#62(L) 8/5/65
Memorandum 65«5k
Subject: Study No. 62(L) ~ Vehicle Code Section 17150 and Related Statutes

Accompanying this memorandum (on yellow peper) are two coples of a
tentative recommendation designed to carry out the Commission's declsiona
on the above topie. The extra copy is provided sc that you mey mark your
suggested revisions upon it and return it to the staff at the next meeting.

The tentative recommendation is substantially the same as the one sub-
mitted to you for the July meeting. There have been some revisions, however,
to harmonize the contribution provisions with the changes made in the
cortribution provisions of the statute on personal injury damages.

There is no provision in Section 17801 equivalent to that in Seetion
184{b){dealing with Code of Civil Procedure Section kl7). Such a provision
appears unnecessary here, since personal Jjurisdiction can be secured over
. both residents and non-residents on causes of action arising out of vehicular
accidents under Vehlcle Code Sections 17450-17463.

Section 15 has been added to avoid any constitutional problems that
might be involved in retroactive applicetion of the statute.

Respectfully submitted,

Joseph B. Harvey
Assistant Executive Secretary
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TENTATIVE RECOMMENDATION
of the
CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION
| relating to

IMPUTED KEGLIGENCE UNDER VEHICLE CODE SECTION 17150 AND RELATED SECTIONS

Vehicle Code Section 17150 provides that the owmer of a vehicle who
permita it to be operated by another is liable for any injury caused by the
negligence of the operator. Moreover, the negligence of the operator is
imputed to the owner for all purpcses of civil damages, thus barring the
owner from recovering damages from a negligent third party if the driver was
also negligent.

The provision of Vehicle Code Section 17150 that imputes the contributory
negligence of a driver to the owner of the vehlele did not operate as a
complete bar to an owner's recovery of damages when injured by the concurring
negligence of his cperator and a third party prior to the amendment of Vehicle
Code Section 171581 (the guest statute) in 1961. Prior to that time this
provision merely prohibited the owner from recovering from the negligent
third party. It did not affect his rewedy against the driver. Thus, in

effect, it forced an owner who was injured by the concurring negligence of his

1Section 17158 provides:

17158, No person riding in or occupying a vehiele owned by him
and driven by another perscn with his permission and no person whe as
a guest accepts & ride in any vehicle upon a highway without giving
compensation for such ride, nor any other person, has any right of
action for civil demages against the driver ¢f the vehicle or against
any other person legally lisble for the conduct of the driver on
account of personal injury %o or the death of the guest during the
ride, unless the plaintiff in any such asctlion establishes that the injury
or death proximately resulted from the intoxieation or wilful misconduct
of the driver,




driver and a third party to obtain his relief in damages from his driver alon..
At a time when contribution between tortfeasors was unknown to the law, the
choice thus forced upon an owner of a vehicle was not an unreasonable one,
After all, he selected the driver, therefore he should bear the risk of that
driver's negligence and ability to respond in demages rather than imposing

the risk of the driver's negligence upon some third party. The amendment of
the guest gstatute in 1961 deprived the owner of his option to recover from

his driver damages for personal injuries caused while the owner was riding

es a guest in his own car. The policy underlying the guest atatute--to
prevent collusive suits--is undoubtedly as applicable to owners riding as
guests as it is to others riding as guests; but the amendment deprived the
inmocent owner of his only remedy for personal injuries caused by the concurring
negligence of his driver and a third party.

Within recent years California has abandoned the traditional copmon law
view that there is no contribution between tortfeasors. The contribution
principle seems to be a fairer one than to require one tortfeasor to bear the
entire loss that his actions but partially caused. The principle of contribu-
tion provides a means for providing the owner with relief, preventing collusic
suits between owners and operators, and relieving both the negligent third
rarty and the driver from the entire burden of 1liability.

Acecordingly, the Cormmission recommends the repeal of the provisions of the
Vehicle Code that permit a third party tortfeases b escupe Itublliley 4o .o~
fvmmnant ewmer beuylse of the contributory negligence of the owmer's driver.
Instead, the third party tortfeasor should have the right to join the operator
as a party to the litigation, and if both are found guilty of misconduct
contributing to the injury, the third party should have a right to contribution
from the operator in accordance with the existing statute providing for

contribution between tortfeasors. See CODE CIV. PROC. §§ 875-880.
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Because an operator should be required to contribute not only vwhen he
 negligent but also when he is guilty of more serious misconduct, the
recommended statute does not limit his duty to make contribution to those
situations where he is found guilty of negligence. He iz required to make
~uch contribution when guilty of any negligent or wrongful act or omission
n the operation of the vehicle, The fhird party tortfeasor, however, as

2der the existing contribution statute, is prohibited from cobtaining con-
Lribution if he intentionally caused the injury or damage.

The question of the extent to which an owner should be barred from the
recovery of damages by reason of the conduct of another who cperates his
vehicle with his permission elsc raises the question of the extent to whichi
the owmer should be liable for the acts or omissions of his operator. TVehi~l2
Node Section 17150 now provides that the owner is liable for the "negligence"
vi “he operator. In Section 17158, the term "wilful misconduct" is used to
Aescribe the kind of conduct for which an cperator is liable to his guest.
the term does not appear in Section 17150. HNonetheless, the courts have held
that there is no liability on the part of an owner for "wilful misconduct”

of his operator under Section 17150. Weber v. Pinyan, 9 Cal.2d 226 (1937).

They have apparently treated the terms "negligence" and "wilful misconduct" as
-mtually exclusive terms. Yet, recent cases decided under the guest statute
reveal that these terms are not mutually exclusive., In fact, recent inter-
pretations of the term "wilful misconduct” in the guest statute reveal that
almost any negligence involves wilful misconduct. For example, in Reuther v,
21z, 62 A0, UB6 (1965}, the following conduct was held to be "wilful

wisconduct”: The Reuthers and the Vialls were neighbors and friends. The

viall automobile was being used after a joint outing to return the Reuther's
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.oy sitter to her home. Two small children of the Reuthers were in the

ir a8 well as the defendant's small daughter. The heat element of the cigr:
ighter fell to the floor of the automobile, and Mrs. Viall, the driver, to:.
ner eyes off the road for a brief time and bent down to pick up the lighter.
The car crossed the center line and collided with another automobile.

Of course, Mrs. Viall's action was misconduct--she should not have
taken her eyes off the road. And, of course, her misconduct was wilful. But
+t seems difficult, if not impossible, to believe that she contemplated thz'
any injury would ever cccur to anrcpe as a result of her action. After all,
both she and her small daughter vere in the cer and she was a clooce friend
of all of the other occupants of the car. But if this is wilful misconduct,
elmost all negligence is wilful misconduct. Negligence almost invariably
inmvolves the wilful doing of some sct when a reasonable person should be
«ule to foresee that some harm will result therefrom. A person may wilfully
"rive too fast, roll through a stop sign, look away from the road, ete. Suck
misconduct is usually wilful and, under the Reuther case, may subject a
~river to liability to a guest. Such an interpretation of the guest statute
-ay be proper and consistent with its purpose--to aveid collusjive suits.
ut to apply this rationale to Section 17150 {as the courts have done in the
sast) and deny an owner's vicarious liability in such circumstances would
rirtually nullify the section. Aceordingly, the Commission recommends the
1evigion of the vicarious liability provisions of Vehicle Code Section 1715C -

impose liability wupon an ownsy for the negligent or wrongful act or amission
-f the operator of the vehicle.
Other statutes in this area of the Vehicle Code refiect the same polici-

wunt in Vehicle Code Section 17150. The Commission recommends the revision

ol these sectlions, too, so that a consistent policy might be followed in all
such situations.

The Commission's recommendations would be effectuated by enactment of

+he following measure:
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An act to amend Sections 17150, 17151, 17152, 17153, 17154, 17155, 17156,

17159, 17707, 17708, 17709, 17710, and 17714 of, and to add Chapter

3 {cammencing with Section 17800) to Division 9 of, the Vehicle Code,

relating to liability arising out of the operation of vehicles.

SECTION 1. Section 17150 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:
17150. BEvery owner of a motor vehiele is liable and responsibie
for the death ef or injury to person or property resulting from

negiigence a negligent or wrongful act or omission in the operation

of the motor vehicle, in the business of the owner or otherwise, by
any person using or operating the same with the permission, express
‘or implied, of the owner ;-and-the-negligonee-of-gush-perser-skall-be

impuied-te the-owner-few-all-purposes-of-eivil-damages .

Comment. The substitution of "a negligent or wrongful act or omissiap”
for "negligence" broadens the vicarious liability of owners of motor vehiéias.
The word "negligence” has been construed narrowly to exclude the "willful
ggsconduct" for which a driver is liable to a guest under Vehiele Code

Section 17158, Weber v, Pinyan, 9 Cal.2d 226, 70 P.2d 183 {1937). Yet

cases involving Section 17158 have construed "willful misconduct” broadly
to include conduet virtually indistinguishable from negligence. BSee, e.g.,

Reuther v. Viall, 62 Cal.2d __ , 42 Cal. Rptr. 456, 398 P.2d 792 (1965). To

treat the terms in Sections 17150 and 17158 as mutually execlusive disregards
the diverse purposes underlying the two sections. Ssetion 17158 is designed
to prevent collusive suits. Section 17150 is designed to protect innocent
third persons against the improper use of autcmobiles by financially

irresponsible perscns. To shield himself from the consequences of the liability
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imposed the owner must either make sure that his driver is financially
responsible or pbtain insurance against his own potential liaebility. The
exclusion of "willful misconduct” from Section 17150 tends to defeat the
purpose for which the section was enacted. Therefore, the more comprehensive
term, now found in Vehicle Code Section 17001, has been substituted for the
narrowly construed term previously used in the section.

The last clause of Section 17150 has been deleted because it, together
with Ssction 17158, prevents an innocent vehicle owner from recovering any
damages when he is injured by the concurring negligence of his driver and a
third party. The policy underlying the clause and the policy underlying
Section 17158 can both be served without denying recovery to the owner if the
principle of contribution is wutilized to allocate the liability between the
third party and the driver. Accordingly, the last clause has been repealed,
and Sections 17800-17803 have been added to permit the use of the
contribution principle in cases where the owmer is injured by the concurring

negligence of a third party and his driver.
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SEC. 2. Secticn 17151 of the ¥ehicle Code is amended to read:

17151. The liability of an ovmner, bailee of an owner, or personal
representative of a decedent fex-irputed-megiligenee imposed by this chepter
and not arising through the relationship of principal and agent or mester
and servant is limited to the amount of ten thousand dollars ($10,000) for
the death of or injury to one person in any one accldent and, subject to
the limit as to cne person, is limited to the amount of twenty thousand
dollars ($20,000) for the death of or injury to more than one person in any
one accident and is limlited to the amount of five thousand dollars ($5,000)

far demage to property of others in any one accident.

Comment. This cmendment merely conforme the section to Section 17150 as

amended.
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S8EC 3. S8ection 17152 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:

17152, 1In any action against an owner, bailee of any owner, or
personal representative of a decedent on account of impused-negligenee-as
liabillity imposed by Sections 17150, 17154, or 17159 the operator of the

vehicle whose msegligenee negligent or wrongful act or omission is Impuled

to the owner, bailee of an owner, or personal representative of a decedent
shall be made a party defendant if persongl service of process can be had
upon the operator within this State. Upon recovery of judgment, recourse

shall first be had against the property of the operator so served.

Ccmment, This amencdment merely conforme the section to Seetion 17150 as

amended.
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SEC. 4. Section 17153 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:

17153. If there is recovery under this chapter against an cwner, ballee
of an owner, or personal representative of a decedent kased-en-impubed
negiigence, the owner, bailee of an owher, or pcorsonal roepresentative of o
decedent is subrogated to all the rights of the person injured or vhose property
hac teen injured ard mey rocover from the operator the total amount ef any
Judgment and costs recovered egainst the oswner, tallee of an cwrer or personal

representative of a decedent.

Comment. This apendrent merely conforrs the secticn to Section 17150 as
it ———-

:amsﬂded.




SEC. 5. Section 17154 of the Vehicle Code ig amended to read:

17154. If the bailee of an owner with the permission, express or
implied, of the owner permits another to operate the motor vehicle of
the owner, then the bailee and the driver shall both be deemed operators
of the wvehicle of the owner within the meaning of Sections 17152 and
17153.

Every bailee of a motor vehicle is liable and responsible for %he
death &f or injury to person or property resulting from megiigeree &

negligent or wrongful act or omission in the operation of the motor vehilcie,

in the business of the bailee or otherwise, by any person using or operating
" the same with the permission, express or implied of the bailee y-ard-ike
5éé1§genee-sf-sueh-yerseﬂushaii—be-impatea-te-%he-baiiee—fee—al&-purpeses

ef-eivil-dagages .

Commqu; This omendrment to Section 17154 is in substance the same as the

————

amendment to Section 17150. See the Comment to Sectiom 17150,
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SEC. 6. Section 17155 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:

17155. Where two or more persons are injured or killed in one
accident, the owner, bailee of an owner, or personal representative of a
decedent may sefttle and pay any bopa fide claims for damages arising ocut of
personal injuries or death, whether reduced to judgment or not, and the pay-
ments shall diminish to the extent thereof such person's total liability on
account of the accident. Payments aggregating the full sum of twenty
thousand dollars ($20,000) shall extinguish 81l liability of the owner,
bailee of an owner, or personal representative of a decedent for death or
personal injury arising out of the accident which exists by-ressen-ef
ixmputed-negiigeneey pursuant to this chapter, and did not ariee through the

segliigence negligent or wrongful act or cmisslon of the owner, bailee of an

owner, or personal representative of a decedent nor through the relationship

of principal and agent or master and servant.

Corxent. This swendment merely conforms the sceticn to Section 17150 as

amended.
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SEC. 7. Section 17156 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:
17156. If a motor vehicle is sold under a contract of conditional
sgle whereby the title to such motor vehicle repains in the vendor, such
vendor or his assignee shall not be deemed an owner within the provisions
of this chepter melating-te-iwputed-uegiigenee, ut the vendee or his
asgsion~- 081l be deemed the owner notwithstanding the terms of such
- contract, until the vendor or his assignee reteke possession of the motor

vehicle. A chattel mortgagee of a motor vehicle out of possession is not

7 _}n owner wlthlnthe provisions of this chapter relatiag-to-imputed-nmegiigenes.

Comment. This amendment merely conforms the section to Section 17150 as

amended.

< '“‘)
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SEC. 8. Section 17159 of the Vehicle Code is smended to read:

17159. Every person who is a personal representative of a decedent who
has control or possession of a motor vehicle subject to administration for
the purpose of administration of an estate is, during the period of such
administration, or until the vehicle has been distributed under order of the
court or he bas complied with the requirements of subdivisicn (&) or (b) of
Section 5602, liable and responsible for ke death #f or injury to person

or property resulting from megiigenee a3 negligent or wrongful act or cmission

in the operation of the motor wvehicle by any person using or operating the
same with the permission, express or implied, of the personal representative y
end-the-negligenee-of-puch-perser-shail~-be-ipputed-to-the-personai-represernin-

sive~for-all-purpeses-of-eivil-damages .

Corment, This amenédment to Sectiosn 17159 is in substance the same ag the

amendment to Ssction 17150, See the Comment to Sesction 17150.




SEC. 9. Section 17707 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:

17707. Any civil liability of a minor arising cut of his driving a
motor vehicle upon a highway during his minority i1s hereby imposed upon
the person who signed and verified the appliecation of the minor for a license
and the person shall be jointly ard severally liable with the minor for any
damages proximately resulting from the segligepee-or-wiliful-misecndues

negligent or wrongful act or omission of the minor in driving a motor vehicle,

except that an employer signing the application shall be subject to the
provisions of this section only if an unrestricted driver's license has been

issued to the minor pursuant toc the employer's written authorization.

Comment. This amendment to Section 17707 merely substitutes the term
that bas been used in Vehicle Code Section 17001 and in Sections 17150-1715%
Tor that which now appears in Secticon 1T707. The substitution has been made
in order to make clear that the same meaning is intended. No substantive

change is made by the revision.




SEC. 10. Section 17708 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read;

17708. Any civil liability nmegligenece-er-wilfui-migesndues of & minor,

whether licensed or not under this code, arising out of his == driving a

motor vehicle upon a highway with the express or implied permission of the
parents or the person or guardian baving custody of the minor shail-be

dggused-%s. is hereby imposed upon the parents, person, or guardian, few-ail

purposes-ef-eivil-darages and the parents, person, or guardian shall be
Jointly and severally liable with the minor for any damages proximately

resulting from the megliigence-er-wilfui-misesnduwes negligent or wrongful act

Ofgﬁﬁéﬁgion of the minor in driving a motor vehicle .

Comment. fThe same reasons which justify the deletion of the provisions
for imputed contributory negligence from Section 17150 justify the removsl
of the similar provisions from Section 17708. The language of the section

has been revised to conform to that used in Section 17707.

-15-
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SEC, 11. Section IT709 of the Vehiecle Code is amended to read:

17709. No person, or group of persons collectively to whom megligeree

er-ywislrui-pidaeenduet o minorfe neplirent cr wrergful set or omission is

imputed shall incur liability under Sectione 17707 and 17708 in any amocunt
exceeding ten thousand dollars ($10,000} for injury to or death of one
person as & result of any one accident or, subject to the 1limit as to cne
person, exceeding twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) for injury to or death
of all persons a&s a result of any cone accident or exceeding five thousand
dollars ($5,000) for damage to property of others as a result of any one

soejdent.

Comrent, This amendment mercly conforrms the sectisn to Sections Y7707 and

17708 as amended.

16~




SEC. 12. Section 17710 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:

17710. Hegligepee-or-wilfui-miseenduet The negligent or wrongful act

or omission of a minor shall not te ixputed to the vperson slgning a the

mirorts application for a license when the minor is acting as the agent or

servant of any person.

Comment, This amendment mercly conforms the section %o Section L7707 as

amended.

)
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SEC. 13. Section 17714 of the Vehicle Code is amended to read:
17714, In the event, in one or more actions, judgment is rendered

against a defendant under this chapter based upon the negligent or wrongful

act or omission of & minor in the aegiigewt operation of a wvehicle By-a

ms8ey, and also by reason of such act or omission megligesnee rendered

against such defendant under Article 2 {commencing with Section 17150) of
Chapter 1 of Division 9, then such judgment or Jydsments shall be cumulative

but recovery shall be iimited to the amount specified in Section 17709.

Comment. This amendment merely conforms the secticm.to S:etions 17707 and

17708 as amended.

)
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SEC. 14, Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 17800) is added

to Division 9 of the Vehicle Code, to read:

CHAPTER 3. OPERATOR'S LIABILITY FOR CONTRIBUTION TO JOINT TORTFEASOR

17800, If a money judgment is rendered against one or more
defendants in a tort action for death or injury to person or property
arising out of the operation of a motor wehicle, the operator, whether
or not liable to the plaintiff, shall bs deemed to be a joint tort-
feasor judgment debtor and liable to make contribution in accordance
with Title 11 (commencing with Section 875) of Part 2 of the Code of
Civil Procedure where:

{a) The plaintiff is a person liable for the negligent or

wrongful act or omission of the operator under Section 17150, 17154, 17159,

L7707, or 177083 and
(b) The negligent or wrongful act or cmission of the operator in
the operation of the motor vehicle is adjudged to have been a

proximate cause of the death or injury.

Comment. Sectlons 17800-17803 permit & defendant who is held lisble
+to an owner of a vehicle, or to some other person who is made statuterily
lizble for the conduct of the wehicle's operator, to obtain contribution
from the operator if he can establish that the injury was caused by the
operator's concurring negligence or wrongdoing.

Until 1061, Sectian 17150 forced the injured vehicle owner to seek
relief solely from the operator. In 1961, Bection 17158 deprived him of that
remedy and left him with no remedy for his tortiously inflicted injuries.

A fairer way to protect against fraudulent claims while still providing
the innccent cwner with a remedy for his injuries is to require contribubion
between the joint tortfeasors. These sections provide a means for doing so.

~19-




)

Section 17800 establishes the right of the third party tortfeagor to
obtain contribution. Section 17800 applies only if the defendant is held
to be liable in the plaintiff's action. Thus, no issue of contribution can
arise if the defemdant is not liable. In those instances where the contributory
negligence or contributory wrongdoing of the operator is still imputed to the
plaintiff--as in master-servant situations--the defendant is not liable to
the plaintif: wi.a, hanss, we guostion of contrtbution can arise. Thus,
Section 17800 can apply only where the relationship of master-servant did
not exist between the plaintiff and the operator insofar as the operator's
acts were concerned.

Under Section 17800, if the defendant is held liable, he is entitled

to contribution from the cperator in the event that the operator's negligence

"¢y misconduct is adjudged to have been a proximate cause of the injury

involved in the -case, To obtain an adjudication that is personally binding on
the operator, the defendant must proceed against the operator by cross-
complaint and see that he is properly served. See Section 17801 and the Comment
thereto. Usually the fault of the defendant and the fault of the operator
will be determined at the same time and by the same Jjudgment. But Iif the
defendant®s crosa-action ageinst the operator is severed from the plaintiff's
action and tried separately, the showlng reguired by Section 17800 for an
adjudication thet the operator is a joint tortfeasor esonsists merely of the
Jjudgment against the defendant and the fault of the operator. Section 17800
does not permit a contest of the merits of the judgment against the defendant
in the trial of the cross-action.

After the defendant has obtained a judgment establishing that the operator
is a joint tortfeasor, his right to contribution is governed by Sections 875-
880 of the Code of Civil Procedure relating to contributica among joint
tortfeasors. Thus, for example, the right of contribution may be enforced

only after the tortfeasor has discharged the judgment or has paid more
-20-




than his pro rata share. The pro rata share is determined by dividing

the amount of the judgment among the total number of tortfeasors; but where

more than one person is liable sclely for the tort of one of theélmas in
magter-servant situations--they contritute cne pro rata share. Consideration
received for a release given to one Joint tortfeasor reduces the amount the
remaining tortfeasors have to contribute. And the enforcement procedurc
specified in Code of Civil Procedure Secticn 578 iz applicable.

Under Section 17800 the defendant is entitled to contribution from the
operator even though +the operator might not be independently liable to the
plaintiff., For example, if the operator hes a good defense based on
Vehicle Code Section 17158 as against the owner, he may still be held liable
for contribution under Section 17800, The policy underlying Vehicle Cofz
Section 17158 is to prevent collusive suits between the owner and the
operator by which an insurance company can be defrauded. The reasons justif--
ing Section 17158 are inapplicable when the operator's negligence 1s songhl
to be established by a third party who would be liable for all of the
demage if the operator's concurring regligence or misconduct were not
established. The third perty and the operator are true adversaries and

there is little possibility of collusion between them.
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17801. (a) A defendant's right to contribution from the
operator of a motor vehicle under Section 17800 must be claimed,
il at all, by cross-complaint in the action brought by the plaintiff.
If trial of the cross-action together with the plaintiff's action
would unduly delay the trial of the plaintiff's action, the court
shall order the cross-action severed from the plaintiff's action.

(b) Each party to the cross-action has a right to a jury trial
on the question whether the negligent or wrongful act or omissicn of
the operator was a proximate cause of the plaintiff's injury.

(c) Faillure of the defendant to claim contribution under this
chapter does not lmpair any right to contribution that may otherwise

exist.

Comment. Section 17801 preseribes the procedure through which the
right to confpibution created by Section 17800 way be asserted.

Subdivision (a) requires that the right to contribution under Section

iﬂBﬁOlhe elaimed by cross-complaint., In the usual case, this will reguire the

issues presented by the principal action and the cross-action to be tried

together, The California courts previocusly have permitted the cross-complaint

to be used to join a stranger to pending litigation for the purpose of

securing contribution from the stranger. City of Sacramento v. Superior

Court, 205 Cal. fpp.2d 398, 23 Cal, Rotr. 43 (1962). Subdivision (a)
reguires the use of the cross-complaint so that all of the issues may be
settled at the same time if it is possible to do so, If for some reason a
Joint trial would unduly delay the pleintiff's action--as, for example, if
service could not be made on the operator in time to permit a joint trial
the court is required by subdivision (a) to sever the actions so that the

-22-
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plaintiff's action may proceed to trial in the normal course of events. In
addition, the court has the discretion to order a severance if it determines

to do so in the interest of justice. CODE CIV. PROC. § 1048; Roylance v.

Doelger, 57 Cal.2d 255, 261-262, 19 Cal. Rptr. 7, 368 P.2d 535 (1962).

If the operator were a codefendant in the principal action, he would be
entitled to a jury trial on the issue of his fault. Subdivision (b) preserves
his right to a jury trial on the issue of his fault where he is brought into
the mction by cross-complaint for contribution, After an adjudication that
the operator is a joint tortfeasor with the defendant, neither joint
tortfeasor is entitled to a jury trial on the issue of contribution. Judgment
for contribution is made upon motion after entry of the judgment determining
that the parties are joint tortfeasors and after payment by one torifeasor
or more than his pro rata share of that judgment. CODE CIV. PROC. §§ 875(c),
878. The court is required to administer the right to contribution "in
accordance with the principles of equity.” CODE CIV. PROC. § 875(b). As
the issues presented by a motion for a contribution judgment are eguitable
iagues, there is no right to a jury trial on those issues.

Subdivision [c) is included to make it clear that a person named as a
defendant dces not forfeit hig right to contribution under Code of Civil
Procedure Sections 875~880 by failing to cross-complain under this chapter
if he and the operator are named as codefendants and held jointly ligble

in the principal action.

-23-
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17802. Thsre is no right o contribution under Sectisn L7800 in favor
of any person wko intentionally injured the pers:on killed or injured or

iptenitionally dexaged the property that wos damaged.

Corment. Section 17802 may not be necessary. Code of Civil Procedure
Section 875(4) provides: "There shall be no right of contribution in
favor of any tortfeasor who has intentionally injured the injured person.”
Section 17802, however, is included to make clear that this substantive
provision in the joint tortfeasor's law applies to the right of contribution
under this chapter. Moreover, Section 17802 applies to intentionally
caused property damage, whereas Code of Civil Procedure Section B75(d)

appears to apply only to intentionally caused personal injuries.
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17803. Subdivision (b) of Section 877 of the Code of Civil Procedure

is inappliecable to the right of contribution provided by this chapter.

Comment. Section 877{b) of the Code of Civil Procedure provides that
a release, dismissal or covenant not to sue or not to enforce a judgment
discharges the tortfeasor to whom it is given from all liabliity for any
contribution to any other tortfeascrs. The policy underlying thie pro-
vision of the Code of Civil Procedure is to permit a defendant to fipaliy
settle with & plaintiff with the assurance that another defendant may not
8t111 hold him liable. Without such & provision in the joint tortfessor's
law, settlements could be made with a plaintiff only if all potential
defendants agreed. Here, however, the close relationship of the parties
invelved would encourage plaintiffs to release cperators from liability
merely for the purpose of exacting full compensation from the third party
tortfeasor. Fregquently, the operator will be represented by the plaintiff®s
insurance company as an additional insured. To permit such releases to
discharge an operator's duty to contribute under thie chapter would frustrate
the purpose underlying this law. Hence, the provisions of Code of Civil
Procedure Section 877(b) are made inapplicable to contribution sought

under this chapter.
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SEC. 15. This act dees not confer or impair any right or
defense arising out of any death or injury to person or property

occurring prior to the effective date of this act.

Comment, This act creates new liabilities and abolishes old defenses.
In crder to avoid making any change in rights that may have hecome vested
under the prior law, the act is made inapplicable to the rights and defenses

arising out of events occurring prior to the effective date of the act.
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