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REPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION 
COMMISSION FOR THE YEAR 1967 

FUNCTION AND PROCEDURE OF COMMISSION 
The California Law Revision Commission consists of one Member of 

the Senate, one Member of the Assembly, seven members appointed 
by the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate, and the 
Legislative Counsel who is ex officio a nonvoting member.1 

The principal duties of the Law Revision Commission are to: 
(l) Examine the common law and statutes of the State for the 

purpose of discovering defects and anachronisms therein. 
(2) Receive and consider suggestions and proposed changes in the 

law from the American Law Institute, the National Conference of Com­
missioners on Uniform State Laws, bar associations, and other learned 
bodies, judges, public officials, lawyers, and the public generally. 

(3) Recommend such changes in the law as it deems necessary to 
bring the law of this State into harmony with modern conditions.2 

The Commission is required to file a report at each regular session 
of the Legislature containing a calendar of topics selected by it for 
study, listing both studies in progress and topics intended for future 
consideration. The Commission may study only topics which the Legis­
lature, by concurrent resolution, authorizes it to study.a 

Each of the Commission's recommendations is based on a research 
study of the subject matter concerned. Many of these studies are under­
taken by specialists in the fields of law involved who are retained as 
research consultants to the Commission. This procedure not only pro­
vides the Commission with invaluable expert assistance but is econom­
ical as well because the attorneys and law professors who serve as 
research consultants have already acquired the considerable background 
necessary to understand the specific problems under consideration. 

The consultant submits a detailed research study that is given careful 
consideration by the Commission. After making its preliminary de­
cisions on the subject, the Commission distributes a tentative recom­
mendation to the State Bar and to numerous other interested persons. 
Comments on the tentative recommendation are considered by the Com­
mission in determining what report and recommendation it will make 
to the Legislature. When the Commission has reached a conclusion on 
the matter, its recommendation to the Legislature, including a draft of 
any legislation necessary to effectuate its recommendation, is published 
in a printed pamphlet.' If the research study has not been previously 
published, it usually is published in the pamphlet containing the 
recommendation. 
1 See CAL. GoVT. COBB II 10300-10340. 
• See CAL. GOVT. CODII I 10330. The Commlll81on Is also directed to recommend the 

express repeal ot all statutes repealed by implication or held uncolYtltutional by 
the Supreme Court ot the State or the Supreme Court of the United States. CAL. 
GoVT. COD. I 10331. 

• See CAL. GoVT. COD. I 10336. 
'Occasionally one or more members of the CommlBBlon may not join In all or part of 

a recommendation submitted to the Legislature by the CommlBBlon. 
( 1307 ) 
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The pamphlets are distributed to the Governor, Members of the Legis­
lature, heads of state departments, and a substantial number of judges, 
district attorneys, lawyers, law professors, and law libraries throughout 
the State.1I Thus, a large and representative number of interested per­
sons are given an opportunity to study and commen~ upon the Com­
mission's work before it is submitted to the Legislature. The annual 
reports and the recommendations and studies of the Commission are 
bound in a set of volumes that is both a permanent record of the Com­
mission's work and, it is believed, a valuable contribution to the Jegal 
literature of the State. 

A total of 67 bills and two proposed constitutional amendments have 
been drafted by the Commission to effectuate its recommendations.6 

Forty-three of these bills were enacted at the first session to which 
they were presented; eleven bills were enacted at subsequent sessions or 
their substance was incorporated into other legislation that was en­
acted. Thus, of the 67 bills recommended, 54 eventually became law.7 

• See c.u.. GoVT. CODB I 10333. 
S The number of bills actually introduced was in excess of 67 since, in some cases, 

the substance of the same bill was Introduced at a subsequent session and, In 
the case of the EvIdence Code, the same bill was Introduced In both the Senate 
and the All8embly. 

• Cal Stats. 1955, Ch. 799, p. 1400 and Ch. 877, p. 1494. (RevJalon of various sections 
of the Education Code relating to the Public School SYJdem.) 

Cal. Stats. 1955, Ch. 1183, p. 1Il93. (RevJalon of Probate Code SectIons 640 to 646-
setting aside of eetates.) 

Cal StatL 1957, Ch. 1021 p. 678. (ElImination of obsolete provJalons In Penal Code 
Sections 1377 and 18711.) 

Cal. Stats. 1957, Ch. 139, p. 738. (Maximum period of confinement In a countJ- JaIL) 
cal. Stats. 1957, Ch. 249, p. 902. (Judlclal notice of tIle law of fo~ countrl ... ) 
Cal Stats. 1957, Ch. U6, p. 1808. (Recodlllcation of JI'ish and Game CodL) 
cal. Stats. 1957, Ch. 490, p. 1520. (Rlshts of aurvlvlnc 8J)OU8e In property acquired 

by decedent whUe domlclled elsewhere.) 
CaL Stats.1957, Ch. 540, p. 1689. (Notice of application for attomey's fees and costs 

In domestic relations actlona.) 
Cal. Stats. 1957, Ch. 1498, p. 2824. (Brlnglnc new parties Into clvU actlona.) 
Cal Stats. 1959 Cbo 123, p. 2005. (DoctrIne of worthier title.) 
cal Stats. 19&9, Ch. 468, p. 2403. (Effective date ot an order rulIJIc on motion for 

new trial) , 
Cal Stats. 1959, Cbo 469, p. 2404. (TIme within which motion for new trial ma,. be 

made.) 
cal. Stats. 1959, Ch. 470, p. 2405. (SUSPenSIon of abBOlute power ot aUenation.) 
Cal. Stats. 1959, Ch. 500, p. 2441. (Procedure for appolntlng guardlanL) 
Cal. Stats. 1959, Ch. 601, p. 2443. (Codification of laws relatlnc to grand Juri ... ) 
Cal. Stats. 1959, Ch. 638, p. 3496. (Mortpges to secure future advancea.) 
Cal. Stats. 1959, Ch. 1715, p. 4115 and Ch8. 1724-1738, pp. 4188-4166. (Presentation of 

claims against public entities.) 
Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 461, p. 1540. (Arbitration.) 
Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 589, p. 1738. (Rescleslon of contracts.) 
Cal Stats. 1961, Ch. 636, p. 1888. (Inter vivos marital property rights In property 

. acquired while domiciled elsewhere.) 
Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 857, p. 1817. (Survival of actIone.) 
Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 1813, p. 1489. (Tax apportionment In eminent domain proceed­

Ings.) 
Cal. Stats. 1981, Ch. 1818, p. 3441. (Taking poesesaIon and pa-ae of title In emi­

nent domain proceedings.) 
Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 1618, p. 3459. (RevJalon of JuvenUe Court Law adopting the 

substance of two bills drafted by the Commission to effectuate Its recommenda­
tions on this subJect.) 

Cal Stats. 1988, Ch. 1881. (Sovereign Immunity-ton lIablUtJ- of public entities and 
public employees.) 

Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1715. (Sovereign lmmunlty-clalms, actions and Judgments 
against public entities and public employees.) 

Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1682. (Sovereign immunity)-insurance coverage for public en­
tities and public employees.) 

cal. Stats. 1988, Ch. 1688. (Sovereign Immunlty-defense of public employees.) 
Cal. Stats. 1983, Ch. 1684. (Sovereign Immunity-workmen's compensation benefits 

for persons assisting law enforcement or fire control ofticerL) 
Cal. Stats. 1981, Ch. 1685. (Sovereign Immunlty-amendments and repeals of Incon­

slstent special statutes.) 
Cal Stats. 1988, Ch. 1886. (Sovereign Immunlty-amendmenta and repeals of incon­

slstent speelal statutes.) 
Cal Stats. 1981, Ch. 2039. (Sovereign Immunlty-amendments and repeals of Ineon­

slstent SPeCIal statutes.) 
Cal. Stats. 1986, Ch. Jl9. (Evidence Code.) 

..,...;"", 
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One of the proposed constitutional amendments was approved and rati­
fied by the people; 8 the other was not approved by the Legislature. 

Commission recommendations have resulted in the enactment of 
legislation affecting 1,855 sections of the California statutes: 943 sec­
tions have been added, 427 sections amended, and 485 sections repealed. 
caI. Stat&. 1966. Ch. 663. (Sovereign immunity-cla.lms and actions against public 

entities and public employees.) 
Cal. Stat&. 1966. Ch. 1151. (EvIdence In eminent domain proceedings.) 
CaL Stat&. 1966. Ch. 1627. (Sovereign immunlty-liablUty of public entities for 

ownership and operation of motor vehicles.) 
caI. Stat&. 1966. CbB. 1649. 1660. (Reimbursement for moving expenses.) . 
Cal. Stats. 1967. Ch. 72. (Additur.) 
CaL Stats. 1967, Ch. 262. (Evidence Code-Agricultural Code revisions.) 
Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 650. (Evidence Code-Evidence Code revisions.) 
Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 702. (Vehicle Code Section 17150 and related sections.) 
Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 703. (Evidence Code-Commercial Code revisions.) 
Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 1104. (Exchange of valuation data in eminent domain pro­

ceedings.) 
Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 1324. (Suit by or against an unincorporated association.) 

.CAL. CONST .• Art. XI. I 10 (1960). (Power of Legislature to prescribe procedures 
governing claimS against chartered Cities and counties and employees thereof.) 



PERSONNEL OF COMMISSION 
As of December 1, 1967, the membership of the Law Revision Com­

mission is: 
2'""", .. res 

Richard H. Keatinge, Los Angeles, Ohairmtm ________ ----------October 1, 1967 
Sho Bato, Berkeley, Vice 01airman __________________________ October 1,1969 
Hon. Alfred H. Song, Monterey Park, Senate Member __________ * 
Hon. F. James Bear, San Diego, A8sembly Member____________ * 
Josepli A. Ball, Long Beach, Member ________________________ October 1, 1969 
James R. Edwards, San Bernardino, Member _________________ October 1, 1967 
Thomas E. Stanton, Jr., San Francisco, Member ______________ October 1,1969 
Vacancy __________________________________________________ October 1, 1971 
Vacancy _____________________________ ~ ____________________ October 1, 1971 
George H. Murphy, Sacramento, ell) oflicio Member____________ t 

On December 1, 1967, the Commission elected new officers. Professor 
Sho Sato was elected Chairman; Mr. Joseph A. Ball was elected Vice 
Chairman. Their terms commenced on December 31, 1967. 

Professor John R. McDonough resigned from the Commission on 
September 6, 1967; Mr. Herman F. Selvin resigned on September 15, 
1967. No successors had been appointed as of December 1, 1967. 

In June 1967, Mr. Gordon E. McClintock was appointed to the Com­
mission's staff as Student Legal Assistant. 

In July 1967, Mr. Clarence B. Taylor, previously on the Commis­
sion's staff as Special Condemnation Counsel, was appointed Assistant 
Executive Secretary to fill the vacancy created when Mr. Joseph B. 
Harvey resigned to enter private law practice. 

In September 1967, Mr. Ted W. Isles was appointed to the Commis­
sion's staff as Senior Attorney. 
* The Ieg1alaUve member. of the Commisslon serve at the pleasure of the appoinUng 

power. 
1 The LegtBlaUve Counsel I. tJIII o1fl,cio a nonvoUnc member of the Commlulon. 

( 1310 ) 



SUMMARY OF WORK OF COMMISSION 
During the past year, the Law Revision Commission was engaged in 

three principal tasks: 
(1) Presentation of its legislative program to the Legislature. l 

(2) Work on various assignments given to the Commission by the 
Legislature.2 

(3) A study, made pursuant to Section 10331 of the Government 
Code, to determine whether any statutes of the State have been 
held by the Supreme Court of the United States or by the 
Supreme Court of California to be unconstitutional or to have 
been impliedly repealed. 3 

The Commission held four one-day meetings and five two-day meet­
ings in 1967. 

t See pages 1315-1319, infra. 
• See page 1320, infra. 
• See page 1327, infra. 

(1311) 



1968 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
The Commission plans to submit five recommendations to the 1968 

Legislature: 
(1) Recommendation Relating to Escheat (September 1967), re­

printed in 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1001 (1967). 
(2) Recommendation Relating to Recovery of Condemnee's Expenses 

on Abandonment of an Eminent Domain Proceeding. See Ap­
pendix XI to this Report. 

(3) Recommendation Relating to Improvements Made i'n Good Faith 
Upon Land Owned by Another. See Appendix XII to this 
Report. 

(4) Recomme'ndation Relating to Damages for Personal Injuries to a 
Married Person as Separate or Community Property. See Ap­
pendix XIII to this Report. 

(5) Recommendation Relating to Service of Process on Unincorpo­
rated Associations. See Appendix XIV to this Report. 

The Commission also recommends that three studies be dropped 
from its calendar of topics (see page 1324, infra) and that it be au­
thorized to study one additional topic (see page 1325, infra). 

(1312) 



MAJOR STUDIES IN PROGRESS 

INVERSE CONDEMNATION 
Resolution Chapter 130 of the Statutes of 1965 directed the Com­

mission to study "whether the decisional, statutory, and constitutional 
rules governing the liability of public entities for inverse condemnation 
should be revised, including but not limited to the liability for inverse 
condemnation resulting from flood control projects." The Commission 
intends to devote a substantial portion of its time during the next two 
years to the study of inverse condemnation and tentatively plans to 
submit a recommendation on this subject to the 1970 Legislature. 

Professor Arvo Van Alstyne of the College of Law, University of 
Utah, has been retained as the Commission's research consultant on 
this topic. One portion of his research study has been completed and 
published. See Van Alstyne, Statutory Modification of Inverse Con­
demnation: The Scope of Legislative Power, 19 STAN. L. REV. 727 
(1967). A substantial portion of the remainder of the research study is 
available in mimeographed form. 

CONDEMNATION LAW AND PROCEDURE 
The Commission is now engaged in the study of condemnation law 

and procedure and tentatively plans to submit a recommendation for a 
comprehensive statute on this subject to the 1972 Legislature. 

As it did in connection with the Evidence Code study, the Commis­
sion will publish a series of reports containing tentative recommenda­
tions and research studies covering various aspects of condemnation 
law and procedure. The comments and criticisms received from in­
terested persons and organizations on these tentative recommendations 
will be considered before the comprehensive statute is drafted. The first 
report in this series has been published. See Tentative Recommendation 
and a Study Relating to Condemnation Law and Procedure: Number 
1-Possession Prior to Final J1tdgment and Related Problems, 8 CAL. 

L. REVISION COMM 'N REPORTS 1101 (1967). The second research study 
in this series, dealing with the right to take, is available in mimeo­
graphed form and arrangements are being made for its publication in 
a law review. The Commission's staff has begun work on the third 
study which will deal with compensation and the measure of damages. 
The Commission also has retained Professor Douglas Ayer of the Stan­
ford Law School to prepare a research study on the procedural aspects 
of condemnation. 

Prior to 1972, the Commission will submit recommendations con­
cerning eminent domain problems that appear to be in need of imme­
diate attention. The Commission submitted the first such recommenda­
tion, relating to the exchange of valuation data, to the 1967 Legisla­
ture,! and will submit a recommendation to the 1968 Legislature 

1 See Recommendation Relating to Di8covery ill Eminent Domain Proceedings, 8 
CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 19 (1967). For a legislative history of this 
recommendation, see page 1318. infra. See also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 1104. 

(1313) 
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relating to the recovery of the condemnee's expenses on abandonment 
of an eminent domain proceeding.2 

EVIDENCE 
The Evidence Code was enacted in 1965 upon recommendation of the 

Commission. Resolution Chapter 130 of the Statutes of 1965 directs 
the Commission to continue its study of the Evidence Code. Pursuant 
to this directive, the Commission has undertaken two projects. 

The first is a continuing study to determine whether any substantive. 
technical, or clarifying changes are needed in the Evidence Code. In 
this connection, the Commission is continuously reviewing texts, law 
review articles, and communications from judges, lawyers, and others 
concerning the Evidence Code. As a result of this review, the Commis­
sion recommended to the 1967 Legislature that various changes be made 
in the Evidence Code.3 

The second project is a study of the other California codes to deter­
mine what changes, if any, are needed in view of the enactment of the 
Evidence Code.4 The Commission submitted recommendations relating 
to the Agricultural Code 5 and the Commercial Code 6 to the 1967 leg­
islative session. Mr. Jon D. Smock, a former member of the Commis­
sion's legal staff and now a member of the staff of the Judicial Council. 
has been retained as a research consultant to prepare research studies 
on the changes needed in the evidence provisions contained in the Busi­
ness and Professions Code and the Code of Civil Procedure. To the 
extent that its work schedule permits, the Commission will submit rec­
ommendations relating to these and additional codes to future sessions 
of the Legislature. 

• See Recommendation Relating to Recovery of Condemnee's E:epenses on Abandon­
ment of an Eminent Domain Proceeding, Appendix XI of this Report. 

S See Recommendation Relating to the Evidence Code: Number l-Evidence Code 
Revisions (October 1966). For a legislative history of this recommendation, see 
page 1315. infra. See also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 650. 

Since the publication of its recommendations to the 1967 Legislature, the 
Commission has reviewed the following: Kongsgaard, Judicial Notice and the 
California Evidence Code, 18 HASTINGS L.J. 117 (1966); McDonough, The 
California Evidence Code: A Precis, 18 HASTINGS L.J. 89 (1966); Miller, 
Beyond the Law of Evidence, 40 So. CAL. L. REV. 1 (1967); Molinari, The 
Presumption Takes on a New Look in California, 2 LINCOLN L. REV. 101 
(1967) ; Notes, 18 HASTINGS L.J. at 198, 210, and 222 (1966), at 677 (1967). 
The Commission has also considered letters from judges and attorneys. 

• Concerning this project, see Molinari, The Presumption Takes on a New Look in 
California,2 LINCOLN L. REV. 101,109-110 (1967). 

• See Recommendation Relating to the Evidence Code: Number 2-Agricultural Code 
Revision. (October 1966). For a legislative history of this recommendation, see 
page 1316, infra. See also Cal Stats. 1967. Ch. 262. 

• See Recommendation Relating. to the Evidence Code: Numbel' 3-Commercial Code 
Revision. (October 1966). For a legislative history of this recommendation, 
see page 1316, infra. See also Cal. Stats. 1967. Ch. 703. 



LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUBMITTED TO 1967 LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Eleven bills and one concurrent resolution were introduced to effec­
tuate the Commission's recommendations to the 1967 session of the 
Legislature. Seven of the bills passed the Legislature and were ap­
proved by the Governor. The concurrent resolution was adopted. 

With respect to each bill. at least one special report was adopted by 
a legislative committee that considered the bill. Each report, which was 
printed in the legislative journal, accomplished three things: First, it 
declared that the Committee presented the report to indicate more 
fully its intent with respect to the particular bill; second, it stated 
that the comments under the various sections of the bill contained in 
the Commission's recommendation reflected the intent of the Commit­
tee in approving the bill except to the extent that new or revised com­
ments were set out in the Committee report itself; third, the report 
set out one or more new or revised comments to various sections of the 
bill in its amended form, stating that such comments also reflected the 
intent of the Committee in approving the bill. The reports relating to 
the bills that were enacted are included in the appendices to this Re­
port. The following legislative history also includes a reference to the 
report or reports that relate to each bill. 

RECOMMENDATIONS ENACTED 
Resolution Approving Topics for Study 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 13, introduced by Senator Clark 
L. Bradley and adopted as Resolution Chapter 81 of the Statutes of 
1967, authorizes the Commission to continue its study of topics pre­
viously authorized for study and to drop from its calendar one topic 
(right to support after an ex parte divorce) on which the Commission 
had concltlded no additional legislation was needed. 

Evidence Code 
The Commission submitted three recommendations relating to the 

Evidence Code. One recommendation related to revisions of the Evi­
dence Code itself; the others related to revisions of evidence provisions 
in other codes. 

Evidence Code revisions. Senate Bill No. 247, which in amended 
form became Chapter 650 of the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by 
Senator Bradley to effectuate the recommendation of the Commission 
on this subject. See Recommendation Relating to the Evidence Code: 
Number i-Evidence Code Revisions, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N RE­
PORTS 101 (1967); Report of the Senate Committee on Judiciary on 
Senate Bill No. 247, SENATE J. (Mar. 30, 1967) at 789, reprinted as 
Appendix II to this Report. 

(1315) 
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The following significant amendments were made to Senate Bill No. 
247: 

(1) Proposed Evidence Code Section 646, relating to res ipsa 
loquitur, was deleted. It was not possible to achieve agreement as to 
the language that should be used to state the presumptive effect of res 
ipsa loquitur. Accordingly, the matter was left to court determination 
in accordance with the general guidelines already in the code. 

(2) Proposed Public Resources Code Section 2325 was deleted as 
unnecessary. See the revised comment to Evidence Code Section 1602 
(repealed), printed in the Senate Journal for March 30, 1967, and re­
printed in Appendix II to this Report. 

Agricultural Code revisions. Senate Bill No. 248, which in amended 
form became Chapter 262 of the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by 
Senator Bradley to effectuate the recommendation of the Commission 
on this subject. See Recommendation Relating to tke Evidence Code: 
Number 2-Agricultural Code Revisions, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N 
REPORTS 201 (1967). 

A new Agricultural Code was enacted as Chapter 15 of the Statutes 
of 1967. Senate Bill·No. 248, which as introduced had been drafted to 
amend or repeal provisions of the existing Agricultural Code, was 
therefore amended to make the same changes in the new code. The Sen­
ate Committee on Judiciary adopted a report containing a comment to 
each section of the amended bill. See Report of Senate Committee on 
Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 248, SENATE J. (Mar. 30, 1967) at 785-
789, reprinted as Appendix III to this Report. 

Commercial Code revisions. Senate Bill No. 249, which in amended 
form became Chapter 703 of the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by 
Senators Bradley and Song to effectuate the recommendation of the 
Commission on this subject. See Recommendation Relating to tke Evi­
dence Code: Number 3-Commercial Code Revisions, 8 CAL. L. REVI­
SION COMM'N REPORTS 301 (1967) .. 

The following significant amendments were made to Senate ·Bill No. 
249: 

(1) Section 1202 of the Commercial Code, as amended in the bill as 
introduced, was further amended as follows: In subdivision (1), the 
phrase "document in due form purporting to be" was deleted. In 
paragraph (a) of subdivision (2), the phrase "A document in due 
form purporting to be the do('ument referred to in subdivision (1)" 
was substituted for the words" The document." In paragraph (b), the 
phrase "Unless the contract otherwise provides" was deleted as un­
necessary in view of Commercial Code Section 1102(3). 

(2) Section 1209 of the Commercial Code, as added by the bill as 
introduced, was renumbered as Section 1210 and the reference to Sec­
tion 4103 was deleted from renumbered Section 1210. 

(3) Section 4103 of the Commercial Code was deleted from the bill 
because the Commission concluded that this section needed further 
study. 

The Senate Committee on Judiciary adopted a report containing a 
comment for new Section 1210 of the Commercial Code. See Report of 
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Senate Oommittee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 249, SENATE J. (May 
22,1967) at 1997, reprinted as Appendix IV to this Report. 

Additur 
Senate Bill No. 250, which in amended form became Chapter 72 of 

the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by Senators Bradley and Song 
and Assemblyman Burton to effectuate the recommendation of the 
Commission on this subject. See Recommendation and Study Relating 
to Additur, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 601 (1967). 

The following significant amendments were made to Senate Bill No. 
250: 

(1) Code of Civil Procedure Section 657 was amended to substitute 
"insufficiency of the evidence to" or comparable language for "the evi­
dence does not ~' or comparable language in various places in the sec­
tion. This amendment was made at the suggestion of the State Bar on 
the ground that the meaning of the existing language, which the 
amendment restored, has been settled by judicial decision. 

(2) Code of Civil Procedure Section 662.5 was amended as follows: 
The phrase "and specifies in its order" was inserted in subdivisions 
(a) and (c). The phrase "grant a motion for" was substituted for the 
word "order" and the phrase "its order granting a new trial" was 
substituted for the phrase "such order" in subdivision (c). All of 
these amendments were intended to make the language clearer rather 
than to change it in substance. 

The Senate Committee on Judiciary adopted a report containing a 
revised comment to Section 657. See Report of Senate Oommittee on 
JUdiciary on Senate Bill No. 250, SENATE J. (Mar. 16, 1967) at 678-
679, reprinted as Appendix V to this Report. 

Vehicle Oode Section 171/J0 and Related Sections 
Senate Bill No. 244, which in amended form became Chapter 702 of 

the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by Senators Bradley and Song 
and Assemblyman Bear to effectuate the recommendation of the Com­
mission on this subject. See Recommendation and Study Relating to 
Vehicle Oode Section 17150 and Related Sections, 8 CAL. L. REVISION 
COMM'N REPORTS 501 (1967); Report of Senate Oommittee on Judici­
ary on Senate B",'ll No. 244, SENATE J. (Apr. 21, 1967) at 1267-1268, 
reprinted as Appendix I to this Report. 

The bill was amended to delete the proposed provisions relating to 
contribution because the State Bar reported that it was making a com­
prehensive study of contribution and opposed the enactment of special 
contribution statutes before the comprehensive study ~s completed. Sub­
division (b), relating to liability for punitive damages, was· added to 
Vehicle Code Sections 17151 and 17709. Other technical amendments 
were made. 

Suit By or Against An Unincorporated Association 
Senate Bill No. 251, which in amended form became Chapter 1324 of 

the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by Senators Bradley and Song to 
effectuate the recommendation of the Commission on this subject. See 
Recommendation and Study Relating to S1tit By or Agmnst An Unin-
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corporated Association, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 901 
(1967) ; Report of Senate Committee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 
251, SENATE J. (Apr. 21, 1967) at 1269-1270, portion reprinted as Ap­
pendix VI to this Report; Report of Assembly Committee on Judiciary 
on Senate Bill No. 251, ASSEMBLY J. (July 6, 1967) at 4997-4998, por­
tion reprinted as Appendix VII to this Report. 

The bill was substantially amended in the Senate and in the Assem­
bly. The text of the bill as enacted, together with the official comment 
to each section of the bill, is set out as Appendix VIII to this Report. 
Most of the amendments were technical or clarifying; the following 
are the principal substantive amendments : 

(1) Subdivision 2.1 of Section 411 was amended to permit service 
on any member of the unincorporated association if no person has 
been designated agent for service of process by the association or if 
the person so designated cannot be found. The Commission intends to 
submit a recommendation to the 1968 Legislature that this rule be 
modified. See Appendix XIV to this Report. 

(2) Section 15700 of the Corporations Code, which was not affected 
by the bill as introduced, was amended to conform to the other pro­
visions of the bill and to make other revisions. 

(3) The provisions relating to filing a designation of agent for serv­
ice of process or designation of principal office were substantially re­
vised to permit use of automatic data processing equipment and to 
make other revisions. 

Discovery in Eminent Domain Proceedings 
Senate Bill No. 253, which in amended form became Chapter 1104 of 

the Statutes of 1967, was introduced by Senators Bradley and Song to 
effectuate the recommendation of the Commission on this subject. See 
Recommendation Relating to Discovery in Eminent Domain Proceed­
ings, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 19 (1967); Report of As­
sembly Committee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 253, ASSEMBLY J. 
(June 28, 1967) at 4717-4720, portion reprinted as Appendix IX to 
this Report. 

The bill was amended in the Senate and in the Assembly. The text of 
the bill as enacted, together with a comment to each section of the bill, 
is set out in Appendix X of this Report. Most of the amendments were 
technical or clarifying; the following are the-principal substantive 
amendments : 

(1) Subdivision (c) of Section 1272.01, relating to rules of the 
Judicial Council, was deleted. 

(2) The bill was made inapplicable to any eminent domain case in 
Los Angeles County in which a pretrial conference is held. 

RECOMMENDATIONS NOT ENACTED 
Whether Damages for Personal Injury to a Married Person Should 
Be Separate or Community Property 

Senate Bill No. 245 was introduced by Senators Bradley and Song 
and Senate Bill No. 246, a companion bill, was introduced by Senator 
Bradley to effectuate the recommendation of the Commission on this 
subject. See Recommendation and Study Relating to Whether Damages 

----~--~--~~---~-~ ~-
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for Personal Injury to a Married Person Should Be Separate or Com­
munity Property, 8 CAL. IJ. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 401 (1967); 
Report of Senate Committee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 245 and 
Senate Bill No. 246, SENATE J. (Apr. 21, 1967) at 1268-1269. Neither 
bill was enacted. Both bills passed the Senate, Senate Bill No. 245 in 
amended form and Senate Bill No. 246 as introduced. Senate Bill No. 
245 was defeated on the Assembly floor and Senate Bill No. 246 was 
thereupon ordered to the Assembly inactive file. The Commission has 
reviewed this recommendation and will submit a revised recommenda­
tion to the 1968 Legislature; See Appendix XIII to this Report. 

The Good Faith Improver of Land Owned By Another 
Senate Bill No. 254 was introduced by Senator Bradley to effectuate 

the recommendation of the Commission on this subject. See Recom­
mendation and Study Relating to the Good Faith Improver of Land 
Owned by Another, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 801 (1967); 
Report of Senate Committee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 254, 
SENATE J. (Mar. 16, 1967) at 679-680. The bill was not enacted. It 
passed the Senate in amended form, passed the Assembly, reconsidera­
tion was granted, and the bill was re-referred to the Assembly Com­
mittee on Judiciary and died in that Committee. The Commission has 
reviewed this recommendation and will submit a revised recommenda­
tion to the 1968 Legislature. See Appendix XII to this Report. 

Abandonment or Termination of a Lease 
Senate Bill No. 252 was introduced by Senators Bradley and Song 

to effectuate the recommendation of the Commission on this subject. 
See Recommendation and Stl1,dy Relating to Abandonment or Termina­
tion of a Lease, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM 'N REPORTS 701 (1967); Re­
port of Senate Committee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 252, SENATE 
J. (Mar. 16, 1967) at 679. The bill was not enacted. It passed the Sen­
ate in amended form, was favorably reported by the Assembly Com­
mittee on Judiciary, but was moved to the inactive file in the Assembly 
after the Commission withdrew its recommendation that the bill be en­
acted because the Commission concluded that the proposal needed fur­
ther study. 



CALENDAR OF TOPICS FOR STUDY 

STUDIES IN PROGRESS 
The Commission has on its calendar of topics the topics listed below. 

Each of these topics has been authorized for Commission study by the 
Legislature. l 

Topics Under Active Consideration 
During the next year, the Commission plans to devote substantially 

all of its time to consideration of the following topics: 
1. Whether the law and procedure relating to condemnation should be 

revised with a view to recommending a comprehensive statute that 
will safeguard the rights of all parties to such proceedings (Cal. 
Stats. 1965, Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289; see also Cal. Stats. 1956, Res. Ch. 
42, p. 263; 4 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS at 115 (1963) ).2 

2. Whether the doctrine of sovereign or governmental immunity in 
California should be abolished or revised (Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 
202, p. 4589).3 

1 Section 10335 of the Government Code provides that the Commission shall study, in 
addition to those topics which it recommends and which are approved by the 
Legislature, any topic which the Legislature by concurrent resolution refers to 
it for such study. 

The legislative directives to make these studies are listed after each tome. 
2 See Recommendation and Study Relating to Evidence in Eminent Domain Proceed­

ings; Recommendation and Study Relating to Taking P088ellsion and Passage of 
Title. in Eminent Domain Proceedings; Recommendation and Study Relating to 
the Reimbursement for Moving ElI1penlles When Property Is Acquired for Pflblic 
Use, 3 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS, Recommendations and Studies at 
A-I, B-1, and C-1 (1961). ]'or a legislative history of these recommendations, 
see 3 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1-5 (1961). See also Cal. Stats. 
1961, Ch. 1612 (tax apportionment) and Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 1613 (taking 
possession and passage of title). The substance of two of these recommendations 
was incorporated in legislation enacted in 1965. Cal. Stats. 1965, Ch .. 1151. 
p. 2900 (evidence in eminent domain proceedings); Ch. 1649, p. 3744, and 
Ch. 1650, p. 3746 (reimbursement for moving expenses). 

See also Recommendation and Study Relati.g to Oondemnation Law atld 
Procedure: Number i.-Discovery in Eminent Domain Proceedingll, 4 CAL. L. 
REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 701 (1963). For a legislative history of this rec­
ommendation, see 4 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 213 (1963). See also 
Recommendation Relating to Discovery in Eminent Domain Proceeding" 8 CAL. 
L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 19 (1967). For a legislative history of this 
recommendation, see 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1318 (1967). See 
also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 1104 (exchange of valuation data). 

See also Recommendation Relating to Recovery of Oondemnee's El/1fIense, 011 
Abandonment of an Eminent Domain Proceeding, 8 CAL. L. REVISION CO:MM'N 
REPORTS 1361 (1967). 

The Commission is now engaged in the study of this topic and tentatively 
plans to submit a recommendation for a comprehensive statute to the 1972 
Legislature. See 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1313 (1967). 

• See Recommendation8 Relating to Sovereign Immunity: Number l-Tort Liability 
of Public Entities and Public Employees; Numbet· ~-Olaims, Action, and Jfldg­
ments Again8t Public Entities a.nd Public Employees; Number S-Insurance 
Ooverage for Public Entities and Public Employees; Number i.-Defense of 
Public Employees; Number 5-T.A.ability of Public Entities for Owner,hip and 
Operation of Motor Vehicles; Number 6-Workmen's Oompensation Benefit, 
for Persons A88isting Law Enforcement or Fire Oontrol Officers; Number 7-

(1320) 
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3. Whether the decisional, statutory, and constitutional rules govern­
ing the liability of public entities for inverse condemnation should 
be revised, including but not limited to the liability for inverse 
condemnation resulting from flood control projects (Cal. Stats. 1965, 
Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289). 

4. Whether the Evidence Code should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1965, 
Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289).4 

5. Whether the law relating to the use of fictitious names should be 
revised (Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589; see also 1 CAL. L. 
REVISION COMM'N REPORTS, 1957 Report at 18 (1957)). 

6. Whether the law relating to the rights and duties attendant upon 
termination or abandonment of a lease should be revised (Cal. Stats. 
1965, Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289; see also Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 202, 
p. 4589).5 

Amendments and Repeals ot Inconsistent Special Statutes, 4 CAL. L. REVISION 
COMM'N REPORTS 801,1001,1201,1301,1401,1501, and 1601 (1963). For a leg­
islative history of these recommendations, see 4 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N 
REPORTS 211-213 (1963). See also A Study Relating to Sovereign Immtlnity, 5 
CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1 (1963). See also Cal. Stats.l963, Ch. 1681 
(tort liability of public entities and public employees); Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 
1715 (claims, actions and judgments against public entities and public em­
ployees); Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1682 (insurance coverage for public entities 
and public employees); Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1683 (defense of public em­
ployees); Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 1684 (workmen'S compensation benefits for 
persons assisting law enforcement or fire control officers); Cal. Stats. 1963, 
Ch. 1685 (amendments and repeals of inconsistent special statutes); Cal. 
Stats. 1963, Ch. 1686 (amendments and repeals of inconsistent special stat­
utes); Cal. Stats. 1963, Ch. 2029 (amendments' and repeals of inconsistent 
special statu tea). 

See also Recommendation Relating to Sovereign Immtlnity: Ntlmber 8-Re­
visions ot the Governmental Liability Act, 7 CAl.. L. REVISION CoMM'N 
REPORTS 401 (1965). For a legislative history of this recommendation, see 7 
CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 914 (1965). See also Cal. Stats. 1965, 
Ch. 653 (claims and actions against public entities and public employees); 
Cal. Stats. 1965, Ch. 1527 (liability of public entities for ownership and opera­
tion of motor vehicles). 

This topic will be considered in connection with the Commission's study of 
topic 3 (invenoe condemnation). 

• See Recommendation Proposing an Evidence Gode, 7 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N 
'REPORTS 1 (1965). A series of tentative recommendations and research studies 
relating to the Uniform Rules of Evidence was published and distributed for 
comment prior to the preparation of the recommendation proposing the Evi­
dence Code. See 6 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS at 1, 101, 201, 601, 701, 
801, 901, 1001, and Appendia: (1964). For a legislative history of this recom­
mendation, see 7 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 912--914 (1965). See also 
Evidence Gode With Official Gomments, 7 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N REPORTS 
1001 (1965). See also Cal. Stats. 1965, Ch. 299 (Evidence Code). 

See also Recommendations Relating to the Evidence Gode: Number l-EvUUmce 
Gode Revision.; Number 2!-Agrictllttlral Gode Revision.; Number :l-Co", __ 
cial Gode Revillions, 8 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N REPOBTS 101, 201, 301 
(1967). For a legislative history of these recommendations, see 8 CAL, L. RE­
VISION COMM'N REPORTS 1315 (1967). See also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 650 
(Evidence Code revisions); Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 262 (Agricultural Code revi­

sions) ; Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 703 (Commercial Code revisions). 
This topic is under continuing study to determine whether any substantive, 

technical, or clarifying changes are needed in the Evidence Code and whether 
changes are needed in other codes to conform them to the Evidence Code. See 
8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1314 (1967). 

• See Recommendation and Study Relating to' Abandonment or Termination ot a 
Lease, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COllfM'N REPORTS 701 (1967). F()r a legislative 
history of this recommendation, see 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1319 
(1967). 
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Topics Contintted on Calendar for Further Study 
On the following topics, studies and recol!lmendations relating to the 

topic, or one or more aspects of the topic, have been made. The topics 
are continued on the Commission's Calendar for further study of rec­
ommendations not enacted or for the study of additional aspects of the 
topic or new developments. 

1. Whether an award of damages made to a married person in a per­
sonal injury action should be the separate property of such married 
person (Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589).1 

2. Whether the law relating to additur and remittitur should be re­
vised (Cal. Stats. 1965, Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289; see also Cal. Stats. 
1957, Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589).2 

3. Whether Vehicle Code Section 17150 and related statutes should be 
revised (Cal. Stats. 1965, Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289; see also Cal. Stats. 
1962, Res. Ch. 23, p. 94).3 

4. Whether the law relating to the rights of a good faith improver of 
property belonging to another should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1957, 
Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589).4 

5. Whether the law relating to suit by and against partnerships and 
other unincorporated associations should be revised and whether the 
law relating to the liability of such associations and their members 
should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1966, Res. Ch. 9; see also Cal. Stats. 
1957, Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589).5 

6. Whether the law relating to the escheat of property and the dis­
position of unclaimed or abandoned property should be revised 
(Cal. Stats. 1967, Res. Ch. 81; see also Cal. Stats. 1956, Res. Ch. 
42, p. 263).6 

1 See Reoommtmdation and Study Relating to Whether Damage, for Perlonal Injur'll 
to a Mamed Per.Oft Should be Se,arate or Com,,,utKt, Pro,erlg, 8 CAL. L. 
REvISION Co1O{'N REPoRTS 401 (1967). For a legislative history of this rec­
ommendation, see 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS 1318 (1967). 

The Commission will submit a revised recommendation to the 1968 Legisla­
ture. 

• See Reoommtmdation and Stud'll Relating to Additur, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COlbl'N 
REPORTS 601 (1967). For a legislative history of this recommendation, see 8 
CAL. L. REVISION CmOI'N REpORTS 1317 (1967). See also Cal. Stats. 1967, 
Ch.72. 

• See Reoommtmdation and Study Relating to Vehiole Code Seotion 17150 and 
Related Seotion., 8 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N REPoBTS 501 (1967). For a 
legislative history of this recommendation, see 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N 
REPORTS 1317 (1967). See also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 702. 

• See Reoommtmdatlon and Stud'll Relating to The Good Faith Im,rotIer of £Mad 
Owned b'll Another, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COMu:'N REPoRTS 801 (1967). For a 
legislative history of this recommendation, see 8 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N 
REPoRTS 1319 (1967). 

The Commission will submit a revised recommendation to the 1968 Legisla­
ture. 

• See Reoommtmdation and Stud'll Relating to Suit By or Agmn" an Unincorporated 
ABBooiation, 8 CAL. L. REVISION COu:u:'N REPORTS 901 (1967). For a legisla­
tive history of this recommendation, see 8 CAL. L. REVISION CoMM'N REPORTS 
1317 (1967). See also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch.1324. 

The Commission will submit a recommendation on this topic to the 1968 
Legislature. 

• See Recommendation Relating to IiJllclieat, 8 CAL. L. REvISION COU:U:'N REPORTS 
1001 (1967). 

The Commission will submit its recommendation on this topic to the 1968 
Legislature. 
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7. Whether the jury should be authorized to take a written copy of 
the court's instructions into the jury room in civil as well as crim­
inal cases (Cal. Stats. 1955, Res. Ch. 207, p. 4207).7 

8. Whether the law relating to quasi-community property and prop­
erty described in Section 201.5 of the Probate Code should be re­
vised (Cal. Stats. 1966, Res. Ch. 9).8 

Other Topics Authorized for Study 
The Commission has not yet begun the preparation of a recommenda­

tion on the topics listed below. In a few cases, however, the research 
study is in preparation. 

1. Whether the law respecting jurisdiction of courts in proceedings 
affecting the custody of children should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1956, 
Res. Ch. 42, p. 263; see also 1 CAL. L. REVISION COlDl'N REPORTS, 
1956 Report at 29 (1957». 

2. Whether the law relating to attachment, garnishment, and property 
exempt from execution should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 
202, p. 4589; see also 1 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'NREPoRTS, 1957 
Report at 15 (1957)). 

3. Whether the various sections of the Code of Civil Procedure re­
lating ~ partition should be revised and whether the provisions of 
the Code of Civil Procedure relating to the confirmation of parti­
tion sales and the provisions of the Probate Code relating to the 
confirmation of sales of real property of estates of deceased persons 
should be made uniform and, if not, whether there is need for 
clarification as to which of them governs confirmation of private 
judicial partition sales (Cal. Stats. 1959, Res. Ch. 218, p. 5792; see 
also Cal. Stats. 1956, Res. Ch. 42, p. 263; 1 CAL. L. REVISION 
COMM 'N REPORTS, 1956 Report at 21 (1957». 

4. Whether the Small Claims Court Law should be revised (Cal. Stats. 
1957, Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589; see also 1 CAL. L. REVISION ColDl'N 
REPORTS, 1957 Report at 16 (1957». 

5. Whether the law relating to the doctrine of mutuality of remedy in 
suits for specific performance should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1957, 
Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589; see also 1 CAL. L. REVISION COlDl'N REPoRTS, 
1957 Report at 19 (1957»). 

6. Whether Civil Code Section 1698 should be repealed or revised 
(Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 202, p. 4589; see also 1 CAL. L. REVISION 
COMM'N REPORTS, 1957 Report at 21 (1957». 

7. Whether Section 1974 of the Code of Civil Procedure should be 
repealed or revised (Cal. Stats. 1958, Res. Ch. 61, p. 135; see also 
2 CAL. L. REVISION COMM 'N REPORTS, 1958 Report at 20 (1959». 

• See Rooommendatioll- all-Ii Studv Relatmg to Takill-g I",tructiom m tTwl JtlOI Room, 
1 CAL. L. REVISION COMY'N REPORTS at C-1 (1951). For a legislative history 
of this recommendation, see 2 CAL L. REvISION ColO('N REPORTS, 1958 Report 
at 13 (1959). 

• See Rooommendatioll- ami Studv Relatill-g to Righ" of Su"""",,g SPOtUfI ." Prop­
m1l Acquired bV DecedeJl.t While Domiciled Ellewhere, 1 CAL. L. Rl:VIBION 
COMM'N REPORTS at E-1 (1957). For a legislative history of this recommenda­
tion, see 2 CAL. L. REVISION COMy'N REPORTS, 1958 Report at 13 (1959). See 
also Cal. Stats. 1957, Ch. 490. See RecommeJI.datioJl. and Stud1l Relatill-g to 
III-ter Vivos Marital Propert1l Rights ill- Propert1l Acquired While Domiciled 
Elsewhere, 3 CAL. L. REVISION CoMY'N REPORTS at 1-1 (1961). For a legis­
lative history of this recommendation, see 4 CAL. L. REVISION CoMY'N REPORTS 
15 (1963). See also Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 636. 
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8. Whether Section 7031 of the Business and Professions Code, which 
precludes an unlicensed contractor from bringing an action to re­
cover for work done, should be revised (Cal. Stats. 1957, Res. Ch. 
202, p. 4589; see also 1 CAL. L. REVISION COMM'N REPORTS, 1957 
Report at 23 (1957)). 

9. Whether California statutes relating to service of process by publi­
cation should be revised in light of recent decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court (Cal. Stats. 1958, Res. Ch. 61, p. 135; see 
also 2 CAL. L. REVISION· COMM 'N REPORTS, 1958 Report at 18 
(1959)) . 

10. Whether the law relating to a power of appointment should be re­
vised (Cal. Stats. 1965, Res. Ch. 130, p. 5289). 

STUDIES TO BE DROPPED FROM CALENDAR OF TOPICS 
Pour-Over Trusts 

In 1965, the Commission was directed to make a study to determine 
whether the law relating to devises and bequests to a trustee under, or 
in accordance with, terms of an existing inter vivos trust (the so-called 
"pour-over trust") should be revised. Cal. Stats. 1965; Res. Ch. 130, 
p.5289. 

Chapter 1640 of the California Statutes of 1965 enacted the Uniform 
Testamentary Additions to Trusts Act (Probate Code Sections 170-
173) to deal with the problems that existed in this field of law. Ac­
cordingly, the Commission recommends that this topic be dropped from 
its calendar of topics. . 

Division of Property on Divorce or Separate Maintenance 
In 1966, the Commission was directed to make a study to determine 

whether the law relating to the allocation or division of property on 
divorce or separate maintenance should be revised. Cal. Stats. 1966, 
Res. Ch. 9. 

In December 1966, the Governor's Commission on the Family recom­
mended the creation of a statewide family court system and revisions 
of the substantive law relating to the family. Report of the Governor's 
Commission on the Family (December 1966). The recommended revi­
sions include revisions of the law relating to allocation or division of 
property on divorce or separate maintenance. To avoid duplicating the 
work of the Governor's Commission, the Law Revision Commission 
recommends that this topic be dropped from its calendar of topics. 

Rights of a Putative Spouse 
In 1956, the Commission was authorized to make a study to determine 

whether the law relating to the rights of a putative spouse should be 
revised. Cal. Stats. 1956, Res. Ch. 42, p. 263. 

The recommendations of the Governor's Commission on the Family 
include recommendations relating to the rights of a putative spouse. 
Report of the Governor's Commission on the Family (December 1966). 
To avoid duplicating the work of the Governor's Commission, the Law 
Revision Commission recommends that this topic be dropped from its 
calendar of topics. 
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STUDIES FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 
The Commission now has an agenda consisting of 27 studies which 

will require substantially all of its energies for several years. For this 
reason the Commission will not request authority at the 1968 legisla­
tive session to undertake any new studies. The Commission recom­
mends, however, that it be authorized to make a study of a problem 
that has arisen under legislation enacted on recommendation of the 
Commission. 

A study to determine whether the law relating to arbitration 
should be revised. 

Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1280 to 1294.2, relating to arbitra­
tion, were enacted in 1961 1 upon recommendation of the Law Revision 
Commission.2 Although experience under the 1961 statute has been 
generally satisfactory, the effect of an arbitration clause upon the 
right of a party to file a mechanic's lien or obtain provisional relief 
such as attachment is unclear. 

Commentators generally agree that provisional remedies should be 
available for the preservation of property and to secure the satisfac­
tion of the award to the same extent it would be available if the dispute 
were in litigation rather than arbitration.3 This rule has been estab­
lished by statute in some jurisdictions 4 and by judicial decision in 
others. Ii The law in California, however, is unclear because of three 
recent Court of Appeal decisions. 

In Homestead Sat'. & Loan Ass'n v. Superior Court,6 the plaintiff 
filed a mechanic's lien claim for money due on a construction contract. 
Shortly thereafter, he filed a complaint for breach of contract which 
contained a recital of the arbitration clause and a prayer for an order 
to arbitrate. The defendant brought mandamus to set aside the arbitra­
tion order on the ground that. the filing of the mechanic's lien and the 
filing of the complaint, which was in the form of a foreclosure action, 
constituted a repudiation and waiver of the arbitration agreement. 
Citing the statutory law in New York, the court held that the :filing of 

1 Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 461, p. 1540. 
• See Recommendation and Study Relating to Arbitration, 3 CAL. L. REVISION 

COMM'N REPORTS at G-1 (1961). 
• STUBGES, CoMMERCIAL ARBiTRATION AND AWARDS § 142. See 1954 HANDBOOK, 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF COMMISSIONERS ON UNIFORM STATE LAws 119-123; 
Sturges, Oommon-law and Statutory Arbitration: Problem. AriBifig From Their 
OoellliBtence, 46 MINN. L. REv. 819, 851 (1962); Note, 17 N.Y.U.L.Q. 638 
(1940). 

• The first Uniform Arbitration Act was adopted in 1924. That act provided, in 
Section 12, that an arbitration clause would not bar provisional remedies. It 
was enacted in four states: NEV. REv. STAT. § 38.130; N.C. GEN. STAT. § 
1-155; UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-31-12. Wyoming Laws of 1927, Ch. 96, I 12 
(repealed 1959). Connecticut also has such a statute. CONN. GEN. STAT. ANN. 
§ 52-422. New York has a statute which only applies to mechanic's liens. 
N.Y. LIEN LAW § 35. Provisional remedies are preserved in actions otherwise 
justiciable in admiralty by the Federal Arbitration Act. 9 U.S.C. § 8. 

The 1955 Uniform Arbitration Act originally provided for,provisional reme­
dies. 1954 HANDBOOK, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF COMMISSIONERS ON UNIFORM 
STATE LAws 206. The section was deleted, apparently because of a fear of 
excess labor injunctions. For discussion, see Salvucci v. Sheehan, 349 Mass. 
659,663--664,212 N.E.2d 243, 245 (1965). 

• Salvucci v. Sheehan, 349 Mass. 659, 212 N.E.2d 243 (1965); Auerbach v. Grand 
Nat'l Pictures, Ltd., 176 Misc. 1031, 29 N.Y.S.2d 747, afJ'd 263 App. Div. 712, 
31 N.Y.S.2d 670, appeal denied 263 App. Div. 807, 32 N.Y.S.2d 129 (1941). 

8195 Cal. App.2d 697, 16 Cal. Rptr. 121 (1961). 
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a mechanic's lien is not inconsistent with arbitration because it merely 
preserves the status quo. Therefore, the plaintiff was allowed to compel 
arbitration despite his earlier assertion of a mechanic's lien. 

In Palm Springs Homes, Inc. v. Western Desert, Inc.,7 the court 
reached an apparently inconsistent result on similar facts. In that 
case, the appellant had submitted to arbitration under an arbitration 
clause after filing a mechanic's lien and starting foreclosure proceed­
ings. The court held, on an unclear record, that the arbiters apparently 
found that the filing of the licn under the facts was inconsistent with 
the agreement to submit all controversies to arbitration and therefore 
affirmed the award in favor of respondent for breach of contract. The 
alleged breach appears to ha.ve been the filing of the lien. 

In the more recent case of Ross v. Blanchard,S the plaintiff filed 
suit on a building contract and attached the property of the defendant. 
The defendant's answer alleged an arbitration clause and the trial 
court ordered the action stayed until the disposition of arbitration pro­
ceedings. An award was made for the plaintiff two years later and, 
after a confirmation of that award, defendant moved to discharge 
plaintiff's attachment on the ground that plaintiff had been bound to 
arbitrate and his filing of the suit at law had resulted in a wrongful 
attachment. The court first held that a party to an arbitration agree­
ment may initially resort to the courts because a later arbitration order 
merely stays initial court proceedings. It then held that the attachment 
should not be dissolved because the plaintiff would be entitled to at­
tachment to satisfy the award and defendant had not moved to dissolve 
it during the two-year interim. The court avoided deciding whether or 
not the defendant could have dissolved the attachment during the 
interim, but relied heavily on a Massachusetts case 9 which held that 
the trial court had no power to discharge an attachment when an 
action has been stayed pending arbitration. 

Sections 1280 to 1294.2 do not deal with the three problems posed 
by the above cases: 

1. When a party to an arbitration clause seeks a provisional remedy 
or files a mechanic's lien, may the other party assert that this action 
constitutes a waiver of the arbitration clause which will preclude the 
plaintiff from seeking an order to arbitrate Y 10 

2. When a party to an arbitration agreement levies an attachment. 
or files a mechanic's lien and his opponent obtains a stay of the pro­
ceedings and an order to arbitrate, should the attachment or lien be 
dissolvedY 

3. Does the filing of a mechanic's lien or the attempt to obtain pro­
visional relief constitute a breach of the arbitration clause such that 
the other party may obtain damages Y 

In view of the importance of these questions and the necessity to 
clarify California law on this point, the Commission believes that a 
study should be made to determine whether or not provisional reme­
dies should be available where a plaintiff is bound by an arbitration 
clause. At the same time, the experience under the 1961 statute should 
be reviewed to determine whether any other revisions are necessary. 

'215 Cal. App.2d 270, 30 Cal. Rptr. 34 (1963). 
• 251 A.C.A. 833. 59 Cal. Rptr. 783 (1967). 
o Salvucci v. Sheehan, 349 Mass. 659, 212 N.E.2d 243 (1965). 
10 An arbitration clause can be waived by a party. CAL. CODE ClV. PROC. § 1281.2. 

Such a waiver may be effected by initiating an action at law on the contract. 
Berman v. Renart Sportswear Corp., 222 Cal. App.2d 385, 35 Cal. Rptr. 218 
(1968). 



REPORT ON STATUTES REPEALED BY IMPLICATION. 
OR HELD UNCONSTITUTIONAL 

Section 10331 of the Government Code provides: 

The Commission shall recommend the express repeal of all stat­
utes repealed by implication, or held unconstitutional by the Su­
preme Court of the State or the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

Pursuant to this directive the Commission has made a study of the 
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States and of the Su­
preme Court of California handed down since the Commission's last 
Annual Report was prepared.1 It has the following to report: 

(1) No decision of the Supreme Court of the United States holding 
a statute of this state repealed by implication has been found. 

(2) No decision of the Supreme Court of California holding a 
statute of this state repealed by implication has been found. 

(3) No decision of the Supreme Court of the United States holding 
a statute of this state unconstitutional has been found.2 

(4) One decision of the Supreme Court of California holding a stat­
ute of this state unconstitutional has been found. In Bagley v. Wash­
ington Township Hospital District,3 the Supreme Court of California 
held Government Code Section 3205, which limits the right of public 
officers or employees to take active part in political activities of a local 
agency, unconstitutional on the ground that the sweeping prohibitions 
of the statute are not necessary to an efficient functioning of the civil 
service system. 

1 This study has been carried through 67 Adv. Cal. 246 (1967) and 388 U.S. 292 
(1967). 

• Government Code Section 10331 refers only to statute, that have been held uncon­
stitutional. It is noted, however, that, in Reitman v. Mulkey, 387 U.S. 369 
(1967), the Supreme Court of the United States held unconstitutional Article I, 
Section 26, of the California Constitution (Proposition 14, submitted by the 
initiative and approved by the electors, November 3, 1964) which provided, in 
part, that neither the state nor any of its subdivisions or agencies shall deny or 
abridge the right of any person to sell, lease, or rent his realty, or decline to do 
so, to anyone he chooses. The California Supreme Court had also held Proposi­
tion 14 unconstitutional. Mulkey v. Reitman, 64 Cal.2d 529, 50 Cal. Rptr. 881, 
413 P.2d 825 (1966). 

• 65 Cal.2d 499, 55 Cal. Rptr. 401, 421 P.2d 409 (1966). 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Law Revision Commission respectfully recommends that the Leg­

islature authorize the Commission to complete its study of the topics 
listed as studies in progress on pages 1320-1324 of this report, to study 
the new topic listed on page 1325 of this report, and to drop from its 
calendar of topics the three topics listed on page 1324 of this report. 

Pursuant to the mandate imposed by Section 10331 of the Govern­
ment Code, the Commission recommends the repeal of Section 3205 
of the Government Code to the extent that this section has been held 
unconstitutional. 

(1328) 



APPENDIX I 

REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
ON SENATE BILL NO. 244 

[Extract from Senate Journal for April 21, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In order to indicate more full, its intent with respect to Senate Bill No. 244, 
the Senate Committee Qn ,JudiC1ary makes the following report. 

Except for the revised comments set out below, the comments contained under 
the various sections of Senate Bill No. 244 as set out in the BeoomfllfmdfJtiott of 
the OfJUfomill Lattl B6f1i8iott 00_i8"- BelfJtmfl to Vehicle Oode 8ectiott 17150 
Imd IUlGted 8ectiott. (October 1966) reflect the intent of the: Senate COmmittee on 
Judiciary in approving the various provisions of Senate Bill No. 244. 

The following revised commentiJ to various sections of Senate Bill No. 244 also 
reflect the intent of the Senate Committee on Judiciary in approving Senate Bill 
No. 244. 

Vehicle Code Section 17150 (amended) 
Oommfmt. Under the prior laDgUage of Section 17150, a vehicle owner was not 

liable for imuries caused 1>1 the willful misconduct or intoxication of the operator. 
Weber 11. pmf/Im. 9 Cal.2d 226, 70 P.2d 183 (1937); JOfte. 11. Af/er., 212 Cal. 
AI!JI.2d 646 28 Cal. Rptr. 223 (1963): 8tober 11. HfJII.", 88 Cal. App.2d 660 199 
P.2d 818 (i948). Under Section 171liO as amended, a vehicle owner will be hble 
for the damages caused by the willful misconduct or intoxication of an operator 
using the vehicle with the owner's permission. Of course, liability based solely on 
vehicle ownership and not arising out of a master-servant relationship is only a sec­
ondary liability that is expressly limited in dollar amount. See Vehicle Code Sec­
tionsl71Gl-l7153. 

The last clause of Section 17150 has been deleted because it, together with Sec­
tion 1711i8, prevented an innocent vehicle owner from recovering any d~ages for a 
personal inj1lrJ caused by the concurring negligence of his driver and a third person. 
Instead of barling an owner's cause of action in such a case, Section 17150 as 
amended permits him to recover his damages from the negligent third person. 

Vehicle Code Section 17151 (amended) 
Oommfmt. The amendment of subdivision (a) merely eomoJ"Dl8 this subdivision 

to Section 17150 as amended. 
Subdivision (b) has been added to make it clear that the, extension of ownership 

liability to include damages caused by a "wrongful" act or omissi9n does not make 
the owner, bailee of an owner, or personal representative of a decedent liable for 
punitive damages. Since punitive damages are awarded primarily for the purpose of 
punishing the fOrOflfldoer, they cann()t be awarded against II PerSOn, not implica~ in 
the wrongful conduct. Of course, 'the owner,bftilee, or personal representative can 
be held liable for punitive damages if he is himself guilty of conduct that justifies 
their imposition. 

Subdivision (b) adopts the same rule that governs the recovery of punitive dam­
ages from persons wllo are viclUiously liable. For example, in an action against an 
emplQYer for his emploY~'8 tort, pl,lnitive dal;llages mlQ' be recovered froll!, the em­
ployer Oilly if it is shown that the employer . participated in, previously authorized, 
or subsequently ratified the employee's wrongful act. DiJevll 11. TfJl8i, 21 Cal.2d 109, 
130 P.2d 389 (1942); FfW1Iour 11. Gem., 91 CM 4pP.2d ~, 205 P.2d 424 (lSM9) ; 
2 Witkin, 8ummtW1J of Oa.li/omill LfJttI, Torts §' 398 (1900). 

Vehicle Code Section 17709 (amended) 
Oommfmt. Sectio}l17700 is revised to conform to amended Sections 171M, 177m, 

and 17708. See the Comments to those' sections. 
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APPENDIX II 

REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
ON SENATE .BILL NO. 247 

[Extract from Senate Journal for March 30, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In order to indicate more fully. its intent with respect to Senate Bill No. 247, the 
Senate Committee on Judiciary makes the following report. 

EXcept for the revised comment set out below, the comments contained under the 
various sections of Senate Bill No. 247 as set out in the Recommlmllation of the 
OalifoNltG Law Reviaion OommiBlion Relating to the Evidlmce Oolle: Number 1-
Evidlmce Oolle Reviaions (October 1~) reflect the intent of the"Senate Committee 
on Judiciary in approving the various provisions of Senate .Bill No. 247. 

The following revised comment to Evidence Code SectiOli..1602 also reflects the 
intent of the Senate Committee on Judiciary in approving Senate Bill No. 247. 

Evidlmce Oolle Section 160! (r6fJfJGle4) 
Oommlmt. Section 1602 of the Evidence Code is repealed because a patent for 

mineral lands does not contain a statement of the date of the location of the claim 
or claims upon which the granting or iBBuance of the patent is based. See Bureau 
of LanEl Managemlp1t Form 4-1081 (Septembli!r 1963) and Form 4-1082 (January 
1963). As to patents issued before 1'963, the California office of the Bureau of Land 
Management of the United States Department of lnterior .reports: "No patents 
have been found which recite the date of location. To our knowledge, it has never 
heen the practice to .refer to the location date in the patent." Letter. California 
Ofliee of Bureau ofL.,nd.Management, January 25,1967,. on file, in office orCaIi­
fornia .Law Revision ConimisBioIi. 
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APPENDIX III 
REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

ON SENATE BILL NO. 248 
[Extract from Senate Journal for March 30, 1967 (1167 Regular Seaaion).] 

In order to indicate more :fully its intent with r,espect to Senate Bill No. 248, the 
Senate Committee on Judiciary makes the following report. 

Senate Bill,No. 248 is based on the Recommendption of the Oolijomia Law Revi­
,ion Oommi8.ion Re4Jting to the Evidence Oode: Numbet IB-Agricultural Oode Revi­
,ion, (October 1966). The following' comments to Senate Bill No. 248 reflect the 
intent of the Senate Committee on Judiciary in approving the bill. 

Section 18 (amended) 
Oomment. Numerous sections of the Agricultural Code prohibit the sale of, a 

commodity that does not comply with standards established by statute or reg)llation. 
"Sell" is defined in Agricultural Code Section 44 _to include "possess for sale." The 
purpose of Section 18 is to facilitate proof that a cQmmodity in pOS8el!8ion of a 
person' engaged in the sale Of that kind of commodity is in possession for sale._ 17 
OPS. CAL. ATTY. GEN. 154 (1951). Of. 21,OPS. CAL. ATTY. GEN. 171 (1953). 

Under Evidence Code Section 604, the-effect of a presumption affecting the burden 
of producing eVidence is "to require the trier of fact to assume the existence of the 
presulJ1ed fact-uDleu and until evidence is intrWuced which would support a finding 
of ita· nonexistence, in which case the trier of fact shall determine the existence or 
nonexistence of the presumed fact from the evidence and without regard to the pre­
sumption. Nothing in this ,section shall be construed to prevent the drawing pf any 
infertlnce that may be appropriate." 

Section 6904 (amended) 
Oomment. The wQrd "believe" is substituted ~or "presume" in Sections 5904, 5905, 

6461,.6521, and 6524 to reflect the obVioua meaning -of the sections and to eliminate 
the improper'use of the word "presume." No presumption is involved in the deter-
minationsreferred to in those sections. I 

SectiOn 6906 (amended) 
See comment to Section 59M. 

Seotion 6461 (amended) 
See comment to Section 5904. 

Section .66SJ (amended) 
See comment to Section 59M. 

Section 66B4 (amended) 
See comment to Section 1S9M. 

Sec,ion 11766 (amended) 
Oommen'. A presumption is not an appropriate method of accomplishiug the pur­

pose of Section 11765. Under the Evidence Code, the only effect of a rebuttable 
presuml'.tion is to 8hift either the burden of proof or -the burden of produc:iq eVi· 
dence. ~_ Evidence Code Sections 601, 604, and 606 and the Oommen', thereto. 
Since 'the JlUll9n required to me the report of clamace from pesticides under this 
article alread7 has the burden of proof and the burden of producing eVidenee, Sec-
tion 11765 can have no effect. _ 

Prior to' the enactment of the Evidence Code, the presumption that arose upon 
proof of failure to lIe the report was itself evidenee that no 1088 or damage occurred. 
This resUlted from the former rule that a presumption was eVidenee that had to be 
weighed alainat conflicting eVideDee. SmeU" fl. Sout"_ Pao. 00., 212 Cal. MO, 
299 Pac. 029 (1981). Section 600 of the Evidenee Code aboU8hed this rule. Henee, 
Section 11765 baa been amended to restore the substantive effect that this provision 
had before the Ilvldenee Code was enacted. 

Seo'ion 1.fS88 (amended) 
Oommenf. Section 141S88 not only provides an exeeption to the hearsay rule but 

also -creates a presumption. EVIDENtJE CODE I 602 ("A statute proViding that a 
fact or group of facta is -'prima -facie eVidence of anothet fact establi8hes a' rebuttable 
presumption."). Under Evidenee Code Section 606, the effect of a presumption af· 
fecting the burden of proof is ''to impose upon the party against .whom it operates 
the burden of ' proof as to the nonexistence of the presumed fact." 

AlthoUfh the eertiftcate is admissible in a criminal action, no presumptive effect is 
given to It in a criminal action. This gives a reasonable construction to the clause 
"in i1nY action, civil or criminal, in any court in this state" which formerly ap­
peared in the section. 

( 1331 ) 
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Section 16+1S (repealed) 
Comment. Sections 16412, 17402, 18202, 20202, 23042 24522, and 56416 are re­

pealed as unn~ssary. The Government Code article referred to authorizes the di­
rector to conduct investigative hearings. The repealed sections merely authorize the 
admission of departmental records in such hearings. The sections are unnecessary 
for this purpose since the Government Code does not limit the admission of evidence 
in investigative hearings. The authority to introduce such records in administrative 
hearings: is adequately stated in Government Code Section 11513 and is unaffected 
by the repeal of these sections. 

Seotion 1740S (repealed) 
See comment to Section 16412. 

Section 18S0S (repealed) 
See comment to Section 16412. 

Seotion SOSOS (repealed) 
See comment to Section 16412. 

Section S0608 (amended) 
Comment. AMricultural Code Section 20605 provides that it is unlawful to use 

an unrecorded, forfeited, or canceled brand. Section 20008 is designed to further 
the public policy against the use of such brands by making it unlawful for a penon 
to own or possess cattle with an unlawful brand unless he can establish that he was 
not the one who branded the cattle. 

The offense under Sections 2060IS and 20608 is analogo.~s to the provision of the 
Dangerous Weapons' Control Law (Penal Code Section 12901) that makes possession 
of a firearm whose identification marks have been tampered with presumptive evi­
dence that the tampering was done by the P08lle88Ot'. In a criminal action, Penal 
Code Section 12091 requires the possessor to raise a reasonable doubt as to whether 
he tampered with the identification marks. Pf)OfJle fl. Sooff,' 24 Cal.2d 774, 151 P.2d 
517 (1944). See Evidence Code Section 607 and the Co_t thereto. Under the 
Evidence Code,' as under the previOUSly existing law, Penal Code Section 12091 
has the effect of making it a matter of, defense for the person in possession of the 
firearm to show that he is not the one who tampered with the identification marks. 
Agricultural Code Section 20608, as amended, has the same effect. Evidence Code 
f 606 ("The effect of a presumption affecting the burden of proof is to impose upon 
the party against whom it operates the burden of proof as to the nonexistence of 
the presumed fact.") 

When Section 20608 applies in a criminal case, the defendant can establish h~ 
defense by merely raising a reasonable doubt as to whether he was the person who 
used the unlawful brand on the cattle owned or ~ by him. See Evidence 
Code Section 607 and the Comment thereto. In a civil case, the defen~t would have 
to establish his defense by a preponderance of the evidence. See Evidence Code See­
tion 115. 

8eotion 10609 (tJfIUIfI4eI) 
Oomme,d. Under Evidence Code Section 606, the effect of a presumption affecting 

the burden of proof is "to impose upon the party against whom it OIH!rlltes the 
burden of proof as to the nonexistence of the presu5act." 
Ola~ this presumption as a presumption all . the burden of proof makes 

it clear that this presumption prevails over the presump on affectiJut only the burden 
of producing evidence provided by Evidence Code Section 637: "The things which 
a person possesses are presumed to be owned by him." 

8ection UO.f1l (repeaW) 
See comment to Section 16412. 

8eotionS46" (repeaW) 
See comment to Section 16412. 

Seotion S7556 (amended) 
Comment. Sections 27556, 29444, 42851, and 46886 create a presumption. Evi­

dence Code I 602 (UA statute providing that a fact or group of facts is prima 
facie evidence of another fact establishes a rebuttable presumption.",). The presump­
tion arises when it is established that the sample was taken in accordance with the 
methods prescribed by statute or regulation. Since the J,lresumption is one that affects 
the burden of proof, it places on f;J1e person claiming that the sam3lle is not ~representa­
tive of the entire lot the burden of proving that to be a fact. Evidence Code I 606 
("The effect of a presumption affecting the burden of proof is to impose upon the 
party against whom it operates the burden of proof as to the nonexistence of· the 
presumed fact."). Concerning the effect of this presumption in a criminal action, see 
Evidence Code Section 607 and the Comment thereto. 

The phrase "in any_court in this state" or "in the courts in the state" has been 
deleted from Section 27556, 29444, and 42851 as unnecessary. 
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Section 294# (amended) 
See comment to Section 27556. 

Section 84564 (amended) 
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Oomment. Section 34564 is a part of a comprehensive statute designed to regu­
late the use of containers and other dairy equipment IDSrked with a registered 
brand. In substance, the statute requires that any person who finds or receives 
such equipment must return it to the owner within seven days (Section 34561 r and 
prohibits use or sale of such equipment by any person other than the owner without 
the owner's written permission (Sections 34652 and 34653). Section 34G64 facili­
tates proof of a violation of the statute by creating' a presumption that operates to 
place on the person who uses such container or equipment or upon the junk dealer or 
secondhand dealer in pouession of such container or equipment the burden of prov­
ing that his 'use or posseBBion is not unla~ul. See EVIDENCE CODE § 606 
("The elfect of a presumption alfecting the burden of proof 'is to impOse on the 
party against whom it operates the burden of proof as to the nonexistence of the 
presumed fact."). 

When Section 34564 applies in a criminal actio~: the defendant can establish his 
defense by merely raising a reasonable doubt as to me unlawfulness of his poesession 
or U8e. See Evidence Code Section 607 and the OOfllfMnt thereto. In a civil case, the 
defendant would have to establish that his posseBBion or use was lawful by a pre­
ponderance of the evidence. See Evidence Code Section 115. 

Section 88908 (ammded) 
Oomment. Under Evidence Code Section 606, the elfect of a presumption alfect­

jug the burden of proof is "to impose upon the party against whom it operates the 
burden of proof as to the nonexistence of the presumed fact." 

Section 40588 (amended) 
Oomment. Section 40532 not only provides an exception to the hearsay rule and 

the best evidence rule but also creates a presumption. EVIDENCE CODE § 602 
("A statute providing that a fact or group of facts is prima facie evidence of another 
tact establishes a rebuttable presumption."). The presumption established by See­
tion 40532 is clallllified as one alfecting the burden of proof. Under Evidence Code 
Section 606, the elfect of a presumption alfectingthe burden of proof is "to impOse 
upon the party' against whom it operates the burden of proof as to the nonexistence 
of'the presumed fact." 

The words "llhall be received in all courts of the State of California" have been 
deleted as unnecessary. 

Section 40818 (amended) 
Oomment. Sections 40818. 41102, 52061, 52062, 55603, and 56271 not only provide 

all exception to the hearsay rule but also create a presumption. EVIDENCE CODE 
§ 602 ("A statute providing that a fact or group of facts is prima facie evidence of 
another fact establishes a rebuttable presumption."). Under Evidence Code Section 
606, the effect of a presumption af\:ecting the burden of proof is "to impose upon the 
party against whom it operates the burden of proof as to the nonexistence of the 
presumed fact," . 

The phrase "before any court in this state" or similar language has been deleted 
from Sections 41102, 52061, and 56271 as unnecessary. 

8ection40874 (amende4) 
Oomment. The presumption .created by Section 40814 isa presumption affecting 

the burden of proof. :As a r.esult, when the grower establishes that a load of to­
matoes was rendered unsuitaJjle for canning purposes because it was not inspected 
within the time specified in the section, the canner has the burden of pro()f to 
establish that the delay was not willfully or negligently caused or permitted by 
him. EVIDENCE CODE § 606 ("The effect of'a presumption affecting the burden of 
proof is to impose upon the party against whom it operates the burden of proof 
as to the nonexistence of the presumed fact."). 

Section 41102 (amended) 
See comment to Section 40818. 

Section 42851 (amended) 
See comment to Section 211)56. 

Section 42852 (amended) 
Oomment. Section 42852 not only provides an exception to the hearsay rule but 

also creates a presumption. EVIDENCE CODE' 602 ("A statute providing that a 
fact or group of facts is prima facie evidence of another fact establishes a rebuttable 
presumption."). Under Evidence Code Section 606, the effect of a presumption 
affecting the burden of proof is "to impose upon the party against whom it ·operates 
the burden of proof as to the nonexistence of the presumed fact." 

The phrase "in any court in this state" has been deleted as unnecessary. 
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Section 46886 (amended) 
See comment to Section 27556. 
The. phrase "as provided in Section 42851 of this code" has been deleted as un­

necel!Bllry. 
Section 5'2061 (amended) 

See comment to Section 40818. 
Section 52062 (amended) 

See comment to Section 40818. 
Section 52363 (amended) 

Oomment. Subdivision (a) of Section 52363 creates a presumption. EVIDENCE 
CODE § 602 ("A statute providing that a fact or group of facts is prima facie evi­
dence of another fact establishes a rebuttable presumption."). The presumption 
arises when it is established that the sample was taken in accordance with the 
method prescribed by the rules and regulati,ons. Since the presumption is one that 
dects the burden of proof, i.t places on' the person claiming that the sample is not 
representative of the entire lot the burden of proving that to be a fact. EVIDENCE 
CODE 1606 ("The effect of a presumption affecting the burden of proof is to impose 
upon ·the part;v against whom it operates the burden of proof as to the nonexis~ce 
of the pr6sumed fact."). Concerning the effect of this presumption in .a criminal 
action, see Evidence Code Section 607 and the OommMt thereto. 

Subdivision (b) not only provides an exception to the hearsay rule but also 
creates a presumpt~on. See Evidence Code Section 602. The presumption is a pre­
sumption affecting the burden of proof. See Evidence Code Section 606. 

The phrase "in any court in this state" has been deleted as unnecel!Bllry. 
Section 55603 (amended) 

See comment to Section 40818. 
Section 55788 (amended) 

Oomment. The reViaion of the last sentence of Sections 55788 and 56476 is neces­
sary because, under Division 8 (commencing with' Secijon 9(0) of the Evidenee 
Code, the privileges applicable in some administrative proceedings are at times 
dilIerent from those a~plicable in civil actions. As. revised, the last sentence- of 
Sections 56788 and 56476 conforms to the last senten~ of GoVtll1lJllellt Code SeetiOD 
11518 (plU1; of the State Administrative Procedure Act) as amended by Chapter 299 
of the Statutes' of 1965, the act that enacted the Evidence Code. 

Seotiora 56277 (amended) 
See comment to Section 40818. 

Se.tiora 56278 (amended) 
Oomment. When the facts that give .rise to the presumption created by Section 

56278 have been established, the commission merchant has the burden of proving the 
absence of fraud. EVIDENCE CODE § 606 ("The effect of a presumption d~ 
the burden of proof is to impoSe upon tlie party against whom it OPelllltes the bdrden 
of proof a8 to the nonexistence of the prelumed fact."). Concerning' the effect of this 
presumption in a criminal action, see Evidence Code Section 607 and the OOmmettt 
thereto. 

This presumption has been classified at! a presumption affecting the b.urden of 
proof in recognition of tile fact that a commission merchant serves in a fiduciary 
capacity. See RlJflmond ·v. Independent Growers, Inc., 133 Cal. App. 2d 154, 284 
P.2d 157 (1955) . See. also. Section 56277 which provijles that the commission 
merchant has the burden of proving the correctness of his accounting as to allJl' 
transaction which may be questioned. 

liIectiofJ 56416 (repealed) 
See COmment to Section 16412. 

Section 56476 (amended) 
See comment to Section 56788. 

liIection 61384 (amended) 
Oomment. Under Evidence Code Section 606, the effect of a presumption affecting 

the burden of proof is "to impose upon the party against .whom it operates the 
burden of proof a. to the nonexistence of the presumed fact." 

Seotion 61.+13 (amended) 
Oomment. Under Evidence Code Section 604,tlIe effect of a presumption affecting 

the burden of producing evidence is "to require the trier of fact to assume the 
existence of the presumed fa~t unlese and until evidence is introduced which would 
support a finding of its nonexistence, in .w·hich case the trier of fact shall determine 
the existence or nonexistence of the presumed fact from the evidence and without 
regard to the presumption. Nothing in this Bection shall be con.trued to prevent 
the drawing of any inference that may be appropriate." 
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Seotion 64257 (amended) 
Oomment. Section 64257 not only provides an exception to the hearsay rule but 

also creates a presumptio:Q. EVIDENCE CODE § 602 ("A ~tute providing that 
a fact or group of facts is prima facie evidence of another fact establishes a re­
buttable presumption."). Since the presumption is a presumption affecting'the bur­
den of proof, the person who claims that the amount estimated by the director is 
riot correct has the burden of proving the Correct amount. Evidence Code § 606 
("The effect of a presumption affecting the burden of proof is to impose upon the 
party again'lltwhom it operates the burden of proof .. to tile none~tence of the 
presumed fact,") 



APPENDIX IV 

REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
ON SENATE BILL NO. 249 

[Extract from Senate Journal for May 22, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In order to indicate more fully its, intent with respect to Senate Bill No. 249, 
the Senate Committee on Judiciary makes the following report. 

Except for the new comment set out below, the comments contained under the 
various sections of Senate Bill No. 249 as set out in the .Recolll~tiotl of tAe 
Oalifornia Law RfI1)"iotI Oommi8"- Relati.,1 to tAlI BtlidMtJe Oode: NfI".ber 8-
Oommercial Oode Retli8ion, (October 1966) l'dect the intent of the Senate Commit­
tee on Judiciary in approving the various provisions of Senate Bill No. 249. 

The following new comment also reflects the intent of the Senate Committee on 
Judiciary in approving Senate Bill No. 249. 

8ectiotl 1810 
Oomment. Section 1210 classifies as presumptions affectinc the burden of pro­

ducing 1!vidence the presumptions' that are established by Commercial Code Sections 
3114(3), 3304(3)(c), 3307(1)(b), 3414(2), ,3416(4), 3419(2), 3503(2), 3510, and 
8105(2)(b). The introductory • except clause" ieteri to It presumption which is 
classified as a presumption affectinc the burden of proof. Bee Commercial Code 
Section 1202 and the Law Revision Commiasiou's Comment to that section. The 
"except clause" does not include a reference to Commercial Code Section 4108 be­
cause. that section does not create a presumption, 

Section 1210 has the same substantive effect as subdi\7isi.on (81) of Section 1-201 
of the Uniform Commercial Code- as promulgated b;y the National Conference of 
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, but Section 1210 incorporates the compre­
hensive Evidence Code provisions relating to pres~tions affecting. the burden· of 
producing evidence. Under Evidence Code Section tKK, a presumption affecting the 
burden of producing evidence\requires the trier of fact to assume the uistence of the 
presumed .fact· unless and until evidence is introduced which would support .a &-.cliDg 
of its nonexistence, in which case the trier of fact shall determine the existence or 
nonexistence of the presumed fact from the evidence and without !ecard to the pre­
sumption. If eontrary Ilvidence is introduced, the presumption vanishes from the 
case and the trier of fact must weigh tile inferences arising from the facts that gave 
rise to the presumption apinat the COlltrary evi4enee and the. inferences arIaiDg 
therefrom and resolve the con1liet. See EvicRnce Code Section 6(H and theO~' 
to that section. 

( 1336 ) 
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REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY ON 
S'ENATE BILL NO. 250 

[Extract from Senate Journal for March 16, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In order to iildicate more fully its intent with respect to Senate Bill No. 250, the 
Senate Committee on Judiciary makes the following report. 

Except fOJ: the reyi.sed comment set out below, the comments contained under 
the various sections of Senate Bill No. 250 as set out in the ReoommendGliota pI 
the Oalifornia Law Revision Oommission Relating to Additvr (October 19(6) rellect 
the intent of the Senate Committee on Judiciary in approving, the various pro-
visions of Senate Bill No. 250. . 

The following revised comment to amended Section 651 of the Code of Civil Pro­
cedure also reflects the intent 'of the Senate Committee On Judiciary in approving 
Senate Bill No. 250. 

Oode of Civil Procedure Section 657 
Oomment. The amendments to Section 651 simply codify judicial decisions de­

claring its substantive effect. 
First, the amended section explicitly recognizes that an inadequate award of 

damages is a ground for ,granting ilnew trial just as an excessive award of damages 
presently is recognized. The availability of this basis for granting a new trial, on 
the ground of "insufficiency of the evidence to justify the verdict," is wen settled 
in California. Harper v. Superior Air Parts, Inc., 124 Cal. App.2d 91, 268 P.2d 
115 (1954); ReiZley v. Mcintire, 29 Cal. App.2d 559, 85 P.2d 169 (1938) (neither 
passion nor prejudice need be shown). Thus, the revisions of S~tion 661 con­
tinue the power of the trial judge to grant a new trial when, aftllr weighing the 
evidence, he is convinced from the entire record, including reasonable inferences 
therefrom, that the award of damages clearly is inadequate. 

Second, the qualifying language in subdivision 5 and in the Iastlal'agraph that 
purports to limit the ground of excessive damages to an awar influenced by 
"passion or prejudice"; is eliminated as unneceBSarY. In the pas~J the basis for grant­
ing a new trial because of excessive damages has been that the Terdict is Ilrainst 
the weight of the evidence, i.e., "the insufficiency of. the evidence to justify the VeJf­

dict or other decision"; neither passion nor l'rejudice had to be shown. KOfler v. 
McOomber;., 12 Cal.2d 115, 82 P.2d 941 (1938). See Sinz v. Owen., 33 CaI.2d 149, 
205 P.2d i5 (1949). Thus, the revisions of Section 651 continue the power of the 
trial judge to grant a new trial when, after weighing the evidence, he is convinced 
from the entire record, including reasonable inferences therefrom, that the award 
of damages clearly is excessive. 

Third, an explicit reference to "excessive or inadequate damages" is added to 
the second paragraph following subdivision 1, and the phr:ase "different verdict or 
decision" is, substituted for "contrary verdict or decision" in the same paragraph 
to avoid any misunderstanding that might result from the additioq of a reference 
to excessive or inadequate damages. The reference to "excessive or inadequate 
damages" has been added in recognition of the fact that the true basis for granting 
a new trial 'On either of these grounds has been "the insufficiency of the evidence 
to jutify the verdict or other decision." Conforming changes are also made in the 
last paragraph of the section. 
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REPORT OF SENATE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 
ON SENATE BILL NO. 251 

[Extract from Senate Journal for April 21, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In order to indicate more fully its intent with respect t-o Senate Bill No. 251, 
the Senate Committee on Judiciary' makes the following report. 

Except for the new and revised comments set 'out below, the comments contained 
under the various sections of Senate Bill No. 251 as set out in the Recommendation 
of the Oalifornia Law Revillion Oammillllion RelGting to' 8v;t By or Aga;nBt an 
Unincorporated A"ociation (October 1966) reflect the intent of the Senate Com­
mittee on Judiciary ~ approving the various provisions of Senate Bill No. 251. 

The following new and revised cO\Dm~nts to various sections of Senate Bill No. 
231 also reflect the intent of the. Senate Committee on Judiciary in approving 
Senate Bill N:o. 231. 

[Notl': '.rhis report originally contained comments to Sections 395.2 lind 411 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure and Sections 15700 and 24003-24006 of the ('orporu­
tiolls Code. 'l'he comment to Code of Civil Procedure Section 411 WIIS superseded 
by the comment contained in the Report of Assembly Oommittee on Judiciary 011 
Senate Bill No. 251. The other comments are set out following the IIppropriate 
section of the bill as enacted in Appendix VIn to this Report.] 

( 133X ) 
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Special Report of A •• embly Committee on Judiciary on Senate Bill No. 25.1 

[Extract from Assembly Journal for July 6, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In orde,r to indicate more fully its intent with respect to Senate Bill No. 251, the 
Assembly Committee on Judiciary makes the following report., 

EXcept for the revised comment set out below, the comments contained .under the 
various sections of Senate Bill No. 251, as set out in the Recommendation of the 
Oalifornia Law R61Jt.ton Commill,io. Relat,nll to Stilt bg or A,Ia •• 1f a. U ... oor­
,orated A"ooiation (October 1966), as revised and supplemented by the Report oj 
tile Senate Committee on Jtldioiarg on Senate Bill No. U1 as printed in the Senate 
Journal for April 21, 1967} reflect the intent of the Assembly Committee on Judi­
ciary in approving the varIOus' provisions of Senate Bill No. 251. 

The following revised comment to amended Code of Civil Procedure Section 411 
,.Iso reflects the intent of the Assembly Committee on Judiciary in approving 
Senate Bill No. 2Ci1. 

[Note: This report originally contained a comment to Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 411. It is set out following Section 411 in Appendix VIII to this Report.] 
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APPENDIX VIII 

Sena.te Bill No. 251 

CHAPTER 1324 

Aft. act to am6ft.d Sectiom 988, 410, aM 411 of, aft.d to add 
Sectioft. 995.2 to, the Code of Civil Procedure, aM. to 
ameft.d Sectioft. 15700 of, aM to add Pari 4 (commencmg 
tDith Sectioft. 24000) to Title 9 of the Corporatiom Code, re­
latift.g to 'UlmftoCorporated aB80ciatio-ns. 

[Approved by Governor August 23, 1967. FUed with 
Secretary of State August 23. 1967.] 

The people of tke State of California do eft.act as foUotoi: 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 388 

SEcTION 1. Section 388 of the Code of Civil Procedure is 
amended to read: 

388. (a) .Any partnership or other unincorporated associa­
tion, whether' organized for profit OJ' not, may sue and be sued 
in the name which it has assumed or by which it is known. 

(b) .Any member of the partnership or other unincorpo­
rated 6SSociation may be joined as a party in an action against 
the unincorporated association. If service of process is made 
on such member' as an individual, whether or not he is also 
served as a person upon whom service is made on behalf of 
the unincorporated association, a jUdgment against him based 
on his personal liability may be obtained in the action, whether 
such liability be joint, johi.t and several, or several. 

Law Revision Commission Comment 

Comment. Under Section 388, any unincorporated association, 
whether engaged in business or not, may be sued in the association 
name. Under the prior law, only persons transacting business under a 
common name could be sued in that name. The term "business," how­
ever, was construed so broadly that it constituted little, if any, limita­
tion on the right to sue an unincorporated association. See Herald v. 
Glendale Lodge No. 1289,46 Cal. App. 325, 189 Pac. 329 (1920). 

Section 388 also grants unincorporated associations the privilege of 
suing in the association name. The extent to which an unincorporated 
association could sue in its own name was unclear under prior law. 
Compare Daniels v. Sanitarium Ass'n, Inc., 59 Cal.2d 602, 30 Cal. 
Rptr. 828, 381 P.2d 652 (1963) (labor union could maintain action in 
its own name), witk Kadota Fig Ass'n v. Case-Swayne Co., 73 Cal. 
App.2d 796, 167 P.2d 518 (1946) (unincorporated cooperative associa­
tion could not sue in its own name). 

The provisions formerly contained in Section 388 dealing with serv­
ice of process are superseded by Code of Civil Procedure Sections 410 
and 411(2.1), and the provisions formerly contained in Section 388 
dealing with the enforcement of judgments are superseded by Corpora­
tions Code Section 24002. 

( 1340 ) 
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Code of Civil Procedure Section 395.2 

SEO. 2. Section 395.2 is added to the Code of Civil Proce­
dure, to read: 

395.2. If an unincorporated association has filed a state­
ment with the Secretary of State pursuant to Section 24003 
of the Corporations Code listing its principal office in this 
state, the proper county for the trial of an action against such 
unincorporated association is the same as it would be if the 
unincorporated association were a corporation and, for the 
purpose of determining such county, the principal place of 
business of the unincorporated association shall be deemed to 
be the principal office in this state listed in the statement. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Senate 

1341 

Commm.t. Under Section 16 of Article XII of the Constitution of California. 
both corporations and unincorporated associations may be sued "in the county 
where the contract is made or is to be performed, or where the obligation or liability 
arises, or the breach occurs." In addition, that section of the Constitution provides 
that a corporation (but not an al!sociation) may be sued 'in the' COUIltJl where its 
principal place of business is located. By statute, however, an unincorporat;ed as­
socia~i0l!- may be' sued in any county where the plamtift' Clln sue a member of ~he 
aSSOCIation. Juneau Spruce CorP. 11. Int'l Long,Aoremm. cf WareAou,emett', .Unt(ln, 
37 Ca1.2d 760, 235 P .2d 607 (1951) (construing Section 395 of ~e, CQ{\e of ~il 
Procedure)" Thus, large unincorp<irated associations may be subjected to .. kind of 
"foJ1lm shopping" that is not possilile where corporations or individuals are concerned. 

Under Section 395.2, an unincorporated, association, byfilin, a statement designat­
ing its principal office in this state, may avoid this son of forlWl ~opping and D;UlY 
secure the advaDitares of the venue provisions applicable to Corporations under the 
state Constitution. Section 395.2 does not apply, oowever, unless the association 
maintains an office in this state and has filed a statement designating its principal 
office in this state. The procedure for filing such a statement is prescribed by Cor-
porations Code Section 24008. ' 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 410 

SEC. 3. Section 410 'of the Code of Oivil Procedure is 
amended to read: 

410. The summons may be served by the sheriff, a COD­
stable, or marshal, of the county where the defendant is found, 
or any other person Qver the age of 18, not a party to the 
action. A copy of the complaint must be served) with the BUm­
mons, upon each of the defendants. When the service is .,.mat 
a corporation, or against an unincorporated association in an 
action brought under Section 388, there shall appear on the 
copy of the summons that is served a notice stating in sub­
stance: "To the person served: You are hereby served in the 
within action (or proceeding) on behalf of (here state the name 
of the corporation or the unincorporated association) as a per­
son upon whom the summons and a. copy of the complaint 
must be served to effect service against said party under the 
provisions of (here state appropriate provisions of Section 411) 
of the Code of Civil Procedure." When service is iJ}.tended to 
be made upon said person as an individual as well as a person 
upon whom service must be made on behalf of said corporation 
or said association, said notice shall also indicate that service 
is had upon said person as an individual as well as on behalf of 
said corporation or said association. In a case in which the 
foregoing provisions of the section require that notice' of the 
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capacity in which a person is served must appear on the 
copy of the summons that is served, the certificate or affidavit 
of service must recite that sd"ch notice appeared on such copy 
of the summons, if, in fact, it did appear. When service is 
against a corporation, or against an unincorporated associa­
tion in an action brought under Section 388, and notice of that 
fact does not appear on the copy of the summons or a recital of 
such notification does not appear on the certificate or affidavit 
of service of process as required by this section, no default may 
be taken against such corporation or such association. When 
service is made upon the person served as an individual as well 
as on behalf of the corporation or association,. and the notice 
of that fact does not appear on the copy of the summons or a 
recital of such notification does not appear in the certificate or 
affidavit of service of process as required by this section, no de­
fault may be taken against such person. 

When the summons is served by the sheriff, a constable or 
marshal, it must be returned, with his certificate of its service, 
and of the service of a copy of .the complaint, to plaintiff if 
he is acting as his own attorney, otherwise to plaintiff's attor~ 
ney. When it is served by any' other pe~on, it must be re­
turned to the same place, with the affidavit of such person of 
its service, and of the service of a copy of the complaint. 

If the summons is lost subsequent to service and before it is 
returned, an iJ.ffida"Vit of the official or other person making 
service; showing the facts of service of the summons, may be 
returned in lieu of the summons and with the same effect 
as if the summons were itself returned. 

Law Revision Commission Comment 

Comment. The amendments to Section 410 merely conform the sec­
tion to the amended versions of Sections 388 and 411. 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 411 

SEO. 4. Section 411 of the Code of Civil Procedure is 
amended to read: 

411. The summons must be served by delivering a copy 
thereof as follows: 

1. If the 8\l.it is against a domestic corporation: to the 
president or other head of the corporation, a vice president, 
a secreta.ry~ an assistant secretary,general JI1&Il8geI' .. or a 
person· d~gnated for service of process or authorized to 
receive service of,process. If such corporation is a bank,. to 
any of the foregoing officers or agents thereof, or to a cashier 
or an assistant cashier thereof. If no suchofticer or agent of 
the corporation can be found within the state after diligent 
search, then to the Secretary of State as provided in Sections 
3301 to 3304, inclusive, of the Corporations Code, unless the 
corporation be of a class expressly excepted from the opera­
tion of those sections. 

2. If the suit is· against a foreign corporation, or a non­
resident joint stock company or association, doing business 
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in this state: in the manner provided by Sections 6500 
to 6504, inclusive, of the Corporations Code. 

2.1. If the suit is against an unincorpopated association 
(not including a foreign partnership covered by Section 15700 
of the Corporations Code) : if the unincorporated association 
has designated aI). agent for service of process as provided in 
Section 24003 of the Corporations Code, to the person so desig­
nated as agent for service of process. If no person has been 
designated as agent for service of process as provided in 
Section 24003 of the Corporations Code, or' if the person SO 
designated c8J!.D.ot be found at his address as specified in the 
index referred to in Section 24004 of the Corporations Code, 
then to anyone or more of the association's members and by 
mailing a copy thereof to the association at its last known 
mailing address. 

2;2. If the suit is against a foreign partnership covered by 
Section 15100 of the Corporations Code~ in the manner pro­
vided by Section 15700 of the Corporations Code. 

3. If the suit is against a minor, under the age of 14 years, 
residing within this state: to such min9r, personally, and also 
to his father, mother, or guardian; or if- there be none within 
this state, then to any person having the care or control of such 
minor, or with whom he resides, or in whose service he is 
employed. -

4. If the suit is against a ·person residing within this state 
/Uld for whom a guardian or conservator has been appointed: 
to such person,and also to his gtiardianor conservator. 

5. Except as otherwise apecifically provided by statute, in 
an action or proceeding against- a local Or state public agency, 
to thec1erk, secretary, president, presiding officer or other 
head thereof or of. th.e governing body of such public agency. 
"Public agency" includes '(1) every city, county, and city 
and county; (2) every public ~ncy, authority, board, bu­
reau,.. commission, corporation, district and every other polit­
ical IilUbdivision; /Uld (3) every department and division of 
the state. 

6. In all cases where a corporation has forfeited its charter 
or right to do business in -this state, or baa dissolved, by de­
livering a copy thereof to one of the persons who have' become 
the trustees of the corporation and of ita stockholders or mem­
bers; or, in a proper case, as provided in Sections 3305 and 
3306 of the Corporations Code. 

7. If the suit is one brought against a candidate for public 
office and arises out of orinconn~ction with any matter con­
cerning his.candidacy or the ele<:tion laws and said candidate 
cannot be found within the state after diligent aearch, then 
as provided for in Section 54 of the Elections Code. 

8. -In all other cases to the defendant personally. 
Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

1343 

Gomment. Subdivision 2.1 has been add~ to Section 411 to provide greater 
assurance that the respoIisible officers of an ilnincorporated association will become 
aw~ of any action brought agaiDst the assoclation. Under laiIauare formerly con-
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tained in Code of Civil Procedure Section 388, service could be made on any "One 
or more of the associates." Under ~ubdivision 2.1, however, service must be made 
on the agent designated for service of process if the unincorporated association has 
designated such an agent and he can be found, at the address set out. in the records 
of the Secretary of State. If no agent has been designated or if the agent designated 
cannot be found at such address service may be made on any ·member of the ass0-
ciation as formerly was provided in Section 388. See 30 Cal. Jur.2d Labor § 189 
(1956); Comment, 33 Cal. L. Rev. 444, 446 (11K5). Where service is made on a 
member, howevel', a copy of the summons must also be mailed to the association 
at its last known mailing address. 

The improvements in the procedure for sei'vice on uninJ!(lrporated associations 
should do much to eliminate the problem of default judgments. Nevertheless, there 
may be cases where a member of the association is served but the association falls 
to appear in the action because its responsible office", lack knowledge of the action. 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 473 provides adequate authoriq- for relief from 
default judgments in such cases. OJ. Roell !I. P6IIJGI 00., 107 Cal. App. 708, 291 
Pac. 262 (1930) ; Robert. !I. W.lIOfl, 3 Cal. App. 32, 84 Pac. 216 (1906). 

Subdivision 2.2 has been added to Section 411 because the procedure for service 
of summons, on a foreign partnership covered by Section 15700 of the Corporations 
Code is specified in that section. 

Corporations Code Section 15700 

SBO. 5. Section 15700 of the Corporations Code is amended 
to read: 

15700. Every partnership, other tban a commercial or 
banking partnership established and transacting business in a 
place without the United States, which is domiciled without 
this state and has no regular place of business within this 
state, shall, within 40 days from the time it commences to do 
business in this state, :file a statement in the office of the Secre­
tary of State in accordance with Section 24003 designating 
some natural person or corporation as the agent of the part­
nership upon whom process. 'issued by authority of or under 
any law of this state directed against the partnership may be 
served. A copy of such designation, duly certified by the Secre­
tary of State, is sufficient evidence of such appointment. 

Such process may be served in the manner provided in sub­
division (e) of, Section 24003 on the person so designated, or, 
in the event ~at no such person has been designated. or the 
person designated cannot be found at the address as speci1led 
in -the index referred to in Section 24004, then service may be 
made by personal delivery to the Secretary of State, .Assistant 
Secretary of State or a deputy secretary of state of the process, 
together with a written statement signed by the party to the 
action seeking such service, or by his attorney, setting forth 
the last-known address of the partnership and a service fee. of 
five dollars ($5). The Secretary of State shall forthwith give 
notice of such service to the' partnership by forwarding the 
process to it by registered· mail, return receipt requested, at 
the address given in the written statement. 

Service on the person designated, or personal delivery of 
the process and statement of address together with a service 
fee of five dollars· ($5) to the Secretary of State, Assistant 
Secretary of State or a deputy secretary of state, puniuant to 
this section is a valid service on the partnership. The partner­
ship so served shall appear within 30 days after service on the 
person design~ted or within SO daXS after delivery of the 
proc~88 to the Secretary of Stat-e, .ASSistant S~retary of State 
or a d~puty ~ of stat,e. -
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Legisiative Committee Comment-Senate 

Section 15700 has been amended to adopt the general procedure provided by 
Corporations Code Section 24003 for designating an agent for service of process 
and for making service on such agent. The substantive effect of the amendment is to 
permit a foreign partnership covered by Section 15700 to designate a corporate agent 
for service of process. This gives the foreign partnership the same right as all other 
nnincorporated associations. 

Section 15700 has also been amended to. eliminate the requirement that notice of 
service be given DY telegram and to make other clarifying changes. Compare Cor­
porations Code Section 6408 '(notice by telegram not required for service on foreign 
corporation that has failed to designate agent for service of process). 

Corporations Code Section 24000 

SEO. 6, Part 4 (commencing with Section 24000) is added 
to Title 3 of the Corporations Code, to read: 

PART 4. LIABILITY; LEVIES AGAINST PROPERTY; 
DESIGNATION OF AGENT FOR SERVICE AND OF 
PRINCIPAL OFFICE 

24000. (a) As used in this part, "unincorporated ,,0-
ciation" means any partnership or other unincorporated or­
ganization of two or more persons, whether organized for profit 
or not, but does not include a government or governmental 
subdivision or agency. 

(b) As used in this section, "person" includes a natural 
person, corporation, partnership or any other unincorporated 
organization, and a government or govermilental subdivision or 
agency. 

Law Revision Commission Comment 

Comment. Section 24000 provides a definition that includes all 
private unincorporated associations of any kind and excludes all gov­
ernmental entities, authorities, boards, bureaus, commissions, depart­
ments, and associations of any kind. 

Although subdivision (a) provides that a governmental entity or 
agency is not an unincorporated association under this part; subdivision 
(b) provides that an unincorporated association is subject to this 
part even though its membership may include governmental entities 
or agencies. 

Corporations Code Section 24001 

24001. (a) Except as otherwise provided by statute, an un­
incorporated association is liable to a person who is not a mem­
ber of the association for an act or pmission of the association, 
and for the act or omission of its officer, agent, or employee act­
ing within the scope of his office, agency, or employment, to 
the same extent as if the association were a natural person. 

(b) Nothing in this section in any Wlj,y affects the rules of 
law which determine the liability between an association and a 
member of the association. 

Law Revision Comnllsslon Comment 

Comment. Section 24001 provides that unincorporated associations 
are liable for acts or omissions done by or under the authority of the 
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association to the same extent that natural persons are liable. The 
exception at the beginning of the section is intended to avoid the 
repeal of any statutory limitations on association liability, such as 
that found in Section 21400 of the Corporations Code (relating to death 
benefits payable by unincorporated fraternal societies). 

Section 24001 is probably declarative of the prior California law 
insofar as the tort liability of unincorporated associations is concerned. 
See Inglis v. Operating Engineers Local Union No. 12, 58 Cal.2d 269, 
23 Cal. Rptr. 403, 373 P.2d 467 (1962); Marshall v. Int'l Longshore­
men's & Warehousemen's Union, 57 Cal.2d 781, 22 Cal. Rptr. 2.11, 
371 P.2d 987 (1962). 

Whether Section 24001 is declarative of the prior California law re­
lating to the contractual liability of unincorporated associations is un­
certain. In the absence of statute, a contract of an unincorporated 
association was regarded as the contract of the individual ,members 
of the association who authorized or ratified the contract. Pacific 
Freight Lines v. Valley Motor Lines, Inc., 72 Cal. App.2d 505, 164 
P.2d 901 (1946) ; Security-First Nat'l Bank v. Cooper, 62 Cal. App.2d 
653, 145 P.2d 722 (1944); Leake v. City of Venice, 50 Cal. App. 462, 
195 Pac. 440 (1920). By statute, however, unincorporated associations 
have been authorized to enter into a wide variety of transactions and 
thus incur liability on behalf of the association. See, e.g., COM. CODE § 
1201 (28), (29), (30); CORP. CODE § 21200; LABOR CODE § 1126. Sec­
tion 24001 eliminates whatever gaps may have remained in the previous 
statutory provisions making unincorporated associations responsible 
for their contractual obligations. 

Corporations Code Section 24002 

24002. Only the property of an unincorporated association 
·may be levied upon under a writ of execution issued to enforce 
a judgment. against the association. 

Law Revision Commission Comment 

Comment. Section 24002 permits the plaintiff to resort only to the 
assets of an unincorporated association to satisfy a judgment against 
the association. Of course, nothing in the section precludes the plain­
tiff from also resorting to the individual property of a member of the 
association to satisfy a judgment against the member in a case where 
the member was also a party defendant. The procedure provided by 
Code of Civil Procedure Sections 414 and 989-994 may also be avail­
able in a case where the members of the association are jointly li­
able with the association on a contract and are named as joint de­
fendants. 

Insofar as Section 24002 provides that the assets of the association 
may be levied upon to satisfy a judgment against the association, it 
restates the law formerly stated in Code of Civil Procedure Section 
388. The former version of Section 388 also authorized satisfaction 
of the judgment against the association from the individual assets of 
a member who had been served with process in the action against the 
association. However, a 1959 amendment to Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 410 precluded this unless the summons served on the member 
indicated that service was being made upon him in his individual 
capacity. Under Section 24002, it is necessary not only to serve an 
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individual member in his individual capacity but also to name him as 
a defendant before a judgment can be obtained that may be satisfied 
from his individual assets. 

Corporations Code Section 24003 

24003. (a) An unincorporated association may file with 
the Secretary of State on a form prescribed by him a statement 
containing either of the following: 

(1) A statement designating the location and complete ad­
dress of the association's principal office in this state. Only 
one such 'Place may be designated. 

(2) A statement (i) designating the location and complete 
address of the association's principal office in this state in ac­
cordance with paragraph (1) or, if the association does not 
have an office in this state, designating the complete address 
of the association to which the Secretary of State shall send 
any notices required to be sent to the association under Sec­
tions 24005 and 24006, and (ii) designating 8S' agent of the 
association for service of process any natural person residing 
in this state or any corporation which has complied with Sec­
tion 3301.5 or Section 6403.5 and whose capacity to act 88 
such agent has not terminated. 

(b) If a natural person is designated is agent for service 
of process, the statement shall set forth his complete business 
or residence address. If a corporate agent is designated, the 
statement shall set forth the state or place under the laws 
of which such agent was incorporated and the name of the 
city, town, or village Wherein it has the office at which the 
association designating it 88 such agent may be served, 88 set 
forth in the certificate filea by such corporate agent pursuant 
to Section 3301.5, 3301.6, 6403.5, or 6403.6. 

(c) Presentation for filing of a statement and one copy, 
tender of the filing fee, and acceptance of the statement by 
the office of' the Secretary of State constitutes filing under 
this section. The Secretary of State shall note upon the copy 
of the statement the file number and the date of filing the 
original and delivel" or send the copy to the unincorporated 
association filing the statement. 

(d) At any time, an unincorporated association that has 
filed a statement under this section may file a new statement 
superseding the last previously filed statement. If the new 
statement does not designate an agent for service of process, 
the filing of the new statement shall be deemed to revoke the 
designation of an agent previously designated. A statement 
:filed under this section expires five years from December 31 
following the date it was filed in the office of'the Secretary 
of State, unless previously superseded by the filing of a new 
statement. 

(e ) Delivery by hand of a (lOPY of any process against the 
unincorporated association (1) to any natural person desig­
nated by it as agent, or (2) if the association has designated 
a corporate agent, at the office of such corporate agent, in the 
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city, town, or village named in the statement filed by the asso­
ciation under this section to any person at such office named 
in the certificate of such corporate agent filed pursuant to 
Section 3301.5 or 6403.5 if such certificate has not been super­
seded, or otherwise to any person at such office named in the 
last certificate filed pursuant to Section 3301.6 or 6403.6, con­
stitutes valid service on· the association. 

(f) For filing a statement as provided in this section, the 
Secretary of State shall charge and collect the fee prescribed 
in Government Code Section 12185 for :filing a designation 
of ~nt. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Senate 

Oomment. Sections 24003-24006 provide a procedure whereby an unincorporated 
association may deSignate a principal (,ffice in this state for venue purposes (Code 
of·Civil Procedure Section 395.2) and an agent upon whom service of proceJlsmay 
be made. (subdivisions 2.1 arid 2.2 of Section 411 of the Code of Civil ·Procedure). 
See the COll)Jllents to Code ()f Civil Proced\lre Sections 395.2 and.411. See also 
Comorations Code Section 13700. 

The procedure provided by Sections 24003-24006 is designed to permit the use of 
automatic data processing equipment in recording and: indexing the statemep.ts 
filed by unincorporated asSOOiations. The procedure is based in part on Commercial 
Code provisions relating to the filing of financing statements. See CommerCial Code 
Sections 9403 and 9407. ' 

Section 24003 also is based in part upon Corporatioas Code SectiQn 3301 but the 
designation of an agent is permissive rather than mandatory. 

Corporations Code Section 24004 

24004. (a) The Secretary of State shall mark each state­
ment filed under Section 24003 with a consecutive file' number 
and· the date of filing. He may destroy or otherwise dispose 
of any Such statement four years after the statement expires. 
In lieu of !letaining the 'original stateDlent,the S~retarY of 
State may retain a copy thereof in accordance with Govern­
ment Code SootioaW1i6. 

(b) The -Secretary of State shall index each statement filed 
under Section 24003 according to the name of the unincorpo­
rated association as set out in the statement and shall enter in 
the index the file number and the address of the8$iOCiation 
as set out in the statement and, if an agent for service of 
process is designated in the statement, the name of the agent 
and his address. 

(c) Upon request of any person, the Secretary of State 
shall issue his certificate showing whether, according to his 
records, there is on file in his office, on the date and hour 
stated therein, any presently effective statement filed under 
Section 24003 for an unincorporated association using a sp~­
cific name designated by the·pel'Son making the request. If 
such a statement is on file, the certificate shall include the 
information required by subdivision (b) to be included in the 
index. The fee for such a certificate is two dollars ($2). 

(d) When a statement has expired under subdivision (d) 
of Section 24003, the Secretary of 'State shall enter that fact 
in the index together with the date of such expiration. 

(e) Four years after a statement has expired, the Secre­
tary of State may delete the information concerning that 
statement from the index. 
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Legislative Committee Comment-Senate 

Comment. See the Comment to Section 24003. 

Corporations Code Section 24005 

24005. (a) An agent designated by an unincorporated as­
sociation for the service of process may file with ilie Secretary 
of State a written statement of resignation as such agent which 
shall be signed and execution thereof shall be duly acknowl­
edged by the agent. Thereupon the authority of the agent to 
act in such capacity shall cease and the Secretary of State 
forthwith shall give written notice of the filirig of the state­
ment by mail to the unincorporated association at its address 
as set out in the statement filed by the association. 

1349 

(b) Any unincorporated association may at any time file 
with the Secretary of State a revocation of a designation of an 
agent for service of process. The revocation is effective when 
filed. 

(c) Notwithstanding subdivisions (a) and (b), service made 
on an agent designated by an unincorporated association for 
service of process in the manner provided in subdivision (e) 
of Section 24003 is effective if made within 30 days after the 
statement of resignation or the revocation is filed in the office 
of the Secretary of State. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Senate 

Comment. In order that the plaintiff may rely upon a certificate from the Sec­
retary of State indicating the designation of an agent for service of process for 
30 days nom the date of the certificate, service on such agent is permitted during 
the 3O-day periOd following the filing of the statement of resignation or the revoca­
tion. Where the designation of an' agent for service of process is deemed revoked 
by the filing of a new stateJllent under subdivision (d) of Section 24003, this SO-day 
period commences. to run from the d~te of the filing of the new statement that 
superseded th~ statement designating the agent for service of process. 

Corporations Code Section 24006 

24006. Between the first day of October and the first day 
of December immediately preceding the expiration date of a 
statement filed under Section 24003, the Secretary of State 
shall send by first class mail a notice, indicating the date on 
which the statement will eXj)ire and the file number assigned 
to the statement, to the unincorporated association at its ad­
dress as set out in the statement. Neither the failure of the 
Secretary of State to mail the notice as provided in this sec­
tion nor the failure of the notice to reach the unincorporated 
association shall continue the statement in effect after the date 
of its eKJ)iration. Neither the state nor any officer or employee 
of the state is liable for damages for failure to mail the notice 
as required by this section. 
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Legislative Committee Comment-Senate 

Oomment. Section 24006 is included to minimize the danger that the unincorpo­
rated association will be unaware of the impending expiration of the statement. 

Temporary provision 

SEC. 7. A statement may be presented to the Secretary 
of State for filing at any time after the effective date of this 
act but the Secretary of State is not required to file such state­
ment prior to January 1, 1968, and no such statement is ef­
fective until January 1, 1968. 



APPENDIX IX 

Report of Assembl)," Committee on Judiciary on Senlft;e Bill No. 253 

[Extract from Assembly Journal for June 28, 1967 (1967 Regular Session).] 

In order to indicate more fully its intent with respect to Senate Bill No. 253, 
the Assembly Committee on Judiciary makes the following report. 

The comm!lnts, set out below, for variolls sections of Senate Bill No. 253 reflect 
the intent of the AlSembJ,y CGmmittee on Judiciary in approving this bill. 

lNote: 'l'hi~ report contained a comment to each section of ~enate Bill No. :!53. 
The comments are set out following the appropriate ~ection of the hill in Appendix 
X to this Report.] 

( ISf'iI • 



APPENDIX X 

Senate Bill No. 253 

CHAPTER 1104 

..A. act to add a c1tapter headi-ng imm6d4alelg ~ Sec­
no. 1237 of, aM 10 add Chapler /J (eotntn6tICMg w1& 
8ecno. 1272.01) 10 Title 7 of Pari 9 0/, Ihe Code of CW 
ProCBdMre, reZati-ng 10 emw.t domam. 

[Approved by Governor August 14, 1967. Filed with 
Secretary of State August 14, 1967.] 

The peOf'Je 01 Ihe Siale 0/ Califomia do enacl tJI 10lZotD.: 

SBal'ION 1. A chapter heading is added immediately pre­
ceding Section 1237 of the Code of Civil Procedure, to read: 

CBAPTJIIB 1. EJONmNT DoKAlN GJIINBR.U.ol.Y 

SBa. 2. Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 1272.01) ja 
added to Title 7 of Part 3 of the Code of Civil Procedure, to 
read: 

CHAl'TEe 2. EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION 
IN EMINENT DOMAIN PROCEEDINGS 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.01 

1272.01. (a) Not later than 50 days prior to the day set 
for the trial, any party to an eminent domain proceeding may 
serve upon any adverse party and file a demand to exchange 
lists of expert witnesses and statements of val1ll1tion data. 

(b) A party on whom a demand is served may, not later 
than 40 -days prior to the day set for the trial, serve upon any 
adverse party and file a cross-demand to exchange lists of ex­
pert witnesses and statements of valuation data relating to the 
parcel of property described in the demand. 

(c) The demand or cross-demand shall: 
(1) Describe the parcel of property to which the demand or 

cross-demand relates, which description may be made by refer­
ence to the complaint. 

(2) Include a statement in substantially the following form: 
, '. You are required to serve and deposit with the clerk of coUl'f; 
a list of expert witnesses and statements of valuation data in 
compliance with Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 1272.01) 
of Title 7 of Part 3' of the Code of Civil Procedure not later 
than 20 days prior to the day set for trial. Except as otherwise 
provided in that chapter, your failure to do so will constitute 
a waiver of your right to call unlisted expert witnesses during 
your case in chief and of your right to introduce on direct 
examination during your case in chief any matter that is re­
quired to be. but is not, set forth in your statements of 'Valua­
tion data." 

(d) Not later than 20 days prior to the day set for trial, 
(I3:;:! ) 
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each party who served a demand or Ci'oss-demand and each 
party upon whom a demand or cross-demand was served shall 
serve and deposit with the clerk of the court a list of expert 
witnesses and statements of valuation data. A party who served 
a'demand or cross-demand shall serve his list and statements 
upon each party on whom he served his demand or cross­
demand. Each party on whom a demand or cross-demand was 
served shall serve his list and statements upon the party who 
served the demand or cross-demand. 

(e) The clerk of the court shall make an entry in the register 
of actions for each list of expert ,witnesses and statement of 
valuation data deposited with him pursuant to this chapter. 
The lis~s and statements shall not be filed in the proceeding, 
but the clerk shall make them available to the court at the 
commencement of the trial for the limited purpose of enabling 
the <lourt to apply the provisions of this chapter. Unless the 
court otherwise orders, the clerk Iiliall, at the conclusion of 
the trial, return all lists and statements to the attorneys for the 
parties who deposited them. Lists or statements ordered by 
the court to be retained may thereafter be destroyed or other­
wise disposed of in accordance with the provisions of law gov­
erning the destruction or disposition of exhibits introduced 
in the trial. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

Oomment. This chapter provides a simplified proced;ure for exchanging .valuati~n 
information in eminent domain' cases. The procedUre IS not mandatory; It applIes 
only if it is invoked by a party to the proceeding. As to practice in Los Angeles 
County, however, see Section 1272.07 ,and the Comment to that section. 

Existence' of the procedure provided by this chapter 40ell not prevent the. use of 
depositions, interrogatoriesJ.~ or other discovery procedures In eminent domain pro­
ceedings. See Section 1272.\RS and the Comment to that section. 

In requiring that demands be served not later than 50 days before the date set 
for trial, subdivision (a) does not presuppose that, in all cases, a trial date will be 
set more than 50 days in advance of the trial. Although this usually will be the case, 
to assure timely service the party' must anticipate the trial date that may be set (at 
a pretrial or trial setting conference qr otherwise) aD,d serve his demand at least 50 
days before the date that is fixed for the: trial. The 5O-day period is necessary to 
allow time for the service of cross-demands, the preparation of lists and statements, 
and the service of such lists and statements 20 days before trial. 

Subdivision (b) permits a party upon whom a demand has been served to serve 
another demand-a cross-demand---on any other party to the proceeding. Such a 
cross-demand may be used, for example, by a party who wishes to protect himself 
from being required to reveal his expert witnesses and valuation data to a party 
who has only a nominal interest in the proceedin,; while receiving no significant 
information in return. Under these circumstances, the party upon whom the demand 
was served may wish to a.!rve a cross..demand on the party who has a substantial in­
terest in the proceeding. !Absent such cross-demand, he would obtain' no valuation 
information from this party since the exchange takes place only between the party 
who served the del!J.llnd and the party upon whom the demand was served. The cross­
demand, howeve17, may relate only to the parcel or parcelS of property described in 
the demand. This limitation takes into account the fact that several parcels may 
be included in a single proceeding even though the parcels have entirely di1ferent 
owners or sets of owners. See Code of Civil Procedure Section 1244. 

If a party serves a .demand to exchange valuation:: informatioB on another party 
to the proceeding, both the party serving the demand and the party upon whom the 
demand has been served are required to exchange such informatlon not later than 
20 days before the day set for trial. Under,8ubdivision (d) the party who serve8 a 
demand must, as a matter of course, serve his list and statements upon each party 
upon whom he served the demand. '£he parties required to make an exchange may 
stipulate or. agree to the precise time when the exchange will take place inoI:der to 
insure that it is complete and simultaneous. Absent such agreement, the exchange 
nevertheless will be substantially simultaneous because both parties normally will 
serve, and deposit with the clerk, the required lists and statements approximately 
20 ,days prior to the day set for trial. 
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l:'!ubdivision (e) requires that deposits with the clerk of lists and statements be 
entered in the register of actions. 'With respect to maintenance of the register, see 
Government Code Section 69845. Such entries will permit the court to determine 
whether a list and statements have been deposited in compliance with the chapter. 
However, the statements or appraisal reports used as statements (see subdivision 
(f) of Section 1272.02) w:ill not necessarily be in the form prescribed by court 
rules for papers to be filed. Also, the copies depositt'd with the clerk serve the lim­
ited purpose of enabling tht' trial court to, rule upon the admissibility of opinions 
and supporting data under Section 1272.05. Hence. the·subdivision does not require 
or permit the filing of lists and statements, but requires the clerk to maintain cus­
tody of them and make them available to the trial court at the commencement of the 
trial. In the usual case, the copies furnished to the court w~l have served their only 
purpose at the conclusion of evidence. The suhdivision therefore permits them to be 
returned to the attorneys. For those instances in which the copies might be of sig­
nificance in connection 'with an appeal or post-trial motion, the subdivision permits 
the court, on its own initiative or on request Of a party, to order them retained. 
In this event, the copies retained may thereafter be disposed of in the manner of ell:­
hibits introduced in the trial. The disposition of exhibits is governed by Sections 1952 
through 1952.3 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.02 

1272.02. (a) A statement of valuation data shall be ex­
changed for each person intended to be called as a witness by 
the party to testify to his opinion as to any of the following 
matters: 

(1) The value of the property or property interest being 
valued. 

(2) The amount of the damage, if any, to the remainder of 
the larger parcel from which such property is taken. 

(3) The amount of the special benefit, if any, to the re­
mainder of the larger parcel from which such property is 
taken. 

(b) The statement of valuation data shall give the name and 
business or residence address of the witness and shall include 
a statement whether the witness will testify to an opinion as to 
any of the matters listed in subdivision (a) and, as to each 
such matter upon which he Will give an opinion, what that 
opinion is and the following items to the extent that the 
opinion on such matter is based thereon: 

(1) The estate or interest being valued. 
(2) The date of valuation used by the witness. 
(3) The highest and best use of the property. 
( 4) The applicable zoning and the opinion of the witness 

as to the probability of any change in such zoning. 
(5) The sales, contracts to sell and purchase, and leases sup­

porting the opinion. 
(6) The cost of reproduction or replacement of the existing 

improvements on the property, the depreciation or obsoles­
cence the improvt1ments have suffered, and the method of 
calculation used to determine depreciation. 

(7) The gross income from the property, the deductions 
from gross income, and the resulting net income; the reason­
able net rental value attributable to the land and existing 
improvements thereon, and the estimated gross rental income 
and deductions therefrom upon which such reasonable net 
rental value is computed; the rate of capitalization used; 
and the value indicated by such capitalization. 
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(8) If the property is a portion of a larger parcel, a de­
scription of the larger parcel and its value. 

(c) With respect to each sale, contract, or lease listed under 
paragraph (5) of subdivision (b) : 

(1) The names and buSiness or residence addresses, if 
knoWD, of the parties to the transaction. 

(2) The location of the property subject to the transaction. 
(3) The date of the transaction. 
(4) If recorded, the date of recording and the volume and 

page or other identification of the record of the transaction. 
(5) The price and other terms and circumstances of the 

transaction. In lieu of stating the terms contained in any con­
tract, lease, or other document, the statement may, if the docu­
ment is av~ble for inspection by the adverse party, state 
the place where and the times when it is available for in­
spection. 

(d) If any opinion referred to in subdivision (a) is based 
in whole or in substantial part upon the opinion of another 
person, the statement of valuation data shall include the name 
and businesS Or residence address of such other person,. his 
business, ooeupation, or profession, and a statemen:t as to the 
subject matter to which his opinion relates. 

(e) Except when an appraisM report is.used as a statement 
of valuation. data as permitted by subdivision (f), the state­
ment of valuation (lata shall include a statement, signed by 
the witness, that the witness has read the statement of valua­
tion data and that it fairly and correctly states his opinions 
and knowledge as to the matters therein stated. 

(f) An appraisal report that has been prepared by the wit­
ness which includes the information required to be included 
in a ~tatement of valuation data may be used as a statement 
of valuation data under this chapter. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

1355 

O __ t. \ Section 1272.02 provides for "statements of valuation data" and spe­
cifies the required content of a statement whether it is specially prepared for pur­
~s of this chapter or is .an appraisal report prepar.ed by the expert witness. 

8vbtlifltltMa (a). Section 1272.O'.l~require8. that a statement of valuation data be 
provided for each person who 'is to testify to his opinion as to valUl, damages, or spe­
cial benefits, whether-or not that person is to qualify as an ex\"!rt. For exaJ,llple, a 
statement must be provided for the owner of the p~ro~rty if he 18 to testify concern­
ing value, damages, or special benefits. See EVIDENCE CODE § 813(;a)(2) (owner 
may testify concerning value). 

8vbtlifliliotl8. (b) and (0). These subdivisions require that each statement of 
valuation data recite whether the witness has an opinion as to value, damages, or 
special benefits and; if he does, what that opinion is. These subdivisions also require 
thell/!tting forth of specified basic data to the extent that any opinion is based 
thereon.' Of. EVIDENCE CODE II 814.-821. The subjlivisions do not require that 
the specified data be set forth if the witness' opinion is not based thereon even 
thoughsucb datarnay have been compiled or ascertained by the witness .. For ex­
ample, if an appraiser does not supporf"his opinion as to value by reference to re­
production costs or a capitalization of income, the infenilation specified by para· 
graphs (6) and (7) of subdivision (b) need not be given ~n his statement or 
appraisal report. Also, the sup,ortiJil data NliuiM by nlMlivillila (It) eolllJllOllly 
will pertain to the witness' opiaion as to fthe, aM ~ ........ will lie Ma­
sidered by the witness to support his opinion as to damages and special benefits. In 
this case, the statement or appraisal report. may silQply recite that the opinil)n as ·to 
damages or special benefits.is supported by the same data as the opinion as to value. 
The required information, llowever, may not be identical with ~t to all opinions 
of ;the witness. For example, .the witness" opinion as to the "highest and best use" of 
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the re!Dainder of a larger parcel may not be the same use he contemplated in 
forming his opinion as to the valqe of the portion being taken. In such a case, sub­
division (b) requires that the item of supporting data be stated separately with 
respect to each opinion of the witne88. 

Svbdi1Ji8ion (d). Subdivision (d) requires that each valuation statement give 
the name, address and profe88ion of any person who will not be called as a witne88 
but upon whose opinion the testimony of the valuation witne88 will be based in whole 
or substantial part. For example, a real estate appraiser's opinion as to an ele­
ment of severance damages will often.be based on the opinioIior estimate of an en­
gineer or contractor as to the costs -of repairs, fencing, or the like. The additional 
information is needed by the adverse party not only for the general purpose of 
properly preparing for trial but also to enable him to utilize his right under Section 
804 of the Evidence Code to call the other expert .. and examine him as if under 
cro88-examination concerning his opinion. The subdivision also 'requires a statement 
of the subject matter of the supportini opinion. As to this requirement and the 
parallel Nquirement under Section 1212.08, see the Comment to Section 1272.08. 

Svbdwgitm(e). Subdivision (e) requires that each valuation statement include 
a recitation, signed by the witne881 that he has read the statement and that it 
aceurately reflects his opinions and Informations. The purpose ot t,be requirement is 
to guard .against misinterpretation or Dliutatement of the witneaa' opinions or sup­
porting data in preparation of the statement. 

S.Wivgitm (f). Ordinarily an appraisal report prepared by an expert witneaa 
will contain all of the information required by 8ubdivisions (b), (e), and (d) to be 
set forth for such.witne88. To the extent that th~ report does 80, this sulldbision 
permits uee of the report in lieu of a statement of valution c1ata for such witnellll. 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.03 

1272.03. The list of expert witnesses shall include the 
name, business or residence address, and business, occupation, 
or profeJilSion of .each person intended to be called as an expert 
witness by the party and a statement as to the subject matter 
to· which his testimony relates. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

Comment. Section 1212.08 requires the list of expert witne8llell to include all pet'­
sons to be called as experts. The list therefore must Include not only the valuation 
experts for whom statements of valuation data or appraisal reports are required by 
Section 1212.02, but Idso any experts who will testify conceniint other matters that 
may be presented to the trier of fact to facilitate understaIidiDK and weighini of 
the valuation testimony. See EVIDENCE OODE II 81S(b). 814. For example, in 
a case involving a partial taking, if a party intends to present expert teatfIllonY con­
cerniIlLthe charaeter of the' improvement to be constructed by the plaintiff (see 
EVIDENOE OODE. § StS(h», the proposed witne88 must be listed. Similarly, a 
party u. required to list a structural engineer who is to testify concerning th.e struc­
tural soundneilll of an existing building or a geologist who is to testify concerning 
the existence of valuable minerals on the properq. 

In addition to naming each propOsed expert WItness, the list must dYe his addreu, 
indicate his· profession or ealling, and identify the subject matter 01 his~. 
For example, the subject matter may be jdentified as "valuation testimony," "charac­
ter of rroposed improvement," "strUetural soundness of buildiDK ,on subject prop­
erty," 'existence of oil on subject property," and the like. This IUrther information 
is necessary to appriee the adverse pa~ of the ral!8e and .!!!!~ral natUre of the ex­
pert testimonY to be pl'Cl8ented at the trial. Unlike Section l212.02, this section doee 
not require that the particulars of the expert opinion be stated or that the support­
ing faetual data be II(It forth. 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.04 

1272.04. (a) A party who is required to exchange lists of 
exPert witnesse.s and statements of valuation da~ shall dili­
gently give notice to the parties upon whom his list and state­
ments were served if, after service of his listlUld state-
ments, he: . 

(1) Determines to call an expert witness not included in 
his list of expert witnesses to testify on direct examination 
during his case in chief; 

(2) Determines to have a witness called by him testify on 
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direct examination during his case in chief to any opinion or 
data required to be listed in the statement of valuation data 
for that witness but which W8$' not so listed; or 

(3) Discovers any'data required to be listed in a statement 
of valuation data but which .was not so listed. 

(b) The notice required by subdivision (a) shall include 
the information specified in Sections 1272.02 and 1272.03 and 
shall be in writing; but such notice is ,not required to be in 
writing if it is given after the commencement of the trial. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Asaembly 
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Oomment. Section 1272.~ requires that a party promptly adviseUle other party 
if he intends to call an expert witness required to be but not included in ,hia list 
'of expert witnesses or to have a witness called by him to testify to an opinion or 
data required to be but not listed in a statement of valuation ,data. Compliance with 
the section does not, however, insure that the party will be permitted to call the 
witness or have a Witness testify as to the opinion or data. See Section 1272.06: 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.05 

1272.05. Except as provided in Section 1272.06, upon ob­
jection of any party who has served his list of expert wit­
nesses and statements of valuation data in compliance with 
Section 1272.01: 

(a) No party required to serve a list of expert witne8Sell 
may call an expert witness to t~stify on direct examination 
during the case in chief of the party calling him unless the 
information required by Section 1272J)3 for such witness is 
included in the list served by the party who calls the witness. 

(b) No party required to serve statements of valuation 
data may call a witness to testify on direct examination during 
the case in chief of the party calling hiD). to his opinion of the 
value of, the property described in the demand or cross-demand 
or the amount of the damage or benefit, if any, to the remain. 
der of the larger parcel from, which such property is taken 
unless a statement of valuation data for the witness was served 
by the party who calls the witness. . 

(c) No witness called by any party required to serve state· 
,ments of valuation data may testify on direct examination 
during the case in chief of the party who ,called him to any 
opinion or data required to be listed in the statement of vilu· 
ation data for such witness unless such opinion or data is 
listed in' tPe statement served, except that testimony that is 
merely an explanation or, elaboration of data so listed is not 
inadmissible under this section. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

Oomment. Section 1272.05 ,provides a sanction calculated to insure'. that the 
parties make a good faith exchange of lists of expert witnesses and essential valua­
tion data. For applications of the same sanction to other required, pretrial dis­
closures, see Code of Civil Procedure Sections' 4M (copies of accounts) and 2032 
(physicians' statements). Although the furnishing of a list, of expert witnesses and 
statements of valuation data is analogous to responding to interrogatories or a re­
quest for admissions, the consequences specified by Code of Civil Procedure Section 
2034 for failure or refusal to make discovery are not made applicable to a failure to 
comply with the requirements of this chapter. Existence of the sanction provided by 
Section 1272.05 does not, of course, prevent those consequences from attaching to a 
failure to make discovery when regular discovery techniques are invoked in the 
proceeding. 
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Under exceptional circumstances, the court is authorized to permit the use of a 
witne88 or of valuation data not included in the list or statements. See Section 
1272.06 and the Comment to that section. 

Section 1272.05 liimts only the calling of a witness, or the presentation of 
testimony, during the case in chief of the party calling the witness or presenting the 
testimony. The section does not preclude a party from calling a witness in rebuttal 
or having a witness _give rebuttal testimony that ts otherwise proper. See San 
FranciBco 11. Tillman EBtate Co., 205 Cal. 651, 272 Pac. l585 (1928) ; State 11. Loop, 
127 Cal. App.2d 786, 274 P.2d 885 (1954). The section also does not preclude a 
party trom bringing out additional data on redirect examination where it is neces­
sary to meet matters brought out on the cross-examinatioJ;l. of his witness. However, 
the court should take care to confi~ a party's rebuttal case aJ;J.d his redirect examina­
tion of his witnesses to their purpose of meeting matters brought out during the 
adverse. party's case or cr088-examination of his witnesses. A party should not be 
permitted to defeat the purpose of this chapter by reserving witnesses and valuation 
data for use in rebuttal where IUch witnesses could aJ;J.d should have been used during 
the case in chief and such valuation data presented during the direct examination. 

Application of the concept of "case in chief' to thepreseJ;J.tation of evidence by 
the plaintilf requires particular attention. As the burden of proof on the i88ues of 
value and damages is upon the defendants (see San FranciBco 11. Tillman E.tafe (Jo., 
,upra), those parties. ordinarily are permitted to present their case in chief first in 
the order of the trial. Therefore, the following presentation by the plaintilf' may 
include evidence of two kindS; i.e., evidence compming the case in chief of the 
plaintilf and evidence in rebuttal of evidence previously presented by the defendants. 
If the evidence offered in rebuttal is proper as such, thts section does not prevent 
its presentation at that time. 

Code of Civil 'Procedure Section 1272.06 
1272.06. (a) The court may, upon such terms as may be 

just, permit a party to call a witness, or permit a witness 
called by a party to testify to an opinion or data on direct 
examiDation, during the party's case in chief where such 
witness, opinion, or data is required to be, but is not, included 
in such party's list of expert witnesses or sta~ents of valu­
ation data q the court finds that such party has made a good 
faith effort to comply with Sections 1272.01 to 1272.03, inclu­
sive, that he has complied with Section 1272.04, and that, by 
the date of the service of his list and statements, he: 

(1) Would not in the exercise of reasonable diligence have 
determined to call such witness or discovered or listed such 
opinion or data; or 

(2) Failed to determine to call such witness or to discover 
or list such opinion or data through mistake, inadvertence, 
surprise, or excusable neglect. 

(b) In making a determination under this section, the court 
shall take into account the extent to which the opposing party 
has relied upon the list of expert witnesses and statements. of 
valuation data and will be prejudiced if the witness is called 
or the testimony concerning such opinion or data is given. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

(Jomment. Seetion 1272.06 allows the court to permit a party who has made a 
good faith effort to comply with Sections 1272.01-1272.04 to call a witness or use 
valuation data that was not included in his list of expert witnesSes or statements of 
valuation data. The standards set out in the section are similar to those applied 
under Code of Civil Procedure Section 657 (for granting a new trial upon newly dis­
covered evidence) and under. Code of ·Civil Procedure Section 473 (for relieving a 
party from default). The court· .. should apply the same standards in making deter­
minations under this section. The consideration listed in subdivision (b) is important 
but is not neCessarily the only consideration to be taken into account in making 
determinations under this section. 

The court, in permitting a party to call a witness or use valuation data under 
this section, mily impose such limitations and conditions as the court determines to 
be just under the circumstances of the particular case. 
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Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.07 

1272.07. Thi$ chapter does not apply in any eminent 
domain proceeding in any county having a population in ex­
cess of 4,000,000 in which a pretrial conference is held. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 
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Oomment. Section 1272.07 makes this chapter inapplicable in an eminent do­
main proceeding in Los Angeles County if a pretrial conference is held in the 
proceeding. In that county, the volu~e .of eminent domain cases has required cre­
ation of a special department for the disposition of various matters before trial in 
s!lch cases. ~hat volume and !!xperience with the IlPecial department have also given 
rIse to specIal procedures that are not followed aild are not available in any other 
county. Among these procedures is a well estl!.blished sY!ltem for disclosibg valuation 
dat~ under judicial supervision. This system and other procedures before trial are 
provided for by a policy memorandum. See PoliCfl MemQf'andum, Eminent Domain 
(Including Inverse OQndemnationj, S.uperior Court, Count}' of -Los Angeles (dated 
June 15, 1966; effective July 1, 19(6) ; McCoy, Pretrial in Eminent· Domain Aclion~, 
88 L.A. Bar Bull. 439 (1963), reprintE'd ill_ 1 Modern Practice 'Commentator 514 
(1964). Under the memorandum, an initial pretrial order requires that all appraisal 
reports be furnished to the court at the time of a final pretrial conference, At the 
final conference the reports are exchanged among the ,parties if tl;1e court determines 
the reports to be "comparable" and an excharige to be appropriate in the' particular 
case. Valuation opinions and data that are not disclosed under this' procedure may 
not be introduced at the trial. .The power of that court to require such an exchange 
in connection with pretrial conferences was recognized in Swar'tzman v. Superior 
Oourt, 231 Cal App.2d 195, 200-204, 41 Cal. Rptr. 721, 726-728 (1964). 

Accordingly, Section 1272.07 makes this chapter, and the simplified procedure it 
provides, inapplicable in Los Angeles proceedings' in which one or more pretrial 
conferences are held. In such proceedings; the procedure' for exchanging information 
provided by this chapter would be superfluous. In cases in which no conference is 
held, however, the procedure provided by this ch~pter s'hould be available to the 
parties. The exclusion therefore is limited_ to cases ill which a pretrial conference 
is held. 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.08 

1272.08. The procedure provided in this chapter does not 
prevent the use of discovery procedures or limit the matters 
that are discoverable in eminent domain proceedings. Neither 
the existence of the procedure provided by this chapter, nor 
the fact that it has or has not been invoked by a party -to the 
proceeding, affects the time for completion of discovery in the 
proceeding. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

Oomment. IThis chapter has no effect on the use of discovery procedures, on the 
matters that may be discovered, or 011 the time for completion of discovery. It should 
be noted, however, that a party may be entitled to a protective order if rio good cause 
is shown, for the taking of a deposition of his expert prior to the exchange of valua· 
tion datil. See Swartzman v. Superior Oourt, 231 Cal. App.2d 195, 41 Cal. RlItr. 
721 (1964). 

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1272.09 

1272.09. Nothing in this chapter makes admissible any evi­
dence that is not otherwise admissible or permits a witness to 
base an opinion on any matter that is not a proper basis for 
such an opinion. 

Legislative Committee Comment-Assembly 

Oomment. The admission of evidence in eminent domain proceedings is governed 
by Evidence Code Sections 810-822 and other provisions of the Evidence Code. The 
exchange of information pursuant to this chapter has no effect on the rules set out 
in the Evidence Code. 
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The California Law Revision Commission was directed by Resolution Chapter 130 
of the Statutes of 1965 to study condemnation law and procedure. 

The Commission submits herewith Its recommendation on one aspect of this subject 
that appears to be In need of Immediate attention-recovery of the condemnee's 
expenses on abandonment of an eminent domain proceeding. In 1961, the Legislature 
enacted legislation recommended by the Commission that codified an equitable rule 
for determining when an eminent domain proceeding mayor may not be abandoned, 
but that legislation was only incidentally concerned with the subject of this 
recommendation. See Recommendatio" and Study Rela.titlg to Taking POBBeBBion and 
PaBBag.eof Title in Emitlent Domain ProceedingB, 3 CAL. LAw REVISION COMM'N, 
REP., REC. & STUDIES at B-1 (1961) and Cal. Stats. 1961, Ch. 1613, p. 3442. 

For the research study upon which this recommendation is based, see Taylor, 
POBBeBBion Prior to Final Judgment in California Condemnation Procedlure, 7 SANTA 
CLARA LAWYER 37, 98-101 (1966), reprinted In the Commission's Tentative Recom­
mendation and a Study Relating to POBBeBsion Prior to Final Judgment and Related 
Problems (September 1967). 
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
LAW REVISION COMMISSION 

relating to 

Recovery of Condemnee's Expenses on Abandonment 
of an Eminent Domain Proceeding 

Section 1255a of the Code of Civil Procedure permits the condemnor 
to abandon an eminent domain proceeding at any time after the filing 
of the complaint and before the expiration of 30 days after final judg­
ment. The section provides, however, that upon :plotion 'of the co~demnee 
the court may set aside such an abandonment if it determines "that 
the position of the moving party has been substantially changed to his 
detriment in justifiable reliance upon the proceeding and such party 
cannot be restored to SUbstantially the same position as if the proceeding 
had not been commenced." 

Section 1255a also includes a provision that permits the condemnee 
to recover certain expenses upon abandonment: 

(c) Upon the denial of a motion to set aside such abandonment 
or, if no such motion is filed, upon the expiration of the time for 
filing such a motion, on motion of any party, a judgment shall be 
entered dismissing the proceeding and awarding the defendants 
their costs and disbursements, which shall include all necessary 
expenses incurred in preparing for trial and during trial and 
reasonable attorney fees. These costs and disbursements, including 
expenses and attorney fees, may be claimed in and by a cost bill, 
to be prepared, served, filed and taxed as in civil actions; provided, 
however, that upon judgment of dismissal on motion of plaintiff, 
defendants, and each of them, may file a cost bill within 30 days 
after notice of entry of such judgment; that said costs and dis­
bursements shall not include expenses incurred in preparing for 
trial where the action is dismissed 40 days or more prior to the 
time set for the pretrial conference in the action or, if no pretrial 
conference is set, the time set for the trial of the action. 

The general purpose of this provision is to reimburse the condemnee 
for the expenses he necessarily incurs by reason of the condemnor's 
failure to carry the eminent domain proceeding through to its con­
clusion.1 It has been held that reasonable attorney's fees may be re-
I See Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co. v. Monolith Portland Cement CO'I 234 Cal. App.2d 352, 

44 Cal. Rptr. 410 (1965) : Oak Grove School Dist. v. City Title Ins. Co., 217 
Cal. App.2d 678, 32 Cal. Rptr. 288 (1963); County of Kern v. Galatas, 200 
Cal. App.2d 353, 19 Cal. Rptr. 348 (1962). For a summary of California de­
cisions, see Annot., 92 A.L.R.2d 355,377 (1963). 

If the proceeding is carried tllrough to its conclusion, attorney. appraisal, and 
expert witness fees are not recoverable. People v. Bowman, 173 Cal. App.2d 
416, 343 P.2d 267 (1959); City of Los Angeles v. Vickers, 81 Cal. App. 737, 
254 Pac. 687 (1927); Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. Chubb, 24 Cal. App. 265. 
141 Pac. 36 (1914). See also Frustuck v. City of Fairfax, 230 Cal. App.2d 412, 
41 Cal. Rptr. 56 (1964). 

( 1365 ) 
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covered regardless of when the proceeding is dismissed but that no 
other expense incurred in preparing for trial may be recovered if the 
proceeding is dismissed 40 days or more prior to the day set for the 
pretrial conference or, if no pretrial conference is set, the day set for 
the triaP 

Section 1255a itself states the explicit policy that abandonment 
will not be permitted if the condemnee "cannot be restored to sub­
stantially the same position as if the proceeding had not been com­
menced. ' , Yet, the 40-day restriction on recovery of fees for the services 
of appraisers and other experts and other expenses of preparing for 
trial may preclude the condemnee from recovering a substantial portion 
of the expenses he necessarily incurred as a result of the proceeding. 
The 40-day restriction upon "expenses incurred in preparing for trial" 
was included in Section 1255a when that section was added in 1911 to 
assure the condemnee that his costs, fees. and expenses would be de­
frayed upon abandonment of the proceeding.3 The apparent purpose 
of imposing the restriction was to prevent recoupment of expenses 
needlessly incurred in view of the early dismissal, but it is far from 
clear that the restriction was intended to apply to fees reasonably 
incurred, for the services of appraisers and other experts.4 In any 
event, the courts in applying Section 1255a have imposed a requirement 
that, to be recoverable. any fees, disbursements, or expenses must be 
incurred reasonably.5 To effectuate the salutary policy of restoring 
the condemnee "to substantially the same position as if the proceeding 
had not been commenced," the Commission recommends that the 40-
day limitation be deleted. That arbitrary limitation should be replaced 
by a general requirement that, to be recoverable, any expense must be 
reasonably and necessarily incurred. 

The Commission further recommends that Section 1255a be amended 
to codify what appears to be the rule under existing law (where the 
4O-day restriction is not applicable) that the condemnee's recoverable 
costs and disbursements upon abandonment of the proceeding include 
reasonable attorney's fees. appraisal fees. and fees for the servIces of 
other experts where such fees were actually incurred and were reason­
ably necessary to protect the defendant's interests in the proceeding, 
whether such fees were incurred for services rendered before or after 
the proceeding was commenced.6 This rule recognizes that the attorney 
may render substantial services in protecting his client's interests in 
the proceeding even before the complaint is filed. In the leading decision, 

2 La Mesa-Spring Valley School Dist. v. Otsuka, 57 Cal.2d 309, 19 Cal. Rptr. 479, 
369 P.2d 7 (1962). 

3 See Cal. Stats. 1911, Ch. 208, § 1, p. 377. 
4 For the probable source of Section 1255a and a statement of the law as it existed 

before enactment of that section, see Southern Pac. R.R. v. Reis Estate Co., 15 
Cal. App. 216,114 Pac. 808 (1911). 

Ii See California Interstate Tel. Co. v. Prescott, 228 Cal. App.2d 408, 39 Cal. Rptr. 
472 (1964) ; Decoto School Dist. v. M. & S. Tile Co., 225 Cal. App.2d 310, 37 
Cal. Rptr. 225 (1964). 

6 La Mesa-Spring Valley School Dist. v. Otsuka, 57 Cal.2d 309, 19 Cal. Rptr. 479, 
369 P.2d 7 (1962) (attorney's fee) ; Port San Luis Harbor Dist. v. Port San 
Luis Transp. Co., 213 Cal. App.2d 689, 29 Cal. Rptr. 136 (1963) (engineers' 
fees) . 
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La Mesa-Spring Valley School Dist. v. Otsuka,1 the California Supreme 
Court reasoned as follows: 

Eminent domain, so far as the defendant is concerned, is not based 
upon any activity on his part. There is no voluntary element in 
such an action. When the public agency announces its intention to 
take his property, it is telling the owner that he must sell his 
property whether he wants to or not. . . . Faced with such a 
threat, any reasonably prudent property owner would retain an 
attorney to protect his interests, even before the filing of suit. The 
careful lawyer, to adequately represent his client in this stage of 
negotiations, will perform many services which will be helpful 
and necessary if a complaint is filed and the case goes to trial. The 
condemnation defense lawyer, for both trial and pretrial negotia­
tions, must acquire a working knowledge not only of the legal 
principles involved, but also of local real estate practices, appraisal 
theories and engineering techniques .... Almost necessarily, 
whether suit has been filed or not, he must inspect the property, 
prepare demonstrative evidence, look up the applicable law and 
engage in conferences with appraisers and lay witnesses in an 
efl'ort to ascertain land use and value. . . . If these services are 
rendered after the filing of suit they clearly are recoverable. . . . 
Of course, if suit is never filed the land owner would have to pay 
the fees of his attorney, because it is only in the event suit is filed 
that attorney fees are recoverable. If suit is not filed the landowner 
must pay the price of his diligence in protecting his property. 
But if suit is filed, there is no sound reason why the trial court 
should exclude these prior services in determining a reasonable fee 
merely because performed before the action is commenced. The 
statute contemplates reimbursement for the attorney's fees rea­
sonably incurred in preparing for trial. It would be ridiculous to 
require the attorney to repeat formally all of this work after the 
complaint is filed in order to protect his client's rights under 
section 1255a in the event of an abandonment. 

For these reasons. in the event of abandonment, section 1255a, 
properly interpreted, permits attorney's fees to be allowed for 
services rendered in connection with the proposed taking whether 
those services are rendered before or after the filing of the action, 
provided only that they are the type of services that are reasonably 
necessary to protect the defendant's interests at the expected trial. 
The plaintifl' should not escape liability because of the defendant's 
foresight and the fortuitous dates upon which the suit and the 
notice of abandonment happened to be filed. Plaintifl' could have 
avoided assessment of costs by not filing the suit. Having done so, 
without prosecuting the suit to its conclusion, plaintifl' has brought 
itself within the provisions of section 1255a and must now pay the 
penalty imposed by that section. [Citations omitted.] 

Although the Court's holding is limited to attorney's fees, its reasoning 
applies with equal force to the fees of appraisers and other experts 

757 Cal.2d 309, 317-318, 19 Cal. Rptr. 479, 484, 369 P.2d 7, 12-13 (1962). 
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necessarily incurred for the protection of the condemnee's interests.s 
Considerations of fairness require not only that the condemnee be 
reimbursed for the fees of his attorney in conferring with appraisers 
and other experts but also that he be reimbursed for the fees of the 
experts with whom his attorney confers. The Commission believes, 
further, that the condemnee and his attorney should be encouraged, 
rather than discouraged, in obtaining information from appraisers and 
other experts that will enable the attorney to negotiate a settlement 
of the matter before a complaint is filed. The recommended revision of 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1255a would accomplish this objective. 

Finally, the Commission recommends that Section 1255a be amended 
to include an express statement that, in the case of a partial abandon­
ment, recoverable costs and disbursements shall not include any cost 
or disbursement, or any portion thereof, which would have been in­
curred had the property or property interest to be taken after the 
partial abandonment been the property or property interest originally 
sought to be taken. The condemnee should be entitled to recover costs 
and disbursements reasonably and necessarily incurred prior to the 
abandonment which would !Jot have been necessary if the original com­
plaint had been limited to the property or property interest subject to 
the proceeding after the abandonment, but he should not recover any 
costs or disbursements which would have been incurred notwithstand­
ing the change in the nature of the taking. For example, where the con­
demnor originally determines to take a fee interest but later amends its 
complaint to exclude mineral interests from the property sought to be 
taken, the condemnee ordinarilv should be entitled to recover the rea­
sonable cost of an appraisal ma"de of the value of the mineral interests 
since this expense will have no value in the proceeding after the partial 
abandonment.9 On the other hand, where there is a realignment of a 
highway right of way resulting in a slight decrease in the amount of 
property sought to be taken, the court ordinarily should not allow the 
condemnee any fees or expenses under Section 1255a because the 
change in the amount of property to be taken will have no effect on 
the property owner's expenditures in protecting his interests in the 
proceeding .10 

The Commission's recommendation would be effectuated by the 
enactment of the following measure: 

An act to amend Section 1255a of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
relating to eminent domain. 

The people of the State of California do enact as foUows: 

SECTION 1. Section 1255a of the Code of Civil Procedure is 
amended to read: 

8 Indeed. as the Court points out. the attorney for the property owner cannot effec· 
tively handle settlement negotiations without the services of such experts. The 
rule applied by the Court to attorney's fees has been applied to fees for the 
services of other experts. See Port San Luis Harbor Dist. v. Port San Luis 
Transp. Co., 213 Cal. App.2d 689, 29 Cal. Rptr. 136 (1963) (engineers' fees). 

9 See Metropolitan Water Dist. v. Adams, 23 Cal.2d 770, 147 P.2d 6 (1944). 
10 See County of Kern v. Galatas, 200 Cal. App.2d 353, 19 Cal. Rptr. 348 (1962). 
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1255a. (a) The plaintiff may abandon the proceeding at 
any time after the filing of the complaint and before the 
expiration of 30 days after final judgment, by serving on 
defendants and filing in court a written notice of such aban­
donment"t tHMl. Failure to comply with Section 1251 of this 
code shall constitute an implied abandonment of the pro­
ceeding. 

(b) The court may, upon motion made within 30 days after 
such abandonment, set aside the abandonment if it determines 
that the position of the moving party has been substantially 
changed to his detriment in justifiable reliance upon the pro­
ceeding and such party cannot be restored to substantially the 
same position as if the proceeding had not been commenced. 

(c) Upon the denial of a motion to set aside such abandon­
ment or, if no such motion is filed, upon the expiration of the 
time for filing such a motion, on motion of any party, a judg­
ment shall be entered dismissing the proceeding and awarding 
the defendants their recoverable costs and disbursements; 
~. RecQverable costs and disbursements sIteIl include (1) 
all BeeeSSftPy expenses reasonably and necessarily incurred in 
preparing for trial and during trial and (2) reasonable attor­
ney fees, appraisal fees, and fees for the services of other 
experts where such fees were reasonably and necessarily in­
curred to protect the defendant's interests in the proceeding, 
whether such fees were incurred for services rendered before or 
after the filing of the complaint. In case of a partial abandon­
ment, recoverable costs and disbursements shall not include 
any cost or disbursement, or portion thcreof, which would have 
been incurred had the property or property interest sought to 
be taken aftcr the partial abandonment been the property or 
property interest originally sought to be taken. ~ Recover­
able costs and disbursements, including expenses and 8tiePB~ 
fees, may be claimed in and by a cost bill, to be prepared, 
served, filed, and taxed as in civil actions."t ~pe¥iEleEl, hew­
e¥eP; ~ Upon judgment of dismissal on motion of the plain­
tiff, the ElefeBs8Bts, aaft eaeft. ef ~ ~ file ft cost bill shall 
be filed within 30 days after notice of entry of such judgment"t 
~ saffi eeats ftBt'l sislllipseHleBts ~ Bet iBelliEle e§~eB8e8 
iBeliPpea 1ft ~pep8piBg fep ~ wtiePe the ~ je EliBHlisseEl 
4Q ftays ei' fBePe ~ t& the ame ~ fep the ~petpi81 eeafep.. 
eaee 1ft the ~ 6P; if flt) ~petl'i81 eeBfel'eBee is set; tfte ame 
~ fep the ~ ef the ~ . 

(d) If, after the plaintiff takes possession of or the defend­
ant moves from the property sought to be condemned in com­
pliance with an order of possession, the plaintiff abandons the 
proceeding as to such property or a portion thereof or it· is 
determined that the plaintiff does not have authority to take 
such property or a portion thereof by eminent domain, the 
court shall order the plaintiff to deliver possession of such 
property or such portion thereof to the parties entitled to the 
possession thereof and shall make such provision as shall be 
just for the payment of damages arising out of the plaintiff's 
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taking and use of the property and damages for any loss or 
impairment of value suffered by the land and improvements 
after the time the plaintiff took possession of or the defendant 
moved from the property sought to be condemned in compli­
ance with an order of possession, whichever is the earlier. 

Comment. Subdivision (c) of Section 1255a requires that the plain­
tiff reimburse the defendant for all expeJlses reasonably and necessarily 
incurred in preparing for trial and during trial if the plaintiff fails 
to carry an eminent domain proceeding through to its conclusion. 

Under prior law, reasonable attorney's fees were recoverable regard­
less of when the proceeding was dismissed, but other expenses incurred 
in preparing for trial were subject to a limitation that precluded their 
recovery if the action was dismissed 40 days or more prior to pretrial 
or trial. La Mesa-Spring Valley School Dist. v. Otsuka, 57 Cal.2d 309, 
19 Cal. Rptr. 479, 369 P.2d 7 (1962). This limitation has been deleted 
and such expenses may now be recovered without regard to the date 
that the proceeding is dismissed. 

Subdivision (c) provides for the recovery of attorney's fees, appraisal 
fees, and fees for services of other experts if the fees are reasonable in 
amount and are reasonably incurred to protect the defendant's interests 
in the proceeding. If they are so incurred. they may be recovered even 
though the services are rendered before the filing of the complaint in 
the eminent domain proceeding. In this respect, the subdivision con­
tinues prior law. See La Mesa-Spring Valley School Dist. v. Otsuka, 
57 Cal.2d 309. 19 Cal. Rptr. 479, 369 P.2d 7 (1962) (attorney's fees) ; 
Port San Luis Harbor Dist. v. Port San Luis Transp. Co., 213 Cal. 
App.2d 689, 29 Cal. Rptr. 136 (1963) (engineers' fees). See also Decoto 
School Dist. v. M. &7 S. Tile Co., 225 Cal. App.2d 310. 37 Cal. Rptr. 225 
(1964) (attorney's fees allowed under Section 1255a for services in 
connection with an appeal). 

Subdivision (c), of course, permits recovery of fees and expenses 
only if a complaint is filed and the proceeding is later dismissed. The 
subdivision has no application if the efforts or resolution of the plaintiff 
to acquire the property do not culminate in the filing of a complaint. 

In applying this section. and particularly in applying subdivision 
(c), the appellate courts have formulated the concept of "partial 
abandonment" so that the section will cover those cases in which the 
nature of the property or property interest being taken is substantially 
changed by the condemnor after the proceeding is begun. See Metro­
politan Water Dist. v. Adams. 23 Cal.2d 770. 147 P.2d 6 (1944); Peo­
ple v. Superior Court, 47 Cal App.2d 393. 118 P.2d 47 (1941); Yolo 
Water etc. Co. v. Edmands. 50 Cal. App. 444.196 Pac. 463 (1920). The 
third sentence of subdivision (c) has been added to make clear that, in 
allowing costs and disbursements on a partial abandonment, the court 
should not include any items which would have been incurred notwith­
standing the partial abandonment. The sentence codifies the view ex­
pressed in County of Kern v. Galatas, 200 Cal. App.2d 353, 19 Cal. 
Rptr. 348 (1962), that in such cases the condemnee should not receive 
a "windfall" by recovering costs and disbursements that he would 
have incurred regardless of the change in the nature of the taking. See 
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also Metropolitan Water Dist. v. Adams. supra; Pacific Tel. &i Tel. Co. 
v. Monolith Portland Cement Co., 234 Cal. App.2d 352, 44 Cal. Rptr. 
410 (1965). 

In a variety of relatively unusual situations, the question has arisen 
whether or not there has occurred such an "abandonment" or "partial 
abandonment" as to entitle the condemnee to costs and disbursements 
under this section. See La Mesa-Spring Valley School Dist. v. Otsuka, 
57 Cal.2d 309, 19 Cal. Rptr. 479, 369 P.2d 7 (1962); Los Angeles v. 
Agardy, 1 Ca1.2d 76, 33 P.2d 834 (1934); City of Los Angeles v. Ab­
bott, 217 Cal. 184, 17 P.2d 993 (1932); Mountain View Union High 
School v. Ormonde, 195 Cal. App.2d 89, 15 Cal. Rptr. 461 (1961); 
County of Los Angeles v. Hale, 165 Cal. App.2d 22, 331 P.2d 166 
(1958) ; Torrance Unified School Dist. v. Alwag, 145 Cal. App.2d 596, 
302 P.2d 881 (1956); Whittier Union High School Dist. v. Beck, 45 
Cal. App.2d 736, 114 P.2d 731 (1941) ; City of Bell v. American States 
W.S. Co., 10 Cal. App.2d 604. 52 P.2d 503 (1934) (total abandon­
ments) ; Metropolitan Water Dist. v. Adams, supra; County of Kern v. 
Galatas, supra; Pacific Tel. &i Tel. Co. v. Monolith Portland Cement 
Co., supra (partial abandonments). Although certain limited excep­
tions have been recognized, the courts have generally interpreted the 
section as intended to require the condemnor to indemnify the condem­
nee against loss whenever the condemnor fails to· complete the proceed­
ing. See Oak Grove School Dist. v. City Title Ins. Co., 217 Cal. App.2d 
678, 32 Cal. Rptr. 288 (1963). The amendment of this section deleting 
the 40-day limitation from subdivision (c) and making other changes 
is not intended to change the decisional law as to when an abandon­
ment or partial abandonment permitting recovery of costs and dis­
bursements has occurred or to preclude further development of the de­
cisional law in this rf',spect. 
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
LAW REVISION COMMISSION 

relating to 

IMPROVEMENTS MADE IN GOOD FAITH ON 
LAND OWNED BY ANOTHER 

BACKGROUND 
At common law, structures and other improvements placed by one 

person on land owned by another became the property of the owner of 
the land. Continuation of this rule obviouSly is justified as applied to 
one who, in bad faith; simply appropriates another's land as a building 
site. However, the rule may be harsh and unjust when applieji to an 
improver who is the victim of a mistake made in good faith. In the 
latter case, the landowner receives an undeserved windfall, and there 
would be no justification for application of the'rule if his interests 
were fully protected in an equitable adjustme~t of the unfortunate 
situation th~t would ameliorate the loss to the good faith improver. 

For this reason, most states have modified the common law rule. The 
rule has been changed by judicial decision in several states. In most 
jurisdictions---,.at least 3,5 states and the Distrrot of Columbia-statutes 
have been enacted, known as "occupying claimants acts" or "betterment 
acts," to modify the common law rule to provide at least a measure 
of relief to the good faith improver. Such statutes also have been 
enacted throughout Canada. Uniformly, the objective has been to pro­
vide relief to a person who. makes improvements believing, in good 
faith, that he owns the land. 

The betterment ,acts are based on the principle that the landowner's 
just claims against the innocent improver should be limited to recovery 
of the land itself, dama,gesfor its injury, and compensation for its use 
and occupation. Generally, these acts undertake to effectuate this princi­
ple by requiring the owner to choose whether to pay for the improve­
ments or to sell the land to the good faith improver. 
, The California law is less considerate of the innocent improver than 

the law in most other states. California enacted a betterment act in 
1856, but it was declared unconstitutional by a divided court in Bilh"ngs 
v. Hall, 7 Cal. 1 (1857).1 Under the existing law, in the absence of 
circumstances giving rise to an estoppel against the landowner, the 
good faith improver has no rights beyond those accorded him by Section 
741 of the Code of Civil Procedure and Section 1013.5 of the Civil Code. 
Section 741 permits the improver to set off the value. of permanent 

1 The Commission has concluded that the Billings case would not preclude the enact-
ment of legislation to improve the lot of the good. faith improver. Unlike the 
legislation recommended by the Commission, the 18fj6 betterment act made no 
distinction between good faith improvers and bad faith improvers, and this 
aspect of the statute was stressed by the court in holding the statute unconsti-
tutional. . 

( 1377) 
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improvements if the landowner sues him for damages for use and occu­
pation of the land. Section 1013.5 permits the improver to remove 
improvements if he compensates the landowner for all damages result-
ing from their being affixed and removed. ~ 

The existing California law is inadequate and unfair in those cases 
in which the value of the improvement greatly exceeds the value of the 
interim use and occupation of the land and the improvement either 
cannot be removed or is of little value if removed.2 The right of removal 
in such a case is useless and the right of setoff provides only limited 
protection against an inequitable forfeiture by the good faith improver 
and an unjustified windfall for the landowner. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Law Revision Commission recommends that California join the 

great majority of the states that now provide more adequate relief for 
the improver who is the innocent victim of a bona fide mistake.3 Ac­
cordingly, the Commission recommends: 

1. The relief provided should be available only to a good faith im­
prover. The legislation should define a good faith improver as a person 
who acts in good faith and erroneously believes, because of a mistake 
either of law or fact, that he is the owner of the land. This definition 
would be based on language contained in Civil Code Section 1013.5 but 
would be more limited than that section which appears to include ten­
ants, licensees, and conditional vendors of chattels. 

Some of the betterment acts limit relief to good faith improvers 
who hold under "color of title." Such a limitation is undesirable. It 
makes relief unavailable in other situations where it is needed-where 
the improver owns one lot but builds on another by mistake. Moreover, 
the term "color of title" is of uncertain meaning. While the limitation 
imposed by its use may have been justified in an era when property 
interests were evidenced by the title documents themselves, the limita­
tion is not suited to present conditions since virtually universal reliance 
is now placed upon title insurance for land transactions. 

"Taliaferro v. ColaBko, 139 CaL App.2d 903, 294 P.2d 774 (1956), illustrates the 
unjust result which may obtain under present California law. A house was built 
by mistake on lot 20 instead of lot 21. The owner of lot 20 brought an action 
to quiet title and to recover possession. The defendant was a sueee8llOr in inter­
est to the person who built the house. The trial court gave judgment quieting 
title and for posseBBion on the condition that $8,000 be paid to the defendant. 
The district court of appeal affirmed that portion of the judgment awarding 
possession of the lot and h01Ue to the landowner, but reversed that portion 
requiring any payment to the defendant as a condition for obtaining poBBeBBion. 
The court held that the "right of removal" (Civil Code Section 1013.5) and the 
"right of setoff" (Code of Civil Procedure Section 741) are the exclusive forms 
of relief available to a good faith improver and that, for this reason, the general 
equity powers of the court cannot be brought into play even though the land­
owner seeks equitable relief (quiet title). As a result, the landowner obtained 
possession of the lot and house without any compensation to the defendant for 
the value of the house. 

I The need for corrective legislation is not alleviated by the prevalence of title 
insurance, nor would such legislation have any impact upon title insurance 
protection. With respect to the good faith improver, many title policies do not 
cover matters of surveyor location; with respect to the landowner, policies do 
not cover matters or events subsequent to his acquisition of the property. See 
CALIFORNIA. LAND SECUBITY AND DEVELOPMENT, Mallette, Title In'tlf"Gnce, 
§§ 7.1-7.21 (Cal. Cont. Ed. Bar 1960). 
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2. The good faith improver should be perqlitted to bring an action 
(or to file a cross-complaint or counterclaim) to have the court deter­
mine the rights of the parties and grant appropriate relief. This will 
permit the improver to obtain some measure of relief whether or not 
he is in possession of the property. It also will permit him to take the 
initiative in resolving the unsatisfactory state of affairs. 

A two-year statute of limitations should apply to an action by a good 
faith improver. The period should run from the date that the improver 
discovers that he is not .the owner of the land upon which the improve­
ments have been made. 

3. The court should not be authorized to grant any other form of 
relief where the right of setoff (Code of Civil Procedure Section 741) 
or the right to remove the improvements (Civil Code Section 1013.5) 
would result in substantial justice to the parties under the circumstances 
of the case. 

4. Where neither of the existing statutory remedies would suffice, 
the court should be empowered to adjust the rights, equities, and inter­
ests of the improver, landowner, and other interested parties to achieve 
substantial justice to the parties under the circumstances of the partic­
ular case, subject to the limitation that the reIlef granted shall protect 
the landowner against any pecuniary loss while avoiding, insofar as 
possible, enriching him unjustly at the expense of the good faith 
improver. Where a choice must be made between protecting one party 
or the other, the landowner should prevail. 

5. The legislation should not apply to an encroachment case-one 
where a building or other improvement constructed by a person on 
his own land encroaches upon adjoining land-because the power of 
the California courts to reach a fair result in such cases through the 
exercise of their equitable powers is already well established. E.g., 
Brown Derby Hollywood Corp. v. Hatton, 61 Cal.2d 855, 40 Cal. 
Rptr. 848, 395 P.2d 896 (1964); Christensen v. Tucker, 114 Cal. 
App.2d 554, 250 P.2d 660 (1952). 

6. The legislation should not apply where the improvement is made 
by a governmental entity or is made on land owned or possessed by a 
governmental entity. Otherwise, unintended and undesirable changes 
might be made in the law relating to eminent domain, inverse con­
demnation, and encroachments on public lands. 

7. Section 741 of the Code of Civil Procedure should be amended to 
eliminate the "color of title" requirement and to make applicable the 
recommended definition of a "good faith improve~ " This would extend 
the right of setoff to the situation, among others, where the improver 
constructs the improvement on the wrong lot because of a mistake in 
the identity or location of the land. 

8. The recommended legislation should apply to any action com­
menced after its effective date, whether or not the improvement was 
constructed prior to such date. Decisions in other states are about 
equally divided as to whether a betterment statute can constitutionally 
be applied where the improvements were constructed prior: to its effec­
tive date. SCURLOCK, RETROACTIVE LEGISLATION AFFEOTING INTERESTS 
IN LAND 58 (1953). Of. Billings v. Hall, 7 Cal. 1 (1857). The California 
Supreme Court has recently taken a liberal view permitting retroactive 
application of legislation affecting property rights. Addison v. Addison, 
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62 Cal.2d 558, 43 Cal. Rptr. 97, 399 P.2d 897 (1965). See 18 STAN. L. 
REV. 514 (1966). The Commission believes that the statute can consti­
tutionally be applied to improvements constructed prior to its effective 
date. Nevertheless, a severability' clause should be included in case the 
courts should hold that the act cannot be so applied. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

The Commission's recommendations would be effectuated by the en­
actment of the following measure: 

An act to amend Sections 339 and 741 of, and to add Chapter 
10 (commencing with Section 871.1) to Title 10 of Part 2 of, 
the Code of Civil Procedure, relating to real property. 

The people of the State of California do enact as foUows: 

SECTION 1. Section 339 of the Code of Civil Procedure is 
amended to read: 

339. Within two years: 
1. An action upon a contract, obligation or liability not 

founded upon an instrument of writing, other than that men­
tioned in subdivision 2 of Section 337 of this code; or an 
action founded upon a contract, obligation or liability, evi­
denced by a certificate, or abstract or guaranty of title of real 
property, or by a policy of title insurance; provided, that the 
cause of action upon a contract, obligation or liability evi­
denced· by a certificate, or abstract or guaranty of title of 
real property or policy of title insurance shall not be deemed 
to have accrued until the discovery of the loss or damage suf­
fered by the aggrieved party thereunder. 

2. An action against a sheriff, coroner, or constable upon 
a liability incurred by the doing of an act in. his official ca­
pacity and in virtue of his office, or by the omissio~ of an 
official duty including the nonpayment of money collected 
upon an execution. But this subdivision does not apply to an 
action for an escape. 

3. An action based upon the 'rescission of a contract not in 
writing. The time begins to run from the date upon which the 
facts that entitle the aggrieved party to rescind occurred. 
Where the ground for rescission is fraud or mistake, the time 
does not begin to run until the discovery by the aggrieved 
party of the facts constituting the fraud or mistake. . 

4. An action by a good faith improver for relief uflder 
Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 871.1) of Title 10 of 
Part 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure. The time begins to run 
from the date 1tpOn which the good faith improver discovers 
that he is not the owner of the land upon which the improve­
ments have been made. 

Comment. The statute of limitations established by subdivision 4 
applies in any action by a good faith improver for relief under Sections 

- -- ----_._---
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871.1 to 871.7. The equitable doctrine of laches may also be a defense 
to relief under Sections 871.1 to 871.7. 

SEC. 2. Section 741 of the Code of Civil Proecdure is 
amended to read: 

741. (a).As 'Used in this section, "good faith improver" 
has the meaning given that term by Section 871.1. 

(b) When damages are claimed for withholding the prop­
erty recovered, ~ wJ:Heft ~ep1B8fteB:t and improvements have 
been made on the property by a defendant; or his predecessor 
in interest as a good faith improver tBese ~ wftem Be 
eIaims; ftelEliBg ~ eeIeP * title &ftyep8~ t& t'he eIeim * 
t'he ~lei:BtHf, m gee& Wt'h, the ~ * amount by whick 
such improvements enhance the value of the land must be 
allowed as a setoff against such damages. 

Comment. Section 741 has been amended to eliminate the condition 
that the defendant claim the property under "color of title." The 
amended section requires a setoff if the defendant is a good faith im­
prover as defined in Section 871.1. This amendment makes Section 741 
consistent with later enacted Civil Code Section 1013.5. See the Com­
ment to Section 871.1. Thus, the limited protection afforded by Section 
741 is extended to include the situation, for example, where the de­
fendant owns one lot but builds on the plaintiff's lot by mistake. 

The amendment also substitutes" the amount by which such improve­
ments enhance the value of the land" for" the value of such iniprove­
ments. " The new language clarifies the former wording and assures 
that the value of the improvement, for purposes of setoff, will be meas­
ured by the extent to which the improvement has increased the market 
value of the land. 

SEC. 3. Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 871.1) is 
added to Title 10 of Part 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure. to 
read: 

CHAPTER 10. GOOD FAITH IMPROVER OF PROPERTY 

OWNED BY ANOTHER 

871.1. As used in this chapter, "good faith improver" 
means: 

(a) A person who makes an improvement to land in good 
faith and under the erroneous belief, because of a mistake of 
law or fact, that he is the owner of the land. 

(b) A successor in interest of a person described in sub­
division (a). 

Comment. The definition of "good faith improver" in Section 871.1 
is based in part on the language used in Civil Code Section 1013.5 to 
describe a person who has a right to remove improvements affixed to 
the land of another. The definition in Section 871.1 is limited, however, 
to a person who believes he is the owner of the land; unlike Section 
1013.5, the definition does not include licensees, tenants, and conditional 
vendor~ of chattels. See Comment, 27 So. CAL. L. REV. 89 (1953). 
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Under this section, a person is not a "good faith improver" as to 
any improvement made after he becomes aware of facts that preclude 
him from acting in good faith. For example, a person who builds a 
house on a lot owned by another may obtain relief under this chapter 
if he acted in good faith under the erroneous belief, because of a mistake 
of law or fact, that he was the owner of the land. However, if the same 
person makes an additional improvement after he has discovered that 
he is not the owner of the land, he would not be entitled to relief under 
this chapter with respect to the additional improvement. 

As to what constitutes" good faith," see Brown Derby Hollywood 
Corp. v. Hatton, 61 Cal.2d 855, 858-:-860, 40 Cal. Rptr. 848, 850-851, 395 
P.2d 896,898-899 (1964) (encroachment case). 

871.2. As used in this section, "person" includes an unin­
corporated association. 

Comment. The definition of "person" in Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 17 does not clearly include an unincorporated association. Sec­
tion 871.2 is included to make it clear that an unincorporated associa­
tion may be a good faith improver. 

871.3. A good faith improver may bring an action in the 
superior court or, subject to Section 396, may file a cross­
complaint or counterclaim in a pending action in the superior 
or municipal court for relief under this chapter. 

Comment. Section 871.3 requires that an action for relief under this 
chapter be brought in the superior court. Where relief under this chap­
ter is sought by cross-complaint or counterclaim in a pending action 
in municipal court and determination of the cross-complaint or coun­
terclaim will necessarily involve the determination of questions not 
within the jurisdiction of the municipal court. the action must be trans­
ferred to the superior court. See Code of Civil Procedure Section 396. 

The statute of limitations for an action by a good faith improver for 
relief under this chapter is fixed by subdivision 4 of Section 339 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure. 

871.4. The court shall not grant relief under this chapter 
if the court determines that exercise of the good faith im­
prover's right of setoff under Section 741 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure or right to remove the improvement under Section 
1013.5 of the Civil Code would result in substantial justice to 
the parties under the circumstances of the particular case. 

Comment. Section 871.4 establishes a legislative ordering of priori­
ties in determining how to deal judicially with the situation ereated by 
a good faith improver. 

871.5. When an action, cross-complaint, or counterclaim is 
brought pursuant to Section 871.3, the court may, subject to 
Section 871.4, effect such an adjustment of the rights, equities, 
and interests of the good faith improver, the owner of the land, 
and other interested parties (including, but not limited to, 
lessees, lienholders, and encumbrancers) as is consistent with 
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substantial justice to the parties under the circumstances of the 
particular case. The relief granted shall protect the owner of 
the land upon which the improvment was constructed against 
any pecuniary loss but shall avoid, insofar as possible, enrich­
ing him unjustly at the expense of the good faith improver. 

Comment. Section 871.5 authorizes the court to exercise any of its 
legal or equitable powers to adjust the rights, equities, and interests 
of the parties, but this authority is subject to the limitation that the 
court must utilize the right of setoff or the right of removal in any case 
where the exercise of one of these rights would result in substantial 
justice to the parties under the circumstances of the particular case. 

Under this section, the court has considerable discretion to select ap­
propriate relief from the full range of equitable and legal remedies. 
However, the section requires selection of a remedy that, first, will pro­
tect the landowner from any pecuniary loss and, second, will avoid, 
insofar as possible, the unjust enrichment of the landowner at the ex­
pense of the good faith improver. For example, if the landowner desires 
the land as improved, the court might order, as the trial court did in 
Taliaferro v. Colasso, 139 Cal. App.2d 903, 294 P.2d 774 (1956), that 
title be quieted in the owner upon condition that he pay to the im­
prover the value of the improvements or some lesser amount. On the 
other hand, where the landowner does not desire the land as improved 
and removal of the improvement is not economically possible, the court 
might order that title be quieted in the improver on the condition that 
he pay to the landowner the value of the unimproved land or, in the 
alternative, that a judicial sale be made. It would also be appropriate 
for the court to credit the landowner with the value of the improver's 
use and occupation of the land and for the expenses the landowner has 
incurred in the action to resolve the matter. Under appropriate circum­
stances, the judgment might provide for deferred payments and for 
an equitable lien to secure such payments. The situation of the land­
owner, however, might require a completely different form of relief. 
The court should deny the improver any relief in a case where no 
remedy can be devised which can fully protect the landowner against 
pecuniary loss. For a more detailed discussion of the alternatives avail. 
able to the court in administering the statute, see Merryman, Improving 
the Lot of the Trespassing Improver, 11 STAN. L. REV. 456, 483-489 
(1959), reprinted in 8 CAL. LAW REVISION COMM'N, REP., REC. & 
STUDIES 801, 848-854 (1967). 

871.6. Nothing in this chapter affects the rules of law which 
determine the relief, if any, to be granted when a person con­
structs on his own land an improvement which encroaches on 
adjoining land. 

Comment. This chapter has no effect on the law applicable in en­
croachment cases. There is no necessity for relief under this chapter 
in such cases since existing law empowers the courts to deal appro­
priately with such a situation. See Brown Derby Hollywood Corp v. 
Hatton, 61 Ca1.2d 855, 40 Cal. Rptr. 848, 395 P.2d 896 (1964); Chris­
tensen v. Tucker, 114 Cal. App.2d 554, 250 P.2d 660 (1952). See also 
Recommendation and Study Relating to the Good Faith Improver of 



1384 CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION 

Land Owned by Another, 8 CAL. LAW REVISION COMM'N, REP., REC. & 
STUDIES 801, 845 n.101 (1967). 

871.7. This chapter does not apply where the improver is 
a public entity or where the improvement is made to land 
owned or possessed by a public entity. As used in this section, 
"public entity" includes the United States, a state, county, 
city and county, city, district, public authority, public agency, 
or any other political subdivision or public corporation. 

Comment. Section 871.7 is included so that this chapter will have 
no effect on the law relating to eminent domain, inverse condemnation, 
and encroachments on public lands (e.g., Streets and Highways Code 
Sections 660-759.3). 

SEC. 4. This act applies in any action commenced after its 
effective date, whether or not the improvement was constructed 
prior to its effective date. If any provision of this act or appli­
cation thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, 
such invalidity shall not affect any other provision or applica­
tion of this act which can be given effect without the invalid 
provision or application, and to this end the provisions of this 
act are declared to be severable. 

Comment. This act is made retroactive in the sense that it applies 
to improvements constructed before, as well as after, its effective date. 
Decisions in other states are about equally divided as to whether a 
betterment statute constitutionally can be applied to improvements 
constructed prior to its effective date. SCURLOCK, RETROACTIVE LEGISLA­
TION AFFECTING INTERESTS IN LAND 58 (1953). Cf. Billings v. Hall, 7 
Cal. 1 (1857). The California Supreme Court generally has taken the 
liberal view that permits retroactive application of legislation affecting 
property rights. E.g., Addison v. Addison, 62 Cal.2d 558, 43 Cal. Rptr. 
97,399 P.2d 897 (1965). See 18 STAN. L. REV. 514 (1966). Although it 
would thus appear that the act constitutionally can be applied to im­
provements constructed prior to its effective date, a severability clause 
is included in case such an application of the act is held unconstitu­
tional. 
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
LAW REVISION COMMISSION 

relating to 

Damages for Personal Injuries to a Married Person 
as Separate or Community Property 

BACKGROUND 
In 1957 the Legislature directed the Law Revision Commission to 

undertake a study "to determine whether an award of damages made 
to a married person in a personal injury action should be the separate 
property of such married person." This study has involved more than 
a consideration of the property interests in damages recovered by a 
married person in a personal injury action; it has also required con­
sideration of the extent to which the contributory negligence of one 
spouse should be imputed to the other, for in the past the determination 
of this issue has turned in large part on the nature of the property 
interests in the aw:ard. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Personal Injury Damages as Separate or Community Property 

Before 1957, damages awarded for personal injuries to a married 
person were community property. CIVIL CODE §§ 162, 163, 164; Zaragosa 
v. Craven, 33 Ca1.2d 315, 202 P.2d 73 (1949); Moody v. Southern Pac. 
Co., 167 Cal. 786, 141 Pac. 388 (1914). Each spouse thus had an interest 
in any damages that might be awarded to the other for a personal 
injury. Therefore, if an injury to a married person resulted from the 
concurrent negligence of that person's spouse and a third person, 
the injured person was not permitted to recover. To have allowed 
recovery would have permitted the negligent spouse, in effect, to re­
cover for his own negligent act. Kesler v. Pabst, 43 Ca1.2d 254, 273 
P.2d 257 (1954). 

Civil Code Section 163.5, which provides that damages awarded to 
a married person for personal injuries are separate property, was 
enacted in 1957 to prevent the contributory negligence of one spouse 
from being imputed to the other in order to bar recovery of damages 
because of the community property interest of the guilty spouse in those 
damages. Estate of Simoni, 220 Cal. App.2d 339, 33 Cal. Rptr. 845 
(1963) ; 4 WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA LAW, Community Property, 
§ 7 at 2712 (7th ed. 1960). The enactment of Section 163.5 effectively 
abrogated the doctrine of imputed contributory negligence between 
married persons insofar as that doctrine was based on the community 
property nature of the damages recovered.1 But the effect of the section 

1 See Cooke v. Tsipouroglou, 59 Cal.2d 660, 664, 31 Cal. Rptr. 60, 62, 381 P.2d 940, 
942 (1963). Section 163.5 was not completely effective in abrogating the doc­
trine in its application to motor vehicle accidents. However, other legislation 
enacted upon recommendation of the Commission eliminates imputed contribu­
tory negligence in motor vehicle cases insofar as that doctrine barred recovery 
because of the marital relationship or the nature of the spouse's interest in their 
vehicle. Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 702. See Recommendation and Stud1l Relating to 
Vehicle Oode Section 17150 and Related Sections, 8 CAL. LAw REVISION 
C01or'N, REP., REe., & STUDIES 501 (1967). 

(1389 ) 
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goes far beyond elimination of imputed contributory negligence be­
tween spouses. In making any recovery for personal injuries separate 
property, it operates whether or not the other spouse has anything to 
do with the accident. 

This change in the nature of all personal injury damages recovered 
by married persons has had unintended and unfortunate consequences. 
It results in injustice to the spouse of the injured party in a number 
of circumstances: 

(1) Even though expenses incurred as a result of personal injuries 
are paid from community property, damages awarded as reimburse­
ment for such expenses are made the separate property of the injured 
spouse, thus depriving the community of reimbursement for those ex­
penditures. See Brunn, California Personal Injury Damage Awards to 
Married Persons, 13 U.C.L.A. L. REV. 587, 591-594 (1966). 

(2) Although earnings from personal services are community prop­
erty (and often the chief source of such property), damages that 
represent lost earnings at the time of trial and the loss of future earn­
ings are made the separate property of the injured spouse. Had the 
injured spouse suffered no loss of earning capacity, the community 
would have received the benefit of such earnings, but the community 
does not receive the benefit of the damages received in lieu of such 
earnings. This can· be most unjust, for example, where the parties are 
divorced after the injured spouse has fully recovered and returned to 
work, for the damages received for personal injuries are not subject to 
division on divorce even though such damages represent earnings that 
would have been subje"ct to division. 

(3) In the case of intestate death, the surviving spouse, who in­
herits all the community property, may receive as little as one-third 
of the damages awarded for personal injuries.2 

(4) As separate property, the recovery for personal injuries may 
be disposed of by gift or will without limitation. 

In addition, changing the character of personal injury damages 
from community to separate property has had significant and un­
favorable tax consequences. There is no California gift tax on transfers 
of community property between spouses 3 and community property 
passing outright to the surviving spouse is not subject to the inheri­
tance tax.4 Personal injury damages, being separate property, do not 
receive this favorable treatment. 

Moreover, most couples probably commingle the recovery with com­
munity property and may thus convert it into community property.5 

2 To avoid this injustice in case of intestate death, a workmen's compensation award 
has been held to be community property. Estate of Simoni, 220 Cal. App.2d 339, 
342, 344, 33 Cal. Rptr. 845, 847, 848 (1963). Civil Code Section 163.5, of 
course, precludes such a holding in the case of an award of personal injury 
damages. 

3 REV. & TAX. CODE § 15301. 
4 REV. & TAX. CODE § 13551(a). 
51£ the funds recovered cannot be traced, they will be treated as community property. 

See Metcalf v. Metcalf, 209 Cal. App.2d 742, 26 Cal. Rptr. 271 (1962). Even 
though commingling falls short of the point where tracing becomes impossible, 
depositing the award in the family bank account and using it for support of the 
family may alone be evidence of an agreement to transmute the recovery into 
community property. Weinberg Y. Weinberg, 67 Ca1.2d ___ [67 A.C. 567, 580-581] 
(1967). See also Lawatch v. Lawatch, 161 Cal. App.2d 780, 700, 327 P.2d 603, 
608 (1958). 
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The tax consequences of such conversion are significant. When one 
spouse converts his separate property into community property, the 
donee's one-half interest is subject to the California gift tax at date 
of conversion.6 Yet the conversion of such property into community 
property does not permit it to pass to the surviving spouse free from 
state inheritance tax as is the case with other community property; 
Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 13560 and 15310 characterize 
the equal interests of spouses in community property converted from 
separate property as separate property for inheritance tax purposes. 
Thus an inability to trace funds that represent personal injury dam­
ages may have disastrous tax consequences when those funds are con­
verted into community property and commingled with other commu­
nity property.'1 

To eliminate these undesirable ramifications of Section 163.5, the 
Commission recommends . enactment of legislation that would again 
make personal injury damages awarded to a married person against 
a third party community property. The problem of imputed contribu­
tory negligence should be dealt with in a way less drastic than convert­
ing all such damages into separate property. 

Although personal injury damages awarded to a married person 
against a third party should be community property, the Commission 
recommends retention of the rule that such damages are separate 
property when they are recovered for an injury inflicted by the other 
spouse. If damages recovered by one spouse from the other were re­
garded as community property, the tortfeasor spouse or his insurer 
would, in effect, be compensating the wrongdoer to the extent of his 
interest in the community property. 

The Commission also recommends that damages for personal injuries 
be the separate property of the injured spouse if they are recovered 
(1) after rendition of an interlocutory judgment of divorce and while 
the injured person and his spouse are living separate and apart, (2) 
after rendition of a judgment of separate maintenance, (3) while the 
wife, if she is the injured person, is living separate from her husband, 
or (4) after the wife has abandoned her husband, if he is the injured 
person, and before she has offered to return, unless her abandoning him 
was justified by his misconduct. Earnings and accumulations in general 
are separate property if acquired under these circumstanees. See Civil 
Code Sections 169, 169.1, 169.2, and 175. Before enactment of Civil 
Code Section 163.5, it was held that a cause of action for personal 

6 REv. '" TAX. CODE §§ 15201 and 15104. Conversion of separate property into com-
munity property may also result in a federal gift tax at date of conversion. 
See United States v. Goodyear, 99 F.2d 528 (9th Cir. 1938). 

7 In Martin &: Miller, EI/tate Planning and Equal Rightll, 40 CAL. S.B.J. 706, 711 
(1965), it is stated: 
lt would seem prudent to keep community property which has resulted from 
the conversion of separate property segregated from other community property. 
or else the inheritance tax authorities might assume that all the community 
property came from separate property. with disastrous tax consequences. Trac­
ing thus remains a serious concern of tax practitioners in this area. 
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injuries vested by operation of law in the injured party upon dissolu­
tion of the marriage by divorce.s 

Division on Divorce or Separate Maintenance 
Although earnings from personal services often are the chief source 

of the community property, Civil Code Section 163.5 makes personal 
injury damages for the loss of earnings the separate property of the 
injured spouse. As separate property, such damages are not subject 
to division on divorce or separate maintenance. This inflexible rule 
seems especially unjust in its application to cases in which a sub­
stantial portion of the damages was awarded to compensate the victim 
for lost earnings that would have been received during the period of 
the marriage prior to the divorce or separate maintenance action. 
These cannot be divided between the spouses even though the earnings 
themselves would have been subject to division. 

On the other hand, enactment of legislation that would again make 
personal injury damages community property would make the award 
subject to division even though a substantial portion of the award 
represents the loss of earnings that would be received after the judg­
ment of divorce or separate maintenance. This aspect of the Com­
mission's previous recommendation caused it to be rejected by the 
Assembly because, under that recommendation, personal injury dam­
ages could have been apportioned between the spouses in a divorce 
action brought shortly after the damages were recovered. The Assembly 
concluded that it would be undesirable to create the possibility that 
a court might award one spouse a share of the damages recovered by 
the other spouse under these circumstances. 

To overcome this problem, and because of the generally unique 
nature of property received as personal injury damages, the Com­
mission recommends enactment of a special provision governing dis­
position of such property on divorce or separate maintenance. Even 
though such property should be made community property, all of it 
should be awarded to the spouse who suffered the injury unless the 
court determines from all of the facts of the particular case that 
justice requires a division. The decision whether a division is required 

S In Washington v. Washington, 47 CaI.2d 249, 253, 302 P.2d 569, 571 (1956), 
Justice Traynor (writing the court's opinion) reasoned: 

It is not unfair to the uninjured spouse to terminate his or her interest in the 
other's cause of action for personal injuries on divorce. . . . A rule . . . 
treating the entire cause of action as community property protects the com­
munity interest in the elements that clearly should belong to it .... Although 
such a rule may be justified when it appears that the marriage will continue, it 
loses its force when the marriage is dissolved after the cause of action accrues. 
In such a case not only may the personal elements of damages such as past pain 
and suffering be reasonably treated as belonging to the injured party, but the 
damages for future pain and suffering, future expenses, and future loss of earn­
ings are clearly attributable to him as a single person following the divorce. 
Moreover, as in any other case involving future earnings or other after acquired 
property. the wife's right, if any, to future support may be protected by an 
award of alimony. [Citation omitted.] 
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should be made without regard to which spouse is granted the divorce 
or separate maintenance. Because of the variety of situations, the 
special provision should not undertake to provide exact rules for 
determining whether to make a division and, if so, what division to 
make. Rather, the statute should require the court to take into ac­
count the economic conditions and needs of the parties, the time 
elapsed since the damages were recovered, and any other pertinent 
facts in the case. 

Management of Property Representing Personal Injury Damages 
Because Civil Code Section 163.5 makes a wife's personal injury 

damages separate property, they are now subject to her manage­
ment and control. It would be unnecessary and undesirable to change 
this rule even though personal injury damages should be made com­
munity property. 

If the wife's personal injury damages were made community prop­
erty without other modifications, they would be subject to the hus­
band's management and control. The law would thus work unevenly 
and unfairly. A creditor of the wife, who would have been able to 
obtain satisfaction from the wife's earnings (CIVIL CODE § 167; 
Tinsley v. Bauer, 125 Cal. App.2d 724, 271 P.2d 116 (1954)), would 
be unable to levy on damages paid to the wife for the loss of those 
earnings. See CIVIL CODE § 167. A husband's creditor would be able 
to levy on damages representing the wife's lost earnings even though 
he could not have reached the earnings themselves. See CIVIL CODE 
§ 168. In effect, the award of damages would operate to convert an 
asset of the wife, her earning capacity, into an asset of the husband. 
Yet, no reciprocal conversion would take place upon the husband's 
recovery of personal injury damages. 

Before enactment of Section 163.5, Section 171c permitted the wife 
to manage, inter alia, the community property that consisted of her 
personal injury damages. If Section 163.5 is amended to make personal 
injury damages community property, Section 171c should be amended 
to return to the wife the right to manage her personal injury damages. 

Payment of Damages for Tort liability of a Married Person 

In Grolemund v. Cafferata, 17 Cal.2d 679, 111 P.2d 641 (1941), the 
Supreme Court held that the community property is subject to the 
husband's liability for his· torts. In McClain v. Tufts, 83 Cal. App.2d 
140, 187 P.2d 818 (1947), it was held that the community property is 
not subject to liability for the wife's torts. Both of these decisions 
were based on the husband's right to manage the community property, 
and both were decided before the enactment of Civil Code Section 171c 
which gives the wife the right to manage her earnings. The rationale 
of those decisions indicates that the community property under the 
wife's control is subject to liability for her torts and is not subject 
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to liability for the husband's torts, but no reported decision has 
decided the question. Cf. Tinsley v. Bauer, 125 Cal. App.2d 724, 271 
P.2d 116 (1954) (wife's "earnings" derived from embezzlement are 
subject to the quasi-contractual liability incurred by the wife as a 
result of the embezzlement) . 

The Commission recommends enactment of legislation to make it 
clear that the tort liabilities of the wife may be satisfied from the 
community property subject to her management and control as well 
as from her separate property. Such legislation will provide assurance 
that a wife's personal injury damages will continue to be subject to 
liability for her torts even though they are community instead of 
separate property. 

A tort liability may be incurred by one spouse because of an injury 
inflicted upon the other. See Self v. Self, 58 Cal.2d 683, 26 Cal. 
Rptr. 97, 376 P.2d 65 (1962), and Klein v. Klein, 58 Cal.2d 692, 26 
Cal. Rptr. 102, 376 P.2d 70 (1962) (which abandon the rule of inter­
spousal tort immunity). It seems unjust to permit the liable spouse to 
use community property (including the injured spouse's share) to 
discharge that liability if the guilty spouse has separate property with 
which to discharge the liability. The guilty spouse should not be 
entitled to keep his separate estate intact while the community prop­
erty is depleted to satisfy an obligation to the co-owner of the com­
munity. 

Accordingly, the Commission recommends enactment of legislation 
that would require a spouse to exhaust his separate property to dis­
charge a tort liability arising out of an injury to the other spouse 
before the commimity property subject to the guilty spouse's control 
may be used for that purpose. 

Imputed Contributory Negligence 

Although the enactment of Section 163.5 has had undesirable effects 
on the community property system, it did overcome the doctrine of 
imputed contributory negligence between spouses. Enactment of legis­
lation making personal injury damages community property will again 
raise the problem that Section 163.5 was enacted to solve. 

The problem of imputed contributory negligence should be met 
directly by providing explicitly that the negligence of one spouse 
does not bar recovery by the other unless such concurring negligence 
would be a defense if the marriage did not exist. This would retain 
the desirable and intended effect of Section 163.5. 
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION 
The Commission's recommendations would be effectuated by enact­

ment of the following measures: 

An act to amend Sections 146, 163.5, and 171a of, and to add 
Sections 164.6, 164.7, and 169.3 to, the Civil Code, relating 
to married persons, including their community property 
and tort liability. 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

CIVIL CODE 
§ 146 (amended) 

SECTION 1. Section 146 of the Civil Code is amended to 
read: 

146. In case of the dissolution of the marriage by decree 
of a court of competent jurisdiction or in the case of judg­
ment or decree for separate maintenance of the husband or 
the wife without dissolution of the marriage, the court shall 
make an order for disposition of the community property and 
the quasi-community property and for the assignment of the 
homestead as follows: 

(a) Y Except as otherwise provided in subdivision (c), if 
the decree is rendered on the ground of adultery, incurable in­
sanity or extreme cruelty, the community property and quasi­
community property shall be assigned to the respective par­
ties in such proportions as the court, from all the facts of the 
case, and the conditions of the parties, may deem just. 

(b) Y Except as otherwise provided in subdivision (c), if 
the decree be rendered on any other ground than that of 
adultery, incurable insanity or extreme cruelty, the commu­
nity property and quasi-community property shall be equally 
divided between the parties. 

(c) Without regard to the ground on which the decree is 
rendered or to which party is granted the divorce or separate 
maintenance, community property personal injury damages 
shall be assigned to the party who suffered the injuries unless 
the court, after taking into account the economic condition 
and needs of each party, the time that has elapsed since the 
recovery of the damages, and all other facts of the case, de­
termines that the interests of justice require another disposi­
tion, in which case the community property personal injury 
damages shall be assigned to the respective parties in such 
proportions as the court determines to be just under the facts 
of the case. As used in this subdivision, "community property 
personal injury damages" means all money or other prop­
erty received by a married person as community property in 
satisfaction of a judgment for damages for his or her personal 
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injuries or pursuant to an agreement for the settlement or 
compromise of a claim for such damages. 

-fe1- (d) If a homestead has been selected from the commu­
nity property or the quasi-community property, it may be 
assigned to the party to whom the divorce or decree of sepa­
rate maintenance is granted, or, in cases where a divorce or 
decree of separate maintenance is granted upon the ground 
of incurable insanity, to the party against whom the divorce 
or decree of separate maintenance is granted. The assignment 
may be either absolutely or for a limited period, subject, in the 
latter case, to the future disposition of the court, or it may, 
in the discretion of the court, be divided, or be sold and the 
proceeds divided. 

te+ (e) If a homestead has been selected from the separate 
property of either, in cases in which the decree is rendered 
upon any ground other than inc~rable insanity, it shall be 
assigned to the former owner of such property, subject to the 
power of the court to assign it for a limited period to the 
party to whom the divorce or decree of separate maintenance 
is granted, and in cases where the decree is rendered upon 
the ground of incurable insanity, it shall be assigned to the 
former owner of such property, subject to the power of the 
court to assign it to the party against whom the divorce or 
decree of separate maintenance is granted for a term of years 
not to exceed the life of such party. 

This section shall not limit the power of the court to make 
temporary assignment of the homestead at any stage of the 
proceedings. 

Whenever necessary to carry out the purpose of this section. 
the court may order a partition or sale of the property and 
a division or other disposition of the proceeds. 

Comment. Subdivision (c) has been added to Civil Code Section 
146 to provide a special rule for the disposition of personal injury 
damages. The subdivision is limited to "commu,nity property personal 
injury damages." Under some circumstances, personal injury damages 
may be separate property when received. See Civil Code Sections 
163.5 and 169.3. 

Subdivision (c) requires that the spouse who suffered the injuries 
be awarded all of the community property that represents damages for 
his or her personal injuries unless the court determines that justice 
requires a division. If justice so requires, the court may make such 
division as is just under the facts of the particular case, without regard 
to the grounds or to which spouse is granted the divorce or separate 
maintenance. Thus, the court can award the spouse against whom a 
divorce is granted more than one-half of such damages if the equities 
of the situation so require. 

Subdivision (c) specifically requires the court to take into account 
the economic conditions and needs of the parties and the time that has 
elapsed since the recovery of the damages as well as the other facts 
in the case. If the divorce or separate maintenance action is brought 
shortly after the damages are recovered. the court-absent special 
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circumstances-should award all or substantially all of such damages 
to the injured spouse. On the other hand, if a number of years has 
elapsed since the recovery of the damages, this fact alone may be suf­
ficient reason to assign the personal injury damages to the respective 
parties in such proportions as the court determines to be just under 
the facts of the particular case. 

Under prior law, personal injury damages were separate property 
and therefore were not subject to division on divorce or separate main­
tenance unless they had been converted into community property. This 
inflexible rule applied even where a substantial portion of such dam­
ages represented lost earnings that would have been received during 
the period of the marriage prior to the divorce. Subdivision (c) per­
mits the court to avoid the injustice that sometimes resulted under 
former law. 

Subdivision (c) applies even though money recovered for personal 
injury damages has been invested in securities or other property. 
However, if the amount received has been transmuted into ordinary 
community property, the subdivision does not apply. Such transmuta­
tion can be accomplished by agreement. See CIVIL CODE §§ 158-161. 
The parties may commingle the proceeds of an award with other com­
munity property. If the proceeds so commingled cannot be traced, 
they must be treated as ordinary community property and subdivision 
(c) is not applicable. Of. Metcalf v. Metcalf, 209 Cal. App.2d 742, 26 
Cal. Rptr. 271 (1962). Even though commingling falls short of the 
point where tracing becomes impossible, depositing the proceeds in 
the family bank account and using them for the support of the 
family may, under some circumstances, be sufficient evidence of an 
agreement to transmute the award into ordinary community property 
and to make subdivision (c) inapplicable. Weinberg v. Weinberg, 67 
Cal.2d ____ [67 A.C. 567, 580-581] (1967). Of. Lawatch v. Lawatch, 
161 Cal. App.2d 780,790,327 P.2d 603,608 (1958). 

§ 163.5 (amended) 

SEC. 2. Section 163.5 of the Civil Code is amended to 
read: 

163.5. ::Ml aftlftages, ~ ftBEl gefiepal, &wftpaea ft IftftPPlea 
~ m ft eW* aetiett fep pepBefial ifijHPies, aPe ~ sepftPMe 
pp6pel'ty tK! £tHeft IftftPpiea pepS6B. All money or other prop­
erty paid by or on behalf of a married person to his spouse 
in satisfaction of a judgment for damages for personal injuries 
to the spouse or pursuant to an agreement for the settlement 
or compromise of a claim for such damages is the separate 
property of the injured spouse. 

Comment. Before enactment of Section 163.5 in 1957, damages re­
ceived by a married person. for personal injuries were community 
property. Zaragosa v. Oraven, 33 Cal.2d 315, 202 P.2d 73 (1949). Sec­
tion 163.5 made all damages awarded for personal injury to a married 
person the separate property of such person. Licktenauer v. Dor­
stewitz, 200 Cal. App.2d 777, 19 Cal. Rptr. 654 (1962). Section 
163.5 has been amended so that personal injury damages paid to a 
married person are separate property only if they are paid by the 
other spouse. In all other cases, the original rule-that personal injury 
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damages are community property-applies because the character of 
such damages is determined by Section 164 of the Civil Code. 

§ 164.6 (new) 

SEC. 3. Section 164.6 is added to the Civil Code, to read: 
164.6. If a married person is injured by the negligent or 

wrongful act or omission of a person other than his spouse, 
the fact that the negligent or wrongful act or omission of 
the spouse of the injured person was a concurring cause of 
the injury is not a defense in any action brought by the 
injured person to recover damages for such injury except in 
cases where such concurring negligent or wrongful act or 
omission would be a defense if the marriage did not exist. 

Comment. Section 164.6 is new. Section 163.5 was added in 1957 
to overcome the holding in Kesler v. Pabst, 43 Cal.2d 254, 273 P.2d 
257 (1954), that an injured spouse could not recover from a negligent 
tortfeasor if the other spouse were contributively negligent. The ra­
tionale in Kesler was that to permit recovery would allow the guilty 
spouse to profit from his own wrongdoing because of his community 
property interest in the damages. Section 163.5 made personal injury 
damages separate property so that the guilty spouse would not profit 
and his wrongdoing could not be imputed to the innocent spouse. 

Section 163.5 has been amended to restore the original rule that 
personal injury damages are community property. To avoid revival of 
the rule of the Kesler case, Section 164.6 provides directly that the 
negligence or wrongdoing of the other spouse is not a defense to the 
action brought by the injured spouse except in cases where such negli­
gence or wrongdoing would be a defense if the marriage did not exist. 

§ 164.7 (new) 

SEC. 4. Section 164.7 is added to the Civil Code, to read: 
164.7. (a) Where an injury to a married person is caused 

in whole or in part by the negligent or wrongful act or omis­
sion of his spouse, the community property may not be used 
to discharge the liability of the tortfeasor spouse to the 
injured spouse or his liability to make contribution to any 
joint tortfeasor until the separate property of the tortfeasor 
spouse, not exempt from execution, is exhausted. 

(b) This section does not prevent the use of community 
property to discharge a liability referred to in subdivision 
(a) if the injured spouse gives written consent thereto after 
the occurrence of the injury. 

(c) This section does not affect the right to indemnity 
provided by any insurance or other contract to discharge the 
tortfeasor spouse's liability, whether or not the consideration 
given for such contract consisted of community property. 

Comment. Section 164.7 is new. As a general rule, a married per­
son's tort liability may be satisfied from either his separate property 
or the community property subject to his control. See Section 171a 
and the Comment to that section. Section 164.7 has been added to 
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require the tortfeasor spouse to resort first to his separate property 
to satisfy a tort obligation arising out of an injury to the other spouse. 
When the liability is incurred because of an injury inflicted by one 
spouse upon the other, it would be unjust to permit the guilty spouse 
to keep his separate estate intact while the community is depleted to 
satisfy an obligation resulting from his injuring the co-owner of the 
community. 

Subdivision (b) permits the tortfeasor spouse to use community 
property before his separate property is exhausted if he obtains the 
written consent of the injured spouse after the occurrence of the in­
jury. The limitation is designed to prevent an inadvertent waiver of 
the protection provided in subdivision (a) in a marriage settlement 
agreement or property contract entered into long prior to the injury. 

Subdivision (c) is included to make it clear that Section 164.7 does 
not preclude the tortfeasor spouse from relying on any liability 
insurance policies he may have even though the premiums have 
been paid with community funds. 

§ 169.3 (new) 

SEC. 5. Section 169.3 is added to the Civil Code, to read: 
169.3. (a) All money or other property received by a mar­

ried person in satisfaction of a judgment for damages for his 
personal injuries or pursuant to an agreement for the settle­
ment or compromise of a claim for such damages is the separate 
property of the injured person if such money or other prop­
erty is received: 

(1) After the rendition of a judgment or decree of separate 
maintenance; . 

(2) After the rendition of an interlocutory judgment of 
divorce and while the injured person and his spouse are living 
separate and apart; 

(3) While the wife, if she is the injured person, is living 
separate from her husband; or 

(4) After the wife has abandoned her husband, if he is the 
injured person, and before she has offered to return, unless her 
abandoning him was justified by his misconduct. 

(b) Notwithstanding subdivision (a), if the spouse of the 
injured person has paid expenses by reason of his spouse's 
personal injuries from his separate property or from the com­
munity property subject to his management and control, he is 
entitled to reimbursement of his separate property or the com­
munity property subject to his management and control for 
such expenses from the separate property received by his 
spouse under subdivision (a). 

Comment. Section 169.3 treats a recovery for personal injuries to 
a married person substantially the same as earnings and accumula­
tions are treated under Civil Code Sections 169, 169.1, 169.2, and 175. 

In some cases, medical or other expenses incurred by reason of the 
injury will be paid by the spouse of the injured person from his sepa­
rate property or from the community property subject to his manage­
ment and control. Subdivision (b) provides that the spouse of the in-
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jured person is entitled to be reimbursed for these expenses from the 
personal injury damage recovery. In this respect, subdivision (b) 
adopts the same policy that is expressed in Section 17lc. 

§ 171a (amended) 

SEC. 6. Section 171a of the Civil Code is amended to read: 
17la. (a) ~ ei¥H iBjapies 6sBHBittea ~ ft maA'iea 

WtlmlloB, aftlBag6s ~ Be Pe6S'l6pea ftaem ftep eIeBe; ftB8, ftep 
ft.1ieBlIoBa sfteR. ~ Be ~ taep6fsp, A married person is not 
liable for any injury or damage caused by the other spouse 
except in cases where he would be ~ liable witft ftep 
therefor if the marriage did not exist. 

(b) The liability of a married person for death or injury 
to penon or property may be satisfied only from the separate 
property of such married person and the community property 
of which he has the management and control. 

Comment. Prior to the enactment of Section 171a in 1913, a hus­
band was liable for the torts of his wife merely because of the marital 
relationship. Henley v. Wilson, 137 Cal. 273, 70 Pac. 21 (1902). Sec­
tion 171a was added to the code to overcome this rule and to exempt 
the husband's separate property and the community property subject 
to his control from liability for the wife's torts. McClain v. Tufts, 83 
Cal. App.2d 140, 187 P.2d 818 (1947). The section was not intended 
to, and did not, affect the rule that one spouse may be liable for the 
tort of the other under ordinary principles of respondeat superior. 
Perry v. McLaughUn, 212 Cal. 1, 297 Pac. 554 (1931) (wife found to 
be husband's agent); Ransford v. Ainsworth, 196 Cal. 279, 237 Pac. 
747 (1925) (husband found to be wife's agent) ; McWhirter v. Fuller, 
35 Cal. App. 288, 170 Pac. 417 (1917) (operation of husband's car 
by wife with his consent raises inference of agency). Subdivision (a) 
revises the language of the section to clarify its original meaning. 

Subdivision (b) has been added to eliminate any uncertainty over 
the nature of the property that is subject to the wife's tort liabilities. 
The subdivision is consistent with the California law to the extent that 
it can be ascertained. Grolemund v. Cafferata, 17 Cal.2d 679, 111 P.2d 
641 (1941), held that the community property is subject to the hus­
band's tort liabilities because of his right of management and control 
over the community. McClain v. Tufts, 83 Cal. App.2d 140, 187 P.2d 
818 (1947), held that the community property is not subject to the 
wife's tort liabilities because of her lack of management rights over 
the community. Under the rationale of these cases, the enactment of 
Civil Code Section 171c in 1951-giving the wife the right of manage­
ment over her earnings and personal injury damages-probably sub­
jected the wife's earnings and personal injury damages to her tort 
liabilities, but no case so holding has been found. 

The fact that separate property has been commingled with com­
munity property or that the wife's earnings have been commingled 
with other community property does not defeat the right of a judg­
ment creditor to trace and reach such earnings. See Tinsley v. Bauer, 
125 Cal. App.2d 724, 271 P.2d 116 (1954) (commingling of wife's earn­
ings with other community property did not defeat right of judgment 
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creditor to trace and reach such earnings to satisfy judgment based 
on wife's quasi-contractual liability). 

SAVINGS CLAUSE 

SEC. 7. This act does not confer or impair any right or de­
fense arising out of any death or injury to person or property 
occurring prior to the effective date of this act. 

Comment. This act changes the nature of personal injury dam­
ages from separate to community property. To avoid making any 
change in rights that may have become vested under the prior law, the 
act is made inapplicable to causes of action arising out of injuries 
that occurred prior to its effective date. Note, however, that the amend­
ment to Section 171a appears to codify preexisting law. 

II 

An act to amend Section 171c of the Civil Code, relating to 
community property. 

The people of the State of California do enact as foUows: 

Civil Code § 171c (amended) 

SECTION 1. Section 171c of the Civil Code is amended to 
read: 

171c. Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 161a and 
172 of this code, aM satijeet ~ ffte IJP9visi9B8 ~ 8eeti9Bs ±G4 
aM ±e9 ~ tftis eefte; the wife has the management; and con­
trol aM aiSIJ9siti9B, 6theP tfttHt testlHfteBte:pY ~ 89 ~ 
wise IJeFiBittea ~ law; of the community personal property 
~.earned by her, and the community personal properly 
received by her in satisfaction of a judgment for damages 
for personal injuries suffered by her or pursuant to an agree­
ment for the settlement or compromise of a claim for such 
damages, until it is commingled with Mftep community prop­
erty subject to the management and control of the husband, 
except that the husband may use such community property 
received as damages or in settlement or compromise of a claim 
for such damages to pay for expenses incurred by reason of 
the wife's personal injuries and to reimburse his separate 
property or the community property subject to his manage­
ment and control for expenses paid by reason of the wife's 
personal injuries. 

DapiBg saeh titfte as The wife may ftftve ffte HllI:BltgeHleBt, 
e9Htf'el aM aiSjJesitieH ~ saeh ~ 89 fteiteHt IJP9viaea, site 
1Bffj' not make a gift tfief'eef of the community property under 
her management and control, or dispose of the same without a 
valuable consideration, without the written consent of the hus­
band. The wife may not make a testamentary disposition of 
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such community property except as otherwise permitted by 
law. 

This section shall not be construed as making such ~ 
earnings or damages or property received in settlement or 
compromise of such damages the separate property of the 
wife, nor as changing the respective interests of the husband 
and wife in such ~ community property, as defined in 
Section 161a of this code. 

Comment. Prior to 1957, Section 171c provided that the wife had 
the right to manage and control her personal injury damages. When 
Section 163.5 was enacted to make such damages separate instead of 
community property, the provisions of Section 171c giving the wife 
the control over her personal injury damages were deleted. Since the 
amendment of Section 163.5 again makes personal injury damages 
community instead of separate property, Section 171c is amended to 
restore the provisions relating to the wife's right to manage her per­
sonal injury damages. 

The personal injury damages covered by Section 171c are only those 
damages received as community property. Damages received by the 
wife from her husband are separate property under Section 163.5. 
Other damages are made separate property by Section 169.3. Section 
171c does not give the husband any right of reimbursement from 
these damages since they are received as separate property. Section 
169.3, however, gives the spouse of the injured person a similar right 
to reimbursement from damages received as separate property under 
that section. 

Section 171c has been revised to refer to "personal property" in­
stead· of "money." This change is designed to eliminate the uncer­
tainty that existed under the former language concerning the nature 
of earnings and damages that were not in the form of cash. The hus­
band, of course, retains the right to manage and control the commu­
nity real property under Section 172a. 

The reference to Sections 164 and 169 has been deleted as unneces­
sary j neither section is concerned with the right to manage and con­
trol community property. 

When act becomes effective 
SEC. 2. This act. shall become effective only if Assembly 

Bill No. ___ is enacted by the Legislature at its 1968 Regular 
Session, and in such case this act shall take effect at the same 
time that Assembly Bill No. ___ takes effect. 

Note: The bill referred to is the first of the two proposed measures 
contained in this recommendation. 
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The California Law Revision Commission was directed by Resolution Chapter 9 of 
the Statutes of 1966 to make a. study to determine whether the law relating to suits 
by and against partnerships and other unincorporated associations should be revised. 

The Commission published a recommendation and study on this subject In October 
1966. See Recommendation and Study Relating to Suit By or Against An Unincor­
porated Association, 8 CAL. LAw REVISION COMM'N, REP., RIlle. & STUDms 901 (1967). 
Senate Bill No. 251 was Introduced at the 1967 session of the Legislature to effectu­
ate this recommendation and was enacted as Chapter 1324 of the Statutes of 1967. 

The Commission has reviewed the legislation enacted In 1967. As a result of this 
review, the Commission submits this recommendation. 
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RECOMMENDATION OF THE CALIFORNIA 
LAW REVISION COMMISSION 

relating to 

Service of Process on Unincorporated Associations 

In 1967, subdivision 2.1 was added to Section 411 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to prescribe the manner of service on an unincorporated 
association. This amendment to Section 411 was included in legislation 
enacted upon recommendation of the Law Revision Commission to make 
a number of procedural changes in the law relating to suits by and 
against incorporated associations.1 

Prior to the enactment of subdivision 2.1, service of process could 
be made upon an unincorporated association by serving any member 
of the association.2 There was no requirE(ment that the plaintiff notify 
any responsible officer of the association of the commencement or pend­
ency of the action. A plaintiff could, therefore, serve a member who had 
only a marginal interest in the association or whose interests were actu­
ally more closely identified with those of the plaintiff than with those 
of the association. To remedy this situation, the Commission recom­
mended in substance that the plaintiff be permitted to serve a member 
of the association only if (1) none of the responsible officers of the 
association could be found in this state after diligent search and (2) 
the agent for service of process, if one had been designated by the 
association, could not be found at the address indicated in the index 
maintained by the Secretary of State. 

The Commission's recommendation was unacceptable to the Legisla­
ture because it imposed an undue procedural burden on the plaintiff; 
jn cases in which no agent had been designated, it would have required 
the plaintiff to establish that he could not find any of the responsible 
officers of the association before he was permitted to serve a member 
of the association. Although Code of Civil Procedure Section 411 im­
poses a similar requirement for service on a domestic corporation, Cor­
porations Code Section 3301 requires that a domestic corporation file 
with the Secretary of State a statement of the names of the principal 
officers of the corporation and the address of its principal office. No 
equivalent record is available for an unincorporated association. 

Under subdivision 2.1 as enacted, if the unincorporated association 
has designated an agent for service of process (as permitted by Section 
24003 of the Corporations Code), process must be served on the agent. 
If no agent has been designated, or if the agent cannot be found at 
his address as specified in the index maintained by the Secretary of 
State, service may be made by delivering a copy of the document to a 
member of the association and mailing a copy to the association at its 
last known mailing address. 

1 See Recommendation and Study Relating to Suit By or Against An Unincorporated 
Association, 8 CAL. LAw REVISION COMM'N, REP., REo. & STUDIES 901 (1967). 
See also Cal. Stats. 1967, Ch. 1324. 

• See Comment to Section 411 in Report of ABllembly Oommittee on Judiciary on 
Senate Bill No. !51, ASSEMBLY J. (July 6, 1967), p. 4998. 

( 1407 ) 
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Subdivision 2.1 thus precludes service on a responsible officer of the 
association if the -association has designated an agent for service of 
process. The plaintiff may safely serve an officer (or other member) 
only after he has been advised by the office of the Secretary of State 
that the association has not designated an agent for service of process. 
In its present form, subdivision 2.1 thus imposes a significant procedural 
burden on the plaintiff. It also may operate as a trap for the unwary. 
For example, service on a partner may not be effective service on the 
partnership if the partnership has designated another person as its 
agent for service of process. In such a case, service on the partner. is 
effective service on the partnership only if it is established that the­
designated agent cannot be found at his address as shown in the index 
maintained by the Secretary of State. 

To eliminate this technical defect, the Commission recommends that 
subdivision 2.1 be revised to permit service on either the designated 
agent or a responsible officer even where the association has designated 
an agent. This would permit a plaintiff who knows the identity of a 
partner or responsible officer to serve such partner or officer without 
first checking with the Secretary of State to determine whether the 
association has designated an agent for service of process. No change 
is recommended in the existing law insofar as it permits service on any 
member of the association in any case where the association has not 
designated an agent or where the designated agent cannot be found at 
his address as shown in the index maintained by the Secretary of State. 
The recommended revision of subdivision 2.1 would not defeat the 
objective of the 1967 legislation; the association can assure that its 
agent for service of process or a responsible officer of the association 
will obtain notice of any action against it merely by designating an 
agent for service of process as permitted by Corporations Code Section 
24003. 

The Commission further recommends that the recommended legisla­
tion contain an urgency clause so that it will take effect immediately 
upon enactment rather than on the sixty-first day after the final ad­
journment of the session. This will minimize the possibility that some 
plaintiffs will inadvertently fail to perfect service because they are 
unaware of the change made in the former law by the 1967 legislation. 

The Commission's recommendation would be effectuated by enactment 
of the following measure: 

A.n act to amend Section 411 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 
relating to manner of service of summons, and declaring the 
urgency thereof, to take effect immediately. 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 411 of the Code of Civil Procedure is 
amended to read: 

411. The summons must be served by delivering a copy 
thereof as follows: 

1. If the suit is against a domestic corporation: to the 
president or other head of the corporation, a vice president, 
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a secretary, an assistant secretary, general manager, or a 
person designated for service of process or authorized to 
receive service of process. If such corporation is a bank, to 
any of the foregoing officers or agents thereof, or to a cashier 
or an assistant cashier thereof. If no such officer or agent of 
the corporation can be found within the state after diligent 
search, then to the Secretary of State as provided in Sections 
3301 to 3304, inclusive, of the Corporations Code, unless the 
corporation be of a class expressly excepted from the opera­
tion of those sections. 

2. If the suit is against a foreign corporation, or a non­
resident joint stock company or association, doing business 
in this state: in the manner provided by Sections 6500 to 
6504, inclusive, of the Corporations Code. 

2.1. If the suit is against an unincorporated association 
(not including a foreign partnership covered by Section 15700 
of the Corporations Code) : if the lHlH!:e8FIJ8Fatea association 
has designated an agent for service of process as provided in 
Section 24003 of the Corporations Code, to the person so 
designated as egefN; fep. seF¥iee ei IJF8eeBS or to the president or 
other head of the association, a vice president, secretary, gen­
eral manager, or general partner. If no person has been desig­
nated as agent for service of process as provided in Section 
24003 of the Corporations Code, or if the person so designated 
cannot be found at his address as specified in the index re­
ferred to in Section 24004 of the Corporations Code, then to 
anyone or more of the association's members and by mailing a 
copy thereof to the association at its last known mailing 
address. 

2.2. If the suit is against a foreign partnership covered by 
Section 15700 of the Corporations Code: in the manner pro­
vided by Section 15700 of the Corporations Code. 

3. If the suit is against a minor, under the age of 14 years, 
residing within this state: to such minor, personally, and also 
to his father, mother, or guardian; or if there be none within 
this state, then to any person having the care or control of such 
minor, or with whom he resides, or in whose service he is 
employed. 

4. If the suit is against a person residing within this state 
and for whom a guardian or conservator has been appointed: 
to such person, and also to his guardian or conservator. 

5. Except as otherwise specifically provided by statute, in 
an action or proceeding against a local or state public agency, 
to the clerk, secretary, president, presiding officer or other 
head thereof or of the governing body of such public agency. 
"Public agency" includes (1) every city, county, and city 
and county; (2) every public agency, authority, board, bu­
reau, commission, corporation, district and every other politi­
cal subdivision; and (3) every department and division of 
the state. 

--------~ ... ~--- .. _----------
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6. In all cases where a corporation has forfeited its charter 
or right to do business in this state, or has dissolved, by de­
livering a copy thereof to one of the persons who have become 
the trustees of the corporation and of its stockholders or mem­
bers; or, in a proper case, as provided in Sections 3305 and 
3306 of the Corporations Code. 

7. If the suit is one brought against a candidate for public 
office and arises out of or in connection with any matter con­
cerning his candidacy or the election laws and said candidate 
cannot be found within the state after diligent search, then 
as provided fQr in Section 54 of the Elections Code. 

8. In all other cases to the defendant personally. 

Comment. Subdivision 2.1 was added to Section 411 in 1967 to pre­
scribe the manner of service of process on an unincorporated associa­
tion. Under the subdivision as originally added, if an agent for service 
of process had been designated by the association, service could only 
be made on the person designated. The subdivision is amended to pro­
vide that service may be made on the association by delivering a copy 
of the process to one of the responsible officers referred to in the sub­
division, whether or not the association has designated an agent for 
service of process. No change is made in the provision that, if the 
association has not designated an agent or if the agent designated 
cannot be found at the address set forth in the index in the office of 
the Secretary of State, service may be effected by delivering a copy 
of the process to any member of the association and mailing a copy to 
its last known address. Accordingly, the plaintiff should determine 
whether an agent for process has been designated before he makes 
service on a member who is not one of the officers referred to in the 
subdivision. 

SEC. 2. This act is an urgency statute necessary for the 
immediate preservation of the public peace, health or safety 
within the meaning of Article IV of the Constitution and shall 
go into immediate effect. The facts constituting such necessity 
are: 

In 1967, subdivision 2.1 was added to Section 411 of the 
Code of Civil Procedure to prescribe the manner of service of 
process on unincorporated associations. As added, the subdivi­
sion requires that, if an agent for service of process has been 
designated by the association, service may be made only upon 
the agent designated. Hence, if an agent has been designated, 
service upon the association is not effected by serving the 
president, vice president, secretary, general manager, or gen­
eral partner of the association. As the purpose of the change 
made in 1967 was only to preclude service on a mere member 
of the association if an agent had been designated, there was 
no need to preclude service upon a responsible officer even 
though an agent had been designated. The effect of this feature 
of the change has been to require plaintiffs to ascertain whether 
an agent has been designated in every case, including those in 
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which the plaintiff is well aware of the identity of the respon­
sible officers. This change in longstanding practice (e.g., effect­
ing service on a partnership by serving a general partner) may 
also cause some plaintiffs inadvertently to fail to perfect serv­
ice. To overcome these problems by permitting service to be 
made upon a responsible officer, as well as the designated agent, 
it is necessary that this act take effect immediately. 

o 
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