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House Judiciary Committee

Memorandum
To: Leg. Legal

From: Vanessa Tondini, Committee Aide
House Judiciary Committee

Date: March 31,2003

Re: CS Request

Please create a work draft House Judiciary Committee Substitute for work order # 23- 
LSC471\H, HB 212: Powers o f Appointments/Trusts/Creditors, incorporating the attached 
changes. The bill will have its first hearing in House Judiciary on Wednesday, April 2nd, and 
we discovered this one last change to incorporate in the bill.

If you have any questions, please call me at 4990. Thank you!

The information attached to this memo is C O N FID E N T IA L  an/or privileged. It is intended to be reviewed initially by 
only the individual named above. If  the reader o f this Memorandum is not the intended recipient or a representative of the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, or copying o f the information contained herein is 
prohibited. If  you have received this in error, please immediately notify the sender by telephone and return this lo the 
sender at the above address.
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Sec. 7. AS 34.40 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 34.40.115. Subjecting appointed property to the claims of a donee’s creditor.
The property that a donee of a power o f appointment is authorized to appoint is not subject to the 
claims o f the creditors o f the donee except to the extent that a donee o f an inter vivos or 
testamentaiy power o f appointment

( 1) is permitted by the donor o f the power to appoint the property to the donee, the 
creditors of the donee, the donee's estate or to the creditors of the donee's estate; and

(2) effectively exercises the power o f appointment in favor o f the donee, the creditors of 
the dor.ee. the donee’s estate or to the creditors of the donee's estate.
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CS FOR H OU SE B ILL NO. 212(JUD)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-THIRD LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE JU DICIARY  COM M ITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor/s): REPRESENTATIVE MCGUIRE

A BILL 

FO R  AN ACT EN TITLED  

"A n Act rela ting  to trusts, including tru st pro tectors, tru stee  advisors, transfers of 

p roperty  in tru st, and  transfers o f tru s t in terests, and to cred ito rs ' claims against 

p roperty  subject to a pow er o f appoin tm ent."

BE IT  EN A C TED  BY T H E  LEG ISLA TU RE O F T H E  STA TE O F ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 13.36 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 13.36.370. T ru st protector, (a) A trust instrument may provide for the 

appointment of a disinterested third party to act as a trust protector.

(b) A trust protector appointed under (a) of this section has the powers, 

delegations, and functions conferred on the protector by the trust instrument, which 

may include the power to

( 1) remove and appoint a trustee;

(2) modify or amend the trust instrument to achieve favorable tax 

status or to respond to changes in 26 U.S.C. (internal Revenue Code) or state law, or 

the rulings and regulations under those laws;
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(3) increase or decrease the interests of any beneficiary to the trust; and

(4) modify the terms of a power of appointment granted by the trust.

(c) A modification authorized under (b) of this section may not

( 1) grant a beneficial interest to an individual or a class of individuals 

unless the individual or class of individuals is specifically provided for under the trust 

instrument;

(2) modify the beneficial interest of a governmental unit in a trust 

created under AS 47.07.020(1).

(d) Subject to the terms of the trust instrument, a trust protector is not liable or 

accountable as a trustee or fiduciary because of an act or omission of the trust 

protector taken when performing the function of a trust protector under the trust 

instrument.

Sec. 13.36.375. T rustee advisor, (a) A trust instrument may provide for the 

appointment of a person to act as an advisor to the trustee with regard to all or some of 

the matters relating to the property of the trust.

(b) Unless the terms of the trust instrument provide otherwise, if an advisor is 

appointed under (a) of this section, the property and management of the trust and the 

exercise of all powers and discretionary acts exercisable by the trustee remain vested 

in the trustee as fully and effectively as if an advisor were not appointed, the trustee is 

not required to follow the advice of the advisor, and the advisor is not liable as or 

considered to be a trustee of the trust or a fiduciary when acting as an advisor to the 

trust.

* Sec. 2. AS 34.40.110(a) is amended to read:

(a) A person who in writing transfers property in trust may provide that the 

interest of a beneficiary of the trust, including a beneficiary who is the settlor of the 

tru st, may not be either voluntarily or involuntarily transferred before payment or 

delivery of the interest to the beneficiary by the trustee. Paym ent o r delivery of the 

in terest to the beneficiary does not include a beneficiary 's use o r occupancy of 

real p ro p e rty  o r tangible personal p roperty  owned bv the tru s t if the use o r 

occupancy is in accordance with the tru stee 's  d iscretionary  au tho rity  under the 

tru s t in strum ent. In this subsection,

CSHB 212(JUD) _2-
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( 1) "property" includes real property, personal property, and interests 

in real or personal property;

(2) "transfer" means any form of transfer, including deed, conveyance,

or assignment.

* Sec. 3. AS 34.40.110(b) is amended lo read:

(b) If a trust contains a transfer restriction allowed under (a) of this section, 

the transfer restriction prevents a creditor existing when the trust is created o r [,] a 

person who subsequently becomes a creditorf, OR ANOTHER PERSON] from 

satisfying a claim out of the beneficiary's interest in the trust, unless the c red ito r is a 

c red ito r of the settlor and

( 1) the settlo r's transfer of p roperty  in tru s t was m ade w ith the 

p rim ary  in tent [INTENDED IN WHOLE OR IN PART] to [HINDER, DELAY, OR] 

defraud th a t c red ito r [CREDITORS OR OTHER PERSONS UNDER 

AS 34.40.010];

(2) the trust provides that the settlor may revoke or terminate all or 

part of the trust without the consent of a person who has a substantial beneficial 

interest in the trust and the interest would be adversely affected by the exercise of the 

power held by the settlor to revoke or terminate all or part of the trust; in this 

paragraph, "revoke or terminate" does not include a power to veto a distribution from 

the trust, a testamentary nongeneral [SPECIAL] power of appointment or similar 

power, or the right to receive a distribution of income, p rincipal [CORPUS], or both 

in the discretion of a person, including a trustee, other than the settlor, o r  a righ t to 

receive a d istribu tion  of income o r p rincipal u n d e r (3)(A) o r (B) of this 

subsection;

(3) the trust requires that all or a part of the trust's income or principal, 

or both, must be distributed to the settlor; however, this p a rag rap h  does not apply 

to a se ttlo r’s rig h t to receive

(A) income or principal from  a ch aritab le  rem ainder 

annu ity  tru s t o r charitab le  rem ainder un itru st; in this su bp arag rap h . 

"charitab le  rem ainder annu ity  tru s t"  an d  "ch aritab le  rem ainder

u n itru s t"  have the m eanings given in 26 U.S.C. 664 (In ternal Revenue

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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Code) as that section reads on the effective date of this bill section and as
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it may be amended;

(B) a percentage of the value of the trust each year as 

determined from time to time under the trust instrument, but not 

exceeding the amount that may be defined as income under AS 13.38 or 

under 26 U.S.C. 643(b) (Interna! Revenue Code) as that subsection reads 

on the effective date of this bill section and as it may be amended: or

(4) at the lime of the transfer, the settlor is in default by 30 or more 

days of making a payment due under a child support judgment or order.

:!: Sec. 4. AS 34.40.110(c) is amended to read:

(c) The satisfaction of a claim under (b)(1) - (4) of this section is limited to

that part of the trust for [TO] which a transfer restriction is not allowed under

(b)(1) - (4) of this section, and an attachment or other order inav not be made 

against the trustee with respect to a beneficiary's interest in the trust or against 

property that is subject to a transfer restriction, except to the extent that a 

transfer restriction is determined not to be allowed under (h)(1) - (4) of this 

section [APPLIES].

* Sec. 5. AS 34.40.110(d) is amended to read:

(d) A cause of action or claim for relief with respect to a fraudulent transfer of

a settlor's assets under (b)(1) of this section [, OR UNDER OTMER LAW,] is

extinguished unless the action under (b)(1) of this section is brought bv a creditor of 

the settlor [AS TO A PERSON] who

(I) is a creditor of the settlor before the settlor's assets are 

transferred to the trust, and the action under (b)(1) of this section is brought 

[WHEN THE TRUST IS CREATED,] within the later of

(A) four years after the transfer is made; or

(B) one year after the transfer is or reasonably could have been 

discovered by the creditor if the creditor

(i) can demonstrate, bv a preponderance of the 

evidence, that the creditor asserted a specific claim against the 

settlor before the transfer; or

CSIIB 212(JUD) -4-
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(ii) files an o th er action, o th er th an  an  action u n d e r

(b)(1 ) o f this section, against the se ttlor th a t asserts a cln' •«. based 

011 an act o r omission of the se ttlo r th a t occurred  before the 

transfer, and the action described in this su h-suh naragran li is f iled 

w ithin four years a fte r the tran sfe r [PERSON]; or

(2) becomes a creditor subsequent to the transfer into trust, and  the

action un der (b)(1 ) of this section is b rought within four years after the transfer is

made.

:i: Sec. 6 . AS 34.40.110 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

(g) A transfer restriction allowed under (a) of this section and enforceable 

under (b) of this section applies to a settlor who is also a beneficiary of the trust even 

if the settlor serves as a co-trustee or as an advisor to the trustee under AS 13.36.375 if 

the settlor does not have a trustee power over discretionary distributions.

(h) A transfer restriction allowed under (a) of this section and enforceable 

under (b) of this section applies to a beneficiary who is not the settlor of the trust, 

whether or not the beneficiary serves as a sole trustee, a co-trustee, or an advisor to the 

trustee under AS 13.36.375.

(i) A transfer restriction is allowed under (a) of this section and is enforceable 

under (b) of this section even if a settlor has the authority under the terms of the trust 

instrument to appoint a trust protector under AS 13.36.370 or an advisor to the trustee 

under AS 13.36.375.

(j) A settlor whose beneficial interest in a trust is subject to a transfer 

restriction that is allowed under (a) of this section may not benefit from, direct a 

distribution of, or use trust property except as may be stated in the trust instrument. 

An agreement or understanding, express or implied, between the settlor and the trustee 

that attempts to grant or permit the retention of greater rights or authority than is staled 

in the trust instrument is void.

:i: Sec. 7. AS 34.40 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 34.40.115. Subjecting appointed p ro p e rty  to claim s of donee's 

c red ito r. The property that a donee of a power o f appointment is authorized to 

appoint is not subject to the claims of the creditors of the donee except to the extent

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 23-LS047IM
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that a donee of an inter vivos or testamentary power of appointment

( 1) is permitted by the donor of the power to appoint the property to 

the donee, the creditors of the donee, the donee's estate, or the creditors of the donee's 

estate; and
(2) effectively exercises the power of appointment in favor o f the 

donee, the creditors of the donee, the donee's estate, or the creditors of the donee's 

estate.

* Sec. 8 . The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to 

read:

APPLICABILITY. This Act applies to a trust regardless of whether the trust was 

created before, on, or after the effective date of the applicable section of this Act.

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 23-LS0471M
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C Q O O dptoal
AMENDMENT Oo  By Rep. Gmenberg
to HB 212

Section 6 . AS 34.40.110

1 page 6 , line 15, add a new section to read:

2 (8) the assets being transferred into the trust were not derived from unlawful 
activities.
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House Bill 212 -  Summary of Issues

CSED is concerned about this bill because it will make it easier for some parents to avoid
supporting their children.

These are the primary problems that we sec with this bill.

(1) Section 2 (page 2, lines 25-26) of the bill allows the person creating the trust to 
also be the beneficiary of the trust and still receive protec tion from creditors. We 
have always considered that fact -  that the settlor and beneficiary are the same 
person -  as an Indication of fraud. By adding this provision, the bill, if passed, 
would make it more difficult to prove a fraudulent transfer.

(2) Section 2 (page 2, lines 27-31) of the bill states that a beneficiary (who can be the 
person creating the trust) can retain possession of the trust property and still 
receive protection from creditors. Normally, the feet that the person transferring 
the property retains possession of that property is an indication of fraud. The bill, 
if passed, would make it more difficult to prove a fraudulent transfer.

(3) Section 3 (page 3, lines 9-10) of the bill limits the exceptions to trust protection to 
cases in which “the creditor is a creditor of the settlor.” However, it is often the 
beneficiary who is hiding behind or living off the trust. See example (b) in 
paragraph (6), below.

(4) Section 3 (page 3, lines 11-12) of the bill increases the proof required to prove 
intent to defraud creditors. Currently, we only have to prove that the person 
intended in part to defraud creditora. There may have been legitimate reasons for 
the transfer, but if  defrauding creditors was part of the intent, the trust will not be 
protected from creditors. If the bill passes, we will have to prove that defrauding 
creditors was the primary intent This is much more difficult to prove, especially 
since we are talking about a subjective intent, which is hard to prove to begin 
with.

(5) Section 3 (page 3, lines 25-31, and page 4, lines 1-7) of the bill allows persons to 
shelter their money from creditors in certain types of trusts even though the trust 
requires that all or a part of the trust’s income or principal be distributed to the 
person creating the trust Thus, in some cases where we would argue there are 
clear indicia of fraud, the statutory protection against creditors would still apply.

(6) Section 3 (page 4, lines 8-9) of the bill states tk/i limited child support exception 
currently in AS 34.40.110(bX4). This exception is not adequate to protect children 
because it only applies when the settlor was in default at the time of the transfer. 
This leaves some very large gaps. For example:

(a) A man receives a paternity complaint on January 1,2000. Knowing that he
is the child’s father and that the mother will demand child support from
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[8) Section 6 (page 5, lines 6-15) of the bill extends the protections against creditors
most likely to argue fraud, The provisions allow

the person creating the trust to a Iso be a beneficiary and co-trustee of the trust.
not the settlor to be the sole trustee. They also

allow the person creating the trust to have the authority to appoint a trust protector 
who has super-powers over the 1 rust. All of these provisions blur the lines 
between the concept of a trust and sole possession and control over property, 
making it that much more diffici lit to prove that there was an intent to defraud 
creditors.

@003

Yes, CSED has many other enforcemen: tools, such as a criminal action for nonsupport 
and aiding and abetting. However, CSED’s goal is not to put people in jail. Our goal is to 
assure that children receive the support o which they are entitled and that the state is
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AFFIDAVIT OF SOLVENCY

Tljc undersigned,. 
follows:

makes oath and swears as

1. That I am a G rantor o f  the _____________________________________________ dated
, and I m ay m ake transfers o f  property thereto in addition to

my initial contribution.

2. That 1 have full right, title and authority to transfer the assets to the trust.

3. No particular event or transaction has occurred which I expect will develop into a 
controversy or problem with any creditor in the future.

4. There arc no pending or threatened claims or lawsuits against me, and I am  not a named 
Defendant in any lawsuits [except lira! named in the attached Schedule A] or involved in any 
administrative proceedings [except that named in the attached Schedule A) as o f  this date.

5. Following my transfers to the Trust, I will remain solvent and able to pay m y reasonably 
anticipated debts as they become due, with due consideration to be given to the extent to 
which I have otherwise provided for die payment o f  any such debts.

6. This transfer represents less than one-half (1/2) o f  m y net worth.

7. I am not engaged in o r about to become engaged in a business or transaction for which my 
remaining assets will be unreasonable in relation to the business or transaction.

8. 1 do not intend to incur or reasonably believe that I will incur debts beyond m y ability to pay 
as they become due, and I do not have the actual intent to hinder, delay or defraud any 
creditor.

9. I do not contemplate filing for relief under the provisions o f  the US Bankruptcy Code, nor 
am  I involved in any situation that I reasonably anticipate would cause me to file for relief 
under any Chapter o f  the US Bankruptcy Code in the future.
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1 0 .1 have read and understand the description o f  the M oney Laundering Control Act, attached 
as Schedule B  and confirm and represent that none o f  the assets which I  m ay transfer was 
derived from any o f  the activities specified in such Act, and that none o f  the items o f  
“financial misconduct” arc applicable to me.

11. That I am not, nor do I reasonably expect to be, under investigation by any Federal or State 
Agency, o r in violation o f  any statutes administered by, or empowering the Internal Revenue 
Service, the Federal Trade Commission, the Securities and Exchange Commission, the 
United States Postal Service, the D rug Enforcement Agency or the Federal Bureau o f  
Investigation.

1 2 .1 am not in default by more than (30) days on child support payments.

Sworn to and affirmed under penalties o f  perjury

Subscribed end sworn to before m e by the said
th is  day o f

Notary Public
For the state o f ________
M y Commission expires:

AFFIDAVIT OF SOLVENCY - Page 2 of 4
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The Money Laundering Control Act

The Mone /  Launderi.,/ Control Act (“the Act”) makes it criminal for anyone to conduct or 
attempt to conduct certain financial activities which involve the proceeds o f unlawful activities. 
As the transfer o f assets into a limited partnership, trust, or other entity may constitute a financial 
activity within the scope o f  the Act, it is necessary, that you swear under oath that none o f  the 
assets intended to be transferred into such entities was derived from any o f the criminal activities 
specified in the A ct

H ie specified unlawful activities under (lie Act consist primarily o f  drug trafficking offenses, 
financial misconduct, and environmental crimes. Drug trafficking offenses include the 
manufacture, importation, sale, or distribution o f controlled substances; the commission o f acts 
constituting a continuing criminal enterprise; the illegal procurement o f precursor; and 
transportation o f drug paraphernalia.

Covered financial misconduct includes the concealment o f  assets from a  receiver, custodian, 
marshal, or other officer o f tlie court, from creditors in a bankruptcy proceeding, or from the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, the Resolution Trust Corporation, or a similar agency 
or person; the making o f a fraudulent conveyance in contemplation o f a bankruptcy proceeding 
or with the intent to defeat the bankruptcy law, the giving o f false oaths or claims in relation to a 
bankruptcy proceeding, bribery; the giving o f commissions or gifts for the procurement loans; 
theft, embezzlement, or misapplication o f  bank funds or funds o f other lending, credit, or 
insurance institutions; the making o f fraudulent bank ur credit institution entities or loan or credit 
applications; and mail, wire, or bank fraud or bank o r postal robbery or tliefL

Environmental crimes include violations of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, the Ocean 
Dumping Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Resources Conservation and Recovery Act, 
and similar federal statutes. Other specified crimes include counterfeiting, espionage, 
kidnapping or hostage-taking, copyright infringement, entry o f  goods by means of false 
statements, smuggling goods into the United States, removing goods from the custody o f 
Customs, illegally exporting arms, and trading with United States enemies.

@ 0 0 3
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Rep. Tom Andersou, Vice-Chair 
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Rep. Ralph Samuels 
Rep. Lcs Gara 
Rep. Max Gruenbcrg

House Judiciary Committee

Memorandum
To: Terri Bannister, Leg. Legal

From: Vanessa Tondini, Committee Aide
House Judiciary Committee

Date: April 3, 2003

Re: CS Request

Please create a work draft House Judiciary Committee Substitute for work order # 23-LS0471U, 
HB 212, incorporating the attached two amendments. The bill will be brought back before the 
committee tomorrow, Friday, April 11 at 1:00pm, so if you could get the draft to me as soon as 
possible that would be wonderful!

If you have any questions, please call me at 4990. Thank you so much!

The information attached to this memo is C O N FID E N T IA L  an/or privileged. It is intended to be reviewed initially by 
only the individual named above. If  the reader o f this Memorandum is not the intended recipient or a  representative o f the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, dissemination, or copying o f the information contained herein is 
prohibited. If you have received this in error, please immediately notify the sender by telephone and .return this to the 
sender at the above address.

State Capitol, Room 120 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 
(907) 465-4990 
Fax (907) 465-6592



Conceptual Amendment #1 to C SIJR 212(JUD)

Add a new subsection to AS 34.40.110 (Page 5, Line 28):

(k) A settlor who creates a trust which names the settlor as a beneficiary and
whose beneficial interest is subject to a transfer restriction that is allowed
under (a) o f this section shall sign an affidavit, sworn to and affirmed under
penalties o f perjury, before the settlor makes a transfer of assets to the trust.
The affidavit shall state that:

1. #2 of the attached affidavit; (rephrase to make consistent with the 
language of the bill).

2 . the transfer of assets to the trust will not render the settlor insolvent;
3. the settlor has no intention to defraud a creditor by the transfer of assets to 

the trust;
4. #4 of the attached affidavit; (rephrase to make consistent with the 

language of the bill)
5. at the time of the transfer of assets to the trust the settlor is not currently in 

default o f a child support obligation by more than 30 days; and
6 . #9 of the attached affidavit (rephrase to make consistent with the language 

of the bill).

Theresa: this change needs to be prospective and not retroactive like so many other 
aspects o f the bill.

Amendment #  2 
Page 3, Line 12: 
Delete “primary”
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CS FO R  H OU SE B ILL NO. 212(JUD)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TW ENTY-THIRD LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY THE HOUSE JUDICIARY COM M ITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor/s): REPRESENTATIVE M CGUIRE

A B ILL 

FO R  AN A CT EN TITLED  

"A n Act re lating  to tru sts , including tru s t pro tectors, trustee advisors, transfers of 

p ro p e rty  in tru s t, and  tran sfe rs  of tru s t in terests, and  to c red ito rs ' claim s against 

p roperty  sub ject to a pow er o f appo in tm en t."

B E IT  EN A C TED  BY T H E  LE G ISL A T U R E  O F T H E  STA TE O F ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 13.36 is amended by adding new sections to read:

Sec. 13.36.370. T ru s t p ro tec tor, (a) A trust instrument may provide for the 

appointment o f a disinterested third party to act as a trust protector.

(b) A trust protector appointed under (a) of this section has the powers, 

delegations, and functions conferred on the protector by the trust instrument, which 

may include the power to

( 1) remove and appoint a trustee;

(2) modify or amend the trust instrument to achieve favorable tax 

status or to respond to changes in 26 U.S.C. (Internal Revenue Code) or state law, or 

the rulings and regulations under those laws;
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1 (3) increase or decrease the interests of any beneficiary to the trust; and

(4) modify the terms of a power o f appointment granted by the trust.

(c) A modification authorized under (b) of this section may not

( 1) grant a beneficial interest to an individual or a class of individuals 

unless the individual or class of individuals is specifically provided for under the trust 

instrument;

(2) modify the beneficial interest of a governmental unit in a trust 

created under AS 47.07.020(f).

(d) Subject to the terms of the trust instrument, a trust protector is not liable or 

accountable as a trustee or fiduciary because of an act or omission of the trust 

protector taken when performing the function of a trust protector under the trust 

instrument.

Sec. 13.36.375. T rustee advisor, (a) A trust instrument may provide for the 

appointment of a person to act as an advisor to the trustee with regard to all or some of 

the matters relating to the property of the trust.

(b) Unless the terms of the trust instrument provide otherwise, if an advisor is 

appointed under (a) of this section, the property and management of the trust and the 

exercise of all powers and discretionary acts exercisable by the trustee remain vested 

in the trustee as fully and effectively as if an advisor were not appointed, the trustee is 

not required to follow the advice of the advisor, and the advisor is not liable as or 

considered to be a trustee o f the trust or a fiduciary when acting as an advisor to the 

trust.

* Sec. 2. AS 34.40.110(a) is amended to read:

(a) A person who in writing transfers property in trust may provide that the 

interest of a beneficiary of the trust, including a beneficiary who is the se ttlor o f the 

tru st, may not be either voluntarily or involuntarily transferred before payment or 

delivery of the interest to the beneficiary by the trustee. Paym ent o r delivery o f the 

in terest to the beneficiary does not include a beneficiary 's use o r occupancy of

real p roperty  o r tangible personal p roperty  ow ned by the tru s t if the use o r 

occupancy is in accordance w ith the tru stee 's  d iscre tionary  au th o rity  un der the 

tru s t instrum ent. In this subsection,

CSIIB 212(JUD)
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1 (1 ) "property" includes real property, personal property, and interests

2 in real or personal property;

3 (2) "transfer" means any form of transfer, including deed, conveyance,

4 or assignment.

5 * Sec. 3. AS 34.40.110(b) is amended to read:

6 (b) If a trust contains a transfer restriction allowed under (a) o f this section,

7 the transfer restriction prevents a creditor existing when the trust is created o r [,] a

8 person who subsequently becomes a creditor [, OR ANOTHER PERSON] from

9 satisfying a claim out of the beneficiary’s interest in the trust, unless the cred ito r is a

10 c red ito r o f the se ttlo r and

11 ( 1) the se ttlo r 's  transfer of property  in tru s t was m ade w ith the

12 in ten t [INTENDED IN WHOLE OR IN PART] to [HINDER, DELAY, OR] defraud

13 th a t c red ito r [CREDITORS OR OTHER PERSONS UNDER AS 34.40.010];

14 (2) the trust provides that the settlor may revoke or terminate all or

15 part o f the trust without the consent of a person who has a substantial beneficial

16 interest in the trust and the interest would be adversely affected by the exercise o f the

17 power held by the settlor to revoke or terminate all or part of the trust; in this

18 paragraph, "revoke or terminate" does not include a power to veto a distribution from

19 the trust, a testamentary nongeneral [SPECIAL] power o f appointment or similar

20 power, or the right to receive a distribution of income, p rincipal [CORPUS], or both

21 in the discretion of a person, including a trustee, other than the settlor, o r  a righ t to

22 receive a d istribu tion  of incom e o r principal under OKA) o r (B) o f this

23 subsection;

24 (3) the trust requires that all or a part of the trust's income or principal,

25 or both, must be distributed to the settlor: however, this p a rag rap h  does not apply

26 to a se ttlo r 's  rig h t to receive

27 (A) incom e o r  principal from  a  ch aritab le  rem ainder

2S annu ity  tru s t o r charitab le  rem ainder un itru st: in this su bp arag rap h .

29 "ch aritab le  rem ainder annu ity  tru s t"  and "ch aritab le  rem ainder

30 u n itru s t"  have the m eanings given in 26 U.S.C. 664 (In te rn a l Revenue

31 Code) as th a t section reads on the effective date o f this bill section and as

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 23-LS0471\Q
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1 it may be am ended:

2 (B) a percentage of the value o f the tru s t each year as

3 determ ined from  tim e to tim e u n d e r the  tru s t in strum en t, bu t not

4 exceeding the am oun t th a t m ay be defined as incom e u n d e r AS 13.38 or

5 u n d e r 26 U.S.C. 643(b) (In ternal Revenue Code) as th a t subsection reads

6 on the effective da te  o f this bill section and as it m ay be am end ed ; or

7 (4) at the time of the transfer, the settlor is in default by 30 or more

8 days of making a payment due under a child support judgm ent or order.

9 * Sec. 4. AS 34.40.110(c) is amended to read:

10 (c) The satisfaction of a claim under (b)(1) - (4) o f this section is limited to

11 that part of the trust to r [TO] which a tran sfe r restric tion  is no t allowed under

12 (b)(1) - (4) of this section, and  an a ttachm en t o r  o th e r o rd e r m ay not be m ade

13 against the tru stee  with respect to a beneficiary 's in terest in th e  tru s t o r against

14 p roperty  th a t is subject to a  tran sfe r restric tion , except to the  extent th a t a

15 tran sfe r restric tion  is determ ined  not to be allowed u n d e r (h)(1) - (4) of this

16 section [APPLIES!.

17 * Sec. 5. AS 34.40.110(d) is amended to read:

IS (d) A cause of action or claim for relief with respect to a fraudulent transfer of

19 a se ttlo r 's  assets under (b)(1) of this section [, OR UNDER OTHER LAW,] is

20 extinguished unless the action u n d e r (b)(1 ) of this section is brought bv a c red ito r of

21 the se ttlo r [AS TO A PERSON] who

22 ( 1) is a creditor of the se ttlo r before the se ttlo r 's  assets are

23 tran sfe rred  to the tru s t, and  the action u n d e r (b)(1 ) o f th is section is brought

24 [WHEN THE TRUST IS CREATED,] within the later of

25 (A) four years after the transfer is made; or

26 (B) one year after the transfer is or reasonably could have been

27 discovered by the c red ito r if the c red ito r

28 (i) can dem onstrate, bv a  p reponderance of the

29 evidence, th a t the c red ito r asserted  a specific claim  against the

30 se ttlo r before the transfer; o r

31 (ii) files an o th er action, o th e r th an  an action under

t  WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 23-LS0471\Q
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(b )(1) of th is section, against the se ttlor th a t asserts a claim  based

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 23-LS0471\Q

on an act o r omission of the se ttlo r th a t occurred  before the 

transfer, anti the action described in this su b -su b p arag rap h  is Tiled 

w ithin four years a fte r the tran sfe r [PERSON]; or

(2) becomes a creditor subsequent to the transfer into trust, and tlie 

action under (b)(1 ) of this section is b rought within four years after the transfer is 

made.

* Sec. 6 . AS 34.40.110 is amended by adding new subsections to read:

(g) A transfer restriction allowed under (a) of this section and enforceable 

under (b) of this section applies to a settlor who is also a beneficiary of the trust even 

if the settlor serves as a co-trustee or as an advisor to the trustee under AS 13.36.375 if 

the settlor does not have a trustee power over discretionary distributions.

(h) A transfer restriction allowed under (a) of this section and enforceable 

under (b) of this section applies to a beneficiary who is not the settlor of the trust, 

whether or not the beneficiary serves as a sole trustee, a co-trustee, or an advisor to the 

trustee under AS 13.36.375.

(i) A transfer restriction is allowed under (a) of this section and is enforceable 

under (b) of this section even if a settlor has the authority under the terms of the truot 

instrument to appoint a trust protector under AS 13.36.370 or an advisor to the trustee 

under AS 13.36.375.

(j) A settlor whose beneficial interest in a trust is subject to a transfer 

restriction that is allowed under (a) of this section may not benefit from, direct a 

distribution of, or use trust property except as may be stated in the trust instrument. 

An agreement or understanding, express or implied, between the settlor and the trustee 

that attempts lo grant or permit the retention of greater rights or authority than is slated 

in the trust instrument is void.

(k) A settlor who creates a trust that names the settlor as a beneficiary and 

whose beneficial interest is subject to a transfer restriction allowed under (a) of this 

section shall sign an affidavit before the settlor transfers assets to the trust. The 

affidavit must state that

( 1) the settlor has full right, title, and authority to transfer the assets to
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the trust;

insolvent;

WORK DRAFT 23-LS0471\Q

(2) the transfer of the assets to the trust will not render the settlor

(3) the settlor does not intend to defraud a creditor by transferring the 

assets to the trust;
(4) the settlor does not have any pending or threatened court actions 

against the settlor, except for those court actions identified by the settlor on an 

attachment to the affidavit;

(5) the settlor is not involved in any administrative proceedings, except 

for those administrative proceedings identified on an attachment to the affidavit;

(6 ) at the time of the transfer of the assets to the trust, the settlor is not 

currently in default of a child support obligation by more than 30 days; and

(7) the settlor does not contemplate filing for relief under the 

provisions of 11 U.S.C. (Bankruptcy Code).

* Sec. 7. AS 34.40 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Sec. 34.40.115. Subjecting appointed property  to claims of donee's 

c red ito r. The property that a donee of a power of appointment is authorized to 

appoint is not subject to the claims of the creditors of the donee except to the extent 

that a donee of an inter vivos or testamentary power of appointment

( 1) is permitted by the donor of the power to appoint the property to 

the donee, the creditors of the donee, the donee's estate, or the creditors of the donee’s 

estate; and

(2) effectively exercises the power of appointment in favor of the 

donee, the creditors of the donee, the donee's estate, or the creditors of the donee's 

estate.

* Sec. 8 . The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to 

read:
APPLICABILITY, (a) Except as provided by (b) of this section, this Act applies to a 

trust regardless of whether the trust was created before, on, or after the effective date of the 

applicable section of this Act.

(b) AS 34 .40 .110(k), enacted by sec. 6 of this Act, applies to a trust only if the trust is

CSHB 212(,IUD) -6-
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created on or after the effective date of this Act.
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§ 3573. Persons not subject to qualified dispositions.

Notwithstanding the provisions o f § 3572 of this title, this subchapter shall not apply in any respect:

(1) To any person to whom the transferor is indebted on account o f an agreement or order o f court for 
the payment o f support or alimony in favor of such transferor's spouse, former spouse or children, or 
for a division or distribution o f property in favor of such transferor's spouse or former spouse, to the 
extent of such debt; or

(2) To any person who suffers death, personal injury or property damage on or before the date of a 
qualified disposition by a transferor, which death, personal injury or property damage is at any time 
determined to have been caused in whole or in part by the act or omission o f either such transferor or 
by another person for whom such transferor is or was vicariously liable. Paragraph (1) shall not apply 
to any claim for forced heirship or legitime.
(71 Del. Laws, c. 159, § 1; 71 Del. Laws, c. 254, § 36; 71 Del. Laws, c. 343, § 8 ; 72 Del. Laws, c. 341,
§9.)

© 2001 Matthew Bender 8. Company, Inc., a member of the LexleNexia Group. All rights reserved. Portions copyright © eHolp
Corporation. A!l rights reserved,

03/31/2003 5:20 PN
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TITLE 18 
Fiduciaries

CHAPTER 18-9.2 
Qualified Dispositions in Trust

SECTION 18-9.2-5

§ 18*9.2*5 Persons not subject to qualified dispositions. -  Notwithstanding the provisions of § 
18-9,2-4, this chapter does not apply to defeat a claim brought by:

(1) Any person to whom the transferor is indebted on or before the date o f a qualified disposition on 
account of an agreement or order o f court for the payment o f support or alimony in favor o f the 
transferor’s spouse, former spouse or children, or for a division o f distribution o f property in favor of 
this transferor’s spouse or former spouse, to the extent of the debt; or

(2) To any person who suffers death, personal injury or property damage on or before the date o f a 
qualified disposition by a transferor, which death, personal injury or property damage is at any time 
determined to have been caused in whole or in part by the act or omission o f either the transferor or by 
another person for whom the transferor is or was vicariously liable.

04 /n i/7nm  /:-22 PM
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Nevada- No exceptions.

NRS 166.120 Restraints on alienation.

1. A spendthrift trust as defined in this chapter restrains and prohibits generally the assignment, 
alienation, acceleration and anticipation of any interest of the beneficiary under the trust by the 
voluntary or involuntary act o f the beneficiary, or by operation oflaw  or any process or at all. An 
exception is declared, however, when the trust does not provide for the application for or the 
payment to any beneficiary of sums out of capital or corpus or out o f  rents, profits, income, 
earnings, or produce o f property, lands or personalty. In such cases, the corpus or capital o f the 
trust estate, or the interest o f  the beneficiary therein, may be anticipated, assigned or aliened by 
tlie beneficiary voluntarily, but not involuntarily or by operation oflaw  or by any process or 
involuntarily at all. The trust estate, or corpus or capital thereof, shall never be assigned, aliened, 
diminished or impaired by any alienation, transfer or seizure so as to cut off or diminish the 
payments, or the rents, profits, earnings or income of the trust estate that would otherwise be 
currently available for the benefit o f the beneficiaiy.

2. Payments by the trustee to the beneficiary shall be made only to and into the proper hands 
of the beneficiary and not by way o f acceleration or anticipation, no r to any assignee of the 
beneficiary, nor to or upon any order, written or oral, given by the beneficiary, whether 
such assignment o r order be the voluntary contractual act of the beneficiary or be made 
pursuant to or by virtue of any legal process in judgm ent, execution, attachm ent, 
garnishment, bankruptcy or otherwise, or whether it be in connection with any contract, 
tort or duty.

3. The beneficiary shall have no power or capacity to make any disposition whatever of any of 
the income by his order, voluntary or involuntary, and whether made upon the order or direction 
of any court or courts, whether o f bankruptcy or otherwise; nor shall the interest of the 
beneficiary be subject to any process of attachm ent issued against th« beneficiary, or to be 
taken in execution under any form of legal process directed against the beneficiary or 
against the trustee, or the tru st estate, or any p art of the income thereof, but the whole of 
the trust estate and the income of the trust estate shall go to and be applied by the trustee 
solely for the benefit of the beneficiary, free, clear, and discharged of and from any and all 
obligations of the beneficiary whatsoever and of all responsibility therefore.

4. The trustee o f a spendthrift trust is required to disregard and defeat every assignment or 
other act, voluntary or involuntary, that is attempted contrary to the provisions of this chapter.
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Legislation Passed 
Into Law 1997

HB 101 -  Effective April 2, 1997

• Perpetual Trusts
• Self-Settled Spendthrift Trusts 

HB 266 -  Effective July 1, 1997
• Limited Partnership & LLC Improvements 

Statute
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SB 354 -  Effective April 12, 1998
• General Modernization of Trust and Estate Laws 

HB 199 -  Effective May 23, 1998
« Alaska Community Property Trust 

HB 321 -  Effective May 23, 1998
• Alaska Uniform Prudent Investor Act 

HB 490 -  Effective June 26, 1998
• Life Insurance Premium Tax



HB 222 -  Effective March 8, 2000
• Improvements & Technical Changes to Limited 
Partnerships LLC Statute

SB 166 -  Effective March 8, 2000
• Technical Changes to Alaska Community Property 
Trust

SB 162 -  Effective April 22, 2000
• Modification to Perpetual Trust Statute 

HB 275 -  Effective August 9, 2000
• “Safety Net” Estate Planning Legislation 

SB 163 -  Effective August 30, 2000
• Modification and Improvement to General Trust 
Statutes
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> Personal

> Familiar with Alaska Statutes and Estate Planning 

Professionals

> Estate Planning Professionals wanted Institutions 

that would Specialize in Trust and Investment 

Management Services

> No State Income Tax On Trusts & Estates
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Positive Developments
———a—— nMda—uu«i»immn*iuiam«mn -.... --i  ..

Alaska Has Become Known 
Throughout the Country for 
Being Creative and Innovative 
Regarding its Trust Laws. 
Alaska is Considered the 
Leading Jurisdiction for Trust 
Administration.
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Alaska’s 1st Independent 
Trust Company
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> Has 7 full time employees; 5 are born & raised Alaskans

> Pays State Corporate Income Tax
> Annually puts hundreds of thousands of dollars into the 
Alaska Economy

> We have on deposit with local banks (Northrim & 1st 

Interst ate) Tens of Millions of dollars
> Over 700 clients have come to Alaska from other 

states



Professionals in Alaska Have 
Benefited

———— — —■— —— — i— ——■nWW WHIM«WH4WAU>ami»il. . . .

• Attorneys have increased business 
both from outside clients and Alaska 
clients

• CPA’S have increased business
• Insurance agents
• Stock brokers
• Others
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Alaskans have benefited directly 
from the legislation

Many Alaskans are taking 
advantage of the unique Trust &

Estate Legislation



State Of Alaska
• Increase in Life Insurance Premium Taxes

• Additional estimated 2001 Premium Tax of 

$700,000.00 directly related to Trust Legislation

• Increase Corporate Income Tax

• Increase revenue from LLC & LP filings

• Insurance Companies are considering 

opening up subsidiaries in Alaska



All This Has Happened in 

Less Than 5 Years With No 

Financial Outlay From the 

State



Why the Need to Have 
Additional Legislation

> Much of this Legislation is structured to meet 
IRS rules & guidelines. When IRS makes a 
change it may require a change in Alaska Statute 
to stay effective.

> Other states are trying to improve their Trust 
Laws. If they come up with a better approach we 
need to adjust in Alaska to stay effective.

>Fine tune legislation to make sure it is the best.



The Future Looks Very Bright for Alaska 
to Continue to Attract Business to the 
[State. The Only Potential Problem Would 
Be the Implementation of an Income Tax 
on Trusts and Estates Set up by Non- 
Resident’s.
The Implementation of Such a Tax 
Would Cause Alaska to Lose Within One 
Year 99% of the Business it Has 
Attracted. The Business Would Go to a 
State That Does Not Tax Non-Resident 
Trusts.



Thank You

For your prior involvement and 
hope for your continued support



Enact Beth's virtual representation bill

Amend AS 09.30.120(b)(3), to state that recognition o f self settled trusts represent the strong 
public policy o f  this state. Truthfully an entire review o f  the Uniform Foreign Money-Judgments 
Recognition Act and the Uniform Enforcement o f Foreign Judgments Act, as well as the Alaskan 
Supreme Court decisions under these acts should be undertaken to see if  they can be tweaked. I 
think outright repeal would be impossible although only a minority o f states have enacted these 
Acts, Alaska being one, and they are irrelevant to the extent that the U.S. Supreme Court has 
spoken. Personally I think they conflict with one another, as I don't see the possibility for a 
hearing, without the posting o f a bond, under the Uniform Enforcement o f Foreign Judgments 
Act.

Statute o f limitations to bring action to enforce other state’s judgments. Delaware enacted this 
statute.

Think about statutorily defining those items which constitute a badge o f  fraud and in the process 
eliminate the depletion o f assets and one other badge that our Supreme Court has added to the 
language contained in the Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act.

Provide a statute where an Alaskan court can substitute trustees change if  trust attacked and a 
foreign court exercises jurisdiction over the Alaska trustee. I think this is suspect but Delaware 
has a similar statute.

Enact Rich's living probate bill.



Alaska Adopts a New Trust Law
The primary author of the legislation explains how 
it substantially improves creditor protection

By Stephen E. Greer, solo practitioner, Anchorage, Alaska

10, Alaska Governor Frank Murkowski signed into law a new 
bill that passed the 23rd .Alaska legislature by unanimous 

of this bill improve creditor protection for third- 
trusts and self-settled trusts, further enhancing 
as a place to create and maintain trusts. The most 

for third-party beneficiary trusts is the ability of a 
to serve as sole trustee and still be protected 

claims. Now, for the first time, a domestic self-settled 
limits the class of creditors that can be considered "pre-exist- 

creditors" with the right to an unlimited statute of limitations dur­
ing which to bring a fraudulent conveyance action against a settlor. But 
there is a lot more to Alaska's new laws.

DYNASTY TRUSTS
Changes in the law for dynasty trusts are, in order of importance:

No n eed  to worry 
now that a judge 

might o rder a 
distribution, 

which a creditor 
could then attach.

tection

• COURTS CANNOT COMPEL DISTRIBUTIONS OR 
ATTACH BENEFICIAL INTEREST. One of the principle rea­
sons for creating a dynasty trust is to provide creditor protec­
tion for third-party beneficiaries. Creditor protection is depen­
dent on the protection given by a spendthrift clause and the law 
of the state where the trust administration occurs. Alaska's 
spendthrift clause provides extremely powerful protection 
because it bars all creditors from attaching trust assets before 
payment or delivery of the assets to the beneficiary. This pro- 

includes claims brought against a beneficiary by spouses for
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support, ex-spouses for alimony, 
providers of necessities, tort creditors 
and claims for child support.1 This 
protection continues as long as the 
assets remain in trust and **nHs when 
the trust assets are paid or delivered 
to the beneficiary.

Previously, practitioners were 
concerned that an Alaska judge 
might circumvent this protection by 
ordering the trustee to make a dis­
tribution to the beneficiary, which 
then could be attached by a credi­
tor. That worry was put to rest by a 
provision in the new state law stat­
ing that an attachment or other 
order may not be made against the 
trustee w ith respect to a beneficia­
ry's interest held in trust.

• BENEFICIARY CONTROL WITH 
NO LOSS IN PROTECTION. In 
many circumstances, a settlor 
would like to give a beneficiary as

much control as possible, provided 
there is no loss in creditor protec­
tion. Toward this end, many settlors 
want the beneficiary to serve as the

Now o ne  c a n  n a m e  
a non -re s iden t  
beneficiary a s  a  
c o - t ru s te e  w ithout 
com prom ising  
creditor p ro tec t io n .

sole trustee. The trend in the law, 
however, is to treat a beneficiary 
serving as the sole trustee as having 
a limited form of ownership. The 
Restatement o f the Law Third, 
Trusts provides that when a benefi­
ciary is appointed as the sole
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W hen you need to locate heirs 
consider the facts.

Bases fees upon a percentage of the Estate or 
the missing heir's portion
Independently seeks to negotiate a contract 
with the missing heir
Puls you al risk related to your fiduciary 
responsibility
Starts a search withoul your knowledge or 
authorization

Offers two contradictory fee recovery systems

Whether you decide the fee should be charged to the Estate or to the missing heir's 
portion, our fees are ALWAYS reasonable and non-percentage based. We offer 
worldwide service, have a 97% success rate, and our results arc guaranteed,., or no 
charge!

I lf  Always B etter for the Heirs and Better for You®

It’s your call.
1 ♦ 800 • O N E  • CALL® <663*22551

Fax 1*800*663*3299
Internet www.hcirscnrch.cimi 
Email igs@heirsearch.cotn Establlshod 1967

fffantri1 1 I H I
INfERNNIONN. GENMIOGICAL SEARCH, c

trustee, a claimant can reach the 
maximum amount that the benefi­
ciary could distribute to himself/ 
The bill, in marked contrast to the 

Restatement, provides a 
spendthrift provision w ill 
be valid, even though the 
beneficiary is appointed 
the sole trustee.

If a beneficiary is 
appointed the sole trustee, 
the beneficiary's authority 
to make a trust distribu­
tion to himself must b : 
limited to an ascertainable 
standard that relates to 
the beneficiary's health, 

education, maintenance or support, 
to avoid having the assets included 
in the beneficiary's taxable estate/ 
This restriction might place an 
unwanted ceiling on the level of dis­
tributions that can be made to the 
beneficiary. To get around it, the 
trust instrument could provide that 
the beneficiary, serving as a co- 
trustec, would have the authority to 
make distributions to himself that 
are limited to an ascertainable stan­
dard, while an Alaskan trustee, 
independent of the beneficiary 
w ith in the meaning of Internal 
Revenue Code Section 672(c), 
would have the authority to make 
distributions to the beneficiary 
unrelated to this standard.

If the beneficiaries are not resi­
dents of Alaska, there should be a 
direct expression of intent that the 
administration of the trust occur in 
Alaska, and that there always be 
one trustee who is a "qualified per­
son" as defined in Alaska Statutes 
13 .3 6 .39 0 ( 2 ). Before the new 
Alaska law, creditor protection for 
non-residents could be achieved 
only by appointing an independent 
trustee with discretionary authority 
to make trust distributions. It is now 
possible to name a non-resident 
beneficiary as a co-trustec w ith dis­
tribution authority without com­
promising creditor protection.
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• MERE POSSESSION OF A 
GENERAL POWER OF APPOINT­
MENT DOES NOT EXPOSE THE 
ASSETS TO CREDITOR CLAIMS.
In every large estate, it is possible 
that distributions will be made to 
subtrusts —  which may or may 
not be exempt from generation- 
skipping transfer taxes. Because 
the estate tax is progressive, fed­
eral taxes payable at death often 
will be less if the assets in a non­
exempt trust arc exposed to 
estate tax at the beneficiary's 
death (rather than having the 
assets exposed to generation- 
skipping transfer tax). To accom­
plish this, a beneficiary in a non­
exempt trust can be given a testa­
mentary general power of 
appointment that will result in the 
trust assets being included in the 
beneficiary’s estate tax base.
One of the most important provi­

sions of Alaska's new law states that a 
beneficiary can have a general power 
of appointment and the assets subject 
to this power can not be attached by 
the beneficiary's creditors. This pro­
tection exists regardless of whether 
the power of appointment is testa­
mentary or presently exercisable.
The position of the Restatement o f 

the Law, Property Second as it relate 
to both an unexcrcised testamentary 
general power of appointment and an 
unexercised but presently exercisable 
general power of appointment, is that 
the appointive assets cannot be sub­
jected to the claims of a beneficiary's 
creditors, unless provided by statute.
The theory is that until the donee 
exercises the power, he has not 
accepted enough control over the 
appointive assets to confer the equiv­
alent of ownership. 3 If a beneficiary 
exercises a testamentary ora present­
ly exercisable general power of 
appointment, the appointive assets 
can be reached by creditors. 
Nonetheless, mere possession of a 
power of appointment, potentially 
exercisable in favor of a donee's cred­

itors, is considered a general power of 
appointment under Treasury Regu­
lations Section 20 .2041-1(0).
This provision is also important 

in any trust that has given a bencfi-

Alaska h as  c o r r e c t e d  
a m ajo r  d e f e c t  
c o m m o n  in 
s e l f - s e t t l e d  la w s .
It n ow  p r o v i d e s  a  
definition fo r  a  
"pre-existing cred ito r .”

ciary a Crummey withdrawal right. 
The Restatement o f the Law Third, 
Trusts considers a beneficiary w ith a 
Crummey right to be the owner of 
the property over which the rights 
could be exercised, thus exposing 
the trust to creditors' claims. In 
Alaska, a beneficiary can have a 
Crummey withdrawal right and the 
trust assets can be protected from 
creditors' claims.

• USE PROVISIONS RESPECT­
ED. A use provision allows a trustee 
to make trust assets available to the 
beneficiary. The new Alaska law 
states that property may be made 
available for the use of a beneficiary 
without being considered a distrib­
ution, thus insulating the trust 
assets from the claims of a benefi­
ciary's creditors.

• TRUST PROTECTORS AND 
TRUST ADVISORS ARE NOT 
CONSIDERED FIDUCIARIES .
No doubt better creditor protection 
can be achieved where an indepen­
dent trustee is given the discre­
tionary authority to make distribu­
tions. A frequent objection to this 
arrangement is the corresponding 
lack of control that a beneficiary

w ill have over the trust assets. To 
minimize this concern, settlors 
often give a trust protector the 
power to remove and replace the 
trustee. In the absence of state law 

to the contrary, however, a 
court could consider the trust 
protector a fiduciary, thus 
decreasing the possibility o f 
finding someone willing to take 
on the trust protector role. The 
new Alaska law states that a 
trust protector will not be held 
accountable as a fiduciary. '
Additionally, a settlor might 

appoint a trust advisor who is 
personally knowledgeable about 
the beneficiary’s circumstances to 
assist a corporate trustee. The 
appointment of an advisor great­

ly improves the chances of fulfilling 
the settlor s purpose. The new Alaska 
law states that an advisor will not be 
held accountable as a fiduciary

SELF-SETTLED TRUSTS
Many of the protections applicable to 
third-party beneficiaiy trusts also 
apply to self-settled trusts. But the 
new law contains some very impor­
tant changes that apply exclusively to 
self-settled trusts. In order of impor­
tance, they arc:

• CORRECTION OF MAJOR DE­
FECT IN SELF-SETTLED LEGIS­
LATION. The new Alaska law reme­
dies a substantial defect contained in 
all other domestic self-settled trust 
legislation: the lack of a definition for 
a "pre-existing creditor." In all 
domestic self-settled jurisdictions, a 
"pre-existing creditor" has the bene­
fit of what is essentially an unlimited 
statute of limitations to set aside a 
transfer of assets as a fraudulent con­
veyance. A pre-existing creditor has 
an undefined period of time to make 
a fraud claim because the creditor 
might not reasonably discover the 
transfer of assets to a trust until many 
years afterwards.

Consider this example: A doctor,
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unaware of any patient complaints, 
transfers property to a self-settled 
trust. Subsequent to the transfer, a 
patient who was seen prior to the 
transfer alleges he was negligently 
misdiagnosed. Should this patient be 
considered a "pre-existing creditor" 
even though the patient's claim was 
unknown to the doctor at the time 
the doctor transferred assets to the 
trust? If so, the patient would be 
allowed an unlimited period of time 
in which to assert a claim that the set­
tlor's transfer in trust was fraudulent 
and to have the transfer in trust set 
aside. As a result, no doctor, no con­
tractor or, for that matter, no individ­
ual who has ever been engaged in 
business for any length of time, could 
ever completely discount the possi­
bility of a "pre-existing creditor" suc­
cessfully attacking the trust.
The new Alaska law defines a "pre­

existing creditor" as one who either:
• demonstrates, by a preponder­

ance of the evidence, that he asserted 
a specific claim against the settlor 
before the settlor transferred assets to 
the trust; or

• within four years after the settlor 
transferred assets to the trust, files an 
action in court against the settlor 
asserting a specific cause of action 
based on an act or omission (for 
instance, a negligent surgery) that 
occurred before the transfer.

• TIGHTENING THE DEFIN I­
TION OF A FRAUDULENT CON­
VEYANCE. Before the new Alaska 
law was enacted, a transfer to a 
self-settled trust could be set aside 
ii ific i r r d i t c . r  p r o v e d  * ' M r s f c i  in 

trust was "intended in whole or in 
part, to hinder, delay, or defraud." 
Unfortunately, that open language 
gave creditors a huge arsenal w ith 
which to attack a trust.

By its very nature, a self-settled 
trust is meant "to hinder or delay" a 
creditor. The term “hinder or delay" is 
contained in Section 4 of the Uniform 
Fraudulent Transfer Act that has been

adopted by Delaware, Nevada, 
Rhode Island and Utah.* The problem 
created by the phrase "hinder or 
delay" surfaced in the recent 
Wyoming case of Brcitenstine v. 
Breitenstine. In that case, the state 
Supreme Court said; "Our case law 
indicates that an 'intent to hinder or 
delay creditors' is enough to consider

the conveyance fraudulent even if 
there was no actual fraud."
Alaska has solved this problem 

by deleting the two phrases "in 
whole or in part" and "hinder or 
delay" from its statute. A settlor's 
transfer of property in trust can now 
be set aside only if a creditor can 
prove the transfer was made with an
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"intent to defraud that creditor.”

• NEW AFFIDAVIT REQUIRE­
MENT. It is common practice for an 
attorney to require an affidavit from a 
settlor of a self-settled trust stating the 
conveyance is not fraudulent as to any 
creditor. Alaska now requires the settlor 
to sign a sworn affidavit containing spe­
cific provisions before the settlor trans­
fers assets to the trust. ‘ As a result, the 
chance of a fraudulent conveyance has 
been reduced; the affidavit also pro­
vides additional protection to the attor­
ney who drafts the trust.

• PROTECTION OF CRTS, IN­
CLUDING UNITRUSTS WITH 
NON-CHARITABLE REMAINDER 
BENEFICIARIES. Various other pro­
visions in the new Alaska law duplicate 
provisions of Delawares Qualified 
Dispositions in Trust Act. The most 
important of these allow a settlor to 
protect an annuity or unitrust interest 
that has been retained in a charitable 
remainder trust. In addition, a settlor 
may create a self-settled trust and pro­
tect the retention of a unitrust interest, 
provided the unitrust amount does not 
exceed the maximum that may be stat­
ed as income under Alaska's newly 
amended Principal and Income Act or 
under IRC Section 643(b).
• PRESERVATION OF A DIS­
TINCTION IN ALASKA LAW. 
What remains unchanged is a very 
important distinction contained in 
Alaska law that is not found in the 
self-settled trust legislation of 
Delaware and Utah. In Alaska, no 
creditor of the settlor (not a child 
support agency, a spouse, nor an ex- 
spouse) is able to reach any of the 
trust assets. Completed gift treat­
ment is dependent upon a determi­
nation that no creditor is able to sat­
isfy its claim out of the trust assets. 
Herein lies the ability of a settlor in 
an Alaskan self-settled trust to make 
a completed gift that is not theoreti­
cally possible in Delaware or Utah. In

each of those other states, specified
creditors who come into existence
after the trust is established can have
their claims satisfied out of the
trust. Because a transfer of assets in
a self-settled trust in those states
must be viewed as an incomplete
gift, the trust assets are still part of,
and thus must be included in, th- 

• . ,8 settlors gross estate.
Admittedly, Alaska requires that a 

settlor cannot be delinquent in a 
child support obligation when the 
trust is settled. The status of these 
obligations, however, can be deter­
mined easily when the trust is set­
tled. As the new Alaska law made its 
way through the legislative process, 
the Child Support Enforcement 
Division wanted a child-support 
exception for claims that arose after 
the trust was settled. Ultimately the 
legislature agreed that the ability of a 
settlor to make a completed gift was 
an important attribute to maintain, 
and that spendthrift protection 
should be effective against all credi­
tors who arise subsequent to the 
establishment of the trust.

STAY TUNED ........... ........
Preserving wealth during life and 
moving it forward in a manner that 
can benefit future generations should 
be the goal of every estate planner. As 
reflected by the new trust law, Alaska 
is in the vanguard of a growing list of 
states that has embraced these dual 
objectives. The question remains: 
What will Alaska do next? I
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Sponsor Statement 
HB 212

“An Act relating to trusts, including trust protectors, trustee advisors, transfers of 
property in trust, and transfers of trust interests, and to creditor’ claims against, 
property subject to a power of appointment.”

Alaska was once in the lead in development of trust law. However, since that time other 
states have not only enacted similar legislation but have improved on it. Delaware has 
amended in statute six times since the date of enactment. The last time we amended our 
trust statutes and in particular our spendthrift statute was in 1998 and as a result, our laws 
are viewed as being deficient in many respects. This not only places our trust companies 
in an uncompetitive position but also places Alaska residents at a disadvantage when 
compared to the citizens o f our competitor states. This bill rectifies many of these 
shortcomings.

This bill provides statutory authority to provisions commonly found in trust instalments.
For instance, Section 1 o f the bill specifically provides for the position o f a trust advisor 
and trust protector and clarifies the manner in which these positions relate to the 
administrations of a trust. Delaware, South Dakota, and Idaho has similar legislation.
Many trust instruments allow a taistee to make trust assets available for the use of a 
beneficiary. Section 2 allows trusts assets consisting of real property and tangible 
personal property to be used by a beneficiary without the use being considered a 
distribution which could in turn be subjected to the claims of a beneficiary’s creditors.
For example, a trustee could exercise its discretion and permit a beneficiary to reside in a 
family home. Were it not for this provision, the settlor’s intention that a family 
homestead be made available for future generations might be defeated.

Other sections contained in the bill codify a number of matters which have always been 
accepted by Alaska trust practitioners as being the common law of this state, but for 
which there has been no statutory counterpart. Section 4 provides that trust assets can not 
be attached by a beneficiary’s creditor until such time that trust assets are actually 
distributed to a beneficiary, no can thv.re be a continuing order against the trustee with 
respect to future distributions that a taistee would choose to make. Section 6 adds a new 
subsection (i) to AS 34.30.110, which clarifies that the statute affording spendthrift 
protection for beneficial interests applies not only to trusts in which a settlor may have a



retained interest, but also to the very common third party settled trust where a beneficiary 
might be serving as sole trustee.

Sections 3, 5, and 6 make amendments or add subsections to AS 34.40.110, which will 
assist a future court in the interpretation of our spendthrift statute, something an Alaska 
court has yet to do. Section 3 clarifies that a trust can be set aside only if a creditor is 
able to successfully assert by a preponderance of the evidence that the settlor’s transfer of 
property in trust was made with the primary intent to defraud that creditor. In so doing, 
the finder o f fact must weight all the circumstances surrounding the transfer before 
making that determination. Section 5 clarifies that a fraudulent conveyance action may 
only be brought against a settlor of a trust and then only as to a specific transfer of assets 
that are determined to be fraudulent as to that creditor. Section 5 also clarifies the 
definition o f preexisting creditors who can avail themselves during the time period found 
in AS 34.40.110(d)(1) by bringing a fraudulent conveyance action against the settlor o f a 
self-settled trust. Subsection (h) as found in Section 6 provides a transfer restriction will 
be valid with respect to a beneficial interest retained by a settlor even though the settlor 
serves as a co-trustee, provided the settlor doesn’t have control over the manner in which 
distributions may be make to the settlor. Subsection (k) invalidates any unwritten 
agreement or understanding between a settlor who is a beneficiary and a trustee that gives 
the settlor rights greater than those that are permitted to be expressed in the trust 
instrument.

Lastly, there are several provisions contained in this bill that have their counterpart in the 
laws of other states. Section 3 provides the circumstances in which a transfer restriction 
will continue to be valid even though a settlor retains a unitrust or annuity interest in the 
trust. These provisions presently exist in Delaware. Section 7 of the bill clarifies when 
property subject to a power of appointment can be subjected to the claims of a donee’s 
creditors and codifies the common law as enunciated in the Restatement 2nit of Property 
and has its genesis in a comparable Rhode Island statute. All the provisions found in this 
bill are necessary additions not only if Alaska expects our trust industry to remain 
competitive with other states, but also if Alaska residents are to have the benefits 
comparable to those o f citizens in other states.
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Sectional Analysis
HB 212

“An Act relating to trusts, including trust protectors, trustee advisors, transfers of 
property in trust, and transfers of trust interests, and to creditor’ claims against, property 
subject to a power of appointment.”

Section 1:
AS 13.36.370 adds a new provision commonly found in trust instruments concerning the role of 
the disinterested trust protector. South Dakota, Delaware, and Idaho also have a statutory 
framework delineating a trust protector’s authority. It is fully within the settlor’s discretion as to 
whether or not there will be a trust protector. If a settlor does not want a trust protector there will 
be no trust protector. Furthermore, a trust protector will only have those powers that the settlor 
grants the trust protector. An irrevocable trust containing a trust protector provision provides 
flexibility to take into account changed circumstances.

For instance, suppose a settlor creates a trust for the benefit o f a child and names a friend to act 
as trustee. Subsequently it is discovered that the trustee is not using the trust assets for the 
benefit of the beneficiary in the manner in which the settlor had originally intended. Unless the 
trustee voluntarily resigns, it could require an expensive court proceeding to remove and replace 
the trustee. However, if there is a trust protector who has the authority to remove and replace an 
existing trustee, the trustee could be replaced without the necessity of a court proceeding.
Another example of where a trust protector might be valuable is when there is an unforeseen 
change in tax laws. For instance, if the estate tax is permanently repealed, certain provisions of 
existing trusts might be unnecessary or undesirable. If the settlor so provided, a trust protector 
could amen the trust and eliminate an otherwise undesirable p ovision in the trust.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a taist protector is not permitted to change the beneficial interest 
o f the State in a M iller trust.

In addition, AS 13.36.375 adds a new provision commonly found in trust instruments concerning 
the role of a trustee advisor. This provision is commonly found where a settlor appoints an 
institution as the trustee to handle the investing and administrative functions but wants to appoint 
a family friend, who is aware of the beneficiary’s needs, to advise the taistee when trust 
distributions may or may not be appropriate. This section states the advisor will not be held 
accountable as a trustee for rendering or failing to render advice to the trustee.



Section 2:
A “use” provision is commonly found in trust instruments and allows a trustee to make trust 
assets available for the use o f a beneficiary. This section amends AS 34.40.110(a) by stating that 
property may be made available for the use of a beneficiary without the use being considered a 
distribution that could possibly expose the trust assets to the claims of a beneficiary’s creditors. 
Furthermore, the original owner can be assured that important family assets such as heirlooms 
and a vacation home may be maintained by the family and that their use can be made available 
for future generations.

Section 3:
AS 34.30.110(b)( 1) is amended to provide that a transfer restriction can be disregarded only if a 
creditor proves by a preponderance of the evidence that the settlor’s primary intent in making the 
transfer was to defraud the settlor’s creditors. This section eliminates ambiguous language such 
as “hinder and delay.” It also eliminates meaningless language such as “other persons,” which is 
meaningless in the sense that the only class of persons who could possibly be defrauded by a 
settlor transferring property into trust is creditors of that settlor.

This section was also amended to clarify that it must be first determined that the primary intent 
o f the settlor in creating a trust was to defraud a creditor before the transfer in trust can be set 
aside as a fraudulent conveyance. Adding the word “primary” to this section provides judicial 
guidance heretofore missing. Because a settlor will rarely admit to actually intending to defraud 
a creditor, courts typically consider factual circumstances constituting “badges of fraud” to infer 
fraud. For instance, a transfer to an insider (as would be the case of any gift to a family member) 
is considered a badge of fraud under Section 4(b) of the Uniform Fraudulent Transfer Act. 
Unfortunately, this might be enough for a court to infer fraud. This lack of statutory guidance 
could lead to a very arbitrary and capricious finding that the mere existence o f a singular “badge 
of fraud” renders the entire transfer fraudulent. The use of the word “primary” make it necessary 
for the finder of fact to weight all the circumstances surround the transfer. Only if a creditor is 
able to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that the primary intent of the settlor was to 
defraud that creditor can the transfer in trust be set aside.

AS 34.40.110(b)(3) is amended to provide a transfer restriction will continue to be valid with 
respect to an annuity or unitrust interest retained by a settlor provided the remainder interest is 
given to a public charity. In addition, a settlor may also retain an annuity or unitrust interest 
irrespective of whether the remainder interest is designated to charity provided the annuity or 
unitrust interest does not exceed the amount set forth as “income” under the Alaska Principal and 
Income Act or under the Internal Revenue Code. A similar statute is found in Delaware.

Section 4:
AS 34.40.110(c) is amended to provide that a creditor of a beneficiary may not attach trust assets 
while the assets remain in trust if the beneficial interest is subject to a valid transfer restriction.
In addition, this provision is meant to assure the settlor that tmst assets can not be subjected to 
the claims of a beneficiary’s creditor until such time that trust assets have actually been 
distributed to the beneficiary. Furthermore, this section provides that no attachment or other 
order may be made against a taistee by a creditor with respect to a beneficial interest which



might compel the trustee to make a future distribution to a creditor in lieu of making a 
distribution directly to the beneficiary.

Section 5:
This section clarifies that only a creditor of a settlor can bring a fraudulent conveyance action 
with regard to a transfer of assets to a trust and only in regard to a specific transfer of assets by a 
settlor to the trust. A third party beneficiary’s creditor can not set aside a transfer when the 
property was originally that o f a settlor and not that of the third party beneficiary. On the other 
hand, where the settlor is retained as a beneficiary under the terms of the trust, a creditor can 
bring a fraudulent conveyance action because in this case the settlor is also a beneficiary.

AS 34.40.110(d) sets forth a prescribed period of time in which a fraudulent conveyance action 
must be brought depending on whether the creditor is a preexisting creditor or a subsequent 
creditor.

A preexisting creditor (i.e., a creditor who was in existence prior to the settlor transferring 
property in trust) must bring the fraudulent conveyance action within the later of four years after 
the transfer of a settlor’s assets is made or one year after the transfer is or reasonably could have 
been discovered by the creditor. A subsequent creditor must bring the fraudulent conveyance 
within four years after the transfer of a settlor’s assets is made.

A preexisting creditor has what is essentially an unlimited statute of limitations period to bring a 
fraudulent conveyance action because it can be brought within one year after the transfer is or 
reasonably could have been discovered. A creditor might not reasonable discover the transfer in 
trust until such time that the creditor has first reduced the action to judgm ent and conducted a 
judgm ent debtor examination. The problem with the statute as it now stands is that the term 
“preexisting creditor’’ is not defined. Consider a doctor who performs an operation and thinks all 
went well with the operation, engages in estate planning and transfers property in trust. At a 
later point in time the patient has complications and asserts that the doctor was negligent.
Should this patient be considered a “preexisting creditor” even thought the patient never asserted 
a claim against the doctor prior to the doctor transferring assets to the trust? What about the 
engineer or architect who builds a bridge which falls down 20 years later. Is the plaintiff to be 
considered a “preexisting creditor”? If so, then no one who has been in business for any length 
of time could ever safely create a trust or otherwise engage in estr '.e planning without risking the 
possibility that a transfer in trust might later be set aside, even though the “preexisting creditor” 
might be unknown to the settlor. Nonetheless, there comes a point in time when every doctor 
and every engineer should be able to arrange their estate planning affairs like anyone else and 
have the assurance that at some point in time it will not be undone. This bill attempts to provide 
that assurance but does so in a manner that balances the legitimate rights of the settlor’s 
creditors.

Thus, it is important that the statute define a “preexisting creditor.” A “preexisting creditor” is 
defined as one who either

(I) demonstrates, by a preponderance of the evidence, that they asserted a specific claim 
against the settlor before the settlor transferred assets to the trust; or



(2) within four years after the settlor transferred assets to the trust, files an action in court 
against the settlor which asserts a specific cause of action based on an act or omission 
o f the settlor that occurred before the transfer of assets to the trust.

Section 6 :
This section adds a number of sections to existing law that clarify that an otherwise valid transfer 
restriction will not be invalidated even though:

(h) a settlor who is also a beneficiary is serving as a co-trustee or advisor to the trustee 
provided the settlor does not have a trustee power over discretionary distributions;

(i) a beneficiary of a third party settled trust is serving as sole trustee of the trust, a co­
trustee or as an advisor to the trustee; or

(j) a settlor is given the authority to appoint a trust protector or a trust advisor.

Subsection (k) invalidates any unwritten agreement or understanding between a settlor, who is 
being retained as a beneficiary, and the trustee, which attempts to give the settlor rights greater 
than those that are permitted to be expressed in the trust instrument.

Section 7:
This section codifies the common law as now found and enunciated in the Restatement 2ntl of 
Property, by adding a new section AS 34.40.115. This section states that assets subject to a 
power o f appointment, whether a non-general power of appointment or a presently exercisable or 
testamentary general power of appointment, cannot be subjected to the claims of the donee's 
(holder’s) creditors. The legal theory behind this statute is that until the dom e exercises the 
power, the donee has not accepted control over the appointive assets that give the donee the 
equivalent of ownership. This statute provides that only until a testamen ary or a presently 
exercisable general power o f appointment is actually exercised, can the .ppointive assets be 
subjected to the payment of claims which a creditor might have against the donee of the power of 
appointment. This statute is taken from a similar statute :n Rhode Island.

Section S:
This section contains the effective dates.
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March 30, 2003

VIA E-M AIL AND FAX

Representative Lesil McGuire 
Juneau, Alaska

R e: T h e  T r u s t  Bill

Dear Representative McGuire:

I am writing with regard to the Trust Bill. As you know, the bill amends both AS 13.36 
and AS 34.40. I am in favor of both amendments. My reasons are as follows:

Amendment to AS 13.36. I favor codifying the positions and listed powers of trust 
protectors and trust advisors because of the flexibility they add to trusts. If there is no built-in 
flexibility the beneficiaries and trustees inevitably end up in court grappling with issues 
unforeseen at the time the trust was created. I also favor the default rule that neither the trust 
protector nor trust advisor have fiduciary duty. Clients often name close family friends and 
advisors as trust protectors and trust advisors, recognizing that they would not be able to serve if 
they were held to the highest (fiduciary) standard o f care.

Amendment to AS 34.40. I favor the amendments to AS 34.40 because they bring much- 
needed clarification to the section.

1 am grateful for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely yours,

HOMPESCH & EVANS 
A Professional Corporation

Susan L. Evans

SLE/
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Please create a final draft House Judiciary Committee Substitute for work order # 23-LS0833VH, 
HB 214: Punitive Damages Against Employers, incorporating the changes which I have written 
into the attached bill. The bill was passed out o f committee today.

If you have any questions, please call me at 4990. Thank you!
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sender at the above address.
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23-LS0833\H

HOUSE BILL NO. 214

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY-THIRD LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY REPRESENTATIVES SAMUELS, Holm, Rokebcrg, Meyer, McGuire, Hawker

Introduced: 3/26/03 
Referred: Judiciary

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

"An Act relating to the recovery of punitive damages against an employer who is 

determined to be vicariously liable for the act or omission of an employee; and providing 

for an effective date."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 09.17.020 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(k) In a civil action in which an employer is determined to be vicariously 
liable for the act or omission of an employee, punitive damages may not be awarded 

against the employer under principles o f vicarious liability unless

(1) the employer

(A) authorized the act or omission and the manner in which the 
act was performed or omission occurred; or

(B) ratified or approved the act or omission after the act or 
omission occurred; or

(2) the employee

IlB0214a -I- HB 214
N B W  T & X - t - I I n d t — m p r . n m g n  ---- ------------------------
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1 (A) was unfit to perform the act or avoid the omission and the
or retain'mA

2 employer acted recklessly in employin^the employee; or
3 (B) was a managing officer or a director o f the employer.

4 * Sec. 2. The uncodified law of the State o f Alaska is amended by adding a new section to

5 read:
6 APPLICABILITY. This Act applies to a cause o f action that accrues on or after the

7 effective date o f this Act.
8 * Sec. 3. This Act takes effect July 1 ,2003.

HB 214 -2- HB0214a
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



AMENDMENT X ,

By: Representative Gara

Page 2, line 2. After “employing”

Insert: “̂ tip em aS l^ or  retaining”

-  f a \ k d

Add ss\^
r/



AMENDMENT

By: Representative Gara

Page 2, line 2. After “acted”

Delete: “recklessly” 
insert: “negligently”



AMENDMENT

By: Representative Gara

Page 2, line 1: After “omission”

Delete: “and”
Insert: “or”



REST 2d TORTS S 909 
Restatement (Second) of Torts § 909 (1979)

Restatem ent of the Law -  Torts 
Restatem ent o f the Law Second — Torts 

C urren t through June 2002

Copyright Copr. 1979-2003 by the American Law Institute

Division 13. Remedies 
C hapter 47. Damages 

Topic 1. General Statements

§ 909. Punitive Damages Against A Principal 

Link to Case Citations

Punitive damages can properly be aw arded against a  m aster o r other principal because of an  act by an 
agent if, bu t only if,
(a) the principal o r a  managerial agent authorized the doing and the m anner o f the  act, o r
(b) the agent was unfit and the principal o r a  managerial agent was reckless in employing or retaining him, 
or
(c) the agent was employed in a managerial capacity and was acting in the scope of employment, o r
(d) the principal or a  managerial; agent o f the principal ratified o r  approved the act.

Comment:

a. This Section is duplicated by § 217C of the Restatement, Second, of Agency, which refers to this Section for 
comment and illustrations.

b. The rule stated in this Section results from the reasons for awarding punitive damages, which make it improper 
ordinarily to award punitive damages against one who himself is personally innocent and therefore liable orly 
vicariously. It is, however, within the general spirit of the rule to make liable an employer who has recklessly 
employed or retained a servant or employee who was known to be vicious, if the harm resulted from that 
characteristic. (See Illustration 1). Nor is it unjust that a person on whose account another has acted should be 
responsible for an outrageous act for which he otherwise would not be if, with full knowledge of the act and the 
way in which it was done, he ratines it, or, in cases in which he would be liable for the act but not subject to 
punitive damages, he expresses approval of it. (See Illustration 2). In these cases, punitive damages are granted 
primarily because of the principal's own wrongful conduct.

Although there has been no fault on the part of a corporation or other employer, if a person acting in a managerial 
capacity either does an outrageous act or approves of the act by a subordinate, the imposition of punitive damages 
upon the employer serves as a deterrent to the employment of unfit persons for important positions. (See 
Illustration 3).

Illustrations:

1. A employs an ejectment company to dispossess a tenant. A know3 that the company has a reputation for using 
undue force in dealing with tenants. An employee of the company, in accordance with its usual methods, commits 
an unprovoked battery upon B, the wife of the tenant, in order to induce her to leave. In an action by B against A, 
punitive damages can properly be awarded.
2. A, the owner of a theatre, employs a special policeman to keep order. In ejecting a small boy from the theatre, 
the policeman cruelly abuses him. Upon learning the facts, A expresses his approval. Punitive damages can 
properly be awarded against A in an action for the battery. 3. A, a corporation owning a series of retail stores, 
employs B as operations manager to supervise the management of the units. While visiting a unit B discovers facts

Copr. © 2002 The American Law Institute.



that lead him to believe erroneously that one of the clerks has been stealing. He directs the local manager to 
imprison the clerk. In the ensuing interview he permits the local manager to use outrageous means of intimidation. 
In the clerk's action against the corporation, punitive damages can properly be awarded.

REST 2d TORTS S 909

Copr. © 2002 The American Law Institute.



V EC O , IN C ., A ppellan t and  C ross-A ppellee, v. C O N STA N C E I. R O SE B R O C K , 
Appellee and  C ro ss-A p p ellan t

Suprem e C o u rt Nos. S-7080, S-7120, No. 5084

SU PR EM E  C O U R T  O F ALASKA

970 P.2d 906; 1999 Alas. LEXIS 24

F e b ru a ry  19,1999, Decided

LEXSEE 970 p.2d 906

PR IO R  HISTORY:
[**1] Appeal from the Superior Court of the State of Alaska, Third Judicial District, Anchorage, Joan M. Woodward, 

Judge. Superior Court No. 3A .<1-92-10614 Cl.

This Opinion o f Substituted by the Court for Withdrawn Opinion of December 18, 1998, Previously Reported at: 1998 
Alas. LEXIS 173.

DISPOSITION:
AFFIRMED AFT) REVERSED.

CASE SUMMARY

PROCEDURAL POSTURE: Appellant employer sought review of a decision from the Superior Court of the State of 
Alaska, Third Judicial District, Anchorage, awarding judgment to appellee employee in her sexual harassment and 
wrongful termination claims.

OVERVIEW : Plaintiff employee was subjected to sexual harassment arising to the level of a hostile work environment 
from her direct supervisor and another employee. Plaintiff complained to another of her supervisors and then went on a 
scheduled leave. Prior to her return to work, however, she was informed that she was laid off. Plaintiff sued and won a 
judgment including punitive damages. Defendant employer appealed and argued that punitive damages could not be 
awarded for acts of a supervisor outside the scope of the supervisor's employment. The court agreedT reversing the~ 
judgment as lTpertained to die awarding of punitive "damages. However, the court upheld the judgment in all other 
aspects and specifically remandecTthc issue of punitive damages for a new trial to determine whether punitive damages 
should have been awarded.

O UTCOM E: Judgment for plaintiff was affirmed as to compensatory damages, but reversed and remanded for a new 
trial for a determination whether punitive damages could be assessed against defendant employer for the actions of its 
employee done outside the scope of employment.

CO R E TERM S: supervisor, sexual harassment, punitive damages, wrongful termination, harassment, hostile,
vicarious liability, severe, hostile work environment, pervasive, vicariously liable, sexual assault, new trial, retaliation, 
mixed-motive, supervisory, terminating, termination, remedial action, managerial, servant, pretext, scope of 
employment, employment decision, motive, employer liability, discriminatory, management-level, terminated, 
subjected

LexisN exis(TM ) H EA D N O TES - C ore C oncepts



970 P.2d 906, *; 1999 Alas. LEJOS 24, **
Page 2

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Title VII
[HN1] A section of Alaska's anti-discrimination statute makes it unlawful for an employer to discriminate against a 
person in compensation or in a term, condition, or privilege o f employment because of the person's sex when the 
reasonable demands of the position do not require distinction on the basis of sex. Alaska Stat. § JS.80.220(a)(]). This 
section prohibits sexual harassment.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Quid Pro Quo
[HN2] Quid pro quo gender harassment occurs when an employer conditions employment benefits on sexual favors. It 
arises when an employer relies upon his or her authority to extort sexual consideration from an employee.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HN3] In hostile work environment cases, employees work in offensive or abusive environments. Conduct which 
unreasonably interferes with work performance can alter a condition of employment and create an abusive working 
environment. Discriminatory behavior sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions o f the victim's 
employment and to create a discriminatory hostile work environment violates Alaska Stat. § 18.80.220.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Quid Pro Quo
[HN4J Quid pro quo harassment requires proof that a tangible employment action resulted from a refusal to submit to a 
supervisor's sexual demand.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HNS] Unfulfilled threats or offensive conduct in general may fall within the hostile work environment classification.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HN6] Often a hostile work environment is created by co-employees or supervisors acting beyond the scope of their 
employment. They are acting for personal reasons and not, even in part, to serve their employer. However, in the case of 
supervisors, harassment, though beyond the scope of their employment, may be facilitated by their position with the 
employer.

Labor & Employment I m w  > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Scope o f Employment
[HN7] Scope of employment is defined as follows: Conduct of a servant is within the scope of employment if, but only 
if: it is of the kind he is employed to perform; it occurs substantially within the authorized time and space limits; it is 
actuated, at least in part, by a purpose to serve the master, and if force is intentionally used by the servant against 
another, the use of force is not unexpectable by the master. Conduct of a servant is not within the scope of employment 
if it is different in kind from that authorized, far beyond the authorized time or space limits, or too little actuated by a 
purpose to serve the master.

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Direct & Vicarious Liability 
Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Scope o f Employment
[HN8] An employer is generally vicariously liable only for acts of employees acting within the scope of their 
employment. However, vicarious liability may also be imposed based on apparent authority or where an employee is 
aided in accomplishing a tort by the employee's position with the employer. But an employer's vicarious liability for 
punitive damages is limited to acts of managerial employees while acting within the scope of their employment. Alaska 
case law has eliminated the requirement that the employees be managerial, but not the requirement that their acts be 
within the scope of their employment.

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Direct & Vicarious Liability 
Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Scope o f Employment
[HN9] A master is subject to liability for the torts of his servants committed while acting in the scope of their 
employment. A master is not subject to liability for the torts of his servants acting outside the scope of their 
employment, unless: the servant purported to act or to speak on behalf of the principal and there was reliance upon 
apparent authority, or he was aided in accomplishing the tort by the existence of the agency relation.

v i  Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Scope o f Employment 
/ f * '"  Torts > Damages > Punitive Damages
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[HN10] Punitive damages can properly be awarded against a master or other principal because of an act by an agent if, 
but only if, the principal authorized the doing and the manner of the act, or the agent was unfit and the principal was 
reckless in employing him, or the agent was employed in a managerial capacity and was acting in the scope of 
employment, or the principal or a manage ial agent of the principal ratified or approved the act.

Civil Procedure > Jury Trials > Jury Instructions
[HN11] Jury instructions involve questions of law, which this court reviews using its independent judgment. An 
erroneous statement of law inju ry  instructions will not be reversed unless prejudice is shown.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Disparate Treatment
Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HN12] Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 makes it an unlawful employment practice for an employer to 
discriminate against any individual with respect to his compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, 
because of such individual's race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 42 U.S.C.S. § 2000e-2(a) (1). The United 
States Supreme Court held that Title VII prohibits hostile environment sexual harassment.

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Lability > Direct & Vicarious Liability 
Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HN13] Harassment by supervisors is facilitated, made more serious, and is less apt to be reported because supervisors 
are understood to be clothed with the employer's authority.

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Direct & Vicarious Liability
iMbor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment
[HN14] Even where the employer has issued a pohcy prohibiting sexual harassment, and where the employer has
established procedures for the receipt of employee complaints, the employer will still have aided the supervisor in
committing the harassment. Therefore, an employer is vicariously liable for the hostile work environment created by its
supervisors regardless of whether management-level employees knew or should have known about the harassment, and
regardless of whether the supervisors were acting within the scope of their employment.

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Direct & Vicarious Liability 
Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HN15] An employer will only be vicariously liable for the acts of the complainant's supervisor, because only then will 
the supervisor be using his position with the employer to alter the conditions of the complainant's employment. A 
supervisor who does not oversee the complainant should be treated as a co-worker. In that situation, the supervisor does 
not have authority over the complainant and may not be aided by his position in the workplace. Furthermore, when a co­
worker or supervisor with no control over the complainant creates a hostile environment, the complainant should be less 
hesitant to report the situation, since the harasser could not retaliate by changing the conditions of the complainant's 
employment. Thus, employers are only vicariously liable for hostile environment sexual harassment committed by the 
complainant's supervisor.

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Direct &. Vicarious Liability
Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment
[HN16] There is no basis for distinguishing between supervisors' acts of harassment and their failure to remedy known
harassment. Supervisors who allow other employees to sexually harass employees they supervise have used their
delegated authority to allow the harassment to continue.

Civil Procedure > Trials > Judgment as Matter o f Law
[HN17] When reviewing a motion for a judgment notwithstanding the verdict, the court determines whether evidence, 
when viewed in the light most favorable to the non-movant, is such that reasonable persons could not differ in their 
judgment. The court neither weighs the evidence nor judges the credibility of witnesses. Rather, it employs an objective 
test: If there is room for diversity of opinion among reasonable people, then a jury question exists.

Civil Procedure > Relief From Judgment > Motions for New Trial 
Civil Procedure > Appeals > Standards o f Review > Abuse o f Discretion
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[VIN18] The court reviews the superior court's denial of a motion for a new trial for an abuse of discretion. An abuse of 
discretion occurs only if  the evidence supporting the jury's verdict was either completely lacking or slight and 
unconvincing, so that the verdict was manifestly unreasonable and unjust. The court will draw all inferences from the 
facts in the light most favorable to the non-movant.

Governments > Legislation > Interpretation
Civil Procedure > Jury Trials > Province o f Court & Jury
[HN19] Statutory interpretation is a question of law which this court reviews using its independent judgment.

Torts > Damages > Compensatory Damages
[HN20] Alaska Stat. § 22.J0.020(i) authorizes a court finding a violation of any of the provisions of Alaska Stat. § 
18.80 to award any other relief including the payment of money, that is appropriate. This includes an award of 
compensatory damages.

Civil Procedure > Pleading & Practice > Pleadings > Amended Pleadings
[HN21] The superior court is accorded wide discretion in ruling on motions to amend pleadings.

Labor & Employment Law > Wrongful Termination 
Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Retaliation
[HN22] Alaska Stat. § 18.80.220(a)(4) provides that it is an unlawful employment practice for an employer, labor 
organization, or employment agency to discharge, expel, or otherwise discriminate against a person because the person 
has opposed any practices forbidden under Alaska Stat. § § 18.80.200-18.80.280 or because the person has filed a 
complaint, testified, or assisted in a proceeding under this chapter.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Sexual Harassment > Hostile Work Environment 
[HN23] In determining whether an employer has violated Alaska Stat. § 18.80.220 when there is no direct evidence of 
discriminatory intent, the court has adopted die three-part framework used in Title VII cases. This test also governs 
actions for retaliatory discharge.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Retaliation
[HN24] To establish a prima facie case of discriminatory retaliation, a plaintiff must show that: she engaged in an 
activity protected under Title VII; her employer subjected her to adverse employment action; there was a causal link 
between the protected activity and the employer's action. Causation may be inferred from the proximity in time between 
the protected action and the allegedly retaliatory discharge. Once a plaintiff establishes a prima facie case, the burden of 
production shifts to the employer to articulate a legitimate, non-retaliatory explanation for the action. To satisfy this 
burden, the employer need only produce admissible evidence which would allow the trier of fact rationally to conclude 
that the employment decision had not been motivated by discriminatory animus. If the employer successfully rebuts the 
inference of retaliation that arises from establishment of a prima facie case, then the burden shifts once again to the 
plaintiff to show that the defendant's proffered explanation is merely a pretext for discrimination.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Retaliation
[HN25] The question of whether a mixed-motive theory applies to wrongful termination depends on the interpretation 
of the term "because" in Alaska Stat. § 18.20.220. In interpreting Title VII, the United States Supreme Court held that 
the words "because of sex" mean that gender must be irrelevant to employment decisions. It emphasized that the words 
"because o f  do not mean "solely because of," and held that Title VII prohibited decisions based on a mixture of 
legitimate and illegitimate considerations. The Court then held that if the plaintiff shows that gender was a motivating 
part in an employment decision, the defendant may avoid a finding of liability only by proving that it would have made 
the same decis’on even if it had not allowed gender to play such a role.

Labor & Employment Law > Discrimination > Retaliation
[HN26] The broad language of Alaska Stat. § 22.10.020(c) indicates a legislative intent to authorize an award of 
compensatory and punitive damages for violations of Alaska Stat. § 18.80, in addition to the equitable remedies such as 
enjoining illegal employment activities and ordering back pay as a form of restitution.

Torts > Damages > Punitive Damages
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[HN27] The plain language of Alaska Stat. § 22.10.020(i) authorizes the superior court to award any other relief, 
including the payment of money. Further, punitive damages are recoverable in discrimination cases. Moreover, under 
the common law, Alaska's superior courts possess the authority to award punitive damages for outrageous conduct. 
Allowing punitive damages under Alaska Stat. § 18.80.220 does not reach bevond settled expectations. Punitive 
damages are authorized under § 18.80.220 and § 2 2 .10 .020(i).

Labor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Scope o f Employment
[HN28] When an employee commits a wrongful act which would subject him personally to punitive damages, the 
essential inquiry must be whether the act was committed while the employee was acting within the scope of his 
employment. If the employee was acting within the scope of his employment, the corporation will be liable for punitive 
damages regardless of whether that employee may be classified as menial.

iMbor & Employment Law > Employer Liability > Tort Liability > Scope o f Employment 
Torts > Damages > Punitive Damages
[HN29] If an employee is acting outside the scope of his employment, he is not acting in any way to further the goals of 
the employer. The interest of preventing sexual harassment is served by holding an employer vicariously liable for its 
supervisors' sexual harassment, regardless of whether they are acting within the scope of their employment, because the 
employer may be deterred from delegating authority to untrained or incompetent supervisors. However, this does not 
mean that an innocent employer should be punished by an award of punitive damages when its supervisors are acting 
outside the scope of their employment. Punitive damages are disfavored and are allowed only within narrow limits.

Civil Procedure > Relief From Judgment > Motions fo r New Trial
[HN30] When a jury award may be based on any one of several theories, one of which has been erroneously submitted 
to the jury, a new trial is required.

Civil Procedure > Appeals > Reviewability > Preservation fo r Review
[HN31] Alaska R. Civ. P. 51(a) provides that no party may assign as error the giving or the failure to give an instruction 
unless the party objects thereto stating distinctly the matter to which the party objects and the grounds of the objection.
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JUDGES:
Before: Rabinowitz, Matthews, Easfaugh, and Fibe, Justices. [Compton, Chief Justice, not participating.]

O PIN IO N B Y :
MATTHEWS

O PIN IO N :

[*908] OPINION 

MATTHEWS. Justice.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many issues are presented in this sexual harassment and wrongful termination case. The two most important are:

(1) Can an employer be liable for acts of a supervisor [**2] which create a hostile work environment even though 
the supervisor is acting outside the scope of his employment?

(2) Can punitive damages be imposed for a supervisor's acts outside the scope of his employment?
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We answer "yes" to the first question because the supervisor is enabled by his position with the employer to impose 
unwelcome sexual conduct on the employee. We answer "no" to the second question because it is unfair to punish an 
employer for acts committed by employees who are in no sense pursuing objectives of the employer.

H. FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS

Constance Rosebrock began working for VECO in Anchorage in April 1991. In September she transferred to Arctic 
Rentals, a VECO subsidiary located on the North Slope, n l Rosebrock worked for Arctic Rentals on the North Slope for 
approximately six weeks, from September 11 until September 26, and from October 3 until October 26. On October 30 
or 31 she was notified that she had been laid off.

 ................................ Footnotes— -------- -------------------

nl VECO admits that Arctic Rentals is merely a division of VECO, and does not argue that it is a separate 
corporate entity.

 .............. - ...............End Footnotes................ ............ ............ [**3]

Rosebrock claims that during her employment with VECO on the North Slope, Rick Rorick, the supervisor in 
charge of Arctic Rentals, subjected her to hostile environment sexual harassment. In addition, she claims that she was 
sexually assaulted by a VECO employee toward the end of her second tour of duty. She claims that VECO wrongfully 
terminated her when she complained about the assault.

In December 1991 Rosebrock filed a complaint with the Alaska Human Rights Commission. She also filed suit in 
superior court [*909] against VECO and Bill Dropps, the employee who allegedly sexually assaulted her. After 
settlement negotiations in which Rosebrock agreed to dismiss Dropps as a party, Rosebrock's claims of hostile 
environment sexual harassment and wrongful termination proceeded to a jury trial. n2

 .........................  Footnotes------------------ -----------

n2 While Rosebrock originally alleged both quid pro quo and hostile environment sexual harassment claims, the 
jury only decided the hostile environment sexual harassment claim.

-----------------------  End Footnotes---------- -----------

At trial, Rosebrock testified that Rorick had sexually [**4] propositioned her on severai occasions. She also 
testified that Rorick made several explicit comments about the size of her breasts. Furthermore, Rosebrock testified that 
she, Bobby Clark, and Bill Dropps gathered in Dropps's room on October 23 to watch the World Series game. n3 She 
testified that when Clark left the room, Dropps grabbed her by her arms and legs and threw her onto the bed. They 
struggled, and he hit her in the ribs. After more struggling, however, he released her and begged her to not tell anyone.

----------------------------------Footnotes---------------------------------

n3 Rosebrock testified that Clark was her supervisor when Rorick was not on the slope. Dropps was also a 
supervisor, but he was not Rosebrock's supervisor and did not have any authority over her.

---------------------------  End Footnotes---------- -----------------

Rosebrock also testified that early the nexi morning she reported the assault to Clark, who was her supervisor on 
duty at that time. She also claimed that she showed her bruises to a co-worker, Peggy Gerhardson, who assured her that 
she and Clark would take care of the problem.

Rosebrock went on leave two [**5] or three days later. She testified that before she left, the administrator, Norm 
Denison, approved her work schedule for the next five months. On October 30 or 31, however, Denison called her at 
home to tell her that she had been "laid off." Rosebrock testified that she then called Denison several times to see what
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VECO was doing about her complaints of sexual assault. Rosebrock claimed that Denison told her VECO had taken 
care of the problem. Rosebrock stated that when she asked him what had been done, he told her, "you're gone."

The jury found VECO liable for Rosebrock's hostile environment sexual harassment claim and her wrongful 
termination claim. It awarded her $ 27,500 for emotional distress damages, $ 75,000 for lost wages, and $ 1,500,000 for 
punitive damages. VECO then moved for a judgment notwithstanding the verdict, for a new trial, and for a remittitur. 
The superior court granted a partial remittitur, reducing the award for lost wages to $ 4,000. It denied VECO's other 
motions.

VECO appeals this judgment. n4 Rosebrock cross-appeals on discovery sanction issues, in the event this court 
remands for a new trial.

...........................  Footnotes............................................

n4 Counsel for VECO on appeal did not serve as its trial counsel.

--------------------------------End Footnotes-------------------------------- [**6]

ffl. DISCUSSION

We discuss the following issues in this case:

A. Sexual Harassment

1. Did the superior court properly instruct the jury as to whether VECO could be held liable for hostile environment 
sexual harassment committed by a supervisor acting outside the scope of his employment?

2. Did the superior court err in denying VECO's motions for JNOV and for a new trial on Rosebrock's hostile 
environment sexual harassment claim?

a. Was the evidence sufficient to support a finding that the harassment was severe or pervasive?

b. Was the harassment committed by a supervisor whose actions can be imputed to '/ECO?

3. .Are damages for emotional distress caused by sexual harassment barred by the exclusive remedy provision of the 
Alaska Workers' Compensation Act?

B. Wrongful Termination

1. Did the superior court err by permitting Rosebrock to amend her complaint after the trial had concluded?

2. Did the superior court properly instruct the jury as to whether VECO [*910] could be held liable for the alleged 
wrongful termination of Rosebrock?

3. Did the sup .rior court properly instruct the jury on mixed motives?

4. Did the superior [**7] court err in denying VECO's motions for JNOV and for a new trial on Rosebrock's wrongful 
termination claim?

C. Punitive Damages

1. Are punitive damages authorized under AS 18.80.220 and AS 22.10.02Q(i)1

2. Did the jury instructions err in permitting the jury to award punitive damages against VECO for acts of a supervisor 
beyond the scope of the supervisor's employment?
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3. Did VECO properly object to the punitive damage instruction?

The parties have also briefed additional issues which do not require discussion for reasons set out in footnote 37, pages 
44-45,

A. Sexual Harassment

[HN1] A section of Alaska's anti-discrimination statute makes it unlawful for an employer "to discriminate against 
a person in compensation or in a term, condition, or privilege of employment because of the person's . . . sex . .  . when 
the reasonable demands of the position do not require distinction on the basis o f . .  . sex . .  .."  AS 18.80.220(a) (1). In 
French v. Jadon, Inc., 911 P.2d 20 (Alaska 1996), we held that this section prohibited sexual harassment. Further, we 
accepted the customary division of sexual harassment claims into those involving a quid pro quo [**8] and those which 
merely involve a hostile work environment.

Concerning the former, we noted that "[HN2] quid pro quo gender harassment occurs when an employer conditions 
employment benefits on sexual favors. It arises when an employer relies upon his or her authority 'to extort sexual 
consideration from an employee.'" Id. at 26 (citation omitted) (quoting Canada v. Boyd Group, Inc., 809 F. Supp. 771, 
777 (D. Nev. 1992). With respect to the latter we noted that [HN3] in

hostile work environment cases, "employees work in offensive or abusive environments. Conduct which unreasonably 
interferes with work performance can alter a condition of employment and create an abusive working environment.". . .

. . . Discriminatory behavior sufficiently severe or pervasive to alter the conditions of the victim's employment and 
to create a discriminatory hostile work environment violates AS 18.80.220

911 P.2d at 28 (citations and footnote omitted) (quoting Ellison v. Brady, 924 F.2d 872, 875, 877 (9th Cir. 1991)).

[HN4] Quid pro quo harassment requires proof that "a tangible employment action resulted from a refusal to submit 
to a supervisor's sexual demand.” n5 [HN5] "Unfulfilled threats" or [**9] "offensive conduct in general" may fall 
within the hostile work environment classification. n6

 ........................— Footnotes ................. .. ...............

n5 Burlington Industries, Inc. v. Ellerth, 524 U.S. 742, 118 S. Ct. 2257, 141 L. Ed. 2d 633 (1998). 
n6 Id.

..........................................End Footnotes— -------- -----------------

[HN6] Often a hostile work environment is created by co-employees or supervisors acting beyond the scope of their 
employment. They are acting for personal reasons and not, even in part, to serve their employer. n7 However, in the 
case of supervisors, harassment, though beyond the scope of their employment, may be facilitated by their position with 
the employer.

.............................................Footnotes............................................

n7 [HN7] Restatement (Second) of Agency § 228 defines scope of employment as follows:

(1) Conduct of a servant is within the scope of employment if, but only if:

(at it is of the kind he is employed to perform;

(b) it occurs substantially within the authorized time and space limits;

(c) it is actuated, at least in part, by a purpose to serve the master, and

(d) if force is intentionally used by the servant against another, the use of force is not unexpectable by the master.
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(2) Conduct o f a servant is not within the scope of employment if it is different in kind from that autho: 
the authorized time or space limits, or too little actuated by a purpose to serve the master.

[*911] An employer is generally vicariously liable only for acts of employees acting within t 
ployment. However, vicarious liability may also be imposed based on apparent authority or vvltei 
ed in accomplishing a tort by the employee's position with the employer. n8 But an employer's vie: 
litive damages is limited by the Restatement (Second) o f Agency to acts of (1) managerial em 
ing within the scope of their employment. n9 Alaska case law has eliminated the requirement that 
nagerial, nlO but not the requirement that their acts be within the scope of their employment.

(2) A master is not subject to liability for the torts of his servants acting outside the scope of their employment, unless:

authority, or he was aided in accomplishing the tort by the existence of the agency relation. [**11]
n9 [HN10J Section 217C of the Restatement (Second) of Agency provides:

(a) the principal authorized the doing and the manner of the act, or

(b) the agent was unfit and the principal was reckless in employing him, or

(c) the agent was employed in a managerial capacity and was acting in the scope of employment, or

(d) the principal or a managerial agent of the principal ratified or approved the act. 

nlO See \laskan Village, Inc. v. Smalley, 720 P.2d 945, 948-49 (Alaska 1986).

These principles are dispositive of the present case.

1. Did the superior court properly instruct the jury as to whether VECO could be held liable for hostile environment 
sexual harassment committed by a supervisor acting outside the scope of his employment? n i l

See Aviation Assocs., Ltd. v. Temsco Helicopters, Inc., 881 P.2d 1127, 1130 n.4 (Alaska 1994). An erroneous statement 
of law in jury instructions will not be reversed urtless prejudice is shown. Id.

•End Footnotes-

 ---------------- Footnotes..............- ...........................

n8 [HN9] Section 219 of the Restatement (Second) of Agency provides in relevant part:

(1) A master is subject to liability for the torts of his servants committed while acting in the scope of

(d) the servant purported to act or to speak on behalf of the principal and there was reliance upon apparent

Punitive damages can properly be awarded against a master or other principal because of an act by an agent if, but only
if:

■End Footnotes-

....................  Footnotes................ - ...................—

n i l  [HN11] Jury instructions involve questions of law, which this court reviews using its independent judgment.

■End Footnotes- [**12]
VECO claims that the superior court's instructions on liability were erroneous because they allowed the jury to 

impose "strict liability" on it if a low-level supervisor subjected Rosebrock to hostile environment sexual harassment, or 
if a low-level supervisor knew about the harassment, but failed to take remedial action. It argues that it should only be
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