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Subject: Study 36.20(1) - Condemmation Iaw and Procedure--The Right to Take

(Legislatively Declared "Public Uses"--Code of
Civil Procedure Sections 1264.1-1264.9)

SUMMARY

This memorandum presents for-repeal Code of Civil Procedure Sectiloas
126%.1-1264 .6 and 1264.8-1264.9, relating to condemmation of toll road and
toll bridge ﬁanchises. Section 1264.7 has broader procedural implications

and will be considered separately at a later time.

BACKGROUND _

Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1264.1-1264.9, desling with condemmation
of toll road and toll bridge franchises, were added to the code in 1937. Itr
has been speculated that toll bridges and roads were becoming so prevalent
th.at a special sche;:e dealing with thelr acquisition was necessary. See
Work of 1937 California legislature, 11 So. Cal. L. Rev. 1, 33-39 {193z7)

(attached as Exhibit I).

This speculation does not conform to present reality. Although up to
the first decades of this century, local public entities were empowered to
and did grant franchises to private parties to construct and cperate toll
roads and bridges, the 1929 legislature vested exclusive authority in the
Department of Public Works to 1ssue these franchises while removing county
authority to issue or renew theﬁ. See Ste. & Hwys. Code §§ 30800, 30810.
Toll roads and bridges existing in Augus;t 1929 were permitted to remain in
existence (Section 308L1(a)), but the removal @f county authority combined
with a provision that a toll road automatically becomes a county highway
upon the expiration of a franchise {Section 902} insured that, with the pas-
sage of time, county franchises for toli bridges and toll roads would gradu-

ally diesappear.




"

Unless the Department of Public Works pas granted franchises for toll
roads and toll bridges (and every indication is that i£ has not--see Exhibit
I1), there appears to be no present apﬁlication of the Code of Civil Procedure
Sections 1264.1-1264.9, Over forty years have passed since the removal of
county authority to grant these franchises, and it 1is highly likely that 21l
franchises so granted will have expired.

In addition, the coverage of these code sections 1s so limited as to be
of no practical consequence. And, in any event, the bulk of the provisions
simply restate the general rules of eminent domain that would apply absent

the provisions. See anelysis, below.

ANALYSIS
The coverage of Sections 1264.1-1264.9 is quite restricted. Section
126k4.1 provides the basic scope:
126L.1. Where the property sought to be condemned is a franchise
of limited duration to collect tolls on any bridge or highway, the
plaintiff may condemn the right to take such franchise as of a future
date, which date shall be specified in the complaint and in the judg-
ment of condemnation.
It should thus be noted that the section epplies only to bridge and highway
tell franchises of limited duration, which ae pointed out above, will all
have expired by now. Further, the section applies only to franchises of that
type which are sought to be condemned ae of a future date.

The repeal of these sections will thus affect little, if anything. It
should be noted that Section 1264.1 does not in itself authorize condemnation
of toll rcad franchises. Such authorization must be found in other sections.
Under the Commission's proposed comprehensive statute, any person authorized

to condemn for roads and bridges will be able %o condemn toll franchises for
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those purposes. See Eminent Domain Code § 101 ("property" defined). See
also Cal. Const. Art. XII, § 8 (power of Legislature to take franchise);

Pub. Util. Code § 1403 (local entities petition to Public Utilities Com-
mission to condemn property and rights of utility); Code Civ. Proc. § 12b40(5)
(property that may be taken includes franchises).

Following Section 1264.1, which provides the basic scope of the fran-
chise provisions, Sections 1264.2-1264.6 deal with various procedural and
substantive problems involved in determining the damages or amount of com-
pensation in cases coming under Section 1264.1. These provisions, to a
large extent, duplicate the rules normally applicable in valuation proceedings.
For a detailed discussion, refer to Exhibit I.

Section 1264.7 defines the terms "judgment" and "final Jjudgment." These
definitions are applicable to all eminent domain proceedings and will be
considered in detsil in the context of eminent domain pfocedure at a later
time. |

Section 1264.8 alters the normal rule prescribing when a judgment in an
eminent domain action must be paid. This alteration is necessary if the
scheme allowing condempation as of a future date is to operate effectively.
With the repeal of that scheme, Section 1264.8 will be of no further value
and may be repealed.

Section 1264.9 is distinct from the other toll franchise sections that
precede it and was enacted as a self-contained unit. See discussion in
Exhibit I. Tt is of broader application than the other sections, relating
to condemnation of toll roads and bridges (some of which do exist--see Exhibit

1I), as well as to condemnation of toll franchises.



The section declares that the court has jurisdiction to meske the follow-
ing determinations with regard to the liability of the condemnor to any city,
county, "or cother public mandatory":

(1) Liability for taxes.

{2) 1Liability for license fees.

{3) Iisbility for franchise payments.

(4) Liability for reversionary rights.

This statement of Jurisdiction is unnecessary and may be repealed.

{1) Determination of liability for taxes generally is vested in the
court, and substantive rules are provided in other sections. See Rev. & Tax.
Code § 4986 and Code Civ. Proc, §§ 1252.1 and 1252.2.

(2), (3) Determination of liability for license fees and franchise pay-
ments to the city, county, "or other public mendatory,” is obsolete since
citles and counties may no longer issue toll franchises. The State Highway
Fund is the depository for money received from such franchises, should they
exist. Sts. & Bwys. Code § 30308.

In any case, the general jurisdicticnal statute to be incorporated in
the Fminent Domain Code will provide the court adequate authority to deter-
mine whether the condemnor is liable for fees. Moreover, the Commission has
previously determined that substantive rules governing important problems
should be spelled cut rather than a bare statement that the court has juris-
diction to decide the issue. As indicated above, the staff does not belleve
that the problem of cbligations for toll franchise fees is significant enough
to warrant a special set of rules.

{(4) Determination of liability for reversionary rights in an entity
generally 1s vested in the court by another section. See Code Civ. Proc.
$ 1247(2)(court may hear and determine all conflicting claims to the property).
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CONCLUSION
Sections 1264.1-1264.6 and 1264.8-126L.9 of the Code of Civil Procedure
bave Little or no present application and, in any case, they largely dupli-
cate existing law. They should be repealed. Repealed sectlons with Comments
are set out in Exhibit III. -
Re;pectfully submitted,

Nathaniel Sterling
legal Counsel
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TE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY ROMALD REAGAN, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORK qgiip
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June 28, 1971

Mpr. Nathaniel Sterling

L.epal Counsel

California Law Revision Commission
School of Law-~-Stanford University
Stanford, California SU4305

Dear Mr. Sterling:

In your letter of June 18, 1971, to the California Toll Bridge
Authority, you calied the Authority's .attention to the current
study of the California law of eminent domain. In that letter
“ you polnted out that the Commission will consider, ad part of
its study, the disposition of Sections 1264.1 to 1264.9 of the

: Code of Civil Procedure which relate to the acquisition of
(:- private toll bridge and toll road franchises.

You have asked if there are any presently operating toll bridge
franchises and wnether 1t is the voliey of the Denartment of

" Public Works to authorize new franchises pnrsuant to Streets
and Highways Code Section 30800. As to any operatine toll
bridpe franchlises, to our knowledge there are none. There is.
nowever, cne privately owned interstate toll oridee known as
the Cibola Bridge which spans the Colorado River near Blythe,
Californla. Perrpission for the construction of tnis bridee was
granted some years back by the U. 3. Army Englneers after
approval of the plans hy the Highway Department of Arizona and
the Californla Department of Publiec Works. ‘his avoroval was
glven as required by the provisions of Federal law, specifically
the General Bridge Act of 1946, It 1s mpossible that at some
time public acauisition of this bridge may oceour.

Insofar as the policy of the Department of Public Works to
authorize the issuance of new franchises for toll bridge
construction is concerned, all that can be said is that no
applications have veen fliled for many years past. The Depart-
ment has no established polliey but would consider any applica-
tion on its individual rerits,

RICHARD C. EAST
Assistant Secretary
California Toll Bridge Authority
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EXHIBIT II1I

CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 126k4.1

Steff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedurs § 1264.1 (repealed)

See. . Section 1264.1 of the Code of Civil Procedure is repealed.

1264 vlv--Whore-sho-preporiy-seught-to-be-condemned-is-a-franchise
of-linited~durasion-so-eolisai-sollc~on-any-bridge~-or-highwayy-she
prainsiff-may-eondemr-tho-righi-to-4aka-suck-franchise-na-of-a-fulure
datay-whioh-date-ghati-be-apeaifind-in-ihe-acmplains-and-in-$he-judgmeni

ef-eendemnationy

Comment. Section 126L.1 and its implementing Sections 1264.2-1264.6
and 1264.8, relating to condemnation of toll franchises of limited duration
as of a future date, are not continued. These sactions were of extremely
limited application and are presently of little or not significance, for
there appear to be no existing toll bridge or toll road franchises. 1In
addition, these sections largely restated the rules of eminent domain that

would be applicable in their absence. See Work of the 1937 California legis-

lature, 11 So. Cal. L. Rev. 1, 33-39 (1937).

For related provisions, see Eminent Damain Code Section 101 (“"property”
defined); Streets and Highways Code Secticns 30800 and 20810 (granting
franchises); Public Utilities Code Secticn 1403 (condemmation of utilities);
Cal. Const., Art XII, § 8 (right of Legislature). See also former Code of
Civil Procedure Sections 1238(4) and 1240(5) and Comments thereto (condemna-
tion of toll bridges and roads, and of franchises).
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CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 126L4.2

Staff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.2 (repealed)

Sec. . Sectlon 1264.2 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
repealed.

126l+2+--The-measure-of-damagee-in-the-enpe-of -a-procceding
eeming-uder-gection-126l+1-chally-exeeps-no-provided-in-ceetion
1264+ 3;-be-the-value-of-tshe-righto-granted -under-said-franchice
fbr-%he-éeriaé-between-saiﬁ-éate—aaé-%he—eupiratiea—ef—aaié-fran—
ehisey-due-~eonsideration~being-kbad-to-the-burdens-as-weli-as-she

bepefika-eonferred-by-sueckh-franchises

Comment. See Comment to former Section 1264.1.

—o.




CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 1264.3

Staff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.3 (repealed)

Sec. . Section 1264.3 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
repealed.

1264 +3,--If-previpion-vac-made-in-the-franchige-goughs-to-be-con~
depned-o¥-in-the-appiieable-gtatutes-under-vwhich-the-franekhise-wase
granted-for-the-zequisition-of-satd-5eli-bridge-or-soll-vead-ar-said
fyanekise-by-the-eounty-granting-the-franchise-or-by-the-eounticsy
jotnkly-aetingy-in-whiek-the-i0il-bridge-ar-tell-road-is-aituatey-on
the~paynent-af-the-fair-eash-vaive-af-gaid-todl-bridge-or-soil-roady
without-eonsideration-of-the-vatue-of -the-franekigey-then-and-in-that
evegty-in-ony-proceeding-brought-for-the-taking-of -eneh-franehiges-the
eompersation-avwarded-ghali-not-exeeed-the-fair-eash-value-of-guek-t9dd

bridge-or-toli-read;-exelusive-of-the-value-ef-the-£rarehioe~

Corment. See Comment to former Section 1264.1.



CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 126k.4

Staff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.L4 {repealed)

Sec. . Section 1264.4 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
repealed.

1264y -~Ff-a-new-brial-ig-granbed-er-the-judgmeni-ig-reversed
and-repppded-for-a-Rew-irisl--the-plainkiff-shail-have-the-right-as
a-EAtter-of-ceursey-in-eases- eoming-under-seesion-1264,1-40-amnend
the-eemplairt-te-gpeeify-n-diffevent-date-aa- oS-whiek-said-frunehine

ghali-be-takes-

Comment. See Comment to former Section 126k.1.




CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 1264.5

Staff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.5 (repealed)

Sec. , Bection 1264.5 of the Code of Ciwvil Procedure is
repealed.

1264 :5+--If-she-defendant -appeala-from-the- judgrent-and- the- judg-
ment-ic-affirmed-in-a-ecace-coning-under-Seetion-1260,1y-the-plainbiff
shatl-be-pntitied-to-bave-dedvueied-from-the-prineipal-of-the- judement
to-be-paid-bhe~net-reeeipba-of-toiis-ealieccted-or-cotieesible-frem-the
date-for-the-taking-as-speeified-in-the-judgment-to-she-date-on-whieh
the-judmment-of-the-reviewing-ecurt-beeemes-finaly-on-shovwing-that
prior-te-the-date-speeified-for-gaid-taking-the-vlnintiff-vag-able-%e
pay-the-gaid- judgmens-and -offered-to-pay-the-same-ta-the-defendanty-oF
into-eourt-for-hig-bepefisy -in-veturn-for-a-waiver-of-the-sppeal---The
term-YRet-receipis’-meana-the- sum-ebtained-by-subtrnesing-from-she
fotal~amennt-of-tollg-eoliceted-or-eotlectible-the-anounts -actunldy
apd-reeessarily- enpended-oy-iteurred - for-the-operation-apd-mainteranee
ef-gaid-tell-read-er-tell-bridge-during-caid-peried.

FThig-geetion-does-not-appiy-in-those-eaces-in-whiek-she-plaintiff
takeg-poesessien~-pending-appeal-pursuant-te-the-provisions-of-geetion
1254 -pr-takes-possession-under-the-provisions-of -Beetion-1l-of-Ariiele

f-of-the-Constitntich-

Comment. See Comment to former Section 1264.1,




CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 1264.6

Staff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.6 {repealed)

Sec. . Section 1264.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
repealed.

312646+ --Po-geeure-the-deduetion-specified-in-Seetion-1064-5-the
piaintiff-puet-within-10-daya-afier-the-repitiitur-is-reeeived-frem
the~reviewing- eour+s-cerve-on-she-defendani-and-£file-in-the-puperier
eenrs-hig-notion-to-gei-for-hearing-the-question-of -the-deduetion-£o
be-mader--Ify-on-the-hearing-of-said-motiony ~proef-ig-made-to-the
gakicfaetion-of-ihe-eourt-of-plainsiffla-abidiby-to-payy-and-offer-teo
payy-the-judmuenty-as-epeeified-in-Beetion-1264+5y-she-eours-shald
grapb-the-pebion-and~ghail- fix-a-time-for-the-deterninaiion-of-the
smouRt-te-be-deduetedy ~whiek-ametné-shall-be-deterrined-by~the- eours
sitsing-withous-a~jury-uriess-piainsiff-or-defendans-on-or~before-the
date-af-the-hearing-of-gaid-motisn-te-cet-fileg-with-the-egurt-a
depard -in-wrising-fovr-a- juryy-in-whiech-ease-the-onid-ameurt-shati-be

deseymined -By-a-Juryy

Comment. See Commnent to former Sechtion 1264.1.



CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 126k4.8

gtaff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.8 (repealed)

Sec. . Section 1264.8 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
repealed.

126k .8+ --In-any-eace-brought-under-seeiion-1264 15 -the-plainkiff
shaill-have-the-fuil-peried-speeified-in-seetion-1251-in-vhiek-so-pay
the-judgwenty-but-in-ease-the-period-apecified-in-that-seetion-expires
prior-to-the-date-speeified-in-the- judpgment-for-the-taking-ef-said
franehigey-the-period-ckaill-be-extended-to-apd-inetuding-the-day-pre-
eeding-gaid-epeeified-dater

He-abandorment-ghali-be-implied-under-geetion-1456a-uatess-the

Judgment-is-not-paid-within-tkhe-sime-herein-opeeificd.

Comment. See Comment to former Section 1264.1.



CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 1264.9

Staff recommendation September 1971

Code of Civil Procedure § 1264.9 (repealed)

Sec., . Section 1264.9 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
repealed.
1264+0:--In-any-action-for-the-aequisision-hercunder-of-a-tali-read
er-soli-bridge-or-the-franchige-for-the-ealieetion-af-todis-thereeny-the
eeuri-in-which-such~aetion-is-pending-chail-bave-Jjurisdietion-to-deter-
mine-she-1iabidisy-of-the-eondemning- pariy-£0-aHy~ €ouRsyy - edty-or-ather
publie-mandatery-for-taness-1ieense-fees-or-franchise-paymente-and-+6
determine-the-revereionary-rights-of-any-sueh-eountyy -eidy-or-other
pubize-mindatory-in-gr-te-the-frarnekise-or-propersy-go-soughi-Eo-be
aequivedy-and-ify-and-in-the-evernty-any-cueh-1iability-be-se-determined
agaiRst-caid-cordemning-parsyy-shen-and-1iB-that-eveni-an-avard-shail-be
made-ts-sueh-eean%y;-eity-é%-ethey-publie-maaﬂa%szy;-puréuant-%a-the
previsirug-af-the-1awe
Comment. Section 1264.9, relating the the jurisdiction of the court to
determine the liability of a condemnor for taxes, llcense fees, and franchise
payments on, as well:as, reversicnary interests of a city, county, or other
public mandatory in, a toll bridge or toll rcad, or franchise thereon, is not
contimied. The section was of little or no current significance, for there
appear to be few existing private toll roads or bridges and no existing
franchises for their operation. Moreover, the court has general jurisdiction
to determine matters incident to the condemnation of property (see Eminent

Domain Code Section ;5 see also former Code of Civil Procedure Section

-8-




CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE § 1264.9

Staff recommendation September 1971

1247(2) and Comment thereto)}, as well as specific Jurisdiction to determine
liabllity for taxes ( see Revemue axd Texation Code Section 4986; see also
former Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1252.1 and 1252.2 and Comments

thereto).



