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4. HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION (STUDY D-352)

Proceeds Exemption
Memorandum 96-21 (SU) (to be sent)

5. UNEFAIR COMPETITICN (STUDY B-700)

Draft of Tentative Recommendation
Memorandum 96-23 (SU) (sent 3/22/96) ($8.50)
First Supplement to Memorandum 96-23 (to be sent)



6.

10.

11.

12.

CORPORATE GOVERNANCE

Business Judgment Rule (Study B-601):

Draft of Tentative Recommendation

Memorandum 96-24 (NS) (sent 3/15/96) ($8.50}

First Supplement to Memorandum 96-24 (to be sent}

Demand and Excuse in Shareholder Derivative Actions (Study B-602):
Policy Issues

Memorandum 96-25 (NS) (sent 3/15/96) ($8.50)

First Supplement to Memorandum 96-25 (to be sent)

JUDICIAL REVIEW OF AGENCY ACTION (STUDY N-200)

Revised Draft
Memorandum 96-26 (RM) (sent 3/26/96) ($18.00)
First Supplement to Memorandum 96-26 (to be sent)

MEDIATION COMMUNICATIONS (STUDY K-401)

Problems in Existing Law
Memorandum 96-17 (BG) (sent 2/16/96) ($8.50)
First Supplement to Memorandum 96-17 (to be sent)

TOLLING STATUTES OF LIMITATION (STUDY ]-110)

Issues on Recommendation
Memorandum 96-28 (BG) (to be sent)

BEST EVIDENCE RULE {STUDY K-501)

Comments on Tentative Recommendation
Memorandum 96-27 {(BG) (sent 3/28/96) ($8.50)
Tentative Recommendation (sent 12/95) {$8.50)
First Supplement to Memorandum 96-27 (to be sent)

ATTACHMENT WHERE CLAIM IS PARTIALLY SECURED (STUDY D-331)
Memorandum 96-22 (SU) (to be sent)

MARKETABLE TITLE: OBSOLETE RESTRICTIONS (STUDY H-407)

Comments on Revised Tentative Recommendation
Memorandum 96-10 {NS) {sent 2/1/96) ($8.50)

Revised Tentative Recommendation {sent 11/95) ($5.50)
First Supplement to Memorandum 96-10 (to be sent)



February 23, 1996

CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION
MEETING SCHEDULE
PLEASE NOTE DATE CHANGE FOR JULY 1996

(Sacramento meetings are subject to relocation to Los Angeles in months
when administrative law is not being considered.)

April 1996 Sacramento

Apr. 12 (Fri.) 9:00 am - 5:00 pm
May 1996 Sacramento

May 9 (Thu.} 9:00 am — 5:00 pm
June 1996 Sacramento

June 14 (Fri.) 9:00 am - 5:00 pm
July 1996 Sacramento

July 25 (Thu.) 9:00 am — 5:00 pm
September 1996 Sacramento

Sept. 12 (Thu.) 9:00 am - 5:00 pm
October 1996 Long Beach

Oct. 10 (Thu.) 9:00 am - 5:00 pm
November 1996 Sacramento

Nov. 14 (Thu.) 9:00 am = 5:00 pm
December 1996 Sacramento

Dec. 12 (Thu.) 9:00 am - 5:00 pm



MINUTES OF MEETING
CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION

APRIL 12, 1996
SACRAMENTO

A meeting of the California Law Revision Commission was held in
Sacramento on April 12, 1996.

Commission:

Present: Colin Wied, Chairperson
Christine W.S. Byrd
Robert E. Cooper
Bion M. Gregory, Legislative Counsel
Edwin K. Marzec
Sanford Skaggs

Absent:  Allan L. Fink, Vice Chairperson
Quentin L. Kopp, Senate Member
Arthur K. Marshall

Staff: Nathaniel Sterling, Executive Secretary
Stan Ulrich, Assistant Executive Secretary
Barbara S. Gaal, Staff Counsel
Robert J. Murphy, Staff Counsel

Consultants: Michael Asimow, Administrative Law

Other Persons:

Christine Albertine, California Correctional Peace Officers Association, Sacramento
Herb Bolz, Office of Administrative Law, Sacramento

Gail Hillebrand, Consumers Union, San Francisco

Frank Janecek, San Diego

Ron Kelly, Berkeley

Evelyn Lewis, Law Professor, UC Davis, State Bar Business Law Section,
Corporations Committee, Davis

Charlene Mathias, Office of Administrative Law, Sacramento
Gabor Morocz, California Department of Motor Vehicles, Sacramento

Thomas A. Papageorge, California District Attorneys Association and Los Angeles
District Attorney’s Office, Los Angeles

Joel Perlstein, California Public Utilities Commission, San Francisco
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Steven R. Pingel, Consumer Attorneys of California, California Employment
Lawyers Association, Los Angeles Police Protective League, Orange County
Employees Association, and Association of Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs, Seal
Beach

Lucy Quacinella, Western Center on Law and Poverty, Sacramento
Elizabeth Stein, State Personnel Board, Sacramento
James C. Sturdevant, The Sturdevant Law Firm, San Francisco

CONTENTS

Minutes of February 22,1996, Meeting . . . .. ... ... 2
Ratification of Actions Taken at February 22,1996, Meeting . . .. . ........ . ... . ....... 2
Administrative Matters . . .. ... 3

Meeting Schedule. . . ... ... 3
Study B-601 — Business JudgmentRule . . . ... .. .. . 3
Study B-700 — Unfair Competition. . . . .. .. ... 3
Study D-331 — Attachment Where Claim Is Partially Secured . .. ......... ... ... ..... 6
Study D-352 — Homestead EXemption . . . .. ... 7
Study J-110 — Tolling Statute of Limitations . . . . .. ... ... ... . .. ... . i 7
Study K-401 — Mediation Confidentiality. . . ... ....... .. ... . . .. . 7
Study N-200 — Judicial Review of Agency Action . . . ... ... . . . 7

MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 22, 1996, MEETING

The Commission approved the Minutes of the February 22, 1996, Commission
meeting submitted by the staff, with the following changes:

On page 5, under the heading “Bus. & Prof. Code 8§ 17308. Notice of terms of
judgment”, the first sentence was revised to read, “As in the case of notice of
filing, this section providing for giving notice of the terms of judgment should
require notice to be published in the state Notice Register and given to any
agency that licenses the defendant in the jurisdiction.”

On page 7, under the heading “Study N-111 - Code of Ethics for
Administrative Law Judges”, the reference to Memorandum 95-15 was revised to
read, “Memorandum 96-15".

RATIFICATION OF ACTIONS TAKEN AT FEBRUARY 22, 1996, MEETING

A quorum being present, actions reported in the approved Minutes of the
February 22, 1996, Commission meeting were ratified by the Commission.
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ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

Meeting Schedule
The meeting last scheduled for July 25 was changed to July 11, in
consideration of a staffing problem for July 25.

STUDY B-601 — BUSINESS JUDGMENT RULE

The Commission commenced, but did not complete, consideration of
Memorandum 96-24 and its First and Second Supplements, relating to the
business judgment rule. The Commission limited its consideration to the issue
whether to discontinue the project to codify the business judgment rule in light of
the comments of the State Bar committees and others set out in the
supplementary memoranda. The Commission decided to make further inquiry
into the matter at a future meeting when more time is available to reflect on the
matter and when Professor Eisenberg is able to attend, and invited the continued
participation of State Bar representatives. The materials prepared by the staff for
the next meeting should address key drafting issues raised by the bar committees
that might reflect on the advisability of codification.

STUDY B-700 — UNFAIR COMPETITION

The Commission considered Memorandum 96-23, and the First Supplement
thereto, relating to the unfair competition litigation study and reviewed the staff
draft tentative recommendation attached to the memorandum. The Commission
also considered the oral comments of persons attending the meeting and written
comments from Thomas A. Papageorge submitted at the meeting on behalf of the
California District Attorneys Association (CDAA). (See Exhibit pp. 1-2.) The staff
will prepare a revised draft tentative recommendation for consideration at the
next meeting.

The Commission made the following decisions:

Bus. & Prof. Code § 17300. Definitions
As suggested in the CDAA letter, the definition of “enforcement action”
should be revised as follows:

(a) “Enforcement action” means an action by a prosecutor under

Section 17204 or 17535 or other provisions of Chapter 5
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(commencing with Section 17200) or ef Part 3 (commencing with
Section 17500).

This is a technical clarification, and not a substantive change. It recognizes that
prosecutors have authority under a number of specific sections that need not be
catalogued in this section.

8 17302. Combination of individual claims and general public claims

This section should be revised to preclude a situation where a person could
bring an individual action and a contemporaneous representative action. The
section will also need to be reworded to make clear that it applies to any type of
action brought by the individual on the individual’s own claim against the
defendant and to representative actions under Section 17204 or 17535. The intent
of the section is to prevent using representative claims as leverage for settlement
of the individual’s personal claims. The leverage problem may be more
significant if the actions are brought separately than where the claims are
asserted in the same action. The interplay of this rule and the binding effect rules
in draft Section 17309 will need to be checked. The Commission did not approve
the suggestion that an individual cause of action should be tolled if the
individual is pursuing a representative cause of action.

8 17303. Adequate legal representation and absence of conflict of interest

The staff should review the need for the provision in subdivision (b) of this
section relating to a conflict of interest on the part of the plaintiff’s attorney. It
was suggested that this rule may not be so important in light of the addition to
the draft of the rule precluding pursuit of individual claims and representative
actions contemporaneously under draft Section 17302. The Comment should
make clear that the section is not concerned with the relation between the
plaintiff and the plaintiff’s attorney.

8 17304. Notice of commencement of representative action

The plaintiff should be required to give notice only to the Attorney General.
The provisions for publication in the Notice Register and giving notice to
government agencies were deleted from the section. The section (rather than the
Comment) should provide that the notice provision does not impose a duty on
the Attorney General to intervene or take any other action.
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§ 17306. Notice of terms of judgment

As in draft Section 17304, the provision for giving notice of terms of judgment
to government licensing agencies and publishing in the Notice Register should
be deleted. Subdivision (a)(1) should be revised to require notice to be given to
“other parties with cases pending against the defendant based on substantially
similar facts and theories of liability known to the plaintiff.”

8§ 17307. Findings required for entry of judgment
This section should be revised as follows:

17307. (a) Before entry of a judgment that is a final
determination of the representative cause of action, a hearing shall
be held to determine whether the requirements of this chapter have
been satisfied.

(b) At the hearing, the court shall consider the showing made by
the parties and any other persons permitted to appear and shall
order entry of judgment only if the court finds that all of the
following requirements have been satisfied:

1) T iRt and 4 Lairtief i

) " L oublic pled.
{5) (1) The proposed judgment and any stipulations and
associated agreements are fair, reasonable, and adequate to protect
the interests of the general public pled.
{6) (2) Any award of attorney’s fees included in the judgment or
any stipulation or associated agreements complies with Section
17311.

Subdivisions (b)(1)-(3) are not needed because they restate other substantive
requirements; subdivision (b)(4) is unnecessary in view of the broad scope of
subdivision (b)(5). Additional research should be done on whether it is
appropriate to require review of attorney’s fees as a condition of approval of the
terms of the judgment.

8 17309. Binding effect of representative action

Subdivision (a) should make clear that its binding effect applies to actions by
private plaintiffs. The setoff provision in subdivision (b) should apply only to
restitutionary recovery, not to civil penalties.

-5-—



Minutes = April 12, 1996

§ 17310. Priority between prosecutor and private plaintiff

The Commission discussed this section giving a priority to prosecutors and
heard concerns about the effects of a nearly automatic stay on the ability of
private plaintiffs to pursue the defendant if the prosecutor does not obtain
substantial restitution. The Commission deferred a decision on the section until it
can be fully discussed by Prof. Fellmeth and representatives of the prosecutors
and private plaintiff interests.

§ 17311. Attorney’s fees

This section should be given further review by the staff to determine whether
the prosecutor should be a prevailing party in order for the contributing private
plaintiff to be entitled to attorney’s fees. It should also be considered whether the
rule in subdivision (c) concerning the plaintiff’s contribution needs to be in the
statute or could be stated in the Comment as a gloss on subdivision (a) which
recognizes the right to attorney’s fees for benefits conferred on the general
public.

§ 17318. Regulation by Office of Administrative Law
This section was deleted because the provisions providing for publishing
notice in the California Regulatory Notice Register were deleted from the draft.

Statute of Limitations Issues

The Commission decided not to attempt to deal with the statute of limitations
issues raised in Memorandum 96-18 in the course of this tentative
recommendation. However, the issue is important and should be considered as a
separate issue at a later time.

STUDY D-331 - ATTACHMENT WHERE CLAIM IS PARTIALLY SECURED

The Commission considered Memorandum 96-22 concerning attachment by
undersecured creditors and related issues. The staff reported on the status of this
issue which derives from a request made by the Senate Judiciary Committee. The
Commission discussed the policy questions and practical issues and directed the
staff to solicit additional comment from interested persons. The general
consensus was that permitting attachment by undersecured creditors raises
concerns of fairness, most importantly regarding the difficulty of valuing
collateral in the abstract without a sale under the Commercial Code, which is a
prerequisite to determining the amount for which an attachment may be issued.

—6-
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The Commission also recognized, as reported in its 1994 recommendation on this
subject, that no evidence of abuse had been reported. After soliciting further
comments, the staff will report back and recommend how best to respond to the
Senate Judiciary Committee’s request.

STUDY D-352 - HOMESTEAD EXEMPTION

The Commission considered Memorandum 96-21 concerning the
recommendation on the Homestead Exemption. The Commission reaffirmed the
earlier recommendation, along with the revisions set out in the memorandum. In
addition, the proposed legislation should be amended to clarify the relationship
between the proceeds exemption and bankruptcy law, working with the
bankruptcy bar.

STUDY J-110 — TOLLING STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS

The Commission considered Memorandum 96-28, which discusses the
positions of the State Bar Litigation Section and the Consumer Attorneys of
California. The Commission decided to proceed with its recommendation to
repeal Code of Civil Procedure Section 351.

STUDY K-401 — MEDIATION CONFIDENTIALITY

The Commission considered Memorandum 96-17 and its First Supplement,
pertaining to mediation confidentiality.

The Commission instructed the staff to prepare a draft of a tentative
recommendation for the next Commission meeting. The draft should generally
track the staff recommendations in Memorandum 96-17 and its First Supplement.

The protection of Section 1152.5 should extend to arbitration, administrative
proceedings, and other civil matters, but not to criminal cases. The staff should
suggest a definition of mediation for Commission consideration.

The draft should provide that an executed written agreement is enforceable if
it states that it is enforceable. The agreement should not have to say that it is
admissible and subject to disclosure.

STUDY N-200 — JUDICIAL REVIEW OF AGENCY ACTION

The Commission began consideration of Memorandum 96-26, the First,
Second, and Third Supplements, and the attached letter from the California

—7-
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Correctional Peace Officers Association (See Exhibit pp. 3-4). The Commission
made the following decisions:

§ 1120. Application of title
The Commission approved Section 1120 in the draft statute attached to
Memorandum 96-26, with the following revisions:

1120. (a) Except as provided in this section, this title governs
judicial review of agency action of any of the following entities:

(1) The state, including any agency or instrumentality of the
state, whether in the executive department or otherwise.

(2) A local agency, including a county, city, district, public
authority, public agency, or other political subdivision erpublic
corporation in the state.

(3) A public corporation in the state.

(b) This title does not govern or apply where a statute provides
for judicial review of agency action by any of the following means:

(1) A trial de novo, including an action for refund of taxes under
the Revenue and Taxation Code.

(2) An action under Division 3.6 (commencing with Section 810)
of the Government Code, relating to claims and actions against
public entities and public employees.

(c) This title does not govern or apply to judicial review of
proceedings of the State Bar Court.

(d) This title does not govern or apply to litigation in which the
sole issue is a claim for money damages or compensation and if the
agency whose action is at issue does not have statutory authority to
determine the claim.

(e) This title does not govern or apply to a proceeding under
Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 860) of Title 10 of Part 2,
relating to validating proceedings.

(f) This title does not govern or apply to judicial review of a
decision of a court.

(g) This title does not govern or apply to judicial review of
action of a nongovernmental entity, except a decision of a private
hospital board in an adjudicative proceeding.

(h) This title does not govern or apply to judicial review of an
award in a binding arbitration under Section 11420.10 of the
Government Code.

(i) This title does not govern or apply to a disciplinary decision
under Section 19576.1 of the Government Code.

The Commission approved the staff recommendation to add the following to
the Comment:
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Subdivision (b)(2) provides that this title does not apply to an
action brought under the California Tort Claims Act. However,
subdivision (b)(2) does not prevent the claims requirements of the
Tort Claims Act from applying to an action seeking primarily
money damages and also extraordinary relief incidental to the
prayer for damages. See Section 1123.680(b) (damages subject to
Tort Claims Act “if applicable”); Loehr v. Ventura County
Community College Dist., 147 Cal. App. 3d 1071, 1081, 195 Cal.
Rptr. 576 (1983).

The staff should add to the Comment the case of Eureka Teacher’s Ass’n v.
Board of Educ., 202 Cal. App. 3d 469, 474-76, 247 Cal. Rptr. 790 (1988) (incidental
damages in mandamus proceeding not subject to Tort Claims Act).

By conforming revision, the staff should add language to Government Code
Section 19576.1 to say “the court shall not review” a disciplinary decision under
that section.

§ 1121.120. Other forms of judicial review replaced
The Commission approved the staff recommendation to revise Section
1121.120(a) as follows:

1121.120. (a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c), the
procedure provided in this title for judicial review of agency action
is a proceeding for extraordinary relief in the nature of mandamus
and shall be used in place of administrative mandamus, ordinary
mandamus, certiorari, prohibition, declaratory relief, injunctive
relief, and any other judicial procedure, to the extent those
procedures might otherwise be used for judicial review of agency
action.

§ 1121.290. Rulemaking
The Commission approved the staff recommendation to delete Section
1121.290 from the draft statute.

§ 1122.010. Application of chapter
The Commission approved the staff recommendation to revise Section
1122.010 as follows:

1122.010. Fhis Notwithstanding Section 1120, this chapter
applies if a judicial proceeding is pending and the court determines
that an agency has exclusive or concurrent jurisdiction over the
subject matter of the proceeding or an issue in the proceeding.
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§ 1123.140. Exceptions to finality and ripeness requirements
§ 1123.145. No prohibition of rulemaking

The Commission approved the staff recommendation to revise Section
1123.140 and to add a new Section 1123.145 as follows:

1123.140. (a) A person may obtain judicial review of agency
action that is not final or, in the case of an agency rule, that has not
been applied by the agency, if all of the following conditions are
satisfied:

1) (a) It appears likely that the person will be able to obtain
judicial review of the agency action when it becomes final or, in the
case of an agency rule, when it has been applied by the agency.

{3 (b) The issue is fit for immediate judicial review.

{3) (c) Postponement of judicial review would result in an
inadequate remedy or irreparable harm disproportionate to the
public benefit derived from postponement.

b hina_in._thi . hori .

1123.145. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a court
may not enjoin or otherwise prohibit an agency from adopting a
rule.

The Commission approved the Comment to Section 1123.145 set out in the
Third Supplement, but asked the staff to add a sentence noting that a rule is
subject to judicial review after it has been adopted, citing Sections 1120 and
1121.240(a).

§ 1123.230. Public interest standing
The Commission approved the staff recommendation to revise Section
1123.230(c) as follows:

1123.230. A person has standing to obtain judicial review of
agency action that concerns an important right affecting the public
interest if all of the following conditions are satisfied:

(c) The person has previously requested the agency to correct
the agency action and the agency has not, within a reasonable time,
done so. The request shall be in writing unless made orally on the
record in the agency proceeding. The agency may by rule require
the request to be directed to the proper agency official. As used in
this subdivision, a reasonable time shall not be less than 30 days
unless the request shows that a shorter period is required to avoid

~10-
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irreparable harm. This subdivision does not apply to judicial
review of an agency rule.

8 1123.420. Review of agency interpretation or application of law
The Commission approved the staff recommendation to revise Section
1123.420 as follows:

1123.420. (a) The standard for judicial review of any of the
following issues is the independent judgment of the court, giving
deference to the determination of the agency appropriate to the
circumstances of the agency action:

(1) Whether the agency action, or the statute or regulation on
which the agency action is based, is unconstitutional on its face or
as applied.

(2) Whether the agency acted beyond the jurisdiction conferred
by the constitution, a statute, or a regulation.

(3) Whether the agency has decided all issues requiring
resolution.

(4) Whether the agency has erroneously interpreted the law.

(5) Whether the agency has erroneously applied the law to the
facts.

{e) This section does not apply to interpretation or application of

law by the Public Employment Relations Board, Agricultural Labor
Relations Board, or Workers’ Compensation Appeals Board within
the requlatory authority of those agencies.

The deleted language in subdivision (b)(1) is continued in Section 1123.450,
infra.

The Comment to Section 1123.420 should say the court may determine that no
deference to the agency interpretation is appropriate in a particular case.

8§ 1123.430. Review of agency fact finding
The Commission revised Section 1123.430(a) substantially as follows:

1123.430. (a) Fhe Except as provided in Section 1123.440, the
standard for judicial review of whether agency action is based on
an erroneous determination of fact made or implied by the agency

-11-



Minutes = April 12, 1996

is whether the agency’s determination is supported by substantial
evidence in the light of the whole record.

8 1123.440. Review of fact finding in local agency adjudication
The Commission adopted a new Section 1123.440 substantially as follows, to
replace Section 1123.440 in the draft statute:

1123.440. The standard for judicial review of whether a decision
of a local agency in an adjudicative proceeding is based on an
erroneous determination of fact made or implied by the agency is
as follows:

(a) If authorized by law, the independent judgment of the court
whether the decision is supported by the weight of the evidence.

(b) In all other cases, whether the decision is supported by
substantial evidence in the light of the whole record.

The Comment would say Section 1123.440 continues Code of Civil Procedure
Section 1094.5(c) as it applied to local agency adjudication, and cite a few
important cases.

The staff should bring back a draft for Commission consideration to provide
substantial evidence review of local agency adjudication if the agency affords
essential procedural protections in the adjudication.

The Commission’s reason for continuing existing law on local agency fact-
finding is that no study was made of the procedural fairness of local agency
adjudication. Such a study would be necessary before substantial evidence
review could be justifiably mandated in every case.

8§ 1123.450. Review of agency exercise of discretion
The Commission approved the staff recommendation to revise Section
1123.450 as follows:

1123.450. The standard for judicial review whether agency
action is a proper exercise of discretion, including an agency’s
determination under Section 11342.2 of the Government Code that
a regulation is reasonably necessary to effectuate the purpose of the
statute that authorizes the regulation, is abuse of discretion.

(b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), to the extent the agency
action is based on a determination of fact, made or implied by the
agency, the standard for judicial review is whether the agency’s
determination is supported by substantial evidence in the light of
the whole record.

-12 —
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The Commission approved the staff recommendation to add the following to
the second paragraph of the Comment:

Section 1123.450 also applies to a decision to rescind a prevailing
wage determination for a particular job classification, Independent
Roofing Contractors v. Department of Industrial Relations, 23 Cal.
App. 4th 345, 28 Cal. Rptr. 2d 550 (1994), to refuse to publish a
jurisdictional agreement between unions as part of a prevailing
wage determination, Pipe Trades Dist. Council No. 51 v. Aubry, 41
Cal. App. 4th 1457, 49 Cal. Rptr. 2d 208 (1996), to reduce the
prevailing wage for construction electricians in certain areas,
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 11 v. Aubry,
41 Cal. App. 4th 1632, 49 Cal. Rptr. 2d 759 (1996).

[0 APPROVED AS SUBMITTED Date

[] APPROVED AS CORRECTED Chairperson

(for corrections, see Minutes of next meeting)

Executive Secretary

~ 13-



EXHIBIT : Minutes, April 12, 1996

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
BUREAU OF SPECIAL OPERATIONS ¢ CONSUMER PROTECTION DIVISION

GIL GARCETTI » District Attorney ROBERT P. HEFLIN » Director
SANDRA L. BUTTITTA » Chief Deputy District Attorney
R. DAM MURPHY  Assistant District Attorney

Law Revision Commission
RFF=1vED

April 11, 1996 | APR1 2 1098
File:

—

Stan Ulrich, Assistant Executive Secretary
California Law Revision Commission

4000 Middlefield Road, Suite D-2

Palo Alto, California 94303-4739

Re: Study B-700 -- Unfair Competition
Dear Stan:

As we discussed today, I am attaching to this cover letter a
brief list of provisions that the california District Attorneys
Association wishes to bring to your attention in the process of
redrafting the Revised Staff Draft of March 21. The comments all
take the form of recommendations for clarifying language, as
opposed to new substantive positions on our part.

We look forward to discussing these and other thoughts at the
meeting on April 12.

As always, thank you for considering our views.

Best regards,

GIL GARCETTI
District Attorney

By “‘U[ﬂ%t/7 5‘7’5"”&@“'4—%&—/
THOMAS A. PAPAGEORCE, Head Deputy
Consumer Protection Division

Chair, Legislative Subcommittee, CDaAA
Consumer Protection Committee

201 N. Figueroa Street

EX1 Suite 1600
Los Angeles, CA 80012

{213} 580-3273



Thomas A. Papageorge, Head Deputy
Consumer Protecticon Division

Los Angeles Dist. Attys. Office
(213) 580~3305

CDAA ISSUES RE: REVISED STAFF DRAFT OF MARCH 21

1. Prcoposed §17300. Definitions. "Enforcement action" is
defined as an action under §17204 or §17535 "or other

provisions". As enforcement actions are also routinely brought
under §17206 and §17536.5 for civil penalties. But rather than a
lengthy string of sections, we recommend a single chapter
reference, i.e., "actions brought by a prosecutor under Chapter 5
(commencing with Section 17200) and Chapter 1 (commencing with
Section 17500) of Part 3.V

2. Proposed §17304. Notice of commencement of
representative action. The comment notes that this section "is

not intended to create or imply any new duty on the part of the
Attorney General or other prosecutor"™ and that is clearly the
intent of the commissioners here. Some are concerned that this
comment language won‘t be a part of the statute, and thus
defendants and judges might misunderstand this, causing meritless
estoppel arguments. Consider inserting this comment language
into §17304 itself to avoid this confusion.

3. Proposed §17309. Binding effect of judgment in
representative action.

a. The language of "all persocons" being bound might
cause confusion. The real meaning and purpose here is to ensure
that there is just one private "general public" action and once
it is concluded satisfactorily, other private general public
actions are barred. Your comment in the March 21 staff
recommendations (at p.10) notes that this is the goal ("bars
further claims on behalf of the "general public"). An additional
phrase in §17309 indicating that a judgment in a private
"representative action" does not preclude an enforcement action
based on the same facts would clarify this provision.

b. In §17309(b) there is a provisiocn for offsets.
This is sensible for offsets of like against like (e.qg.,
restitution against subsequent restitution), but the reference to
- offsets of civil penalties is problematical. Penalties are for
punishment and deterrent purposes and should not provide an
offset to any restitutionary relief. This reference should be
deleted.

¢. The same offset provision refers to "indirect
relief." This should be clarified. If indirect relief includes,
for example, recovery of investigation costs of the Department of
Consumer Affairs, no setoff would be appropriate. The principle
of setting off like with like should be applied here as well.
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April 12, 1996

California Law Revision Commission
4000 Middlefield Road, #D-2
Palo Alto, CA 94303

RE: Study N-200-Administrative Adjudication
. 4/1/96 Revised Tentative Recommendation

Dear Chairperson Wied and Commission Members:

I write on behalf of the Correctional Peace Officers Association to express our concerns
regarding changing the standard of review from the independent judgment tests to the substantial
evidence tests as it relates to the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS).

The substantial evidence test imposes a considerable burden upon the employee when
pursuing a writ of mandamus in superior court under C.C.P. §1094.5. The superior court
judges’ hands are tied due to the limitations imposed by the substantial evidence test. While
they are permitted to review the entire record, they are not permitted to exercise their
independent judgment. The superior court judge can only remand a decision if there is little or
no evidence to support the administrative law judge’s decision. On a whole, the decisions are
in favor of the employer. Thus, when an employee goes to superior court on a writ of
mandamus under the substantial evidence test they do not usually prevail. It would be
unfortunate, if a person appealing a PERS decision regarding a disability retirement would be
subjected to the same burden. These issues are usually complex and require an independent
review.

The administrative law judges do not necessarily make the correct decisions. (Revised
tentative draft, page 11) The independent judgement test also acts as a check on the
administrative law judge and board to ensure the proper decision is made, By utilizing an
independent judgment test, an employee is assured of a neutral third party revxewmg the entire
record and arriving at an independent conclusion.

A second area of concern is the proposal of a thirty (30) day limitation period for judicial
review of all adjudicative actions. (Revised tentative draft, page 9-10) Currently, G. C. §19630
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_ allows a one (1) year appeal from a State Personnel Board decision. If there is concern

regarding back pay, the appeal must be filed within ninety (90) days. To limit the appeal period
from thirty (30) days from the effective date of the decision is unconscionable. The employee
might not receive their decision until two to three weeks after the effective date. This would
place the employee in a position where they must decide within a short span of time if they wish
to pursue their appeal. |

A decision such as this should not be rushed. What may happen is that the employee
may file an appeal just to preserve their rights until they have had time to review their decision
in a rationale manner. This in turn would contribute to burdening the courts with unnecessary

appeals and paperwork.

Thus, we respectfully ask the Commission to take a careful look and keep the
independent judgment tests and timeframes for appeals as is.

Sincerely,

7)

Benjamin C. Sybesma
Chief Legal Counsel
California Correctional
Peace Officers Association
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