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#53 7/15/65
First Supplement to Memorandum 65-41
Subject: Study No. 53(L) - Personal Injury Dameges as Separate Property

For your information, the Uniform Contribution Among Tortfeasors Act
is attached on pink paper. Assembly Bill No. 620 is attached on yellow
paper,

At the last session of the Legislature, Assembly Bill No. 620 was
introduced to broaden the right of a joint tortfeasor to obtain contribution.
As we know, existing law permits a tortfeasor to obtain contribution only
from joint judgment tortfeasors. Assembly Bill No. 620 would have amended
the existing contribution statute to permit a tortfeasor to obtain eontribution
from a joint tortfeasor whether or not judgment were rendered against all or
any of the tortfeasors. The pill followed the Uniform Contribution Act to
2 certain extent, but it omitted certain provisions. The State Bar opposed
the pill on the ground thet it went too far in permitting an independent
action for comtribution without restriction, Specific objections were as
follows:

{1) This permits o series of indagpendent aeticns {n which
different verdicts may result,

{2) There ie no period of limitations upon an independent action
for contribution. If the cause of action arises upon payment of more
than a Pro rata share it will apply to "old” aceidents. How far back
should this be allowed?

(3) Where no action is pending or will be brought, should any
type of suit be required as a condition to assertion of & elalm for
contribution without Jjudgment? In this gituation it would seem that
a right to contribution is not yet involved, There is not yet an
admitted tortfeasor seeking contribution or an ascertained amount of

demages. ,

(4) What of notice to an alleged.;}oint toritfeasor who has nelther
been Joined by plaintiff nor sued by a joint tortfeasor?
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(5) This may result in a number of cases being filed whieh
would not otherwise be filed, i.e., encourages filings for contribu-
tions against other persons who have some remote connection with
the transaction or persons who were not joined by plaintiff for
their lack of finaneial ability. '

(6) This will tend to increase litigation and court congestion.
The law-suits in contribution will be just as complex as the original
law-suits would have been.

(7) 'Third party practice should be probed, i.e., is & cross- E
complaint against a joint tortfeasor (a) permitted; (b) to be L
provided?

(8) This is not worth a slight improvement in equality at the
price of seriocus procedural complexities and delays.

Some of the above objections apply to the limited contribution proposals
contained in the draft statute now before you. They are discussed below:

(1) This permits a series of independent actions in which different i

verdicts may result.

Section 184 of the draft statute permits an independent action for son-
tribution to be brought. The statute does not specificelly deal with the
problem of the binding force of the first judgment. The fact that an
independent action may be brought to establish the right to econtribution is
not necessarily bed if the right to contribution is itgzelf a worthwhile
right to create., But the problem of differing judgments should be considered.

Under the Evidence Code, Section 1301, it seems likely that the first
judgment would be at least admissible in the second sction as evidence of any
fact essential to the first judgment.

Should the first judgment be evidence only, or should it conclusively
determine the liability of the first tortfeasor for purposes of later litigation?
Some hypothetical situations will 1llustrate the problems involved:

{a) Suppose P sues D for negligence, D defends on the ground that he

was not negligent. P recovers a judgment for $10,000, After payment
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of the judgment, D now seeks contribution from T on the ground that T's
concurrent negligence contributed to P's injury. Should T be able to defend
on the ground that, even though T was negligent, D was erroneously held
liable to P? In this situation, T's theory is that T may have been negligent
et D was not negligent, so T should not be reguired to contribute anything
to the payment D was erroneously required to make. We suggest that the g
theory is unjust. Even if D was erronecusly required to pay, if T was in
fact negligent, he should be required to contribute.

(b) Suppose P sues D for assault, seeking both punitive and compensatory
damages. P also includes a negligence claim in case he cannot prove D's

intention. The jury returns a verdict for compensatory damages only, and

by special verdict finds D guilty of negligence and innocent of assault.

D now seeks contribution from T. T defends on the ground that D intentionally

injured P and, hence, is not entitled to comtribution. D argues that the
firat jury exonerated him from the claim of intentional injury and that this
determination should now be binding on T.

Here, we think that T should heve an opportunity to prove that the injury
was, in fact, intenticnally inflicted. All that the first jury determined
was that P failed to prove intentional injury. It made no difference
insofar ag the damages were concerned. The additicnal element of malice was
requisite to the awerding of punitive damages. P may not have litigated the
point vigorously, being interested primarily in the compensatory -damages.
Therefore, T should not be stuck with the determination made by the jury in D's
favor.

The situation is distinguisheble from that presented in example (a).

In that case, D must prove T's negligence contributed to P's injury in order
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to obtain contribution. Since tHat must be proved, whether D also was
negligent should not be determinative of his right to contribution. If he
was and the first judgment was right, then contribution follows normally.
But if he was not, and the first judgment was wrong, it enhances the effect
of the error to deny him contribution from a person who was negligent and
responsible for the injuries.

Accordingly, we think that as a matter of principle, the first judgment
should be conclusive as to D's liability, but not conclusive in regard to any
facts found in D's favor. {Of course, if there is no lisbility at all, there
is no question of contribution,)

What about the damages? Should the first judgment conclugively establish
the amount of the damages to P, or should T be permitted to assert that P's
damages were in fact less than the amount of the first judgment?

It can be argued that the first judgment should be conclusive, D had
every motive to litigate the damages to the utmost. D is not entitled to
contribution unless he actually pays the judgment--or at leagt more than his
prc rata sharsg and his right to contribution is only to the extent of the
excess. Thus, there is little likelihood that the judgmwent will be collusive.

On the other hand, under the law of indemnity generdlly, a Judgment against
the indemnitee is not conclusive on the indemnitor unless the indemnitor wes
given notice of the first suit and an opportunity to defend. CIV. CODE § 2778.
Without such notice and opportunity, the judgmeht is merely evidence (as under
Evidence Code § 1301). Here, too, we think the judgment should be evidentiary
only. T should have his day in court on the amount of the damages, The issue
is distinguisheble from the issve of liability. There, it should mske no

gifference to T if D is not in fact liable, for T gets his day in court on his
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own liability in the contribution action. But T does not get his day in
court on the issue of damages unless it is given to him in +the contribution
action,

Accordingly, we reccmmend that the first judgment be deemed conclusive
on the issue of D's lisbility only.

(2) _‘There is no period of limitations upon an independent action for

contribution, If the cause of action arises upcon payment of more than a

pre rats share it will apply to "old" accidents. How far back should this

be allowed?
The statute of limitations problem is met by the Uniform Contribution
Act by providing that the independent action for contribution must be brought,
if at all, within one year after the day the first judgment beccmes final,
The situation is similar to that where a joint tortfemsor has a right
of indemnity against another joint tortfeasor. No California cases have been
found discussing the statute of limitations problem in that context; but
language in same of the cases indicates that the basis of liability may be

contractual or quasi-contractusl. BSee, S5.F. Unified Sch, Dist., v. Cal. Bldg.

ete. Co., 162 Cal, App.2d 434, 328 p.2d 785 (1958). See also Conley & Sayre,

Rights of Indemnity As They Affect Ligbility Insurance, 13 HAST, L. J. 21k

{1961). This would tend to indicate that the two-year statute of limitations
is applicable and that it runs from the date of the loss giving rise to the
right of indemnity, i.e., the date of payment.

Scme argument can be made for either the Uniform Act statute of
limitations or a statute that begins to run on the date of payment.

The Uniform Act is based on the principle that it is desirable to settle
contribution liability as quickly as possible. A tortfeasor usually expects

that his liability for personsl injury will be terminated if he is not sued
-5-




within one year of the injury. Extending his liability for contribution
beyond that period is necessary if an independent action for contribution

is to be permitted. But the extension should be regarded as exceptional and
should be curtailed to the extent possible. The Uniform Law Commissicners
thought that one year from the finality of the first judgment was a fair
compromise between the competing interests.

On the other hand, the first tort defendant may be unable to discharge
the first judgment within one year. Under the Uniform Act provision, if he
is unable to do so, he loses his right to contribution; for his right to
contribution does not arise until payment. It can be argued, therefore, that
if the right to contribution is to be meaningful, the first defendant should
be able to seek contribution within one year after payment. Unfortunately,
this may result in the third party's tort liability being determined long
after the event.

Possibly there is a compromise solution. The statute might require the
action for contribution to be brought within one year after the finality of
the first judgment but forbid execution until actual payment. The situation
would then he analogous to that where the originel judgment is against both
tortfeasors. There, the right to contribution is established by the original
Jjudgment, but contribution is unenforceable until the defendant seeking
contribution has paid more than his pro yata thare of the lisbility,

{3) Where no action is pending or will be brought, should eny type of

suit be required as a condition to asserticn of a claim for contribution

without Judgment? In this situation it would seem that a right to contribution

is not yet involved. There is not yet an admitted tortfessor seeking contri-

bution or an agcertained amount of damages,
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Objection (3) may not be raised here, because the draft statute does
not permit contribution without a judgment. The objection does raise the
question, however, whether the right of contribution should exist in the
absence of a judgment., The Uniform Act permits contribution without judgment.
We omitted provisions for contribution under such circumstances because of the
complexity they would add to the statute. The lack of a right to contribution
without judgment does not seriously prejudice anyone, becauss a defendant who
wants to preserve his right to contribution may stipulate to a judgment
against him. Such a stipulation dces not prejudice the third party, for his
liability must be made out independently before his contribution can be
compelled.

(4) what of notice to an alleged joint tortfeasor who has neither been

joined by plaintiff nor suned by a joint tortfeasor?

Under the proposals we have made, we think the third party is adeguately
protected even though he has no notice of the original litigation. His fault
must be made out independently before he can be compelled to contribute.

{5) This may result in a mumber of cases being filed which would not

otherwise be filed, i.e., encourages filings for contributions against other

persons who have some remote connection with the transaction or persons who

were not joined by plaintiff for their lack of financisl ability.

This objection seems inapplicable to the limited right to contribution
established by the draft statute,

(6) This will tend to increase litigation and court congestion, The

law-suits in contribution will be just as complex as the original law-suits

would have been.

(8) This is not worth a slight improvement in equality at the price

of serious preocedural complexities and delays.
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(6) and {8) are basic objections to contribution generally.

{7} Third party practice should be probed, i.e., is a cross-complaint

against a joint tortfeasor (a) permitted; (b) to be provided?

Our draft statute provides for a third party practice by cross-complaint,

and it has ample precedent in the cases.

To meet the objections discussed above, we suggest that Section 184 of

the draft’ statute be amended as follows:

184, (a) The right to obtain contribution from the spouse of the
injured person, as provided in Section 183, may be claimed by cross-complaint
against the spouse in the action brought by the injured person or may be
claimed in ah independent action against such gpouse.

{b) An independent action to have the spouse of the injured person

adjudged a joint torifeasor shall be brought, if at g1l, within one year after

the judgment in the action brought by the injured person becomes final,

(¢} In an independent action to have the spouse of the injured person

adjudged a joint tortfeasor, the judgment in the action brought by the injured

person shall conclusively establish the liability of the defendant to the

injured person, but it shall not be given conclusive effect as to the amount

of the damages sustained by the injured_person,

Respectfully submitted,

Jogeph B. Harvey
Assistant Executive Secrstary
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f’UHIFDRM'CdNTﬁIfU‘fIdK mcmé TORTFEASORS

An Act concerning contnbuuon amung tortfeasors, reiease of
‘tortfeasors, procedure enabling recovery of contribution,
anthakmg umfurm the law with refu'ence thereto. .

Sl B

'IQSSREVISEDACT LI

%”.

R.sght to Conmbuuon.
Pro Rata Shares.
Enforcement. m
. Release or Covenant Not to Sue. -
Uniformity of Interpretanon.
. Short Title.
“Severability. -

Time of Takmg Effect. _
B‘ l‘ mffd --';-qo---,, _.-'.— . R

§ L. [Right to Contribution]—(a) Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this Act, where two or more s become jointly or
severally liable in tort for the same injury to person or property
cor for the same wrongful death, thers is a right of contribution
among them even though ]udgment has not been tecovered
. agamst all or any of them.
{b). The right of contribution exists only in £aver of a tort-
- t who has paid more than his pro rata share of the common
* - Hability, and his total recovery is limited to the amount paid by
- him in excess of his pro rata share. No tortfeasor is compell
‘to make conm‘but:on beyond his own pro rata sha.re of the enure _
liability, )
- {c) There is no right of contnhuhon mn favor of any tortfﬁsor
who has intentionally {wilfully or wantonly] caused or contnb-
. uted to the injury or wrongful death,
o 6d) A tortfeasor who enters into a settlement with a cla:mant
" is not enmtitled to recover contribution from another tortfeasor
‘whose Lability for the injury or wrongful death is not extin-
- ‘guished by the settlement nor in respect to any amount paid i in
‘@ settlement which is in excess of what was reasonable,
: "f;lﬁe) A liability insurer, who by payment has discharged in
or in part the liability of a tortfeasor and has thereby dis-
- ‘charged in full its obligation as insurer, is subrogated to the
- ‘tortieasor’s right of contribution to the extent of the amount it
. has paid in excess of the tortieasor’s pro rata share of the com-
- -mon liability. This provision does not limit or impair any nght
" '-of subrogation arising from any other relationship.
+{f) This Act does not impair any right of indemnity under
. mstmg law.. Where one torifeasor is entitled to indemnity from
. “another, the right of the indemnity obli gee is for indemnity and
-not contribution, and the indemnity obligor is not entitied to
. contribution from the- obligee fm- any portmn of his :ndemmty
: obhgatmn.
© (g This Act shall not apply to breaches of tmst or af other
: ﬁducmy obhgat:on. . __

SQNFPEPNP
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 §2[Pro Rata Shares].—In determining the pro rata shares
‘of .tortfeasors in the entire liability (a) m“fr re?.a%?erg;rees of

. ;fault shall not be considered; (b} if equity requires the collec-

tive liability of some as a group shall constitute a singie share:
;_a.'nd {:g pf;inqiples of equity applicable to conm'buﬁonggicnerall;

§ 3. [Enforcement].—(a) Whether or not judgment bas
heen entered in an action against two or more tortfeasors for the

© same injury or wrongful death, contribution may be enforeed by
. . B , )

separate action. : e

_ {b) Where a judgment has been entered in an action against
two or more tortfeasors for the same injury or wrongful death,
contribution may be enforced in that action by judgment in fa-
vor of one against other judgment defendaats by motion upon

_ potice to all parties to the action.

© (€} If there is a judgment for.the injury or wrongful death
against the tortfeasor seeking contribution, any separate action
by him to enforce contribution must be commenced within one
year after the judgment has become final by lapse of time for
appeal or after appellate review. ‘ S
{d) If there is no judgment for the injury or wrongful death
against the tortfeasor seeking contribution, kis right of contribu-
tion is barred unless he has either (1)} discharged by payment
the common liability within the statute of limitations period ap-
plicable to claimant’s right of action against him and has com-
menced his action for contribution within one year after pay-
ment, or (2) agreed while action is pending against him to dis-
the common lability and has within one year after the
agreement paid the liability and commenced his action for con-
ation. : o ST
{e) The recovery of a judgment for an injury or wrongful
death against one tortfeasor does not of itself discharge the oth-
er tortieasors from habilistg for the injury or wrongful death un-
less the judgrent is satished. The satisfaction of the judgment
does not impair any right of contribution. - B
() The judgment of the court in determining the Hability of
the several defendants to the claimant for an injury or wr
death shall be binding as among such defendants in determining
their right to contribution. ‘ o ' ST

. § % [Release or Covenant Not to Sue]l.—When a release or
& covenant not to sue or not to enforce judgment is given in good

. faith to one of two or more persons liable in tort for the smg

injury or the same wrongful death:

2(8) Tt doea not discharg sny of the other tortfessors from

- liability for the injury or wronginl death unless its terms s0 pro-

- wide; but it reduces the claim against the others to the extent

of any amount stipulated by the release or the covenant, ar in

- the amount of the consideration paid for it, whichever is the
greater; and, ... e TSt onmeL DR b
'h;gb)_ It discharges the tortfeaser to whom it is
iability for contribution to any other tortfeaser.

given from a!l
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CALIFORNIA LEGISEATURE—19¢65 REGULAR (GENERAL) SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL No. 620

Introduced by Assemblymen Willson, Stevens,
Denlemejian, and McMillan

January 27, 1965

EEFEREED TO COMMITTEE ON RULES

An act fo omend Sections 875, 878, 877, 878, und to repeal Sec-
tton 880 of the Code of Cinl Procedure, relating to con-
tribufion among joind and several {orifeasors.

»

The people of the Siate of Californie do enact as follpws:

Secrien 1. Section 875 of the Code of Civil Procedure is
amended to read :

875, (a) Where a meopey jadament kas beer pondered luwn
or more persons hecome jointly amainst twe or msobe defen
dunts i a tort petion theve ghall be or severally Wable in fort
for the seme dnjury to person or property or for the same
wrongful death, there 48 a right of contribution among them
which shall arise when one torffeasor hus discharged the come
mon Labilily or has poid more then his pro rata share thereof,
#3 hercinafler provaded whether or nol judgment has been
rendered ayainst all or any of them in an aclion on the fort.

b=t 40 00 =3 T O e U0 RO
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) LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

ADB 620, as introduced, Willsen {RR1s.), Contribution among tortfersors.

Amends Becs, 875, 874, 877, R78, repeals Sec. 580, C.CP,

Broadens right of contributions ameng jeint and several fortfeasors, including
linbﬂitydiuaurers of such tortfeasors, now limited to eases where judgment has bean
recovered.

Provides, ng to cases where, after effective date of bill, one tortfeasor (er his
Mability iugorer) bas discharped common liability or has paid more than his pro
rata share thal right of contribution shall exist whether or not judgment has been
rendered, Permits, as to such cases, brisging of separate action to enforee right
of contributioa, whether or not judgment rendered, a3 well as retnining present
procedures for enforcement of eight where there is judgment, Specifies, as to such
cnBes, that recovery of judgment for injury or wrongful decth against one tortfemsor
does not of itgelf discharge the other tortfenscrs from liability for the injury or
wrongful death unless the judgment e satisfied and that satisfaction of the judgment
does mot impair any right of contribution. Specities that judygments of the court in
determining the liabiiity of the several defendants te the ¢lzimant for an injury or
wrengful death ehall be binding as among such defendants in determining their
right to contribution.
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(b} Buch right of contributicn shali be administered in ae-
cordance with the principles of equity.

fe) Such right of contribution wmax be exforced only after
one tortfeatser hus, by parment, discharged the joint jedsment
erhaspmémeméh&ah&sm%sh&et—h&e&ﬁ—l—sshallbe
limited to the excess so paid over the pro rata share of the
person se paying and in no event shall any torifeasor be com-
pelied to make contribution beyond his own pro rata share of
the endive Judgment: common liahidity,

(d) There shall be no right of contribution in faver of any
tortfeaser who has intentionally injured the injured person.

(e) A hability insurer who by payment has discharged the
common Bability of a tortleasor jedement debtop ghall be sub-
rogated to his right of eontribution,

(f) This title shall not impair any right of indemnity onder
existing law, and where one torifeasor judgment deblor is en-
titled to indemnity from another, there shall he no right of
contribution between them.

(g} This title shall not impair the right of a plaintif to
satiefy a judgment in full as against any tortfessor judgment
debtor.

Sre. 2. Section 876 of said code is amended to read :

376, (a)} The pro rata share of each tortfeasor judmpent
debtor shall be determined by dividing the entire jadpment
sommon labilify equally among all of them.

{b) Where one or more persons are hedd liable solely for
the tort of one of them or of another, as in the case of the
Liability of a master for the tort ot his servant, they shall con-
tribute a single pro rata share, as to which there may be
indemnity bet“ gen thein.

See. 3. Bection 877 of said code is amended to read:

877. Where a release, disinissal with or withont prejudiue
or a sovenant not to sue or not to enforce judgment is given in
good faith before verdiet or Fudpmens to one or more of a
number of tortfeasors claimed to be liable for the same tort _

{a) It shall net discharge any other such tortfeasor from
liability unless its terms so provide, but it shall reduee the
claims against the others in the amount stipulated by the re-
lease, the dismissal or the covenant, or in the amount of the
eonsideration paid for it whichever is ithe greater; and

{3y it shail discharge the tortfeasor to whom it is given
from all Lability for any contribution to auy other tortfeasors.

Spc. 4. BSection 878 of said eode is amended to read:

B78. Judement fer coniribution may be entered by ome
toptfonsor judgment debtor againct other tortleaser Judgment
debtors by motion upen netive: Noties of such motion shall be
given to ail paebies i the aetion; inciuding the plubndl o
plaintifis:. ab teest 10 davs before the hepring cheressr Buch
setiee shal be peesmmpanied by an afidavit serting forth any
wdemmation whieh the meving purty muy have £ 1o the awets
of defendants avaidlable for setistaction of the judement o
alaim for eontribuation-
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(8) Whether or not judgment has been entered in an action
against two or more lortfeasors for the sawme injury or wrong-
ful death, eontribution may He enforced by separate action.

{h) Where a judgment has been entered in an action agoinst
twe or more torifeasors for the some tngury or wrongful death,
¢ judgment for contribulion may be entered by one such torf-
feasor judgmeni debior egninst the other fortfeasor judgment
deblors by motion wpon nolice. Notice of such motion shall be
given to all poriwes in the action, smeluding the plainbiff or
plaintiffs, af least fen (10) days before the hearimy thereon.
Sueh notice shall be gecompanied by an affidavit setting forth
any information which the moving party may have as to the
assets of defendants aveiloble for salisfaction of the judgment
or elatm for contribution. :

{e) The recovery of a judgment for an tnjury or wrongful
death cgatnst one tortfeasor does not of dself discharge the
other tortfeasors from lability for the injury or wrongful
death unless the judgment is satisfied. The satisfaction of the
judgment does not impoir any right of condribution.

(2) The judgment of the court in determining the Lobilily
of the several defendants to lhe claimant for an dnjury or
wrongful death shall be binding as among such defendants in
determinang their right to contrebution.

See. 5. Section 850 of said eode is hereby repealed.

880, Fhin {itle shell become wifective as to cotves of nobion
REETHHEE oF 62 niter Janumry I F065.

Brc. 6. The amendments to Bection 875, 876, 877, and 878
of the Cole of Civil Procedore contained in this act shall be
operative enly I cases where one tortfeasor discharges a
common liability or pays more than his pro rata share thereof
after the effective date of this act. In other cases these sections
as they read before amendment shall continge to be applicable.
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