
tent that a response is deemed required, it is admitted
that the cited cases address disputes regarding States’
claims of priority to certain abandoned intangible per-
sonal property.

5. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of a judicial deci-
sion that speaks for itself. The Court is respectfully re-
ferred to the cited judicial decision for a full and
accurate description of its contents. To the extent that
a response is deemed required, the allegation is denied
to the extent to which it is inconsistent with the
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allegation in paragraph 5 of the Plaintiff States’ com-
plaint.

6. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of judicial deci-
sions that speak for themselves. The Court is respect-
fully referred to the cited judicial decisions for a full
and accurate description of their contents. To the ex-
tent that a response is deemed required, the allegation
is denied to the extent to which it is inconsistent with
the allegation in paragraph 5 of the Plaintiff States’
complaint.

7. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of a judicial deci-
sion and a federal statute that speak for themselves.
The Court is respectfully referred to the cited decision
and statute for a full and accurate description of their
contents. To the extent that a response is deemed re-
quired, the allegation is denied to the extent to which
it is inconsistent with the allegation in paragraph 6 of
the Plaintiff States’ complaint.

8. This paragraph contains three different alle-
gations. First, it alleges that MoneyGram Payment
Systems, Inc. (“MoneyGram”) is a Delaware corpo-
ration that has its principal place of business in
Texas; that allegation is admitted. Second, it alleges
that MoneyGram is a wholly owned subsidiary of
MoneyGram International, Inc.; that allegation is
admitted. Third, it alleges that MoneyGram provides
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official check services to financial institutions; the
Plaintiff States lack sufficient information to admit or
deny that allegation, and on that basis, it is denied.

9. This paragraph sets forth Delaware’s charac-
terization of the thoughts and conduct of itself and a
third party without any reference to a period in time.
The Plaintiff States lack sufficient knowledge or infor-
mation to form a belief as to the truth or falsity of the
allegations with respect to MoneyGram. The Plaintiff
States admit that MoneyGram has remitted unclaimed
property from official checks to Delaware. The Plaintiff
States further admit that Delaware has concluded that
the Disposition of Abandoned Money Orders and Trav-
eler’s Checks Act (“Federal Disposition Act”), 12 U.S.C.
2501-2503, does not apply to MoneyGram official
checks. The remainder of the paragraph is denied
based on lack of sufficient knowledge or information or
because it alleges legal conclusions to which no re-
sponse is required.

10. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of a federal stat-
ute that speaks for itself. The Court is respectfully re-
ferred to the cited statute for a full and accurate
description of its contents. To the extent that the alle-
gations are factual, the Plaintiff States lack sufficient
information to admit or deny, and on that basis, the al-
legations are denied.

11. The allegations constitute either legal con-
clusions to which no response is required, or factual
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allegations that the Plaintiff States lack sufficient in-
formation to admit or deny. On these bases, the allega-
tions are denied.

12. The Plaintiff States lack sufficient infor-
mation to admit or deny the allegations, and on that
basis, the allegations are denied. To the extent this
paragraph contains legal conclusions, no response is
required. To the extent that a response is deemed re-
quired, it is denied.

13. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of a federal stat-
ute that speaks for itself. The Court is respectfully re-
ferred to the cited statute for a full and accurate
description of its contents. To the extent that a re-
sponse is deemed required, it is denied.

14. Admitted.
15. Admitted.

16. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. This paragraph also
contains Delaware’s characterization of a judicial deci-
sion that speaks for itself. The Court is respectfully re-
ferred to the cited decision for a full and accurate
description of its contents. To the extent that a re-
sponse is deemed required, it is denied.

17. This paragraph contains legal conclusions to
which no response is required. To the extent a response
is deemed required, it is denied that Delaware has any
superior right to the Plaintiff States to receive sums
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payable on abandoned and unclaimed MoneyGram of-
ficial checks purchased in the Plaintiff States.

18. The Plaintiff States admit that this Court is
the appropriate forum in which Delaware may bring
its Counterclaim. To the extent that this paragraph
contains additional allegations that Delaware has
rights that it is entitled to enforce under federal law,
those allegations are (a) legal conclusions to which no
response is required and (b) denied if a response is
deemed required.

The remaining paragraphs contain Delaware’s de-
mand for relief to which no response is required. To the
extent a response is deemed required, the Plaintiff
States deny the allegations in the remainder of the
Counterclaim and further aver that Delaware is not
entitled to the requested relief from this Court or the
Plaintiff States.

The Plaintiff States intend to rely on or assert any
defenses that may become available or apparent dur-
ing the course of this litigation. The Plaintiff States re-
serve the right to amend this Answer to assert any and
all such defenses.

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, the Plain-
tiff States assert that Delaware is not entitled to the
relief requested, or to any relief whatsoever. The Plain-
tiff States request the entry of judgment in the form of
an order dismissing Delaware’s Counterclaim, and
awarding the Plaintiff States costs and any other such
relief as the Court deems just and proper.
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