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California Supreme Court Survey

August 1991 — May 1992

The California Supreme Court Survey provides a brief synopsis of recent deci-
sions by the supreme court. The purpose qf the survey is to inform the reader of
the issues that have been addressed by the supreme court, as well as to serve as a
starting point for researching any of the topical areas. The decisions are ana-
lyzed in accordance with the importance of the court’s holding and the extent to
which the court expands or changes existing law. Attorney discipline and judi-
ctal misconduct cases have been omitted from the survey.

i. CIvI. PROCEDURE

A

IL CONSTITUTIONAL LAW

A

Under California Code of Civil Procedure
section 904.1(a), a superior court’s denial
of a petition for a writ of certiorari direct-
ed at a municipal court contempt order is
an appealable judgment: Bermudez v.

Municipal Court ................. ... ...

A forum mon conveniens motion success-
Jully thwarts forum shopping by foreign
plaintiffs against California corporations,
courts should not consider an alternative
Jorum’s substantive law unless that forum
provides no remedy: Stangvik v. Shiley,

A statutory voting plan that conditions the
right to vote on commercial land
ownership and allots votes and levies as-
sessments on unequal bases upholds the
constitutional assurances of equal protec-
tion where the voting plan is reasonably
related to the purpose of the statute:
Southern California Rapid Transit Dis-

trictv.Bolen ..........................

Statutes conditioning distribution of state
benefits on California residency at a fixed
point in the past violated federal constitu-
tional right to equal protection; limiting

257



benefits to veterans who were California

residents at the time they entered active

military service was not rationally related

to legitimate state interest: Del Monte v. .

Wilson ........... ... i 280
C. Medically indigent adults lack standing

under Article XIIB, Section 6, of the Cali-

Jornia Constitution to challenge the state’s

transfer of financial responsibility to

counties for providing health care to medi-

cally indigent persons: Kinlaw v. State ......... 289

IIL COURTS AND PROCEDURE . .........vvivimennennenns 294
Provided the parties agree to have their
action heard by a temporary judge and the
provisions of Article VI, Section 21 of the
California Constitution are otherwise
satisfied, the written stipulation required
by California Rule of Court 244 is directo-
ry rather than mandatory: In re Richard
S e 294

IV. CRIMINAL LAW . .. ... ... ittt 298
A. A finding of gross negligence, required for
conviction of gross vehicular manslaugh-
ter while intoxicated, may be based on
overall circumstances of intoxication:

People v.Bennett .......................... 298

B. Under the “good faith” exception to the

exclusionary rule, if no reasonable police

officer of reasonable competence would

have believed that a search warrant estab-

lished probable cause, then the court must

exclude the resulting evidence regardless

of the fact that a neutral magistrate issued

the warrant: People v. Camarella ............. 302
C. The reciprocal discovery provisions in ‘

criminal cases authorized by California

Proposition 115 are valid under both the

state and federal constitutions when prop-

erly construed and applied: 1zazaga v.

SuperiorCourt ............................ 308

D. In a prosecution for lewd conduct with a
child under Penal Code section 288, a trial
court does not abuse its discretion by ad-
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V. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE

A

California Supreme Court Survey

PEPPERDINE LAW REVIEW

mitting expert testimony that it is not un-
usual for a parent to refrain from report-
ing a known child molestation, and that
no recognized profile of a “typical” child
molester exists. Furthermore, prejudicial
error does not occur when the trial court
excludes testimony that the defendant is
not a “sexual deviant,” has a reputation
Jor "normalcy in his sexual tastes,” and
is a person of “high moral character”:

People v. McAlpin ......................

Section 872(b) of the Penal Code, allowing
police officers to relate hearsay evidence at
a preliminary hearing, is constitutional,
but does not allow a finding of probable
cause based on a police report read by an
officer on behalf of an investigating officer
when the testifying officer was mnot in-
volved in the case and had nmo personal
knowledge regarding the investigation:

Whitman v. Superior Court ..............

Under Penal Code section 1538.5(%i), the
government may recall at a second hear-
ing those prosecution witnesses who tes-
tified previously at a preliminary hearing
even when the defendant has presented no

new evidence: People v. Hansel . . . ... ......

Under Article I, Section 15 of the Califor-
nia Constitution, a criminal is denied the
right to counsel when represented by an
attorney who, unknown to the defendant,
has been suspended from the practice of
law and has resigned from the state bar
while disciplinary charges are pending: In

redJohnson ...............c0iiiiinin.nn

When the court erroneously imposes a
restitution fine by failing to advise of plea
consequences or imposing punishment in
excess of plea bargain terms, appropriate
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DAMAGES

ELECTION LAW"

remedies are reducing the fine to the stat-
utory minimum, or allowing the defen-
dant to withdraw his plea, depending on

the situation: People V. Walker ....... e

Under . California Civil Code secnon
1431.2, defendants’ liability for non-eco-
nomic damages is limited to their propor-
tionate share of comparative fault regard-

less of whether other tortfeasors at fault

are subject to suit: DaFonte V. Upright,

Imc...............00 e e e

The Proposition 140 polztwal reform ini-
tiative to article 1V of the California Con-
stitution is constitutional in pnnczpal
part, specifically section 2( a), which lim-
its the number of. terms that legzslators
may serve, and section 7.5, which limits
state-financed incumbent staff and sup-
port services; but section 4.5, which re-
stricts incumbent pensions, is unconstitu-

tional and se'verable Legislature of Cali-
fornia v. Eu . R R R

FAMILY LAwW

An unwed father's parental 'mterest is
entitled to constitutional protection, re-
gardless of the .statutory scheme, if.he
promptly comes forward and demonstrates
a full commitment to his parental

responsibilities: Adoption of Kelsey S. ... ...
LABOR LAW

The termination of an employee in retalia-
tion for truthful testimony concerning a
co-worker’s sexual harassment claim is
contrary to public policy, actionable, and
neither preempted by the California Fair
Employment and Housing Act nor barred
by the exclusive remedy provision of the
Workers' Compensation Act: Gantt v. Sen-

try Insurance ..... e

...................................

..............................

................................

................................
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B. Section 3601 of the California Labor Code
prohibits injured employees from bringing
actions against co-employees where the co-
employees acted within the scope of their
employment: Hendy v.Losse .. ................ 380

X PRODUCTS LIABILITY . . ... vi ittt ittt 382
Patrons harmed by a substance in served
Jood, natural to that food, may state cause
of action in negligence, but not under
theory of strict liability, breach of implied
warranty of merchantability, or fitness:
Mexicali Rose v. Superior Court .............. 382

- A sale of property with a simultaneous
leaseback to a seller constitutes a change
in ownership subjecting the property to
reassessment: Pacific Southwest Realty
Co. v. County of Los Angeles . . . .............. 389

XII. TORTLAW .. ...ttt 394
When an on-duty police officer misuses
his authority by raping a woman whom
he has detaired, (1) the officer’'s actions
are within the course of his employment
and (2) the public entity that employs the
officer may be liable under the doctrine of
respondeat superior: Mary M. v. City of
. LosAngeles ............ ... .. ..., 394
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I. CIvIL PROCEDURE

A. Under California Code of Civil Procedure section 904.1(a), a
superior court’s denial of a petition for a writ of certiorari
directed at a municipal court contempt order is an appeal-
able judgment: Bermudez v. Municipal Court.

In Bermudez v. Municipal Court,' the California Supreme Court was
faced with the issue of whether one may appeal a superior court’s denial
of a writ of certiorari addressed at a municipal court contempt order.’
The court concluded that an appeal of the denial is a statutory right.* An
amendment to section 904.1(a) of the California Code of Civil Proce-
dure,' which limited the availability of appeals in similar actions, did not
foreclose this right.® Also, the nature of the underlying order does not af-
fect the right to appeal the denial of a writ of certiorari.®

1. 1 Cal 4th 855, 823 P.2d 1210, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 609 (1992). Chief Justice Lucas
delivered the unanimous opinion of the court in which Justices Mosk Panelli,
Kennard, Arabian, Baxter, and George joined. ,

2. Id. at 856, 823 P.2d at 1210, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 609. In Bermudez, a municipal
court found a Los Angeles public defender in contempt when he was unable to make
a scheduled appearance. The public defender, Gustavo Bermudez, filed a petition for
a writ of certiorari in Los Angeles Superior Court, which was denied. Bermudez filed
an appeal of the superior court judgment, which the court of appeal summarily dis-
missed. The California Supreme Court granted review.

3. Id. at 863, 823 P.2d at 1214, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 613. See 9 B. WITKIN, CALIFOR-
NIA PROCEDURE, Appeal § 78 (3d ed. 1985) (“When a municipal court makes an order
in a contempt proceeding, that order is reviewable in the superior court by certiora-
"),

4. Section 904.1 of the California Code of Civil Procedure states in pertinent part:

An appeal may be taken from a superior court in the following cases: (a)

From a judgment, except (1) an interlocutory judgment . . . , (2) a judgment

of contempt which is made final and conclusive by Section 1222, (3) a judg-

ment on appeal from a municipal court . . . , or (4) a judgment granting or

denying a petition for issuance of a writ of mandamus or prohibition directed

to a municipal court . . . which relates to a matter pending in the munici-

pal . . . court. However, an appellate cowrt may, in its discretion, review a

judgment granting or denying a petition for issuance of a writ of mandamus

or prohibition . . . upon petition for an extraordinary writ.

CAL. Crv. PROC. CODE § 904.1 (West Supp. 1992). Subsection (4) was added by amend-
ment in July 1983.

5. Bermudez, 1 Cal. 4th at 863, 823 P.2d at 1214, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 613. A July
1983 amendment to section 904.1(a) limited the types of judgments which one could
appeal. Id.

6. Id. at 863, 823 P.2d at 1216, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 614. The court cited Burrus v.
Municipal Court, 36 Cal. App. 3d 233, 111 Cal. Rptr. 639 (1973), which discussed the
problems of applying section 904.1. The Burrus court noted that there was a loop-
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The supreme court rejected the decision of the court of appeal, which
concluded that the general right to appeal does not apply when the un-
derlying issue behind the writ of certiorari is a contempt order.” The
court held that the statutory designation of an order, rather than the trial
court’s characterization, controls when determining appealability.® Be-
cause the appeal in this case was, on its face, an appeal from the denial
of the writ of certiorari, rather than the contempt order, there was no
statutory bar.’

The court also dismissed the respondent’s arguments that an amend-
ment to section 904.1(a) suggests that appeals of writs of certiorari were
precluded.” The court decided that the plain language of the statute did
not allow for such an interpretation because it only mentioned writs of
mandamus or prohibition." Furthermore, the legislative history did not
support the position urged by the respondent that the those writs were
intended to be illustrative.”

This case allows for appeals in the narrow range of cases in which one
seeks review by the court of appeals for contempt.orders.” It also dem-

hole in the statutes which allowed intermediate appeals of contempt-type orders
through writs of mandate and prohibition. Id. at 239, 111 Cal. Rptr. at 547.

7. Bermudez, 1 Cal. 4th at 861, 823 P.2d at 1214, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 613. Section
1222 of the California Civil Procedure Code states that “[tlhe judgment and orders of
the court or judge, made in cases of contempt, are final and conclusive.” CAL. CIv.
Proc. CoDE § 1222 (West Supp. 1992). The court of appeal characterized Bermudez’
appeal as an appeal of the contempt order rather than of the denial of the writ of
certiorari. Bermudez, 1 Cal. 4th at 861, 823 P.2d at 1214, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 613. See
also Arthur B. Broaddus, Note, Scope of Review of Contempt Orders in California,
37 CaL. L. Rev. 301 (1949) (noting that writs of certiorari or habeas corpus are the
only way in which to obtain review of contempt orders).

8. Bermudez, 1 Cal. 4th at 862, 823 P.2d at 1214, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 613. The
court cited Peninsula Prop. Co. v. County of Santa Cruz, 106 Cal. App. 2d 669, 2356
P.2d 635 (1951), which held that the statutory designation of an order as “final” de-
termined the appealability question.

9. Bermudez, 1 Cal. 4th at 862, 823 P.2d at 1214, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 613. The
court pointed out that the underlying order in Burrus was also not appealable as a
matter of statutory right. Id. Therefore, the discussion in Burrus concerning the prob-
lems of 904.1 appeals would have been superfluous if the court of appeal was cor-
rect in its reasoning.

10. Id. at 863, 823 P.2d at 1215, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 614. See 8 B. WITKIN, CALIFOR-
NIA PROCEDURE, Extraordinary Writs § 33 (3rd ed. 1985) (discussing the difference
between writs of prohibition and mandamus from certiorari in the context of ap-
peals).

11. Bermudez, 1 Cal. 4th at 863, 823 P.2d at 1215, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 614.

12. Id. at 863-64, 823 P.2d at 1215, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 614.

13. The court noted that there have been only nine reported decisions ‘since 1926
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onstrates the court’s unwillingness to reach beyond a literal interpreta-
tion of a statute, even if the result would produce anomalies."

DAvID KNOBLOCK

B. A forum mon conveniens motion successfully thwarts forum
shopping by foreign plaintiffs against California corpora-
tioms; courts should not consider an alternative forum'’s sub-
stantive law unless that forum provides no remedy: Stangvik
v. Shiley, Inc.

California corporations have won an important battle in the “forum
shopping” war waged against foreign plaintiffs in the decision of
Stangvik v. Shiley, Inc.' In Stangvik, the California Supreme Court held
that the trial court did not abuse its discretion in its application of forum
non conveniens in a prosthetic heart-valve tort liability case.? Hence, the
order staying the case and forcing the foreign plaintiffs to sue a Califor-
nia corporate defendant in Scandinavia was upheld.’ The high court
granted review* to clarify the doctrine of forum non conveniens and to

involving this set of circumstances. Id. at 858, 823 P.2d at 1211-12, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
610-11. Therefore, it does not appear that Bermudez will have a major impact -on the
courts of appeal.

14. The court indicated that the decision produced a scheme that allows appeal in
municipal court contempt matters, but not in superior court contempt matters. /d. at
864, 823 P.2d at 1215, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 614. The court seemed to suggest that the
legislature close this “loophole.” Id.

1. 54 Cal. 3d 744, 819 P.2d 14, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d 556 (1991). Justice Mosk wrote for
a unanimous court composed of Chief Justice Lucas and Justices Panelli, Kennard,
Arabian, Baxter, and George. See 10:47 Barclay's California Supreme Court Service,
Weekly Report, Nov. 26, 1991, at 507; 13:8 CEB Civ. Litig. Rptr. 380, Dec. 1991; 60
U.S.LW. 2382, Dec. 17, 1991. See also Stacey A. Gordon, California Ruling Limits
Many Foreign Lawsuits, Bus. INs., Dec. 23, 1991, at 1; Philip Hagar, Foreigners Lim-
ited in Ruling in State Courts, LLA. TMES (Home ed.), Nov. 22, 1991, at A3 (Home
edition) (also reported as Shiley Wins Case Limiting Foreigners' Right to Sue, at D5
(Orange County ed.)); Leslie Berkman, U.S. Lawsuits Against Shiley by Foreigners De-
nied, L.A. TIMES (Orange County ed.), Sept. 18, 1990, at D5; Leslie Berkman, Ruling
May Partially Shield Maker of Heart Valve From Foreign Litigants, L.A. TIMES (Or-
ange County ed.), Aug. 30, 1988, at D9.

2. Stangvik, 64 Cal. 3d at 762, 819 P.2d at 18, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 560.

3. Id. at 763, 819 P.2d at 26, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 568.

4. Stangvik v. Shiley, Inc., 800 P.2d 858, 275 Cal. Rptr. 380 (1990), gffd, 54 Cal.
3d 744, 819 P.2d 14, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d 556 (1991). Chief Justice Lucas and Justices
Mosk, Broussard, Panelli, Kennard and Arabian voted to grant review. However,
Justice Broussard retired from the court before the case was argued. Justice
Eagleson did not sign the order to grant review because he planned to retire before
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resolve the newly created conflict between the decision of the court of
appeal below and two prior court of appeal decisions, Corrigan v. Bjork
Shiley Corp. and Holmes v. Syntex Laboratories, Inc.®

Shiley Corporation has been plagued with products liability lawsuits in
both state and federal courts ever since it recalled certain prosthetic
heart valves manufactured in 1986.° Shiley has often won these cases on

the case would be heard. His replacement, Justice Baxter, joined in the unanimous
opinion. See Philip Carrizosa, Heart-Valve Appeal to Get Hearing: California Supreme
Court Will Consider Scandinavians' Venue Issue, L.A. DAILY J., Nov. 30, 1990, at 5.

6. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at 749, 819 P.2d at 16, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 558. The court
of appeal decision, 230 Cal. App. 3d 1688, 273 Cal. Rptr. 179 (1990), rev'd and su-
perseded by 800 P.2d 868, 276 Cal. Rptr. 380, qff'd, 64 Cal. 3d 744, 819 P.2d 14, 1
Cal. Rptr. 2d 656 (1991), contradicted two other court of appeal cases: Corrigan v.
Bjork Shiley Corp., 182 Cal. App. 3d 166, 227 Cal. Rptr. 247 (1986), cert. denied,
Shiley, Inc. v. Corrigan, 479 U.S. 1049 (1987) (holding that Australian plaintiffs could
sue Shiley in California) and Holmes v. Syntex Lab., Inc., 156 Cal. App. 3d 372, 202
Cal. Rptr. 773 (1984), overruled by Stangvik v. Shiley, 54 Cal. 3d 744, 819 P.2d 14, 1
Cal. Rptr. 2d 566 (1991) (holding that British plaintiffs could sue biomedical corpora-
tion in California for personal injuries allegedly caused by oral contraceptives). See
Harry Litman, Considerations of Choice of Law in the Doctrine of Forum Non Con-
veniens, 74 CAL. L. REv. 565 (1986) (discussing all key California and federal forum
non conveniens cases up to 1986, including Corrigan and Holmes).

Shiley previously attempted to reverse Corrigan and Holmes and to create other
favorable changes in forum non conveniens law through intense political lobbying in
the California Legislature and in the United States Senate and House of Representa-
tives. Other multinational corporations and organizations that participated in Shiley’s
lobbying efforts include Genentech, AT&T, The California Manufacturers Association,
and the California Chamber of Commerce. Shiley has also retained some of the
largest law firms in the nation, including Hughes, Hubbard & Reed; Skadden, Arps,
Slate, Meagher & Flom; and Pillsbury, Madison & Sutro, to draft proposed legislation
and to defend its cases. Trial lawyer organizations and consumer groups opposed
Shiley’s proposed bills. Most of Shiley’s lobbying failed to achieve the intended goals.
See Tom Dresslar, Companies Seek Different Forum for Valve Suits: Foreign Parties
Involved, L.A. DAILY J., June 11, 1990, at 1 (discussing SB 1735); Tom Dresslar, Sen-
tence in Bill Would Aid Pfizer in Valve Cases: Changes Forum for Suits, L.A. DALY
J., Apr. 4, 1990, at 1 (discussing SB 1735; Pfizer Inc. bought Shiley Inc. in 1979);
Tom Dresslar, Pfizer Seeks Protection from Heart Valve Suits, LA. DALy J., May 5,
1988, at 2 (discussing SB 2683); Leslie Berkman, Shiley Seeks Law to Limit Damage
Suits by Foreign Litigants Over Heart Valves, LA. TIMES, May 3, 1988, at D5 (Or-
ange County edition); Greg Rushford, Lacovara’s Risky Cure for Pfizer's Heartburn,
LEGAL TIMES, Apr. 4, 1988, at 1 (discussing Shiley’s federal lobbying).

6. A sampling of recent federal court of appeals cases includes the following un-
published memoranda dispositions: Murphy v. Shiley, Inc., 940 F.2d 668 (9th Cir.
1991) (Table); Pryor v. Shiley, Inc., 916 F.2d 716 (9th Cir. 1990) (Table) (consolidat-
ing 13 identical cases and granting summary judgment for Shiley); Sill v. Shiley, Inc.,
785 F. Supp. 337 (W.D. Mo. 1989), affd, 909 F.2d 508 (8th Cir. 1990) (Table);
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summary judgment motions.” The Stangvik case strongly resembles
these other cases, with the exception that here Shiley prevailed on pro-
cedural, rather than substantive, grounds.

In Stangvik, relatives of two deceased Scandinavian men implanted
with allegedly defective heart valves sued Shiley in California for
wrongful death and a plethora of accompanying torts.® Shiley moved to
dismiss the suit based upon forum non conveniens.” Although the trial

Brinkman v. Shiley, Inc.,, 732 F. Supp. 33 (M.D. Pa.), aff'd, 902 F.2d 16568 (3d Cir.
1989) (Table); Hagepanos v. Shiley, Inc., 846 F.2d 71 (4th Cir. 1988) (Table).

State cases include the following: Spuhl v. Shiley, Inc., 795 S.W.2d 5§73 (Mo. Ct.
App. 1990); Khan v. Shiley, Inc., 217 Cal. App. 3d 848, 266 Cal. Rptr. 106 (1990); Cart
v. Ducote, 490 So.2d 731 (La. Ct. App. 1986); Corrigan v. Bjork Shiley Corp., 182 Cal.
App. 3d 166, 227 Cal. Rptr. 247 (1986), cert. denied, Shiley, Inc. v. Corrigan, 479 U.S.
1049 (1987), overruled by Stangvik v. Shiley, Inc., 54 Cal. 3d 744, 819 P.2d 14, 1 Cal
Rptr. 2d 666 (1991). The supreme court noted that approximately 235 cases regarding
Shiley’s prosthetic heart valve are pending in California courts. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d
at 759, 818 P.2d at 28, 1 Cal. Rptr. at 565. For a criticism of the Khan case see
Robert F. Hanley, The Heart-Valve Cases: Is Pfizer the Next A. H. Robbins?, Legal
Backgrounder (Wash. Legal Found.), Feb. 15, 1991, arguing that Khan contradicts
established precedent in California. See also 6 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA
Law, Torts § 1304 (9th ed. Supp. 1992) (discussing Khan).

7. See supra note 6. Many cases are brought by living plaintiffs who still have
the valves implanted. American products liability law in nearly every state requires
product failure, malfunction, or a product-caused accident in order to recover. Plain-
tiffs in the prosthetic implant situation argue that, in cases involving life-sustaining
medical devices, the claimant must die, or at least risk death, before being able to
sue. Shiley argues that while the patient is alive, the implanted heart valve is not
harmful but rather keeps the patient alive, so there is no product failure, malfunction,
or product-caused accident. Emotional distress alone does not usually suffice as dam-
age in products cases. Plaintiffs counter that under this reasoning, a heart valve re-
cipient must die in order to maintain his case, since even the slightest defect in such
a device entails nearly instant death. Nevertheless, Shiley has precedent on its side
and it appears unlikely that products liability law will become any more liberal than
its present state. Khan, 217 Cal. App. 3d 848, 266 Cal. Rptr. 106, is one of the few
cases that allowed a heart valve plaintiff to proceed substantively solely on grounds
of emotional distress. See also supra note 6 for further information on Khan.

8. The plaintiffs consisted of the immediate families of the late Mr. Sigmund
Stangvik, a Norwegian, and the late Mr. Mikael Karlsson, a Swede. Both men under-
went Shiley artificial heart valve implant operations in their respective countries. Both
men subsequently died from wvalve failure. Specifically, the plaintiffs in this suit, like
the claimants in the other numerous suits against Shiley, alleged that strut fractures
induced the artificial valve to collapse, causing death within minutes. The tort claims
included negligence, strict liability, breach of warranty, fraud, loss of consortium, and
negligent infliction of emotional distress. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at 749, 819 P.2d at 16,
1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 568,

9. Shiley based its forum non conveniens motion on section 410.30, subdivision
(a), of the Code of Civil Procedure which provides:

When a court upon motion of a party of its own motion finds that in the
interest of substantial justice an action should be heard in a forum outside
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judge sympathized with Shiley’s position, he felt constrained to deny the
motion because of Corrigan.” Shiley then filed writs for extraordinary
relief. The court of appeal issued an order criticizing Corrigan as wrong-
ly decided" and directing the trial court to reevaluate the motion. Upon
reconsideration, the trial judge granted Shiley's motion. When Stangvik
appealed, the court of appeal affirmed,” agreeing that California was an
inconvenient forum. More than three years after the issue arose, a unani-

this state, the court shall stay or dismiss the action in whole or in part on

any conditions that may be just.
CaL. Crv. Proc. CopE § 410.30(a) (Deering 1991).

At first glance, it seems ironic for Shiley to claim that courts in Scandinavia are
more converdent than the Orange County Courthouse where the suit began, located a
mere five miles from Shiley’s headquarters. In support of the motion, Shiley argued
that the courts in Sweden and Norway would be the most convenient forum, because
the plaintiffs reside in Scandinavia, the valves were marketed and sold there, the
decedents’ received medical care there, and the alleged fraudulent misrepresentations
were made there. :

The plaintiffs countered that Shiley is incorporated in California; the valves in
question were designed, manufactured, tested, and packaged in California; and that
hundreds of key witnesses lived in California. Additionally, more than one million perti-
nent documents existed in California which might have to be translated. Both sides
claimed their choice of forum contained a greater amount of relevant evidence.

10. Shiley, Inc. v. Superior Court, 250 Cal. Rptr. 793, 794-95 (1988) (Stangvik, real
party in interest) (ordered not published under CALIFORNIA RULEs OF COURT 976
(1977)). See 2 B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE, Jurisdiction § 306 (3d ed. 1985 &
Supp. 1992) (discussing Holmes and Corrigan).

11. “Corrigan and several of its antecedents represent an unwarranted digression

from sound principles of the law of forum non conveniens and [we] direct the trial
court to reconsider in light of the discussion following.” Skiley, 250 Cal. Rptr. at 795.
“We believe [Corrigan and Holmes] invite forum shopping, needlessly burden Cali-
fornia taxpayers and litigants, and may encourage the flight of high technology manu-
facturers to friendlier jurisdictions.” Id. at 796-97. Also, Corrigan and Holmes rely
upon a Judicial Council comment written before the seminal federal cases. Justices
Crosby, Sonénshine, and Seymour of the Fourth District Court of Appeal issued this
order. Though these citations refer to the depublished opinion of 1988, the still valid
precedent of the 1990 case repeats the same arguments. Stangvik v. Shiley, Inc., 230
Cal. App. 3d 1688, 170304, 273 Cal. Rptr. 179, 190 (1990). Thus, this appellate court
effectively circumvented the depublication order by simply drafting a subsequent, but
substantively identical, opinion.
12, Stangvik v. Shiley, 230 Cal. App. 3d 1688; 273 Cal. Rptr. 179 (1990) (original
opinion previously reported at 223 Cal. App. 3d 1176). See 12:7 CEB Civ. LITIG. RPTR.
312, Nov. 1990 (discussing this court of appeal decision). Note that Justices Crosby
and Sonenshine, both members of the panel which had decided to allow the trial
judge to reconsider the case two years earlier, concurred in the opinion written by
Acting Presiding Justice Moore.
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mous supreme court upheld the decision of the court of appeal.”

After a brief history and definition of the forum non conveniens doc-
trine in California,* the court set forth a two-part test to determine
whether such a motion should be granted. First, a cowrt must evaluate
the “suitability” of the alternative forum. While the Holmes case ad-
dressed this issue as a balancing of conveniences, Stangvik reduces this
element to a “threshold inquiry” of “whether an action may be com-
menced in the alternative jurisdiction and a valid judgment obtained
there against the defendant.”® It seems this element has lost most of its
significance, especially where the defendant requesting the transfer ex-
presses a willingness to submit to foreign jurisdiction as Shiley did in
this case.'

Second, and most crucial, a court must balance private and public
interests"” and conclude that these concerns justify use of the doctrine
under the given facts. The seminal federal authorities in this area are
Piper and Gulf Oil,” upon which the court in Stangvik and the courts

13. Stangvik v. Shiley, Inc., 54 Cal. 3d at 751, 819 P.2d at 17, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
569. '

14. The first California case to employ forum non conveniens was Price v.
Atchison, T. & S.F. Ry. Co., 42 Cal. 2d 577, 268 P.2d 457, cert. denied, 348 U.S. 839
(1964). On the doctrine of forum non conveniens, see generally 16 CaL. JUR. 3D
Courts § 67 (1983 & Supp. 1992); 2 B. WrTKIN, CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE, Jurisdiction,
§§ 303308 (3d ed. 1985 & Supp. 1991); Martin J. McMahon, Forum Non Conveniens
Doctrine in State Court as Affected by Availability of Alternative Forum, 57
ALR.4th 973 (1987 & Supp. 1992).

The court defines forum non conveniens as “an equitable doctrine invoking the
discretionary power of a court to decline to exercise the jurisdiction it has over a
transitory cause of action when it believes that the action may be more appropriately
and justly tried elsewhere.” Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at 751, 819 P.2d at 17, 1 Cal. Rptr.
2d at 5569. As seen in the remainder of the opinion and result of Stangvik, the court
strongly relied upon the equitable and discretionary nature of the definition.

16. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at 762 n.3, 819 P.2d at 18 n.3, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 560 n.3.

16. Among other conditions imposed by the trial court, Shiley consented to juris-
diction in Norway and Sweden, and agreed to comply with all discovery orders there
(including the costs of transporting witnesses and documents).

17. Private interests include the ability to obtain an enforceable judgment quickly
and economically, as well as the ability to conduct discovery. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at
761, 819 P.2d at 17-18, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 560-61 (citing Piper Aircraft Co. v. Reyno,
464 U.S. 235, 269-61; Gulf Oil Corp. v. Gilbert, 330 U.S. 6501, 507-09 (1947)). Public in-
terests include alleviating crowded court dockets, utilizing jurors to address cases
concerning their community, and the stake that California has in the matter compared
with the alternative forum. See also B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE, Jurisdiction, §
304 (3d ed. 1985).

See supra note 8 for the facts of the case. The supreme court held that the
public interest factors undoubtedly favored Shiley. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at 763, 819
P.2d at 26, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 568.

18. Piper Aircraft Co. v. Reyno, 454 U.S. 235 (1981); Gulf Oil Corp. v. Gilbert, 330
U.S. 501 (1947).

268



[Vol. 20: 257, 1992) California Supreme Court Survey
PEPPERDINE LAW REVIEW

below understandably relied. The key impetus to a forum non conveniens
motion is forum shopping, or seeking to transfer a case to a jurisdiction
with more favorable law.” Because the California Supreme Court felt
Piper ambiguously addressed the precise role that foreign substantive
law should play,” the court could have included this as a factor to con-
sider. Indeed, the “substantive law analysis” of Holmes declared that
“substantial weight should be given to the fact that law in the forum
state is more favorable to a plaintiff than in a foreign jurisdiction.”
However, the supreme court reasoned that “the fact that an alternative
jurisdiction’s law is less favorable ... should not be accorded any
weight . . . provided . . . some remedy is afforded.”® While this decision
places California forum non conveniens law back into accord with the
federal approach, it nevertheless seems ironic that courts will not consid-
er as a major factor this crucial underlying motivation for forum non
conveniens motions.®? Moreover, given that nearly every “suitable”
forum presumably has some remedy, this rule practically eliminates any
consideration of substantive law. '

. The court also discussed the significance of residence to forum non
conveniens. Traditionally, the plaintiff’'s choice of forum carried a strong
presumption of convenience. The Holmes court then held that this defer-
ence applied to foreign plaintiffs as well as resident plaintiffs.” Howev-
er, Stangvik modified this rule so that it now applies only to residents of
the forum state.® In reaching this conclusion, the court gave great sig-

19. The court acknowledged that the plaintiffs probably selected California to “en-
hance the possibility of substantial recovery.” Stangvik, 54 Cal. 301 at 761, 819 P.2d
at 26, 1 Cal. Rptr. at 567. Neither Sweden nor Norway award punitive damages. Simi-
larly, it seems likely that Shiley filed its forum non conveniens motion to avoid pro-
plaintiff California substantive tort law and generous California juries. Id. See Philip
Carrizosa, Justices to Hear Forum Debate; Orange County Heart Valve Maker Wants
Trial Moved to Scandinavia, L.A. DaiLy J., Oct. 9, 1991, at 3.

20. The court observed that Piper did not clearly indicate whether the law of the
alternative forum should be given some weight or no weight. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at
753-564 n.5, 819 P.2d at 19 n.5, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 561 n.5. “The possibility of a.change
in substantive law should ordinarily not be given conclusive or even substantial
weight in the forum non conveniens inquiry.” Piper, 464 U.S. at 247.

21. Stangirtk, 54 Cal. 3d at 764, 819 P.2d at 26, 1 Cal. Rptr. at 568. *

22. Id. at 764 n.5, 819 P.2d at 19 n.5, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 561 n.5 (citing Lockman
Found. v. Evangelical Alliance Mission, 930 F.2d 764, 768-69 (9th Cir. 1991)).

23. See Litman, supra note 5.

24. Holmes, 166 Cal. App. 3d at 391, 202 Cal. Rptr at 785.

25. Stangvik, 54 Cal. 3d at 754-55, 819 P.2d at 20, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 562. Another
traditional presumption of forum non conveniens asserts the convenience of the state
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nificance to the fact that this case and many others like it would further
congest the crowded dockets of California’s courts.® Certainly this fact
alone does not warrant a change of forum, but in light of the numerous
heart valve suits brought by California residents, the court deemed these
sufficient to castigate Shiley and deter future wrongful conduct.”

Finally, while the supreme court acknowledged that the defendant as
movant bears the burden of proof in a forum non conveniens motion,
especially in light of the presumption of convenience for a defendant’s
state of incorporation, it also observed that a ruling on the motion rests
within the trial court’s discretion. Upon review, this decision deserves
“substantial deference” to preserve the flexibility of the doctrine.®?

Stangvik disapproved of Corrigan and Holmes, and made clear that
the principal underlying goal of the forum non conveniens doctrine is to
assure trial in the most convenient forum without regard to substantive
law.” However, as Stangvik illustrates, the doctrine serves as an indis-
pensable tool in the battle to win a forum with the most advantageous
law. Under the precedent of Stangvik,* California corporations have a
potent weapon with which to fend off forum-shoppmg forelgners and
indeed, to “reverse forum shop” themselves.

BENJAMIN GROSS SHATZ

II. CONSTITUTIONAL LAW

A. A statutory voting plan that conditions the right to vote on
commercial land ownership and allots votes and levies as-
sessments on unequal bases upholds the constitutional as-
surances of equal protection where the voting plan is reason-
ably related to the purpose of the statute: Southern Califor-
nia Rapid Transit District v. Bolen.

of incorporation or the principal place of business of a corporate defendant. The
court of appeal maintained that a 1986 amendment to section 410.30 of the California
Code of Civil Procedure nullified this rule, but the supreme court disagreed with this
interpretation and reaffirmed the validity of the presumption. Id. at 756-56, 819 P.2d
at 21, 1 Cal.-Rptr. 2d at 563.

26. Id. at 768, 819 P.2d at 22-23, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 564-66.

27. Id.

28, Id. at 761, 819 P.2d at 18, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 560.

29, Id. at 763-64, 819 P.2d at 26-27, 1 Cal. Rptr. at 568-69.

30. Shiley's victory in Stangvik has carried over to other successful transfer mo-
tions. See Pfizer Releases Statement on California Court of Appeal Decision, PR
Newswire (Fin. News), Mar. 10, 1992 (noting Alsup v. Shiley and Moore v. Shiley).
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I. INTRODUCTION

In Southern California Rapid Transit District v. Bolen,' the Califor-
nia Supreme Court considered whether the equal protection assurances
of the state and federal Constitutions® were preserved by a statute that
made commercial land ownership a prerequisite to voting at a referen-
dum regarding proposed “special benefit assessment districts™ created
by the Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD).* In addition,
the court considered whether allotting votes based on assessed value and
levying benefit assessments based on land size contravened the equal
protection assurances.’ In a five-to-two decision, the court held that the
voting plan complied with the constitutional guarantees of equal protec-
tion under the narrow facts presented in this case.®

1. 1 Cal. 4th 654, 822 P.2d 875, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d 843 (1992), cert. denied, 112 S.
Ct. 3031 (1992). Justice Arabian wrote the majority opinion, with Chief Justice Lucas
and Justices Panelli, Baxter, and George concwrring. Justice Kennard wrote a separate
dissenting opinion with Justice Mosk concurring.

2. See 8 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA LAw, Constitutional Law §§ 591, 593
(9th ed. 1988 & Supp. 1992) (United States Constitution's equal protection provision);
8 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Constitutional Law § 603 (8th ed. 1988 &
Supp. 1992) (California Constitution’s equal protection provision); see also 51 CAL.
‘JUR. 3D Public I'mprovements § 10 (1979) (constitutional requirements of special as-
sessments); 18A MCKINNEY, CALIFORNIA DIGEST OF OFFICIAL REPORTS, Property Tawes
§8 3, 36 (3d & 4th ed. 1992) (relevant authority defining special assessments and
applying constitutional requirements of special assessments).

3. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 660, 822 P. 2d at 877, 3 Cal
Rptr. 2d at £45; see CAL. PuB. UTIL. CODE §§ 33000-33020 (West Supp. 1992); see also
61 CAL. JUR. 8D Public Improvements §§ 47-51 (1979 & Supp. 1992) (background and
source material on improvement and assessment districts); 19 MCKINNEY, CALIFORNIA DiI-
GEST OF OFFICIAL REPORTS, Public I'mprovements §§ 1-9 (3d & 4th ed. 1992) (digesting
relevant authority on improvement and assessment districts).

4. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 659-60, 822 P. 2d at 877, 3
Cal. Rptr. 2d at 84546. For a general discussion of transit districts and pertinent
background information on the SCRTD, see 52 CAL. JUR. 3D Public Transit §§ 11-19
(1979 & Supp. 1992) and 19 MCKINNEY, CALIFORNIA DIGEST OF OFFICIAL REPORTS, Pub-
lic Transit § 2 (3d & 4th ed. 1992).

6. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist.,, 1 Cal. 4th at 677, 822 P. 2d at 888-89, 3
Cal. Rptr. 2d at 856-57.

6. Id. at 681, 822 P.2d at 891, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 860. See 7 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY
OF CALIFORNIA Law, Constitutional Law §§ 225-26 (9th ed. 1988) (citing valid and
invalid provisions of special benefit district elections and referenda).
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II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The controversy in Southern California Rapid Transit District v.
Bolen involved the SCRTD’s statutorily authorized’ creation of two ben-
efit assessment districts encompassing planned rail stations along the
introductory segment of a proposed citywide mass transit system.® The
statute, which authorized the imposition of the benefit districts by the
SCRTD,. mandated that a “referendum must be held if requested by the
owners-of at least twenty-five percent of the assessed value of real prop-
erty within a proposed assessment district.” The statute limited voting
at the referendum to the landowners who would be subject to the pro-
posed assessment.” Because residential property owners were exempt
from the assessment,"” residential landowners, as well as
non-landowning residents, in the proposed benefit districts were denied
the opportunity to vote at any referendum seeking approval of the ben-
efit districts.”

Furthermore, the statute instructed that the number of votes a com-

7. See CAL. Pus. UTiL. CoDE § 33000(b) (West Supp. 1992). That section provides
in relevant part: “The Board of Directors of the [SCRTD] shall be the conclusive
judge of the proportion of special and general benefits produced by the facilities and
of the distribution of the special benefits among parcels of property within the bene-
fit assessment district.” /d.

8. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 660, 832 P.2d at 877, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 846. The citywide transit system is known as “Metro Rail” /d. The intro-
ductory segment is known as the “Red Line.” Id. at 660 n.1, 822 P.2d at 877 n.1, 3
Cal. Rptr. 2d at 845 and n.1.

9. Id. at 660, 822 P.2d at 877, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 845 (citing CAL. PuB. UtiL. CODE
§ 33002.2 (West Supp. 1992)).

10. Id. (citing CAL. Pus. UTIL. CoDE § 33002.3(a) (West Supp. 1992)). Properties to
be assessed include “iniprovements used as offices, commercial, retail, hotels, motels
and free-standing commercial parking garages not used to meet zoning requirements.”
RTD Board Approves Plan for Metro Rail Benefit Assessment Districts at Lower
Rate; Hollywood Unit Split Into Two Parts, PR NEWSWIRE, Mar. 12, 1990.

11. When the proposed benefit district was submitted to the Los Angeles City
Council for approval pursuant to the statute, the city council amended SCRTD's origi-
nal proposal and excluded residential property from assessment consistent with statu-
tory authority. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist.,, 1 Cal. 4th at 662, 822 P.2d at
878-79, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 84647; see CAL. PuB. UTIL. CoDE § 33001.5(b)-(d) (West
Supp. 1992).

12. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 660, 822 P.2d at 877, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 845; see CaL Pus. Urti.. CobpE § 33002.3(a) (West Supp. 1992).
Non-commercial properties excluded from assessment include “residential properties,
including that portion of residential hotels, motels and other similar residential uses
with long term residents . . . [and] property that is publicly or non profit-owned and
publicly or nonprofit-used.” RTD Board Approves Plan for Metro Rail Benefit Assess-
ment Districts at Lower Rate; Hollywood Unit Split Into Two Parts, PR NEWSWIRE,
Mar. 12, 1990.
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mercial landowner would receive at the referendum was to be based on
the assessed value of the landowner's property.” However, if the pro-
posed benefit districts were approved, any assessments actually levied
would be calculated not according to land value, but would be based on
the size of the land or whether the land was improved."

The SCRTD brought suit against its secretary, Helen Bolen, seeking to
Jjudicially sanction its formation of two benefit districts prior to issuing
bonds that would be secured by proceeds from the assessments.” The
trial court held that the voting plan’s requirement of commercial land
ownership did not violate equal protection guarantees.” The appellate
court reversed, citing two constitutional shortcomings in the statute.”
First, it proclaimed that the voting plan authorized by the statute in-
fringed upon equal protection assurances by arbitrarily excluding
non-landowners from the franchise."” The appellate court reasoned that
the costs and benefits of the assessments—without which the institution
and upkeep of the mass transit system would not be possible-should be
placed equally upon all citizens within the benefit districts because they
all are affected by public transportation. The appellate court further
reasoned that because the “one-person, one-vote™ principle was trig-
gered by the indiscriminate nature of the assessments, a compelling state
interest (of which the court found none) warranted the inclusion of
non-commercial landowners.* Second, the appellate court stated that

13. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 660, 822 P.2d at 877, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 845; see CAL. PuB. UTIL. CODE § 33002.3(b) (West Supp. 1992).

14. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 660, 822 P.2d at 877, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 845; see CAL. PuB. UTiL. COoDE § 33002(a) (West Supp. 1992).

16. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist.,, 1 Cal. 4th at 663, 822 P.2d at 879, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 847. A “few” commercial landowners and one commercial lessee were
granted permission to intervene in the action on Bolen's side. Id. The board of direc-
tors of the SCRTD filed this suit in part to test the legal validity of collecting taxes
from the assessment districts to secure a bond issue to finance the construction of
Metro Rail. California: Rail Line On Track Due to Court Ruling, PUB. FIN.-WASH.
WartcH, Feb. 10, 1992, at 2.

16. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 663, 822 P.2d at 879, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 847. )

17. Id. at 663-64, 822 P.2d at 879-80, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 84748. In addition to its
conclusion that the statute was constitutionally flawed, the appellate court further
concluded that the statute authorizing the SCRTD to create the districts did not au-
thorize the SCRTD to except residential property from assessment. Id.

18. Id.

19. Id. The principle of “one-person, one-vote” was espoused'by the United States
Supreme Court in Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533 (1964) (holding that an equal voice
in government is a fundamental right).

20. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 663-64, 822 P.2d at 879-80,-3
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the statute’s disproportionate scheme of assigning votes according to
assessment value while levying assessments according to size was funda-
mentally unfair and thus undermined the equal protection assurances.”
The appellate court insisted that in order to satisfy equal protection, the
number of votes allotted to a landowner would need to be functionally
tied to the assessment that would be imposed upon him.? The court of
appeals concluded that the statute was unconstitutional® and SCRTD
appealed to the California Supreme Court.”

III. TREATMENT OF THE CASE
A. The Majority Opinion

In determining whether equal protection assurances are undermined by
a voting plan conditioned on land ownership, the court must first deter-
mine whether to apply the “one person, one vote” principle strictly or to
apply a more moderate equal protection examination.* If the standard
of “one-person, one-vote” applies to the assessment district referendum,
the state needs to show a “compelling justification” for excluding a class
of voters.® However, if an exception exists and the standard of
“one-person, one-vote” does not apply, then one class of voters may be
afforded greater influence in the election than other classes as long .as
the classification is not “wholly irrelevant” and is “reasonably related” to
the purpose of the statute.” The moderate level of protection applies

Cal. Rptr. 2d at 84748.

21. Id.

22. Id.

23. For a treatment of the appellate court decision, see 52 CaL. JUR. 3D Public
Transit § 16 (Supp. 1992).

24. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 664, 822 P.2d at 879-80, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 857-48.

26. Id. at 664-65, 822 P.2d at 880, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 848; see 8 B. WITKIN; SUMMA-
RY OF CALIFORNIA LAw, Constitutional Law § 602 (9th ed. 1988 & Supp. 1992) (ex-
plaining the “two-tier test of classification™); see also 4 MCKINNEY, CALIFORNIA DIGEST
OF OFFICIAL REPORTS, Constitutional Law § 75 (3d ed. 1988) (digesting case authority
that demonstrates application of both levels of the “two-tier test of classification” in
equal protection inquiry).

26. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist.,, 1 Cal. 4th at 665, 822 P.2d at 880, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 848; see supra notes 19-20 and accompanying text..

27. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 665, 822 P.2d at 880 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 848, This “narrow exception” was first formulated in Avery v. Midland
City, 390 U.S. 474, 483-84 (1968) (providing an exception to the Reynolds standard of
“one-person, one-vote” where “a special purpose unit of government [is] assigned the
performance of functions affecting definable groups of constituents more than oth-
er[s).”); see also Salyer Land Co. v. Tulare Water Dist., 410 U.S. 719, 728-30 (1973)
(holding property-based voting plan not subject to the Reynolds standard of
“one-person, one-vote” when “special purpose unit of government” is involved and its
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when two requirements are satisfied.? First, the public entity must be
created in order to carry out limited governmental tasks.” Second, the
limited tasks that the public entity performs must affect voters’ interests
disproportionately.”

First, the court considered the breadth of governmental authority vest-
ed in the benefit districts.” The court held that the benefit districts pos-
sessed very little governmental authority and certainly not enough power
to implicate the standard of “one-person, one-vote.”” It reasoned that
the benefit districts’ purpose was limited to defining the areas where
land values were increased due to the proximity of the rail stations.®
The court noted that the inherent limitations of the benefit districts were
evidenced by the voting plan itself because only commercial landowners
would be assessed and because they are the ones who would also reap
the largest gains from the rail stations.* In light of the nexus between
the voters who would reap the benefits and those who would be charged
with the assessments, the court was satisfied that the benefit districts
lacked the necessary authority to mandate the “one-person, one-vote”
standard.® Thus the court deduced that the narrow circumstances of
this case warranted the “reasonable relation” level of equal protection

decisions “primarily affect(} or interest[]” one class of voters more than others).

28. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 665, 822 P.2d at 881, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 849.

29. Id.

30. Id. at 666, 822 P.2d at 881, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 849.

31. Id. at 665, 822 P.2d at 881, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 849. The court emphasized that
the public entity at issue was the benefit assessment -district and not the SCRTD
itself. Id. at 670, 822 P.2d at 884, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 852.

32. Id. at 669, 822 P.2d at 883, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 852.

33. Id. The purpose of the special benefit assessment is to compensate for the
eventuating “windfall” that otherwise would be bestowed without cost upon commer-
cial landowners in the districts where the subway stations would be located. The
windfall is due to the influx of business activity that would result from the creation
of the mass transit system compared with the system’s huge start-up cost. The money
received from the assessments levied on swrrounding commercial landowners would
be used to meet the principal and interest payments on bonds that the SCRTD issued
to pay for constructing the mass transit system. Id. at 661, 822 P.2d at 878, 3 Cal
Rptr. 2d at 846. See also David J. Hayes, Rapid Transit Financing: Use of the Spe-
cial Assessment 29 STAN. L. REv. 795 (1977) (discussing in depth the use of special
assessment to finance rapid transit systems in California and other states).

34. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist. at 670, 822 P.2d at 884, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
852.

36. Id.
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scrutiny.”

The second requirement of the moderate level of equal protection
scrutiny is met when the limited tasks that the public entity performs
affect class interests disproportionately.” In determining whether the
voting or non-voting constituents were disparately affected to a sufficient
degree by the outcome of the referendum, the court considered the rela-
tionship between the voting and non-voting classes.®

The court evaluated on the one hand whether the commercial land-
owners were affected more by the outcome of the referendum than those
excluded by the voting plan, and on the other hand whether those ex-
cluded by the voting plan were considerably less interested in the out-
come of the referendum.” The court decided that the benefit districts
would impact the commercial landowner class more than the excluded
class, and moreover, that the excluded class was less interested in the
outcome of the referendum.® The court reasoned that while the com-
mercial landowners would benefit in the form of increased land values
and commercial activity," the beneficial impacts of the assessment dis-
trict on the excluded class were no different than the benefits to people
served by the mass-transit system citywide. Furthermore, affirmation of
the benefit districts in the referendum would have a direct impact on the
included class while having only an indirect or remote impact on the
non-voting class.? If the benefit assessment district were approved, the
assessments would only be levied on the commercial landowners.® An
affirmative vote by the excluded class would therefore carry no risk of
assessment to that class, thereby rendering them substantially less inter-
ested in the outcome.“ The court concluded that the classes were
dissimilarly affected to a sufficiently substantial degree by the outcome
of the referendum, thus the second requirement of the exception to the

36. Id.

37. I

38. Id. at 671, 822 P.2d at 884.85, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 852-53.

39. Id.

40. Id. at 673-74, 822 P.2d at 88687, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 854-56.

41, Id. at 674, 822 P.2d at 887, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 855. At this point the court ac-
knowledged that commercial lessees would be affected by the assessments more than
other non-landowning residents outside the districts because many of the leases in
the districts contained “pass through” agreements which would hold the commercial
landowner harmless in the event of any assessment placed on the land. However, the
court disposed of this issue by determining that the commercial lessees were not
affected to a “sufficiently substantial” degree to invoke the principle of “one-person,
one-vote.” Id.

42. Id.

43. Id.

4. Id
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principle of “one-person, one-vote” was satisfied.® Since both re-
quirements for the more moderate level of equal protection inquiry were
met, the court concluded that the SCRTD did not need to show a “com-
pelling justification” for the classification and exclusion of voters.*

After the cowrt determined the level of judicial inquiry to be the
“wholly irrelevant” or “reasonably related” standard, the court applied
this standard to the facts of the case.” The court noted that its task was
not to determine whether it would have excluded the same voters under
the voting plan.® Instead, the court was to determine whether any logi-
cal support existed for the statutory plan’s classification and exclusion of
voters, or conversely, whether the plan was wholly irrelevant to the legis-
lative purpose.® The court found that the plan was reasonably related
and not wholly irrelevant to the purpose of the statute.* The court rea-
soned that the Legislature could have reasonably determined that allow-
ing one class of voters to endorse an assessment placing all of the finan-
cial burden of that endorsement on another class would be unfair.*
Likewise, the court reasoned, with regard to commercial lessees, the Leg-
islature could have reasonably permitted their exclusion in light of the
administrative difficulties that would have arisen if they were included.”
The court concluded that the exclusion of non-commercial landowners
did not violate the equal protection requirement because the principle of
“one-person, one-vote” did not apply, and the classification and exclusion
of voters was reasonably related to the purpose of the statute.”

The court then considered the second constitutional issue raised by
the appellate court: whether equal protection was undermined by the
statute’s disproportionate scheme of assigning votes based on the tax-
assessed value of land while actually assessing landowners based on the
size and condition of the land.® The court held that while a more equi-

45. Id. at 675, 822 P.2d at 887, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 855.

46. Id. at 675, 822 P.2d at 88788, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 855-56.

47. Id. at 675, 822 P.2d at 888, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 856.

48. Id. at 675-76, 822 P.2d at 888, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 856.

49. Id. k

50. Id. at 677, 822 P.2d at 888, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 856.

651. Id. at €76, 822 P.2d at 888, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 856.

62. Some difficulties that the court listed include “identifying those commercial
leases with ‘pass through’ provisions and those without, the percentage of the assess-
ment passed to particular tenants, whether partial ‘pass throughs’ are permitted, the
duration of the commercial leases, and other electoral minutiae which have not oc-
curred to us.” [d.

653. Id. at 675-77, 822 P.2d at 88788, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 855-56.

64. This was an ancillary claim brought by the interveners. Id. at 677, 822 P.2d at
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table method of assigning votes and levying assessments may have been
possible, the plan chosen by the Legislature did not infringe on equal
protection assurances.® The court reasoned that the small size of the
benefit districts made it reasonable for the Legislature to assume that the
tax assessed value of the land would be fairly proportional to the land’s
size.® The court considered whether the different bases of vote and
assessment calculation chosen by the Legislature were reasonably related
to the voting plan.” The court maintained that the two different bases
of calculation were reasonably related to the purpose of the statute,
because the allocation of votes based on tax assessment value was more
convenient, inexpensive and verifiable than an allocation based on size
and condition.* The court reasoned that the approved voting scheme
would allow benefit districts to be approved at referendum before under-
taking the inconvenience, expense and difficulty of verifying calculations
based on square footage necessary for assessment purposes.” There-
fore, the court concluded that the two different bases used for allotting
votes and charging assessments were neither unreasonably disproportion-
ate to one another nor “wholly irrelevant” to the purpose of the statute
and thus satisfied the court’s more moderate level of equal protection
inquiry.®

88889, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 856-57.

56. Id. at 677-78, 822 P.2d at 889-90, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 857.

66. Id.; see also CaL. PuB. UTIL. CODE § 33001(b) (West Supp. 1992) (defining the
outer limits of any benefit district as not more than one mile from the centerpoint of
an actual or proposed rail transit station within the central business district of the
City of Los Angeles and not more than one-half mile from the center point of a rail
station located anywhere else).

67. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 678, 822 P.2d at 889, 3 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 857-58.

68. Id. at 679, 822 P.2d at 890, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 858.

69. Id.

60. Id. at 678-79, 822 P.2d at 889-90, 3 Cal. Rptr. at 857-88; see supra note 18. The
court also considered the appellate court’s holding that the SCRTD lacked statutory
authority to exempt residential landowners from assessment. The court based its
conclusion on express statutory language supporting the residential landowner exemp-
tion. Section 33001.5(b) authorizes the Los Angeles city council to review the SCRTD
plan with the ability to amend and approve it. CAL. PuB. UTiL. CODE § 33001.5(b)
(West Supp. 1992). Section 33001.5(c) requires the SCRTD to approve or disapprove
the plan with the city council revisions. CAL Pus. Uti.. CoDE § 33001.5(c) (West
Supp. 1992). In this case, the city council insisted on the exemption of residential
landowners and resubmitted the plan as amended to the SCRTD. Therefore, the court
held that the exemption of residential landowners was expressly authorized by the
legislature in the statute. Southern Cal. Rapid Transit Dist., 1 Cal. 4th at 68081, 822
P.2d at 891, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 859.
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B. The Dissenting Opinion

Justice Kennard maintained that the voting plan violated the equal
protection assurances of the United States Constitution.® Justice
Kennard focused on the SCRTD and its purposes in contrast to the
majority’s focus on the benefit districts and their limited purposes.® He
found that although assessments would be imposed only on commercial
landowners, this alone does not justify excluding all other potential vot-
ers.® All residents in the benefit districts would be affected by the rail
stations.* Increased commercial activities would have an impact, be it
positive or negative, on residential land values.® Whereas the increased
commercial activity could raise the value of residential property, land
values in an exclusively residential neighborhood might suffer.® Further-
more, Justice Kennard believed that the assessments would be redistrib-
uted throughout the benefit district because commercial landowners
would increase rents to commercial lessees, who in turn would charge
higher prices for goods, thereby impacting both commercial lessees and
all residents who shop in their stores, both of whom were excluded by
the voting plan.” Justice Kennard thus concluded that the SCRTD bene-
fit district referendum was an election of general interest.® As an elec-
tion of general interest, the principle of “one-person, one-vote” presump-
tively applied, and the SCRTD would need to show a compelling state
interest for an exception.® Because Justice Kennard concluded the vot-
ing .plan was constitutionally invalid on its face, the other challenges
lacked merit.™

61. Id. at 681, 822 P.2d at 892, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 860 (Kennard, J., dissenting).

62. Id. at 685, 822 P.2d at 894, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 862 (Kennard, J., dissenting); see
supra note 32 (the majority noted that had the SCRTD been its focus, the plan
would have failed the court’s equal protection inquiry).

63. Southern Calif. Rapid Transit Dist. at 686, 822 P.2d at 894-95, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d
at 863 (Kennard, J., dissenting).

64. Id. at 687, 822 P.2d at 895, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 863 (Kennard, J., dissenting).

65. Id. at 687 n.1, 822 P.2d at 896 n.1, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 864 n.l1 (Kennard, J., dis-
senting). )

66. Id. (Kennard, J., dissenting).

67. Id. at 687, 822 P.2d at 896, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 864 (Kennard, J., dissenting).

68. Id. at 68788, 822 P.2d at 896, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 864 (Kennard, J., dissenting).

69. Id. at 688, 822 P.2d at 896, 3 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 864 (Kennard, J., dissenting).

70. Id. (Kennard, J., dissenting).
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III. CONCLUSION

In Southern California Rapid Transit District v. Bolen, the California
Supreme Court considered whether the equal protection assurances of
the state and federal Constitutions were respected by a statutory plan
conditioning the right to vote on commercial land ownership. The court
also considered the equal protection implications of the two different
bases of vote and assessment calculations. The court, by focusing on the
benefit district itself, concluded that the limited circumstances of this
case preserved the equal protection assurances. Furthermore, the court
concluded that the Legislature’s different methods for allocating votes
and levying assessments offended neither the state nor federal
Constitutions’ equal protection sensibilities. In her dissenting opinion,
Justice Kennard maintained that the majority’s focus on the benefit dis-
trict was misplaced and instead focused on the Southern California Rap-
id Transit District, finding that the voting plan did violence to the equal
protection guarantees.

The majority’s focus on the benefit district itself rather than the
SCRTD as a governing body permitted the court to declare that equal
protection assurances had been satisfied by the plan, thus upholding the
constitutionality of the special benefit assessment districts. This decision
represents the California Supreme Court’'s determination to allow legisla-
tive bodies and local governments to use innovative methods to raise
funds for development of public transit systems. Other transit districts
may now seek private means of alternative financing for large projects
that may otherwise have appeared unfeasible because of the districts’
lack of available public funds. In return, commercial landowners in the
areas benefited by the transit system will profit from greater accessibility
and increased foot traffic. In terms of public policy, the majority’s opin-
ion seems appropriate and justified regarding emerging technologies in
rail transit and the public’s increasing need for these developments in
everyday life.

MICHAEL EMMET MURPHY

B. Statutes conditioning distribution of state benefits on Cali-
Jornia residency at a fixed point in the past violated federal
constitutional right to equal protection; limiting benefits to
veterans who were California residents at the time they en-
tered active military service was not rationally related to
legitimate state interest: Del Monte v. Wilson.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

In Del Monte v. Wilson,' the California Supreme Court considered
whether statutes requiring California residency at a fixed point in the
past for distribution of state veterans’ benefits violated the federal con-
stitutional right to equal protection.? The court concluded that the laws
violated the Equal Protection Clause when viewed in the light of the
United States Supreme Court holdings.’

This action was brought by veterans of World War II, the Korean War,
and the Vietham War and their dependents.’ All of the veterans enlisted
in military service while residents of other states and later moved to
California.® The state denied the plaintiffs benefits because they did not
fall within the definition of “veteran” under California Military and Veter-
ans Code section 980.° The code cites the date of enlistment into military

1. 1 Cal. 4th 1009, 824 P.2d 632, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 826 (1992). Justice Mosk was
joined in the unanimous opinion by Chief Justice Lucas, and Justices Panelli,
Kennard, Arabian, Baxter, and George. This case was previously entitled Del Monte v.
Deukmejian.

2. The statutes in question, from the California Military and Veterans Code, pro-
vided benefits for tuition and living expenses of students, farm and home loan assis-
tance, and disaster indemnity. CAL. MiL.. & VET. CODE §§ 980-980.5, 981-981.7, 985-
989.5, 987.50, 989.4 (West 1988 & Supp. 1992). Del Monte, 1 Cal. 4th at 1011, 824
P.2d at 632-33, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 826.

3. The language of the opinion indicates the court felt “constrained by recent
decisions of the United States Supreme Court . . . .” Del Monte, 1 Cal. 4th at 1011,
824 P.2d at 632, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 826. However, the court declined to grant the
defendant’s rather extreme request to waive the “policy of stare decisis.” Id. at 1023,
824 P.2d at 641, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 835.

4. The plaintiffs were Charles Del Monte, a veteran of the Korean War, and his
sons Nicholas and Andrew who applied for educational assistance; Michael Gureckas,
a veteran of the Vietham War, denied home purchase assistance; Clyde McCown, a
World War II veteran, who was a resident of California since 1946; Karl Seuthe, a
Korean War veteran, who moved to California in 1952; and John Rigney, a World
War II veteran, who moved to California in 1950. Del Monte v. Deukmejian, 1 Cal.
App. 4th 1213, 1217-18, 281 Cal. Rptr. 380, 382-83 (Cal. Ct. App. 1991).

5. Del Monte entered the service from New York. Gureckas entered the service
from Connecticut. McCown entered the service from Louisiana. Seuthe entered the
service frorn New York. Rigney entered the service from Georgia. Id.

6. Defining eligibility for benefits under the chapter as a whole, section 980 pro-
vides in pertinent part: .

(a) As used in this chapter, ‘veteran’ means any of the following:

(1) Any citizen of the United States who served in the active military,
naval, or air service of the United States on or after April 6, 1917, and
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service as the fixed point in time for determining whether a person is
eligible for state provided veterans’ benefits.’

The trial court found that the plaintiffs had standing, but that the code
sections in dispute were constitutional.® The court of appeal reversed the
trial court’s decision because it concluded that precedents of the United
States Supreme Court have established that conditioning state benefits
on state residency at a fixed time violates the Equal Protection Clause.’
The supreme court affirmed.”

II. TREATMENT

The sole issue before the supreme court was whether the statutes in
question violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Constitution." Ap-
plying traditional notions of constitutionality, the court found that the

prior to November 12, 1918; received an honorable discharge or was
released from active duty under honorable conditions; was, at the time
of entry into active duty, a native of or a bona fide resident of the
state or, if a minor at that time, entered active duty while in this
state; and had lived in this state for six months immediately preceding
entry into active duty. :
(2) Any person who served in the active military, naval, or air service
of the United States for a period of not less than 90 consecutive days
or was discharged from the service due to a service-connected disabili-
ty within that 90-day period; received an honorable discharge or was
released from active duty under honorable conditions; was at the time
of entry into active duty a native of or bona fide resident of this
state or, if a minor at that time, entered active duty while in this state
and had lived in this state for six months immediately preceding entry
into active duty; . . .
(3) Any member of the reserves or National Guard who is called to,
and released from, active duty, regardless of the number of days
served; called during any period when a presidential executive order
specifies the United States is engaged in combat; received an honor-
able discharge or was released from active duty under honorable con-
ditions; was at the time of entry into active duly a native of, or bona
fide resident of this state or, if a minor at that time, entered active
duty while in this state and had lived in this state for six months
immediately preceding entry into active duty.
CaL. MIL. & VET. CoDE § 980 (West Supp. 1992) (emphasis added).
7. W
8. The trial court also held that the statutes did not violate the constitutional
right to travel or the single-subject rule of the California Constitution. Due to these
findings the trial court did not rule on plaintiffs’ motion for class certification. Del
Monte v. Deukmejian, 1 Cal. App. 4th at 1219, 281 Cal. Rptr. at 383.
9. Id. at 122930, 281 Cal. Rptr. at 390. .
10. Del Monte v. Wilson, 1 Cal. 4th 1009, 1026, 824 P.2d 632, 643, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d
826, 836-37 (1992).
11. Id. at 1014, 824 P.2d at 634, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 828.
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plaintiffs’ claims involved no impairment of a fundamental right nor in-
volved any inherently suspect classification.” The court acknowledged
that in such cases the “legislation is presumed to be valid and will be
sustained if the classification drawn by the statute is rationally related to
a legitimate state interest.”” Although this is normally a fairly easy stan-
dard for a legislative enactment to pass,” there have been several recent
United States Supreme Court cases which have struck down statutes that
distinguish between short-term and long-term state residents. The court
relied upon four Supreme Court cases, each of which found that statutes
which discriminated on the basis of residency were unconstitutional
because its very purpose of favoring established residents was not
viewed as a legitimate state interest.”

The first case analyzed by the court was Zobel v. Williams." Zobel
involved Alaska residents who challenged a state dividend distribution
plan that distributed income from natural resources based on length of
residency.” The state argued that the statute served the legitimate ob-
jective of attracting potential new residents to Alaska.” The Supreme
Court found that such a purpose was not served by the statute since it
gave greater benefits to those people who had migrated into the state
twenty-one years before the statute .was even enacted.” The other sig-
nificant argument advanced by the State of Alaska was that it awarded
residents for past contributions.” The Burger Court rejected this argu-

12. Id. Later in the opinion, the court addressed the issue of the right to travel, a
fundamental right, but did not base its decision on that ground. Id. at 1018, 824 P.2d
at 637, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 831.

13. Id. (quoting Cleburne v. Clebume Living Center, 473 U.S. 432, 440 (1985); New
Orleans v. Dukes, 427 U.S. 297, 303 (1976)).

14. See 13 CAL. JUR. 3D Constitulional Law § 45 (1981) (in general, laws are pre-
sumed to be constitutional).

16. Del Monte, 1 Cal. 4th at 1014-15, 824 P.2d at 635, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 829.

16. 457 U.S. 66 (1982).

17. The dividend program was enacted in 1980 and distributed earnings to all resi-
dents over 18 years old. The distribution was based on a one share interest for each
year of residency after 1959, when the state was incorporated into the union. Id. at
7.

18. Id. at 61.

19. “Even if we assume that the state interest is served by increasing the dividend
for each year of residency beginning with the date of enactment, is it rationally
served by granting greater dividends in varying amounts to those who resided in
Alaska during the 21 years prior to enactment? We think not.” Id. at 63.

20. Alaska also argued that the law ensured prudent management of the distribu-
tion funds and prevented newcomers from plundering the state's natural resources.
The Court rejected this argument as well. Id. at 61.
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ment as not being a legitimate state interest.* Upon these determina-
tions, the Court found that the dividend plan violated the Equal Protec-
tion Clause by granting different benefits based on the term of residen-
cy.2

Next, the California Supreme Court turned to Hooper v. Bernalillo
County Assessor.”® In Hooper, the plaintiffs challenged the constitution-
ality of a New Mexico statute that granted a tax exemption to Vietnam
veterans who resided in the state before a specified date.” New Mexico
put forth two justifications for the statute. The first was that the statute
encouraged veterans to settle in the state.® The Court countered that
the statutory scheme was more likely to discourage veterans from set-
tling in New Mexico because they would not be eligible for the bene-
fits.” The second rationale was that it served “as an expression of the
State’s appreciation to its ‘own citizens for honorable military service.””
Burger’s opinion did acknowledge the state’s desire to assist veterans as
a legitimate state interest and accepted the idea that awarding veterans
certian benefits was consistent with this interest.® The problem with
the statute resulted from the state’s desire to give special treatment to
“its own” established veterans, a goal which the Court did not consider

21,

If the states can make the amount of a cash dividend depend on length of
residence, what would preclude varying university tuition on a sliding scale
based on years of residence—or even limiting access to finite public facilities,
eligibility for student loans, for civil service jobs, or for government contracts
by length of domicile? Could states impose different taxes based on length of
residence? Alaska’s reasoning could open the door to state apportionment of
other rights, benefits, and services according to length of residency. It would
permit the states to divide citizens into expanding numbers of permanent
classes. Such a result would be clearly impermissible.
Id. at 64 (footnotes omitted). i
22. Id. at 65. For an excellent discussion on the Burger Court’s treatment of resi-
dency cases, see Katheryn D. Katz, More Equal Than Others: The Burger Court and
The Newly Arrived State Resident, 19 N.M. L. Rev. 329 (1989).
23. 472 U.S. 612 (1985).
24. Id. at 614-16 n.2.
25. Id. at 618.
26. Id. at 619-20.
27. Id. at 618-19 (quoting Hooper v. Bernalillo County Assessor, 679 P.2d 840, 844
(N.M. Ct. App. 1984)).
28. Id. at 620.
[T)he State may award certain benefits to all its bona fide veterans, because
it then is making neither an invidious nor irrational distinction -among its
residents. Resident veterans, as a group, may well deserve preferential treat-
ment, and such differential treatment vis-a-vis non.veterans does not offend
the Equal Protection Clause.

Id. (footnotes omitted).
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to be a legitimate state interest.” Thus, the New Mexico statute did not -
protect a legitimate state interest and was therefore in violation of the
Equal Protection Clause.”

The third case the court examined was Williams v. Vermont® Ver-
mont law required car buyers who bought and registered vehicles outside
of the state before becoming Vermont residents, to pay the full tax in
order to register their car in Vermont.® The stated purpose of the use
tax was to “improve and maintain the state and interstate highway sys-
tems . . . .”™ The Court first stated that a great deal of deference should
be given to state taxation schemes.* However, the Court went on to
find that the statute furthered no legitimate purpose since the distinction
bears no rational relation to the purpose of raising revenue nor does it
encourage business with local merchants.® Thus, Vermont followed
Alaska and New Mexico in passing a law that violated the Equal Protec-
tion Clause.* ‘

The final and most recent case analyzed by the Del Monte court was
Attorney General of New York v. Soto-Lopez.” In Soto-Lopez, New York
established a system granting preference points to civil service employ-
ment examination scores to veterans who entered active military service
while residents of the state, served during wartime, and received an hon-
orable discharge.® New York presented four potentially legitimate state
purposes for the statute.® The analysis by the court in Del Monte of the
constitutionality of these interests was complicated by the fact that a
higher standard of review was necessary since the plurality found that
the statute violated the right to travel as well as the right of equal protec-

29. The Cowrt noted that “[s]tripped of its asserted justifications, the New Mexico
statute suffers from the same constitutional flaw as the Alaska statute in Zobel.” Id.
at 622.

30. Id. at 624.

31. 472 US. 14 (1985).

32. Id. at 16. Vermont would give credit towards use tax charged at the time of
registration for sales tax paid on a car purchased in another state “if that state
would afford credit for taxes paid to Vermont in similar circumstances,” and if the
owner was a resident of Vermont at the time the car was purchased. Id.

33. Id. at 18 (quoting VT. STAT. ANN. tit. 32, § 8901 (1981)).

34. Id. at 22 (citing Lehnhausen v. Lake Shore Auto Parts Co., 410 U.S. 356, 359
1973)). -

36. Id. at 24-26.

36. Id. at 28.

37. 476 U.S. 898 (1986).

38. Id. at 900.

39. Id. at 909.
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tion.” Burger and White concurred only on the basis of the equal pro-
tection issue." Since the court in Del Monte focused on the Equal Pro-
tection Clause, they looked to the Supreme Court’s treatment of this
area.

In Soto-Lopez, the Court rejected New York’s argument that the statute
served the purpose of encouraging residents to enlist in the armed ser-
vices because the statute applied to both inductees and enlistees.? New
York also attempted to justify the statute as a means of compensating
residents for service in time of war by helping them reestablish them-
selves at home.” The Court was not persuaded that the statute was in-
tended to serve this purpose because the eligibility for bonus points was
not limited to the period immediately following a veteran’s return.* The
state further argued that the law served the purpose of inducing veterans
to return to New York after service, and of enabling the state to employ
a “uniquely valuable class of public servants.”® The Court conceded that
rewarding veterans was a legitimate state 'interest; however, the Court
felt that even if the state interest were compelling, no valid reason exist-
ed for distinguishing between long-term resident veterans and recent mi-
grants to the state.” Thus, a divided court found that New York’s statute
violated the Equal Protection Clause.”

After this detailed analysis of Soto Lopez the California Supreme Court
in Del Monte turned to a determination of whether the residency classifi-
cation in the California statutes was rationally related to a legitimate
state purpose.® The first argument set forth by the respondents was
that the state may chose to “take care of its own."® The court conclud-
ed that this is not a legitimate state purpose because “once a citizen
becomes a bona fide resident of this state, he or she becomes the state’s
‘own’ to the same extent as a longer-term resident.” Next, the respon-
dent also asserted that the law was justified because it compensates

40. Del Monte v. Wilson, 1 Cal. 4th 1009, 1017-18, 824 P.2d 632, 637, 4 Cal. Rptr.
2d 826, 831 (1992). ) .

41. Soto-Lopez, 476 U.S. at 912 (Burger, C.J. concurring); id. at 916 (White, J.,
concurring).

42. Id. at 910. Note, that the same criticism could be made of the California stat-
utes in question. See supra note 6.

43. Soto-Lopez, 476 U.S. at 909.

44. Id. at 910.

46. Id. at 909.

46. Id. at 910-11.

47. Id. at 911-12.

48. Del Monte v. Wilson, 1 Cal. 4th 1009, 1020, 824 P.2d 632, 638, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d
826, 832 (1992).

49. Id.

50. Id. at 1020, 824 P.2d at 639, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 833 (citing Soto-Lopez, 476 U.S.
at 911; and Hooper v. Bernalillo County Assessor, 472 U.S. 612, 623 (1985)).
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those who were residents when they entered into military service.”* The
court adopted the reasoning of the United States Supreme Court in
Hooper, which was that no rational basis existed for finding that resi-
dents of other states at the time of entry into service suffered more than
those who resided in the state at the time of entry. The Court futher
determined that the benefits provided by the law did not bear directly
upon the problem of transition to civilian life.” The defendant requested
that the court give the state wide deference because the laws constituted
economic legislation.” The court agreed that deference in matters of
economic legislation was normally the case, but concluded that in resi-
dency cases the high court instead focuses upon the central objective of
the statutes, which is to give illegitimate preference to long-term resi-
dents.* Finding that the same concerns were present in the instant case,
the California court likewise rejected the defendant’s argument in favor
of deference for economic legislation.® California attempted to distin-
guish its laws from those in Zobel and Hooper on the basis of provisions
that extend benefits to current and future residents who join the military,
rather than limiting benefits to previous residents who provided past
contributions.® Therefore, California argued that a veteran who entered
service in another state could always reenter active service upon reloca-
tion to California, in order to avail himself of the veterans’ benefits.”
The court took a practical approach and pointed out that it would be
absurd to suggest that a veteran of World War I or World War 1I would
find it feasible to reenter the service in order to collect the benefits of-
fered under the law.”

61. The defendant's claim was that

the scheme compensates those whose careers and lives are disrupted “while
they are working and living in the state, and who choose to return to their
home state after their military service where they must begin the difficult
task of resuming those interrupted careers and lives, ill-prepared and to begin
anew in a society and economy which may have changed dramatically during
their absence and which may have left them far behind.”

Id. at 1020, 824 P.2d at 639, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 833, )

52. Id. at 1020-21, 824 P.2d at 639, 4 Cal. Rptr. at 833 (citing Hooper, 472 U.S. at
621-22). -

63. Id. at 1022, 824 P.2d at 640, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 834.

64. Id. See Bryan H. Wildenthal, Note, State Parochialism, the Right to Travel, and
the Privileges and Immunities Clause of Article IV, 41 Stan. L. REv. 1557 (1989) (ar-
guing for standardized treatment of cases based upon uniform standards of review).

66. Del Monte, 1 Cal. 4th at 1022, 824 P.2d at 640, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 834.

66. Id. at 1022-23, 824 P.2d at 640, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 834,

67. Id. at 1023, 824 P.2d at 640, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 834.

58. As the court pointed out, this is particularly true when two of the plaintiffs
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Since the California statutes were so closely analogous to those re-
viewed by the United States Supreme Court in Hooper and Soto-Lopez,
and because in those cases the Court rejected the rationale set forth by
the states, the California Supreme Court concluded that the California
laws were not rationally related to a legitimate state interest, and thus,
violated the Equal Protection Clause.®

III. CONCLUSION

The most immediate impact of the holding in Del Monte will be upon
veterans who were not formerly eligible for benefits. This means that
approximately 300,000 veterans living in California will be eligible for
new benefits.® The ruling should not affect the state’s budget because
the program is funded by special bonds.* However, it is possible that
the new broadening of benefits will cause these statutes to suffer the
same fate as the property tax exemption previously granted to veterans
under the California Constitution that was deleted by Proposition 93
because it violated the federal constitution.”

Del Monte will have a more generalized impact on all California stat-
utes that predicate benefits upon residency at a fixed point in time, or
that discriminate in any other way against bona fide residents. As the
court stated, “We can only conclude that it has been the role of the four
Supreme Court cases discussed above to dismantle a provincial view of
citizenship.”® The significance of this case is amplified by the recent
increase in migration to California. As a higher percentage of the popula-
tion becomes first generation Californians, there will be greater conflicts
over the distribution of the state’s scarce resources. Del Monte makes it
clear that the state will not be able to create a second class of newly
arrived citizens in order to allocate those resources.

DAN O'DAY

and many other veterans had received debilitating injuries during their period of ser-
vice. Id.

69. Id. at 1025, 824 P.2d at 642, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 836.

60. Harriet Chiang, Court Rules That AU Veterans Are Eligible for State Benefits,
S.F. CHRON., Feb. 25, 1992, at Al5.

61. Id.

62. Del Monte, 1 Cal. 4th at 1014 n.4, 824 P2d at 634 n4, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 828
n.4. Note that the voters could have just as easily expanded the definition of veteran,
but instead chose to eliminate the benefits altogether. .

63. Id. at 1022, 824 P.2d at 640, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 834.
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C. Medically indigent adults lack standing under article XIIIB,
section 6, of the California Constitution to challenge the
state’s transfer of financial responsibility to counties for
providing health care to medically indigent persons: Kinlaw
v. State.

I. INTRODUCTION

In Kinlaw v. State,' the California Supreme Court never reached the
issue of whether the state was obligated to reimburse the County of
Alameda for the cost of providing health care for medically indigent
adults who had been included in the state Medi-Cal program until 1983,
when the state transferred health care responsibility for these individuals
to the counties.? The plaintiffs, medically indigent adults and taxpayers,’
were found to lack standing under section 6 of article XIIIB of the Cali-
fornia Constitution which provides that administrative procedures estab-
lished by the legislature' are the exclusive means by which the State’s

1. 54 Cal. 3d 326, 814 P.2d 1308, 285 Cal. Rptr. 66 (1991). Justice Baxter deliv-
ered the majority opinion in which Chief Justice Lucas and Justices Panelli, Kennard,
and” Arabian concurred. Justice Broussard wrote a separate dissenting opinion, in
which Justice Mosk concurred.

2. As a.result of ASSEMBLY BILL No. 799, which became effective January 1, 1983,
Medi-Cal no longer covered medically indigent adults. A.B. 799, Reg. Sess. (1981-82),
reprinted in 1982 Cal. Stat. 1568, ch. 328, §§ 1-64. Under Article XIIIB, Section 3 of
the California Constitution, the state may transfer the financial responsibility for a
program to a county. CAL. CONST. art. XIIIB, § 3. Under article X111B, section 6 of
the California Constitution, when a state agency or the legislature mandates a new
progrh.m or responsibility on any local government, the state is obligated to reimburse
the local agencies for the cost of those programs if the local government was not al-
ready bound to fund it under a pre-existing duty. CaL. CoNsT. art. XIIIB, § 6. This
provision was intended to preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for
carrying out governmental functions onto local entities that were ill-equipped to han-
dle the task. See County of Los Angeles v. State, 43 Cal. 3d 46, 729 P.2d 202, 233
Cal. Rptr. 38 (1987) (stating that article XIIIA [proposition 13)] severely restricted the
taxing ability of local governments; hence, section 6 was included in article XIIIB to
protect local government revenues from state mandates).

3. Kinlaw, like similarly situated plaintiffs, is a 60-year-old woman with diabetes
and hypertension who has no health insurance and who has allegedly received inade-
quate health care. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 34041, 814 P.2d at 1318, 285 Cal. Rptr. at
76 (Broussard, J., dissenting). In addition, plaintiff King is an epileptic who has not
been able to acquire medication from county clinics. /d. at 341, 814 P.2d at 1318, 285
Cal. Rptr. at 76 (Broussard, J., dissenting). .

4. Section 17651 of the Government Code provides: “The Commission . . . shall
hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or school district that the local
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obligations under section 6 are to be scrutinized and enforced.®

The plaintiffs sought declaratory and injunctive relief compelling the
state to restore coverage for medically indigent adults under Medi-Cal or
to reimburse the County of Alameda for the cost of providing similar
care to these persons.® Although the superior court acknowledged that
the plaintiffs had shown irreparable injury,” the court denied their re-
quest for a preliminary injunction “on the grounds that they could not
prevail in the action,” and subsequently granted summary judgment for
the defendants solely on the issue of standing.’ The court of appeal held
that the plaintiffs had standing independent of the administrative reme-
dies prescribed by section 6, because shifting the responsibility for these
services to Alameda County created a state-mandated program under the
provisions of article XIIIB, which, in turn, required state subsidization of
those costs assumed by the county."”

The supreme court reversed, affirming the superior court’s decision on
the standing issue." In addition, the supreme court noted that section 6
of article XIIIB did not provide for the remedy of reinstatement of state
funding for medically indigent adults to Medi-Cal.” Such a remedy was
available only when there was a declaration that the state mandate was
unenforceable based upon a finding that the legislature had failed to
include its costs in a local government claims bill.”

II. TREATMENT OF THE CASE
A. Majority Opinion

The supreme court in Kinlaw stated that the legislature clearly ex-
pressed its intent that local agencies and school districts retain exclusive
power to file claims for reimbursements of state-mandated costs."

agency or school district is entitled to be reimbursed by the state for costs mandated
by the state.” CAL. GOv'T CODE § 17651 (West Supp. 1892).

5. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 328, 814 P.2d at 1310, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 68. Article XIIIB,
section 6 provides: “Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new
program or higher level of service on any local government, the state shall provide a
subvention of funds to reimburse such local government for the costs of such pro-
gram or increased level of service . . . .” CAL. CONST. art. XIII, § 6.

6. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 330, 814 P.2d at 1310, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 68.

7. Id. at 338, 814 P.2d at 1316, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 74 (Broussard, J., dissenting).

- 8. Id. (Broussard, J., dissenting).

9. Id. at 328, 814 P.2d at 1309, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 67.

10. Id. at 338-39, 814 P.2d at 1316, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 74.

11. Id. at 328, 814 P.2d at 1310, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 68.

12. Id. at 336, 814 P.2d at 1314, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 72.

13. CAL. Gov'T CODE § 17612 (West Supp. 1991).

14. California Government Code section 17600 states that “[i]t is the intent of the
Legislature in enacting this part to provide for the implementation of section 6 of
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These procedures are only activated when the local agency or school
district files a “test claim” for reimbursement of state-mandated costs
with the Commission on State Mandates (hereinafter the Commission)."
The supreme court, relying on the specificity of legislative intent, con-
cluded that the plaintiffs’ attempt to circumvent the available procedures
as independent individuals was unpersuasive.*

In the alternative, the plaintiffs sought reinstatement of the state-fund-
ed Medi-Cal program.” The supreme court asserted that addressing the
merits of the plaintiffs’ claim in this proceeding would be procedurally
inappropriate,” because such relief can only follow a Commission deter-
mination that a mandate exists and that the legislature has failed to in-
clude the cost in a local government claims bill.” An effective determi-
nation by the Commission requires the inclusion of the Controller, the
Director of Finance, and the Treasurer and Director of the Office of Plan-
ning and Research, none of whom were included in plaintiffs’ present
cause of action.® Further, if the Commission determined that the state

article XIIIB of the California Constitution and to consolidate the procedures for
reimbursement of statutes specified in the Revenue and Taxation Code with those
identified in the Constitution.” CAL. Gov't CODE § 17500 (West Supp. 1991). Addition-
ally, section 17662 of the Government Code provides: “This chapter shall provide the
sole and exclusive procedure by which a local agency or school district may claim
reimbursement for costs mandated by the state as required by section 6 of article
XIIIB of the California Constitution.” CAL. GOV'T CODE § 17552 (West Supp. 1991).

16. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 332, 814 P.2d at 1312, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 70. “Process” re-
quires a prompt public hearing after such a filing, where the claimant along with any
other department, agency, interested organization, or even interested individuals, may
participate. CAL. GOV'T CODE § 17553 (West 1980). Section 17553 also designates the
Sacramento County Superior Court as the venue for judicial actions to declare un-
funded msandates invalid. When this opinion was handed down, a “test claim” filed by
Los Angeles County on the same -issue was before the court of appeal, which the
majority cetermined to be evidence that the process was operative. Moreover, Los
Angeles County refused to allow Alameda County to join in the action because the
two counties’ systems of documentation are so similar that the result would be
cumulative. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 332 n.4, 814 P.2d at 1312 n.4, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 70
n4.

16. Id. at 334-35, 814 P.2d at 1314, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 72.

17. Id. at 335, 814 P.2d at 1314, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 72.

18. Sections 17500-17630 of the Government Code, enacted four years after article
XIIIB, created the Commission on State Mandates in order to implement section 6 of
that article. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 342, 814 P.2d at 1319, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 77. The
Commission consists of the State Controller, State Treasurer, State Director of Fi-
nance, State Director of Planning and Research, and one member of the public. CAL.
Gov't Cope § 17626 (West Supp. 1991).

19. CAL. Gov'T CODE § 17626 (West Supp. 1991).

20. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 336 n.9, 814 P.2d at 1316 n.9, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 73 n.9;
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mandate was unenforceable, the subsequent judicial remedy to either pay
the extant claims or include estimated costs in the state budget, would
be derived from no source of funds other than the appropriations for the
Department of Health Services (DHS).? The concomitant payments
would merely be at the expense of another program that DHS is obli-
gated to fund, and thus, the court held that public policy did not support
such a result.”

B. Dissenting Opinion

In his dissenting opinion, Justice Broussard claimed that the plaintiffs
had standing to challenge the state action as citizens, independent of the
procedures provided in section 6, and that the supreme court had juris-
diction to reach and dispose of the merits of the plaintiffs’ claim.? First,
Justice Broussard noted that plaintiffs have traditionally been afforded
standing when seeking a writ of mandate to compel public officials to
perform their duties where plaintiffs are “beneficially interested” in the
issuance of the writ.* Justice Broussard stressed the detrimental impact
on the plaintiffs in the present action and, hence, their beneficial interest
in the issue’s resolution.® Second, relying on the supreme court’s deci-
sion in Common Cause v. Board of Supervisors,® Justice Broussard

¢f. Dix v. Superior Court, 53 Cal. 3d 442, 807 P.2d 1063, 279 Cal. Rptr. 834 (1991)
(holding that only the prosecutor, not the victim of the crime, had standing to recall
a sentence under Penal Code section 1170, but also considering and resolving the
victim’s questions concerning the trial court’s authority to recall a sentence under
Penal Code section 1170(d)). Justice Broussard, on the other hand, claimed that the
issue in the present case deserved review because it was more important than the
issue in Dix and merely asked for declaratory relief. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 347, 814
P.2d at 1322, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 80 (Broussard, J., dissenting).

21. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 336, 814 P.2d at 1315, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 73.

22, Id.

23. Id. at 337, 814 P.2d at 1315, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 73 (Broussard, J., dissenting).

24. Id. at 340, 814 P.2d at 1317, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 75 (Broussard, J., dissenting).
See CAL. CIv. PROC. CODE § 1086 (West 1980) (stating that a writ of mandate can be
afforded to any person “beneficially interested”). See also Carsten v. Psychology Ex-
amining Comm., 27 Cal. 3d 793, 614 P.2d 276, 166 Cal. Rptr. 844 (1980) (explaining
that a person is “beneficially interested” in the writ if a special interest is served or
a right is preserved).

26. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 34041, 814 P.2d at 1318, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 76
(Broussard, J., dissenting). Justice Broussard noted that all the plaintiffs are “person-
ally dependent upon the quality of care of Alameda County's MIA [medically indigent
adult] program.” Id. at 341, 814 P.2d at 1318, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 76 (Broussard, J., dis-
senting). '

26. 49 Cal. 3d 432, 777 P.2d 610, 261 Cal. Rptr. 674 (1989). In Common Cause, the
court held that since section 304 of the California Elections Code provided the attor-
ney general with the right of action, to infer a limitation on a citizen’s remedy
“would contradict our long-standing approval of citizen actions to require governmen-
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claimed that section 6, on its face, placed no limitation on the right of
private citizens to bring independent actions, and to construct such a
limitation from the plain language would be contrary to the beneficially
interested citizens’ right to compel public duties.” Thus, Justice
Broussard concluded that standing to compel such action should be
given to those harmed by its violation, rather than to local agencies who
have no personal interest at stake.?

In addition to the resolution of the standing issue, Justice Broussard
felt the court should have addressed the merits of the plaintiffs’ claim.”
Section 17000 of the Welfare and Institutions Code requires every county
to “relieve and support” all indigent or incapacitated residents, except to
the extent that such persons are supported or relieved by other
means.” Justice Broussard found the critical question regarding the
furnishing of health services for the medically indigent did not involve an
analysis of the traditional and exclusive roles of the county and state, but
rather an analysis of who was responsible for funding the program when
article XIIIB went into effect on November 6, 1979.” Broussard conclud-
ed that section 17000 obligated the state to provide the necessary finan-
cial assistance for the medically indigent.® Last, Justice Broussard cited
the state's consistent use of approximately one billion dollars in spending

tal officials to follow the law.” Id. at 440, 777 P.2d at 614, 261 Cal. Rptr. at 578.

27. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 344, 814 P.2d at 1320, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 78 (Broussard,
J., dissenting).

28. Id. at 346, 814 P.2d at 1321, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 79 (Broussard, J., dissenting).

29. Id. at 337, 814 P.2d at 1315, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 73 (Broussard, J., dissenting).
The majority contended that if the county fails to provide adequate health care, the
plaintiffs could compel compliance with the obligations imposed on the county by
Welfare and Institutions Code sections 17000 and 17001. Id. at 336 n.8, 814 P.2d at
1314 n.8, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 72 n.8. However, Justice Broussard noted that the plain-
tiffs have already attempted to obtain such relief only to be met with the circular
response that the county is unable to provide adequate health care because the state
has provided inadequate subvention funds. /d. at 338 n.1, 814 P.2d at 1316 n.1, 285
Cal. Rptr. at 74 n.1 (Broussard, J., dissenting).

30. Welfare and Institutions Code section 17000 provides that “[e}very county . . .
shall relieve and support all incompetent, poor, indigent persons, and those incapaci-
tated by age, disease, or accident,- lawfully resident therein, when such persons are
not supported and relieved by their relatives or friends, by their own means, or by
state hospitals or other state or private institutions.” CaL. WELF. & INST. CODE §
17000 (West 1991).

3l. Kindaw, 64 Cal. 3d at 351, 814 P.2d at 1325, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 83 (Broussard,
J., dissenting).

32. Id. at 354, 814 P.2d at 1328, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 86 (Broussard, J., dissenting).
See supra note 29-30 and accompanying text.
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authority as a component of its spending limit under sections 1 and 3 of
article XIIIB, as additional support to hold the state accountable for the
programs to which it ascribes dollar authority.”

III. CONCLUSION

In Kinlaw, the supreme court gave great deference to the specificity
with which the legislature outlined the available procedures involving
reimbursement claims for state-mandated costs.* Thus, the court found
that the state-to-county transfer of responsibility for medically indigent
health services was not susceptible to attack from the medically indigent
plaintiffs in this case,® because the prescribed remedy is expressly limit-
ed to local agencies and school districts.® Moreover, the court stated
that the reinstatement of medically indigent health services to the state
Medi-Cal program would be imprudent without a proper determination
by the Commission.”

Ultimately, as the court wrestled with the appropriate process to be
afforded harmed individuals, the gravamen of Kinlaw, whether adequate
health care is available to the medically needy, was lost. Quashing this
action on procedural grounds sends a message to the people that solu-
tions must travel through the legislatively prescribed channels, and the
existence of alternative channels for such actions is a question for the
~ ballot and not the bench.

DEAN THOMAS TRIGGS

III. COURTS AND PROCEDURE

Provided the parties agree to have their action heard by a
temporary judge and the provisions of Article VI, Section 21
of the California Constitution are otherwise satisfied, the
written stipulation required by California Rule of Court 244,
ts directory rather than mandatory: In re Richard S.

In In re Richard S.,' the California Supreme Court considered whether

83. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 355, 814 P.2d at 1328, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 86 (Broussard,
J., dissenting).

34. See supra note 13 and accompanying text.

36. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 326, 814 P.2d at 1309, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 67.

36. See supra note 14 and accompanying text.

37. Kinlaw, 54 Cal. 3d at 335, 814 P.2d at 1314, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 72.

"1. In re Richard S., 54 Cal. 3d 867, 819 P.2d 843, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d 2 (1991). Jus-
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a referee acting as a temporary judge lacked jurisdiction to enter a final
order in superior court when the requirements of Article VI, Section 21,
of the California Constitution are otherwise met,’? but the provisions of
Rule 244 of the California Rules of Court are not strictly followed.* In
this case, the parties agreed to have the action heard by a “Judge Pro
Tempore,” but the written stipulation required by rule 244 lacked a signa-
ture by a superior court judge approving the referee.* Lori S., the mother
of the minor, appealed the final order, which declared the child a ward
of the court and gave custody to the father, claiming that noncompliance

tice Mosk wrote the opinion for a unanimous court, in which Chief Justice Lucas and
Justices Panelli, Kennard, Arabian, Baxter, and George joined.

2. Article VI, Section 21 of the California Constitution provides: “On stipulation of
the parties litigant the court may order a cause to be tried by a temporary judge
who is a member of the State Bar, swormn and empowered to act until final determi-
nation of the cause.” CAL. CONST. art. VI, § 21. See generally 40 CAL. JUR. 3D Judges
§ 87 (1978 & Supp. 1992); 2 B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE, Courts §§ 278, 279,
282 & 284 (3d ed. 1985 & Supp. 1991).

3. Section 244, California Rules of Court provides in full:

The stipulation of the parties litigant that a case may be tried by a tempo-

rary judge shall be in writing and shall state the name and office address of

the member of the State Bar agreed upon. It shall be submitted for approval

to the presiding judge or to the supervising judge of a branch court. The

order designating the temporary judge shall be endorsed upon the stipulation,

which shall then be filed. The temporary judge shall take and subscribe the
oath of office, which shall be attached to the stipulation and order of desig-
nation, and the case shall then be assigned to the temporary judge for trial.

After the oath is filed, the temporary judge may proceed with the hearing,

trial, and determination of the case. A filed oath and order, until revoked,

may be used in any case in which the parties stipulate to the designated
temporary judge. The stipulation shall specify the filing date of the oath and
order.

CAL. R. Cr. 244 (West 1991). See generally 40 CAL. JUR. 3D Judges §§ 8788 (1978 &
Supp. 1991); 2 B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE, Courts §§ 279, 283 (3d ed. 1985 &
Supp. 1991).

4. In re Richard S., 54 Cal. 3d at 860, 819 P.2d at 845, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 3.

On May 20, 1988, counsel signed a form stipulation to allow referee McCarthy to
hear the present action as “Judge Pro Tempore.” McCarthy signed the stipulation that
she subscribed to the oath of office. However, this stipulation did not contain the
signature of a superior court judge approving the referee’s appointment. On Novem-
ber 10, 1988, another form stipulation was signed by counsel, a superior court judge
approving McCarthy’s appointment, and McCarthy’s signature indicating she had taken
the oath of office. This form was stamped -as filed on November 22, 1988, but the

. dispositional order was entered on November 21, 1922. Id. at 860-61, 819 P.2d at 844-
45, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 34.
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with rule 244 was jurisdictional error.® The California Court of Appeal
for the Sixth Appellate District affirmed the holding of the superior court
and concluded that the requirements of Article VI, Section 21 were met
and that the lack of compliance with rule 244 was waived when not ad-
dressed during the proceedings below.® The California Supreme Court
affirmed, stating that, provided the constitutional requlrements are met,
the provisions of rule 244 are directory rather than mandatory.’

Initially, the court disposed of the mother’s contention that the clerk’s
failure to file the written stipulation prior to the issuance of the jurisdic-
tional order constituted constitutional error.® The court reasoned that
Article VI, Section 21 of the California Constitution permitting temporary
judges to hear causes of action were satisfied when the parties agreed to
allow the referee to act as a temporary judge and the court then assigned
the cause of action to that judge.® Further, the mother did not persnade
the court that the use of the word “shall” in the rule constituted the
requisite legislative intent to make the rule jurisdictional.” They rea-
soned that one must examine the statute in its entirety to determine the
actual legislative intent involved, rather than focusing on one word." No

6. Id. at 862 n.4, 819 P.2d at 846 n.4, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 4 n4.

6. In re Richard S., 229 Cal. App. 3d 1341, 1349, 270 Cal. Rptr. 411, 416 (1990),
affd, 54 Cal. 3d at 866, 819 P.2d at 849, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 7-8. There was a split
between the appellate district courts as to whether noncompliance with rule 244 consti-
tuted jurisdictional error. Compare In re Lamonica H., 220 Cal. App. 3d 634, 270 Cal.
Rptr. 60 (1990) (fourth appellate district held that knowing participation in the pro-
ceedings without complying with the requirements of rule 244 did not constitute juris-
dictional error), In re P, 207 Cal. App. 3d 316, 2564 Cal. Rptr. 774 (1989) (first
appellate district held that objection must be at the trial level otherwise the error is
not jurisdictional) and I» re Robert S., 197 Cal. App. 3d 1260, 243 Cal. Rptr. 459
(1988) (first appellate district held that express stipulation on the record was suffi-
cient and the error not jurisdictional) with In re Heather P., 203 Cal. App. 1214, 250
Cal. Rptr. 468 (1988) (fifth appellate district held that oral stipulation was not enough
and the error was jurisdictional) and In re Damian V., 197 Cal. App. 3d 933, 243 Cal.
Rptr. 185 (1988) (the fifth appellate district held that the temporary judge's failure to
subscribe to the oath of office constituted jurisdictional error).

7. In re Richard S, 54 Cal. 3d at 865, 819 P.2d at 848, 2 Cal. Rptr. at 7
8. Id. at 862, 819 P2d at 846, 2 Cal. Rptr. at 6.

9. Id.

10. Id. at 863, 819 P.2d at 847, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 5. Contra Averill v. Lincoln, 24
Cal. 2d 761, 764, 161 P.2d 119, 120-21 (1944) (noting that a rule stating that a party
“shall” serve certain notice on appeal is not jurisdictional).

11. In re Richard S., 54 Cal. 3d at 865-66, 819 P.2d at 848, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 7.
In the absence of express language, the intent must be gathered from the
terms of the statute construed as a whole, from the nature and character of
the act to be done and from the consequences which would follow the doing
or failure to do the particular act at the required time.

Id. (quoting Morris v. County of Marin, 18 Cal. 3d 901, 909-10, 559 P.2d 606, 611-12,
136 Cal. Rptr. 251, 256 (1977)).
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other authority was presented to indicate that rule 244 should be consid-
ered a jurisdictional requirement.” Additionally, the court noted that,
while a statute can require the state to act in a certain way, noncompli-
ance does not necessarily void the governmental action.” By examining
the appellate courts’ decisions, the supreme court determined that the
provisions of rule 244 were directory rather than mandatory to the extent
that the rule imposes greater protection than the constitution.* More-
over, the court noted that the purpose behind rule 244 is to prevent dis-
agreement among the parties as to what was actually stipulated.” The
court then held that failure to strictly comply with the written stipulation
requirement of rule 244 does not constitute jurisdictional error.” Finally,
the court dismissed the mother's assertion that the parties cannot con-
sent to jurisdiction, by stating that the court had subject matter jurisdic-
tion before the case proceeded with a temporary judge.”

Therefore, this decision eliminates the division among the appellate
courts on whether noncompliance with rule 244 constitutes jurisdictional
error and allows the courts to apply a uniform standard in the future."
Moreover, the supreme court eliminated, as a ground for appeal, an error
in the written stipulation explained in Rule 244 of the California Rules of
Court as long as no constitutional rights are violated. In disposing of this

12. Id. at 863, 819 P.2d at 846, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 5.
13. Id. at 865-66, 819 P.2d at 848, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 7.

This distinction is generally expressed in terms of calling the duty
‘mandatory’ or ‘directory.’ [Tjhe ‘directory’ or ‘mandatory’ designation does
not refer to whether a particular statutory requirement is ‘permissive’ or
‘obligatory,’ but instead simply denotes whether the failure to comply with a
particular procedural step will or will not have the effect of invalidating the
governmental action to which the procedural requirement relates.

Id. (quoting Morris v. County of Marin, 18 Cal. 3d at 908, 569 P.2d at 610-11, 136 Cal.
Rptr. at 265-56).

14. In r2 Richard S., 64 Cal. 3d at 865, 819 P.2d at 848, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 7. The
court was persuaded by the reasoning of the first district in In re Lamonica H., 220
Cal. App. 3d 634, 642, 270 Cal. Rptr. 60, 65 (1990).

16. In re Richard S., 54 Cal. 3d at 866, 819 P.2d at 848, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 7.

16. Id. at 866, 819 P.2d at 849, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 7-8.

17. Id. at 866-67, 819 P.2d at 849, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 8.

18. The supreme court agreed with the decisions in /n re Lamonica H., 220 Cal.
App. 3d 6?4, 270 Cal. Rptr. 60 (1990), In re P.I, 207 Cal. App. 3d 316, 254 Cal. Rptr.
774 (1989), and In re Robert S., 197 Cal. App. 3d 1260, 243 Cal. Rptr. 459 (1988). How-
ever, the court disapproved of In re Heather P., 203 Cal. App. 3d 1214, 260 Cal.
Rptr. 468\.(1988) and In re Damian V., 197 Cal. App. 3d 933, 243 Cal. Rptr. 185
(1988). |
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issue, the supreme court has provided a forum in which temporary judg-
es can perform their tasks effectively without the possibility of being
overturned on a technicality.

CHAD JEFFERY FISCHER

IV. CRIMINAL LAw

A. A finding of gross :rzegligence, required for conviction of gross
vehicular manslaughter while intoxicated, may be based on
overall circumstances of intorication: People v. Bennett.

In People v. Bennett,' the California Supreme Court once again de-
clared its support for the nation's crackdown on drunk driving? In a
unanimous opinion,® the court held that the finding of gross negligence®

1. 54 Cal. 3d 1032, 819 P.2d 849, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d 8 (1991). Mr. Bennett was con-
victed of gross vehicular manslaughter while intoxicated, following an auto accident
in which one passenger was killed. /d. at 1034, 819 P.2d at 851, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 9-
10. The afternoon of the accident, the defendant and two friends, who were minors,
began drinking beer from a keg. Id. After about an hour, they drove to the beach in
the defendant’s pickup truck where they met another friend. Id. They finished the
keg at the beach and then drove inland. Id. The defendant driver drifted off the road
and over the center line a number of times, and eventually lost control of the truck
at the bottom of a hill. Jd. The truck rolled over five or six times, ejecting all three
passengers, and killing one of them. Two hours after the accident the defendant’s
blood alcohol level was measured at 0.20 percent. Id.

2. The ruling in Bennett is consistent with the court’s past anti-drunk driving
decisions. See, e.g., Ingersoll v. Palmer, 43 Cal. 3d 1321, 743 P.2d 1299, 241 Cal. Rptr.
42 (1987) (upholding the constitutionality of sobriety checkpoints); Anthony J. Ellrod,
California Supreme Court Survey, Ingersoll v. Palmer, 16 PEPP. L. REv. 450 (1987).

 See generally James R. Acker, A Report on America's War Against Drunk Driving,
26 CrmM. L. BuLL. 376, 376-94 (1989); H. Lawrence Ross, The American War on
Drunk Driving; A Constructionist Critique, 18 CONTEMP. DRUG PROBS. 1, 1-8 (1987).

3. Justice Mosk wrote the unanimous opinion of the court in which Chief Justice
Lucas, and Justices Panelli, Kennard, Arabian, Baxter, and George concurred.

4. “Gross negligence is the exercise of so slight a degree of care as to raise a pre-
sumption of conscious indifference to the consequences.” Bennett, 64 Cal. 3d at 1036,
819 P.2d at 852, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 10-11 (citing People v. Watson, 30 Cal. 3d 290,
637 P.2d 279, 179 Cal. Rptr. 43 (1981)). The defendant’s state of mind is “I don't care
what happens.” Id. (citing People v. Olivas, 172 Cal. App. 3d 984, 988, 218 Cal. Rptr.
567, 569 (1985)). The consequences of the act must have been reasonably foreseeable,
and not the result of inattention or mistake, but of a reckless act. 1 CALJIC 3.36
(6th ed. 1988); People v. Watson, 30 Cal. 3d 290, 637 P.2d 279, 179 Cal. Rptr. 43
(1981). See generally 1 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL Law, Elements
of Crimes § 113 (2d ed. 1988 & Supp. 1991) (criminal negligence); 17 CAL. JUR. 3D
Criminal Law § 277 (1984 & Supp. 1991) (gross negligence); Annotation, What
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required to convict a defendant of gross vehicular manslaughter while
intoxicated® may be based on the overall circumstances of the
defendant’s intoxication, without a showing that the defendant’s driving
itself was grossly negligent.’ The court reasoned that the circumstances
surrounding a defendant’s intoxication are an integral aspect of the “driv-
ing conduct” to which the element of gross negligence is related.”

In Bennett, the defendant was convicted of gross vehicular man-
slaughter while intoxicated. The only issue at trial was whether the de-
fendant was grossly negligent. The trial court instructed the jury in ac-
cordance with CALJIC number 8.94, that gross negligence is “deter-
mine[d] from the overall circumstances of the defendant’s intoxication or
the manner in which he drove, or both.”™ The defendant challenged the
instruction on appeal claiming the instruction erroneously allowed a
finding of gross negligence based on the circumstances of intoxication

Amounts to Negligence Within Meaning of Statutes Penalizing Negligent Homicide
by Operation of a Motor Vehicle, 20 AL.R.3D 473 (1968 & Supp. 1991); Annotation,
What Amounts to Reckless Driving of Motor Vehicle Within Statute Making Such a
Criminal Offense 52 A.L.R.2D 1337 (1957 & Supp 1991); 67A AM. JUR. 2D Negligence
§§ 243-54, 289 (1980 & Supp. 1991) (gross negligence in vehicular manslaughter con-
text).
5. Section 191.5(a) of the Penal Code provides:
Gross vehicular manslaughter while intoxicated is the unlawful killing of a
human being without malice aforethought, in the driving of a vehicle, where
the driving was in violation of section 23152 or 23153 of the Vehicle Code,
and the killing was either the proximate result of the commission of an un-
lawful act, not amounting to a felony, and with gross negligence, or the
proximate result of the commission of a lawful act which might produce
death, in an unlawful manner, and with gross negligence.

CAL. PENAL CoDE § 191.5(a) (West 1988 & Supp. 1992). The crime carries with it a
penalty of four, six, or ten years’ imprisonment. CAL. PENAL CODE § 191.5(c) (West
1988 & Supp. 1892). See generally CaL. VEH. CODE §§ 23152-53 (West 1988 & Supp.
1992) (establishing as unlawful a blood alcohol level of 0.08% while driving a vehicle);
1 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL LAW, Crimes Against the Person § 528
(2d ed. 1986 & Supp. 1991) (gross vehicular manslaughter while intoxicated); 17 CaL.
JUR. 8D Criminal Law §§ 247, 252, 276-77, 281 (1984 & Supp. 1991) (elements of gross
vehicular manslaughter while intoxicated); Randy R. Koenders, Annotation, Alcokol Re-
lated Vehicular Homicide: Nature and Elements of Offense, 64 ALR. 4TH 166 (1988 &
Supp. 1991); 7A AM. JUR. 2D Automobiles and Highway Traffic § 330 (1980 & Supp.
1991) (driving while intoxicated).

6. Bemmett, 54 Cal. 3d at 1040, 819 P.2d at 854, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d 13.

7. Id. at 1038, 819 P.2d at 853, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 12.

8. 1 CALJIC 8.94 (6th ed. 1988) (jury to consider overall circumstances—driving
and intoxication). ‘
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alone, without regard to the defendant’s manner of driving.’ The court of
appeals held the instruction was correct.®

The supreme court upheld the instruction as valid, concluding that a
finding of gross negligence from the overall evidence of the defendant’s
intoxication alone was consistent with legislative intent." Early cases
interpreted the gross vehicular manslaughter while intoxicated statute to
require gross negligence in the manner of the defendant’s operation of
the vehicle itself.” However, People v. Von Staden,” the case from
which the challenged jury instruction was derived, suggested gross neg-
ligence could be shown by the level (as opposed to the mere fact) of the
defendant’s intoxication, since “one who drives with a very high level of
intoxication is indeed more negligent, more dangerous, and thus more
culpable.”™ The supreme court in the instant case agreed, concluding
the gross negligence finding is directed at the “driving conduct” of the
defendant, and a driver’s level of intoxication is an integral aspect of
such conduct.” This interpretation is consistent with the legislative in-
tent to severely punish all drunk drivers, not only those who commit a
reckless traffic violation.” Thus, the jury instruction was not erroneous,

9. Bemnett, 654 Cal. 3d at 1038, 819-P.2d at 853, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 12.

10. Id. at 1036, 819 P.2d at 851, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 10.

11. Jd. at 103840, 819 P.2d at 853-54, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 12-13.

12. The defendant relied on these cases in his attempt to establish error: People v.
McNiece, 181 Cal. App. 3d 1048, 266 Cal. Rptr. 733 (1986) (finding of gross negli-
gence may not be based solely on fact of driving under the influence), and People v.
Stanley, 187 Cal. App. 3d 248, 253, 232 Cal. Rptr. 22, 25 (1986) (holding the degree
of intoxication could not alone be used to establish gross negligence; the defendant
must be grossly negligent “in the manner of his operation of the vehicle”). Accord
People v. Soledad, 190 Cal. App. 3d 74, 235 Cal. Rptr. 208 (1987) (unlawful act must
be in addition to driving under the influence).

The defendant had a strong argument, since states usually require both intoxica-
tion and reckless driving for a gross vehicular manslaughter felony. Gail Diane Cox,
No Proof of Recklessness is Needed; DUI Homicide, NaT'L L.J., Dec. 23, 1991, at 3
(quoting Donald H. Nichols, editor of Drinking/Driving Law Letter).

13. 185 Cal. App. 3d 1423, 241 Cal. Rptr. 523 (1987). In Von Staden, the court
agreed with McNiece that gross negligence could not be established by the mere fact
of driving under the influence. I/d. at 1428, 241 Cal. Rptr. at 527. However, the court
concluded gross negligence could be shown by the overall circumstances of vehicle
operation, including the level of the defendant’s intoxication. /d. The evidence was
sufficient to find gross negligence where the defendant’s blood alcohol level was 0.22,
he ignored host's urgings not to drive home, and he drove 30 miles over the speed
limit in poor weather. Id.

14. Id.

16. Bennett, 54 Cal. 3d at 1038, 819 P.2d at 853, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 12.

16. Section 1 of the act adding 191.5 stated there was a “compelling need for
more effective methods to penalize” those who drink and drive. 1986 CAL. ADv. LEGIs.
SERv. 1106, § 1 (Deering). The court determined the most effective means of carrying
out this intent was to tie the gross negligence inquiry directly to the question of the
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and the jury could have reasonably found that the defendant’s high level
of intoxication led to his grossly negligent driving conduct.”

To prevent future objections to the wording of the jury instruction, the
court recommended that it should read: “You must determine gross negli-
gence from the level of the defendant’s intoxication, the manner of
driving, or other relevant aspects of the defendant’s conduct resulting in
the fatal accident.”® This makes it clear that the trier of fact should
consider all the relevant circumstances, including the level of intoxica-
tion, to determine whether the defendant acted with gross negligence.

The ruling is a victory for state prosecutors. It will allow prosecutors
to proceed without having to make an evidentiary showing of traffic
violations amounting to recklessness.” It will also be easier to find neg-
ligence from the surrounding circumstances than from the driving itself.

However, intoxication alone cannot be the basis of the gross negli-
gence finding. The prosecution must show reckless behavior beyond the
mere fact of drinking and driving.” The manner of driving will remain
an important element.? In the future, the level of intoxication will be-
come a focus when determining recklessness, since it alone may provide
evidence of recklessness, as it did in Bennett. Overall, the ruling should
aid greatly in the prosecution of drunk drivers involved in an accident re-
sulting in the death of another. The increased prospect of punishment
should also help discourage many from driving drunk in the first place.

ADAM L. JOHNSON

defendant’s intoxication. Bennett, 54 Cal. 3d at 1039, 819 P.2d at 853-54, 2 Cal. Rptr.
2d at 12. This way the statute would encompass a greater number of drunk drivers,
not only those who committed a reckless traffic offense.

17. Bennett, 54 Cal. 3d at 1040, 819 P.2d at 854, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 13.

18. Id. at 1039, 819 P.2d at 854, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 12-13.

19. Cox, supra note 12, at 3.

20. 1 CALJIC 8.94 (5th ed. 1988) (“The mere fact that a defendant drives a motor
vehicle while under the influence of alcohol and violates a traffic law is insufficient
in itself to constitute gross negligence™). But note that, as the court held in Bennett,
the level of intoxication may constitute reckless behavior. See Bennett, 54 Cal. 3d at
1040, 819 P.2d at 854, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 13.

21. Note that, in the present case, witnesses testified that the defendant was
swerving and exceeding the speed limit by about 10 miles per hour. Bennett, 54 Cal.
3d at 1034, 819 P.2d at 851, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 9-10.
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B. Under the “good faith” exception to the exclusionary rule, if
no reasonable police officer of reasonable competence would
have believed that a search warrant established probable
cause, then the court must exclude the resulting evidence
regardless of the fact that a neutral magistrate issued the
warrant: People v. Camarella.

I. INTRODUCTION

In People v. Camarella,' the California Supreme Court resolved a split
of authority in the courts of appeal regarding the appropriate interpreta-
tion of the “good faith” exception to the exclusionary rule as established
by United States v. Leon.? In Leon, the high court announced the land-
mark exception to the Fourth Amendment exclusionary rule® by

1. 564 Cal. 3d 592, 818 P.2d 63, 286 Cal. Rptr. 780 (1991). Chief Justice Lucas
authored the majority opinion in which Justices Panelli, Arabian, Kennard, Baxter and
George concwrred. Justice Mosk issued a separate dissenting opinion. Defendant
Camarella was arrested and charged with possessing cocaine for sale and possession
of marjjuana. Camarella sought to exclude the evidence, contending that sufficient
probable cause had not been demonstrated to justify the issuance of a search war-
rant. A neutral magistrate issued the search warrant based upon an affidavit submit-
ted by Detective Addoms. Addoms, a deputy sheriff for the past five years, had re-
cefived an anonymous phone call in which the informant claimed that Camarella was
selling cocaine. Based on this information, Addoms checked office records and dis-
covered substantial corroborating evidence, including the fact that Camarella had
previously been arrested for the possession of cocaine. Addoms believed the preced-
ing information, coupled with his experience and training, gave him reasonable and
probable cause to seek a warrant.

The superior court denied Camarella’s motion to set aside the evidence; although
probable cause was absent, the “good faith” exception was applicable because
Addoms had reasonably relied on the warrant. Id. at 597-600, 818 P.2d at 65-67, 286
Cal. Rptr. at 782-84. The court of appeals reversed based on its conclusion that it
was “objectively unreasonable” for Addoms to seek a warrant, and therefore the
“good faith” exception was inapplicable. /d. The supreme court granted review. Id.

2. 468 US. 897 (1984). The Leon court held that “the Fourth Amendment
exclusionary rule should be modified so as not to bar the use in the prosecution’s
case-inchief of evidence obtained by officers acting in reasonable reliance on a
search warrant issued by a detached and neutral magistrate but ultimately found to
be unsupported by probable cause.” Id. at 900. For an overview of when the
exclusionary rule is inapplicable, see 21 CAL. JUR. 3D Criminal Law § 3180 (1985).
See generally Recent Case, 98 Harv. L. REv. 108 (1984) (discussing the implications
of the Leon decision).

3. The Fourth Amendment states in pertinent part:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers and ef-

fects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and

no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affir-

mation and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the persons

or things to be seized. ‘
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permiting the prosecution to present evidence which was obtained by a
search warrant unsupported by probable cause, so long as the officers
were acting in reasonable reliance on the validity of the warrant.' Prob-
lems arose, however, in determining what constituted “reasonable reli-
ance” by the police and to what extent, if any, the issuance of the war-
rant by a neutral magistrate should impact the analysis.® In Camarella
the California Supreme Court confirmed its general acceptance of the
“good faith” exception and clarified that in determining its applicability,
the sole focus should be on the objective reasonableness of the police
officer’s conduct.® Accordingly, the court concluded that if a police offi-

U.S. CoNsT. amend. IV. See also CAL. CONsST. art. I, § 13 (providing similar protection
from unreasonable searches and seizures as the Fourth Amendment). Interestingly, the
Fourth Amendment makes no explicit reference to the exclusion of unconstitutionally
obtained evidence. Therefore, the exclusionary rule is solely a judicial-based remedy.
Leon, 468 U.S. at 906 (stating that the exclusionary rule is a judicial remedy designed
to protect Fourth Amendment rights through its deterrent effect). However, although
Justice Brennan acknowledged that the Fourth Amendment does not expressly grant
the right to have illegally obtained evidence excluded from one's trial, he noted that
“many of the Constitution’s most vital imperatives are stated in general terms and the
task of giving meaning to these precepts is therefore left to subsequent judicial
decisionmaking in the context of concrete cases.” /d. at 932 (Brennan, J., dissenting).

4. The Leon court noted four situations in which an officer's reliance on the
validity of a warrant would not be justified:

(1) the affidavit was misleading;

(2) the magistrate “wholly abandoned his judicial role™

(3) the affidavit is “so lacking in indicia of probable cause as to render offi-

cial belief in its existence entirely unreasonable”; and

(4) the warrant is so facially deficient that the officer cannot reasonably pre-

sume it to be valid.

Leon, 468 U.S. at 923. The Camarella court analyzed its decision based on the third
factor.

6. Some courts have concluded that the mere fact that the magistrate signed the
warrant should be a critical factor in determining whether an officer's conduct was
reasonable. See, e.g., People v. Brown, 231 Cal. App. 3d 1201, 1210-11, 274 Cal. Rptr.
432, 438 (Ct. App. 1990) (holding that a magistrate’s issuance of a warrant should be
considered in determining reasonableness of officer); United States v. Corral-Corral,
899 F.2d 927, 939 (10th Cir. 1990) (stating that officers should be allowed “to rely
upon the probable-cause determination of a neutral magistrate when defending an
attack on their good faith for either seeking or executing a warrant”). Other courts
have held to the contrary. See, e.g., People v. Maestas, 204 Cal. App. 3d 1208, 1215,
262 Cal. Rptr. 739, 743 (Ct. App. 1988) (holding that no consideration should be
given to the fact that a magistrate signed the warrant in determining officer’'s reason-
able conduct).

6. Camarella, 54 Cal. 3d at 605, 818 P.2d at 71, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 788,
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cer should have known that his affidavit failed to establish probable
cause, the court must exclude the resulting evidence regardless of the
fact that a neutral magistrate issued the warrant.’

II. TREATMENT OF THE CASE
A.  Majority Opinion
1. Probable Cause Analysis

The majority prefaced its opinion by noting that the “good faith” ex-
ception was solely an issue of federal constitutional law because
California’s exclusionary rule® was effectively abrogated by Proposition
8.° The court then began its analysis by setting forth the state of the law

7. Id
8. CAL. PENAL CopE § 1538.5 (West Supp. 1992). The relevant portions of the
California exclusionary rule provide as follows:

(a) Grounds. A defendant may move . . . to suppress as evidence any tangi-

ble or intangible thing obtained as a result of a search or seizure on either

of the following grounds:
(1) The search or seizure without a warrant was unreasonable.
(2) The search or seizure with a warrant was unreasonable because (i)
the warrant is insufficient on its face; (ii) the property or evidence
obtained is not that described in the warrant; (iii) there was not prob-
able cause for the issuance of the warrant; (iv) the method of exe-
cution of the warrant violated federal or state constitutional standards;
(v) there was any other violation of federal or state constitutional stan-

(d) Effect of granting motion. If a search or seizure motion is granted pur-
suant to the proceedings authorized by this section, the . . . evidence shall
not be admissible against the movant at any trial or other hearing unless fur-
ther proceedings authorized by this section . . . are utilized by the people.
Id.
9. Proposition 8 added the “Right to Truth-in-Evidence” to article I, section 28,
subdivision (d) of the California Constitution, which states in pertinent part:
Except as provided by statute hereafter enacted by a two thirds vote of the
membership in each house of the Legislature, relevant evidence shall not be
excluded in any criminal proceeding, including pretrial and post-conviction
motions and hearings, or in any trial or hearing of a juvenile conduct for a
criminal offense, whether heard in juvenile or adult court.
CAL. CONST. art. I, § 28(d) (emphasis added). See In re Lance W,, 37 Cal. 3d 873, 694
P.2d 744, 210 Cal. Rptr. 631 (1985) (interpreting the Truth-in-Evidence provision of
Proposition 8 to abrogate California’s exclusionary rule). See also Mark Dyer Klein &
Randall A. Cohen, Note, Proposition 8: California Law after In re Lance W. and Peo-
ple v. Castro, 12 PEPP. L. REV. 1059, 1064 (1985) (“The passage of Proposition 8 was
therefore ‘a clear repudiation by the people, of state law embellishments on federal de-
cisions which operate to exclude relevant from criminal proceedings.”) (quoting Wilson
v. Superior Court, 134 Cal. App. 3d 173, 212, 185 Cal. Rptr. 671, 699 (Ct. App. 1982),
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regarding the establishment of probable cause.” The court focused on
the “totality of the circumstances” test adopted under Ilinois v. Gates,"
which listed several factors to be assessed in a probable cause analysis,
such as the “informant’s ‘veracity,’ ‘reliability’ and ‘basis of knowl-
edge.””” Furthermore, the majority posited that the Fourth Amendment
does not necessarily bar anonymous informants so long as there is “cor-
roboration through other sources.”” Although the majority hesitated to
accept the absence of probable cause in Camarella, they deferred to the
superior court and court of appeal’s finding that no “substantial basis”
existed for issuing the search warrant."

2. The “Good Faith” Exception Under Leon‘

The majority relied heavily on the rationale of Leon in reaching its
conclusions.” The Leon court proffered that because

rev’d, 34 Cal. 3d 777, 670 P.2d 325, 195 Cal. Rptr. 671 (1983)). However, the In re
Lance W. court determined that section 28(d) did not repeal article I, section 13 of the
California Constitution. Instead, it retained the “substantive” scope of these provisions
and only eliminated the “remedy” of excluding evidence seized in violation of the Cali-
fornia, but not the federal, Constitution. In re Lance W., 37 Cal. 3d at 887, 694 P.2d at
762, 210 Cal. Rptr. at 639. Therefore, the court concluded that

although section 1538.5 [exclusionary rule] continues to provide the exclusive
procedure by which a defendant may seek suppression of evidence obtained
in a search or seizure that violates ‘state constitutional standards,’ a court
may exclude the evidence on that basis only if exclusion is also mandated by
the federal exclusionary rule applicable to evidence seized in violation of the
Fourth Amendment.

Id. at 896, 694 P.2d at 759, 210 Cal. Rptr. at 646.

10. Camarella, 54 Cal. 3d at 600-0]1, 818 P.2d at 67, 254 Cal. Rptr. at 784.

11. 462 U.S. 213 (1983). Gates established a “fluid concept” of probable cause as
opposed to the “two-pronged” test set forth in Aguilar v. Texas, 378 U.S. 108 (1964),
and Spinelli v. United States, 393 U.S. 410 (1969). Spinelli held that a tip from an
informant will support probable cause only if the police establish the informant’s re-
liability and the informant discloses the basis for the information. Spinelli, 393 U.S.
at 414-15.

12. Camarella, 54 Cal. 3d at 60001, 818 P.2d at 67, 254 Cal. Rptr. at 784 (quoting
Gates, 462 U.S. at 230). For a general discussion of probable cause, see 20 CAL. JUR.
3D Criminal Law § 2509 (1985).

13. Camarella, 54 Cal. 3d at 601, 818 P.2d at 68, 254 Cal. Rptr. at 785 (quoting
Gates, 462 U.S. at 24445).

14. Id. at 602, 818 P.2d at 68, 254 Cal. Rptr. at 785. The majority believed that at
the time the warrant was issued there existed a “fair probability” that contraband
would be discovered at Camarella’'s home. Id. (citing Gates, 462 U.S. at 239).

16. Id. at 502, 818 P.2d at 68-69, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 785-86.
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"the purpose of the exclusionary rule is to deter unlawful police conduct, then evi-

dence obtained from a search should be suppressed only if it can be said that the

law enforcement officer had knowledge, or may properly be charged with knowl-

edge, that the search was unconstitutional under the Fourth Amendment."*
In determining the standard by which courts should evaluate police con-
duct, the majority also considered the holding in Malley v. Briggs." The
Malley court rejected the contention that an officer’s conduct is “per se
objectively reasonable’ by virtue of the issuance of a warrant.” Further-
more, the Malley court reasoned that because busy magistrates will inevi-
tably make errors in issuing warrants, an officer should not simply be
allowed to claim that a magistrate’s mistake supersedes his own incom-
petence in seeking an unsupported warrant.”

The Camarella majority concluded that the mere issuance of a warrant
was irrelevant, and the “good faith” exception should focus exclusively
on the reasonableness of an officer’s decision to submit an affidavit to a
magistrate.” Using this guideline, the majority determined that the offi-
cer in Camarella did not act unreasonably in seeking a warrant because
there was “a close or debatable question on the issue of probable
cause.”™ Although the court noted that a reasonable officer might have
sought additional corroborating evidence, this was not the standard set
forth in Leon.? Instead, the mgjority concluded that in order to abrogate
the “good faith” exception, it must be determined that no reasonable
officer would have sought a warrant based on the information at the
time he submitted his affidavit.?

B. Dissenting Opinion
In his vocal dissent, Justice Mosk indicated his general disapprova.l‘of

16. Id. (quoting United States v. Leon, 468 U.S. 897, 919 (1974)) (emphasis added).
However, Justice Brennan argued in his dissent that the rationale behind the
exclusionary rule was not merely to deter police misconduct, but to encourage the
cooperation of the entire judicial system in upholding ‘the Fourth Amendment. Leon,
468 U.S. at 923 (Brennan, J., dissenting).

17. 475 U.S. 336 (1986).

18. Camarella, 54 Cal. 3d at 604, 818 P.2d at 70, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 787 (quoting
Malley, 475 US. at 346).

19. Id.

20. Id. at 605, 818 P.2d at 71, 286 Cal. Rptr at 788. The majority reasoned that
“[blecause issuance of a warrant is a constant factor in these cases, it cannot logi-
cally serve to distinguish among them.” Id.

21. Id. at 606, 818 P.2d at 71, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 788 (citations omitted).

22. Id. But see People v. Johnson, 220 Cal. App. 3d 742, 750-51, 270 Cal. Rptr. 70,
74 (Ct. App. 1990) (intimating that an officer is required to exhaust every possible
source of corroborating ev1dence in order to satisfy “good faith” reasonableness stan-
dard).

23. Camarella, 64 Cal. 3d at 606, 818 P.2d at 71, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 788.
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the Leon decision and his prediction that it will inevitably be over-
turned.® To this end, he cited several state court decisions in which the
courts refused to apply the Leon “good faith” exception.” Furthermore,
Justice Mosk believed that even working within the ambit of Leon, the
majority had improperly analyzed the reasonableness of the officer’s con-
duct.? Justice Mosk reasoned that the presence of probable cause was
not in doubt because “[t]here was no effective corroboration.””
Therefore, he concluded that a reasonably well-trained officer should
have known no adequate basis for a warrant existed, and thus the “good
faith” exception was inapplicable.?

IlI. CONCLUSION

Although-the supreme court carefully worded the Camarella decision
so as not to convey the court’s unbridled support of the “good faith”
exception to the exclusionary rule, this appears to be the majority’s un-
derlying philosophy. Ostensibly, the mere issuance of a warrant by a
neutral magistrate fails to demonstrate an officer’s objective reason-
ableness in seeking a warrant. However, realistically, it seems difficult to
imagine many situations in which an officer’s conduct will be deemed so
unreasonable as to abrogate the “good faith” exception, considering that

24. Id. at 609, 818 P.2d at 73, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 790 (Mosk, J., dissenting). See
generally Stephen Duke, Comment, Making Leon Worse, 95 YALE L. J. 1405 (1986) (criticiz-
ing Leon as a weak decision). It is interesting to note that one study concluded that
the exclusionary rule has minimal costs in terms of lost indictments or convictions.
Specifically, in California only 0.8% of all felony arrests do not lead to convictions
because of an illegal search or seizure. See Thomas Y. Davies, A Hard Look at What
We Know (and Still Need to Learn) About the Costs of the Exclusionary Rule: the
NIJ Study and Other Studies of Lost Arrests, 1983 AM. B. FOUND. RESEARCH J. 611,
617 (1983).

26. Specifically, Justice Mosk listed Connecticut, New Jersey, New York, North Caro-
lina, and Pennsylvania as states that have not adopted the Leon rationale.

26. Camarella, 54 Cal. 3d at 609, 818 P.2d at 74, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 791 (Mosk, J.,
dissenting). Justice Mosk stressed that “[tlhere was a bare accusation by an anony-
mous and untested tipster that defendant was then selling cocaine.” Id. (Mosk, J., dis-
senting). Furthermore, he believed that “[t}he 15-month-old statement from the confi-
dential and untested tipster and the 3-1/2-year-old crime report were stale.” Id. (Mosk,
J., dissenting). .

27. Id. at 610, 818 P.2d at 74, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 791 (Mosk, J., dissenting).

28. Id. (Mosk, J., dissenting). Justice Mosk concluded by stating, “When constitu-
tional rights are implicated, the end cannot justify the means.” Id. at 611, 818 P.2d
at 74, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 791 (Mosk, J., dissenting) (quoting In re Lance W., 37 Cal. 3d
873, 910, 694 P.2d 744, 770, 210 Cal. Rptr. 631, 657 (1985) (Mosk, J., dissenting)).
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a neutral magistrate has reviewed the evidence and concluded that prob-
able cause exists.

Although Justice Mosk steadfastly opposes the “good faith” exception,
the majority recognizes its necessity both practically and philosophically.
From a practical standpoint, excluding evidence creates the likelihood
that the guilty might go free. From a philosophical standpoint, penalizing
an officer for his reasonable mistake cannot logically accomplish the goal
of deterring Fourth Amendment violations.

ANDREA L. WILSON

C. The reciprocal discovery provisions in criminal cases autho-
rized by California Proposition 115 are valid under both the
state and federal constitutions when properly construed and
applied: 1zazaga v. Superior Court.

I. INTRODUCTION

In Izazaga v. Superior Court,' the California Supreme Court resolved
interpretive issues presented by Proposition 115, the “Crime Victims
Justice Reform Act.” Proposition 115 added language to the California
Constitution authorizing reciprocity in the discovery process in criminal
cases.’ In addition, Proposition 115 added a new chapter on discovery to

1. 54 Cal. 3d 356, 816 P.2d 304, 286 Cal. Rptr. 231 (1991). Chief Justice Lucas
authored the opinion for the majority in which Justices Panelli, Arabian and Baxter
concurred. Justice Kennard wrote a separate concurring opinion. Justice Mosk and
Justice Broussard each wrote separate dissenting opinions.

2. Id. at 363, 815 P.2d at 308, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 235. Proposition 115 was enacted
to provide “comprehensive reforms ... in order to restore balance and fairness to
the criminal justice system.” Proposition 115, § 1(a) (1990).

California voters passed Proposition 115 on June 5, 1990, in the Primary Elec-
tion. Section 23 of Proposition 115 added chapter 10 to title 6 of part 2 of the
California Penal Code, entitled “Discovery,” comprising Penal Code sections 1054
through 1054.7. Id. See Cal. Penal Code §§ 1054-.7 (West Supp. 1991).

On June 6, 1990, Proposition 1156 became effective. See CAL. CONST. art, II,
§ 10(a). Subsequently, the People charged petitioner Javier Izazaga and a co-defendant
with two counts of forcible rape and one count of kidnapping. Pursuant to section
10564.6 of the California Penal Code, the People served Petitioner with an informal
request for discovery. Izazaga refused the discovery request and the superior court
granted the People’s motion to compel. The court of appeal denied Petitioner’s appli-
cation for a writ of mandate or prohibition. The supreme court then stayed the
discovery order and issued an alternative writ of mandate to consider important
constitutional and interpretive questions. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 363-64, 815 P.2d at
308-09, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 235-36.

3. See CAL. CONST. art. II, § 10(a) (statutory provisions of Proposition 115); CAL.
CONST. art. XVIII, § 4 (constitutional provisions of Proposition 115).
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the Penal Code, which provides the framework for both defense and
prosecutorial discovery' as well as a mechanism for compelled discov-
ery.® Moreover, Proposition 115 repealed several discovery provisions
which required prosecutors .to furnish defendants with police and arrest
reports.® In Jzazaga, the California Supreme Court analyzed the constitu-

4. See CAL. PENAL CoDE § 1054.1 (West Supp. 1991). This section provides that:

The prosecuting attorney shall disclose to the defendant or his or her attor-
ney all of the following materials and information, if it is in the possession
of the prosecuting attorney or if the prosecuting attorney knows it to be in
the possession of the investigating agencies:
(a) The names and addresses of persons the prosecutor intends to call
as witnesses at trial.
(b) Statements of all defendants. :
(c) All relevant real evidence seized or obtained as a part of the inves-
tigation of the offenses charged.
(d) The existence of a felony conviction of any material witness whose
credibility is likely to be critical to the outcome of the trial.
(e) Any exculpatory evidence.
() Relevant written or recorded statements of witnesses or reports of
the statements of witnesses whom the prosecutor intends to call at the
trial, including any reports or statements of experts made in conjunc-
tion with the case, including the results of physical or mental examina-
tions, scientific tests, experiments, or comparisons which the prosecu-
tor intends to offer in evidence at the trial.

Id. California Penal Code section 1054.3 This section provides that:

The defendant and his or her attormey shall disclose to the prosecuting attor-

ney:

(a) The names and addresses of persons, other than the defendant, he
or she intends to call as witnesses at trial, together with any relevant
written or recorded statements of those persons, or reports of the
statements of those persons, including any reports or statements of
experts made in connection with the case, and including the results of
physical or mental examinations, scientific tests, experiments, or com-
parisons which the defendant intends to offer in evidence at the trial.

(b) Any real evidence which the defendant intends to offer in evidence
at the trial.

Id.

6. See CaAL. PENAL CoDE § 1054.5 (West Supp. 1991) (providing mechanics for
compelled discovery).

6. Proposition 115 repealed several discovery provisions, including former Penal
Code section 1102.5 (compelling defendant to disclose witnesses’ prior statements to
defense counsel for impeachment purposes); former Penal Code section 1430 (re-
quiring prosecutors to furnish defendants with police and arrest reports); and certain
provisions in Penal Code section 859 (requmng prosecutors to furnish defendants
with police and arrest reports).
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tionality of Proposition 115 on three separate constitutional challenges:
(1) the privilege against self-incrimination; (2) the right to due process of
law; and (3) the right to effective assistance of counsel.” Relying heavily
on recent federal trends allowing broad prosecutorial discovery® and on
the intent of the California voters,’ a majority of the court concluded
that Proposition 115 was valid under both the federal and state constitu-
tions."

II. TREATMENT OF THE CASE
A.  Majority Opinion
1. Privilege Against Self-Incrimination

The court rejected the contention that the trial court violated Izazaga’s
Fifth Amendment privilege against self-incrimination by compelling the
disclosure of witnesses’ names and statements.” The court then set
forth the four requisite elements that trigger the privilege: The requested
disclosure must be (i) “incriminating”; (ii) “personal to the defendant”,
(iii) “obtained by compulsion”; and (iv) “testimonial or communicative in
nature.”” The court then noted that because the mere absence of spe-
cial state interests in disclosure affects none of the four requirements,
that fact cannot in itself trigger the self-incrimination privilege.” The

7. lzazaga v. Superior Court, 54 Cal. 3d 356, 365-82, 815 P.2d 304, 309-22, 285 Cal.
Rptr. 231, 236-49 (1991). The court also analyzed the privilege against self-incrimina-
tion under the California Constitution. Id. at 369, 815 P.2d at 312, 285 Cal. Rptr. at
239.

8. See United States v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225 (1975) (upholding a trial court order
requiring the defense to disclose its investigator's records of statements made by
prosecutorial witnesses once the defense called its investigator as a trial witness);
Williams v. Florida, 399 U.S. 78 (1970) (holding that discovery of the names and ad-
dresses of a defendant's alibi witnesses does not implicate the self-incrimination
clause).

9. Izazaga, 64 Cal. 3d at 372, 815 P.2d at 314, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 241 (“The mani-
fest intent behind the measure was to reopen the two-way street of reciprocal dis-
covery.”). See generally 7 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Constitutional Law
§§ 120-21 (9th ed. 1989 & Supp. 1990) (analyzing the initiative process in California);
15 MCKINNEY, CALIFORNIA DIGEST OF OFFICIAL REPORTS, [nitiative and Referendum
§8 3, 6 (3d ed. 1989 & Supp. 1991) (same); Cynthia J. Emry, California Supreme
Court Survey, 18 Pepp. L. REv. 1084 (1991) (same).

10. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 383, 815 P.2d at 322, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 249.

11. Id. at 366, 815 P.2d at 310, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 237. The Fifth Amendment pro-
vides in pertinent part: “No person . . . shall be compelled in any criminal case to
be a witness against himself.” U.S. CONST. amend. V.

12. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 366, 816 P.2d at 310, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 237. The majority
deduced that “conversely, discovery of evidence that does not meet each of these re-
quirements is not barred by the self-incrimination clause.” Id.

13. Id. See also New Jersey v. Portash, 440 U.S. 450 (1979) (holding that absence
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court determined that the discovery requests mandated by Proposi-
tion 115 were not “compelled” because they merely accelerated the divul-
gence of information which would necessarily surface at trial.* In addi-
tion, the court determined that compelled disclosure of the defendant’s
witnesses' statements did not implicate the Fifth Amendment because
the statements were elicited from a third party and thus did not satisfy
the “personal to the defendant” requirement."”

After determining that the compelled discovery enacted by Proposi-
tion 115 did not violate the defendant’s Fifth Amendment privilege, the
court measured Proposition 115 against the safeguards provided by the
California Constitution.' Similar to the Federal Constitution, the Califor-
nia Constitution also protects a defendant from compelled testimony
against oneself.” Prior to the enactment of Proposition 115, state law
regarding prosecutorial discovery was “considerably more solicitous of
the privilege against self-incrimination than federal law,” as illustrated by
the holding in' Prudhomme v. Superior Court.” In Prudhomme, the
court determined that a discovery order requiring a defendant to divulge
witness information to the prosecution was unconstitutional.” Further-
more, the Prudhomme court announced that any compelled discovery
which tended to ease the burden on the prosecution or served as “a link
in the chain” was expressly forbidden.” Recognizing that the adoption

of special state interest is not sufficient in and of itself to trigger self-incrimination
clause).

14. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 367, 8156 P.2d at 310, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 237. However,
the majority noted that the acceleration doctrine is not dispositive because “[sjome
statements of witnesses the defense intends to call might never be offered at trial by
the defense.” Id. at 367, 815 P.2d at 311, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 238.

15. Id. The majority relied on several high court decisions in which the application -
of the self-incrimination clause has been limited to statements made by the defen-
dant. See, eg., United States v. Nobles, 422 U.S. 225 234 (1975) (“[Tlhe [Flifth
[AJmendment privilege against compulsory self-incrimination, being personal to the
defendant, does not extend to the testimony or statements of third parties called as
witnesses at trial.”); Couch-v. United States, 409 U.S. 322 (1973) (holding that the
privilege against self-incrimination “is a personal privilege: it adheres basically to the
person, not to information that may incriminate him”).

16. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 369, 8156 P.2d at 312, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 239. Article I,
section 16 of the California Constitution guarantees a defendant in a criminal case
various safeguards, including the right not to be compelled to testify against oneself.
CAL. CONST. art. I, § 16.

17. CAL. CONST. art. I, § 15.

18. 2 Cal. 3d 320, 466 P.2d 673, 85 Cal. Rptr. 129 (1970).

19. Id. at 327, 466 P.2d at 678, 85 Cal. Rptr. at 134.

20. Id.
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of Proposition 115 was inherently inconsistent with the Prudhomme line
of cases, the court in Jzazaga concluded that it must interpret
Proposition 115 as abrogating Prudhomme to the extent that it impedes
reciprocal discovery in order to achieve the manifest intent of the Cali-
fornia voters.*

2. Right to Due Process of Law
a. Rec'iprbcity challenge

Although the court noted that the Fourteenth Amendment Due Process
Clause® does not directly address the constitutional requirements of
discovery, the court emphasized that the due process clause does “speak
to the balance of forces between the accused and his accuser.”® The
court concluded that the addition of both article I, section 30(c) of the
California Constitution” and Penal Code section 1054 satisfied this “bal-
anced” discovery requirement.® The court further concluded that any
imbalance in the discovery requirements properly favored the defen-
dant.® The court readily dismissed Izazaga's argument that his right to
due process was violated because Proposition 115 does not require recip-
rocal discovery disclosure by the prosecution except “upon demand” by
the defendant.”” The court stated that Penal Code section 1054.5(b) re-
quires either party to initially make an “informal request” to the opposing
party for information.? Therefore, the court concluded that because the
enforcement mechanism was identical for both the prosecution and the

21. Izazaga V. Superior Court, 54 Cal. 3d 356, 371, 815 P.2d 304, 314, 285 Cal
Rptr. 231, 241 (1991). The preamble of Proposition 115 states: “In order to address
these concems [balance and fairness in the criminal justice system] and to accom-
plish these goals, we the people further find that it is necessary to reform the law as
developed in numerous California Supreme Court decisions.” Proposition 115 § 1(b).

22, U.S. ConsT. amend XIV. The Fourteenth Amendment provides in pertinent part:
“No state shall . . . deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due pro-
cess of law.” Id.

23. Ilzazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 372, 815 P.2d at 315, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 242 (quoting
Wardius v. Oregon, 412 U.S. 470, 474 (1973)).

24. Id. at 373, 815 P.2d at 315, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 242. Article I, section 30(c) states
that “discovery in criminal cases shall be reciprocal in nature, as prescribed by the
Legislature or by the people through the initiative process.” CAL. CONST. art. I
§ 30(c). )

26. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 373, 8156 P.2d at 315, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 242. See CaL.
PENAL CODE § 1054(e) (West Supp. 1991), which provides that “no discovery shall
occur in criminal cases except as provided by this chapter, other express statutory
provisions, or as mandated by the Constitution of the United States.” Id.

26. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 374, 815 P.2d at 316, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 243.

27. Id.

28. Id.
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defense, Proposition 115 did not offend the due process clause.”

The court then refuted Izazaga’s claim that Proposition 115 is insuffi-
cient because the prosecutor is not explicitly mandated to divulge any
rebuttal witnesses he intends to call in response to the defendant’s dis-
closure.® Although the court acknowledged that Penal Code Sec-
tion 1054.1 does not specifically mention rebuttal witnesses, a
“reasonable interpretation” of the section would logically include “all
witnesses” that the prosecution “reasonably anticipates it is likely to
Call.”al

Finally, the court dismissed Izazaga's claim that Proposition 115
violates the due process clause in that it does not require the prosecu-
tion to disclose all evidence it may use to refute the defense’s evi-
dence.” Although the court agreed that Proposition 115 does not require
such disclosure, it also concluded that due process does not demand
such extensive disclosures, especially because the defense is not required
to do the same.”

b. ‘“Brady” evidence challenge

Although the court acknowledged the validity of Izazaga's assertion
that Proposition 115 does not require the prosecution to disclose all ex-
culpatory evidence as mandated by Brady v. Maryland® and its proge-
. ny, it emphasized that “due process requirements are self-executing and
need no statutory support to be effective.” Thus, because federal con-
stitutional requirements would necessarily preempt any statutory man-
dates regarding the disclosure of exculpatory information, the fact that
Proposition 115 does not address this issue is irrelevant.®

3. Right to Effective Assistance of Counsel

The court also rejected Izazaga’s final claim that a violation of his

20. Id. at 374, 815 P.2d at 315-16, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 24243.

30. Id. at 376, 815 P.2d at 316, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 243.

31. Id. at 375, 816 P.2d at 316-17, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 24344 (“A disclosure of wit-
nesses under section 1054.3 thus triggers a defendant’s right to discover rebuttal wit-
nesses under section 1054.1.7).

32. Id. at 376, 816 P.2d at 317, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 244.

Id. at 376-77, 816 P.2d at 317-18, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 244-45.

373 U.S. 83 (1963).

Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 378, 815 P.2d at 318-19, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 24546.
Id. .
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Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel” occurred as a
result of the prosecution’s discovery of his witnesses’ statements.® Ini-
tially, the California court noted that the United States Supreme Court
-never determined that a mere discovery request violated the right to
effective assistance of counsel® In addition, because Proposition 115
only requires the defendant to disclose those witnesses he intends to call
at trial, it logically follows that he would list only those witnesses
tending to help the defense.”

Finally, the court rejected the claim that the compelled dlsclosure
doctrine violates the attorney work-product privilege."! The court firmly
believed there was no basis for a constitutional challenge because
“[t]here is no privilege for attorney work product in the California Con-
stitution.”® Therefore, protection of attorney work product must be
based on either state common law or a statutory provision. The court
determined that section 2018 of the California Code of Civil Procedure
adequately protects attorney work product.* Furthermore, the court
stated that Proposition 115 expressly provides for the protection of the
attorney work product under Penal Code section 1054.6.*

B, Justice Kennard’s Concurring Opinion

In her concurring opinion, Justice Kennard disagreed with the
majority’s conclusion that attorney work product is not constitutionally
protected.” Although Justice Kennard conceded that the United States

37. U.S. ConsT. amend. VI. The Sixth Amendment provides in pertinent part: “In all
criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right . . . to have the assistance of
counsel for his defense.” Id.

38. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 379, 815 P.2d at 319, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 246.

39. Id. :

40. Id.

41. Id. at 380-81, 815 P.2d at 320-21, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 24748.

42, Id.

43. Id. at 381, 815 P.2d at 321, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 248.

44. Id. (citing CAL. Civ. Proc. CODE § 2018 '(West 1991)). Under this section,
attorney work product is nondiscoverable unless the court determines that the denial
of discovery will unfairly prejudice the party seeking discovery. CAL. Civ. PRoc. CODE
§ 2018(b) (West 1987). In addition, section 2018 also states that “any writing that
reflects an attorney's impressions, conclusions, opinions, or legal research or theories
shall not be discoverable under any circumstances.” Id. § 2018(c).

46. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 38182, 816 P.2d at 321, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 248. Penal
Code section 1054.6 provides: “Neither the defendant nor the prosecuting attorney is
required to disclose any materials or information which are work product as defined
in subdivision (c) of Section 2018 of the Code of Civil Procedure.” CAL. PENAL CODE
§ 1054.6 (West Supp. 1891).

46. Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 384, 815 P.2d at 323, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 250 (Kennard, J.,

concurring).
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Supreme Court has never expressly determined whether the attorney
work product privilege is constitutionally grounded, she believes that
there exists a strong implication that the privilege is included in the
Sixth Amendment right to counsel.” However, Justice Kennard reasoned
that even if the protection afforded by the Sixth Amendment encom-
passed the attorney client privilege, in the present case the court would
uphold the discovery order on the basis of voluntary waiver.® Justice
Kennard determined that when a defendant calls witnesses to testify at
trial, the defendant impliedly waives the right to assert the attorney work
product privilege as to those witnesses’ statements.*

C. Justice Mosk’s Dissenting Opinion

In his dissenting opinion, Justice Mosk believed that Proposition 115,
specifically Penal Code Section 1054.3 allowing prosecutorial discov-
ery,” violates the privilege against self-incrimination of article I, sec-
tion 15 of the California Constitution.” Justice Mosk stressed that the
compelled discovery provision would undoubtedly lessen the
prosecution’s burden of proof, thus rendering it unconstitutional.® Jus-
tice Mosk posited that even if Penal Code Section 1054.3 were severed,
the discovery scheme “would be facially offensive to new section 301(c)"

47. Id. at 38485, 815 P.2d at 323-24, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 250-51 (Kennard, J., concur-
ring). Justice Kennard based this interpretation on her reading of United States v. No-
bles, 422 U.S. 225 (1975) (emphasizing that the attorney work product privilege is an
essential part of a criminal defendant's right to effective assistance of. counsel).
Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 38485, 815 P.2d at 323-24, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 250-51 (Kennard,
J., concurring).

48. Id. at 386, 815 P.2d at 324, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 251 (Kennard, J., concurring). Jus-
tice Kennard reasoned that pretrial discovery is necessary in order to allow the pros-
ecution to investigate and respond to the defense testimony. /d. (Kennard, J., concur-
ring).

49. Id. (Kennard, J., concurring). Justice Kennard, however, believes that there
must be a “limitation” to the waiver to ensure that the prosecution does not take
advantage of this information at trial until the waiver actually occurs. /d. (Kennard,
J., concurring).

50. Id. at 397, 816 P.2d at 331, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 268 (Mosk, J., dissenting). See
CAL. PENAL CoDE § 1054.3 (West Supp. 1991).

6l. Izaraga, 54 Cal. 3d at 397, 815 P.2d at 331, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 258 (Mosk, J.,
dissenting). Article I, section 15 provides in pertinent part: “Persons may not . . . be
compelled in a criminal case to be a witness against themselves.” CAL. CONST. art. I,
§ 16.

62. Izaxaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 397, 815 P.2d at 331, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 258 (Mosk, J.,
dissenting).
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of Article I of the California Constitution, which mandates reciprocal
discovery.”

D. Justice Broussard’s Dissenting Opinion

In his dissenting opinion, Justice Broussard expressed his belief that
the majority misinterpreted the law regarding the constitutionality of
compelled discovery provisions.* Consequently, Justice Broussard de-
termined that Proposition 115 violates both the Fifth and Sixth Amend-
ments of the United States Constitution.® Justice Broussard strongly
disagreed with the majority’s determination that the Fifth Amendment is
not implicated when a compelled discovery order merely accelerates the
disclosure of the defendant’s evidence at trial.® In addition, Justice
Broussard concluded that Proposition 115 violates the Sixth Amendment
right to effective assistance of counsel because it has a chilling effect on
a defense attorney’s ability and motivation to present the most effective
defense for his client.”

IIl. CONCLUSION

The majority’s construction of Proposition 115 has the practical effect
of implementing reciprocal discovery in the California criminal justice
system. In addition, the majority has demonstrated a readiness to abro-
gate existing case law precedent in favor of the voter’s initiative power.
The court’s decision is desirable because it prevents a defendant from
developing a last minute alibi for which the prosecution has no oppor-
tunity to present rebuttal evidence. By determining that the reciprocal
provisions enacted by Proposition 115 are constitutionally valid, the Cali-

53. Id. at 401, 8156 P.2d at 334, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 261 (Mosk, J., dissenting). Arti-
cle I, section 30(c) provides: “{IJn order to provide for fair and speedy trials, discov-
ery in criminal cases shall be reciprocal in nature, as prescribed by the Legislature
or by the people through the initiative process.” CaL. CONsT. art. I, § 30(c).

64, Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 402, 815 P.2d at 335, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 262 (Broussard,
J., dissenting).

65. Id. (Broussard, J., dissenting).

56. Id. at 403, 815 P.2d at 335, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 262 (Broussard J., dissenting).
Justice Broussard- relied on the holding in Brooks v. Tennessee, 406 US 605 (1972)
(establishing that a rule which requires a defendant to accelerate the disclosure of
witnesses can trigger the self-incrimination clause). Izazaga, 54 Cal. 3d at 403, 815
P.2d at 335, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 262 (Broussard, J., dissenting). '

67. Id. at 409-10, 8156 P.2d at 34041, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 267-68 (Broussard, J., dis-
senting).
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fornia Supreme Court has definitively answered the public’s request for
the restoration of “balance and fairness” to a criminal justice system
which too often fails in this objective. '

ANDREA L. WILSON

D. In a prosecution for lewd conduct with a child under Penal
Code section 288, a trial court does not abuse its discretion
by admitting expert testimony that it is not unusual for a
parent to refrain from reporting a known child molestation,
and that there exists no recognized profile of a “typical” child
molester. Furthermore, prejudicial error does not occur when
the trial court excludes testimony that the defendant is not a
“sexual deviant,” has a reputation for “normalcy in his sexu-
al tastes,” and is a person of “high moral character”: People
v. McAlpin.

I. INTRODUCTION

The sexual abuse of children is of paramount concern in contemporary
society.' The increase in the awareness and reporting of this social prob-
lem has made this a critical matter that courts have had to address with
greater frequency.” Unfortunately, difficulties with proof and credibility
have often clouded the issues and stymied the judicial process.’ The
California Supreme Court addressed these concerns in People v.
McAlpin' when it considered a number of controversial evidentiary rul-
ings in a prosecution for lewd conduct with a child under Penal Code
section 288, subdivision (a).®

1. See generally Michael Cerkovnik, The Sexual Abuse of Children: Myths, Re-
search, and Policy Implications, 89 Dick. L. REv. 691 (1985); John E.B. Myers et al.,
Expert Testimony in Child Sexual Abuse Litigation, 68 NEB. L. REv. 1 (1989).

2. Cerkovnik, supra note 1, at 691. . .

3. Myers, supra note 1, at 37.

4. 53 Cal. 3d 1289, 812 P.2d 563, 283 Cal. Rptr. 382 (1991). Justice Mosk authored
the majority opinion in which Chief Justice Lucas and Justices Kennard, Arabian, and
Baxter concurred. Justice Broussard authored a concurring and dissenting opinion, in
which Justice Panelli concurred.

5. CAL. PENAL CODE § 288(a) (West 1988). Section 288(a) provides:

Any person who shall willfully and lewdly commit any lewd or lascivious act

including any of the acts constituting other crimes provided for in Part 1 of

this code upon or with the body, or any part of member thereof, of a child
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McAlpin was charged with lewd conduct with the eight-year-old
daughter of a woman he had been dating.® Although the daughter im-
mediately reported the incident to her mother, the authorities were not
contacted until a year later.” The case became contingent upon the testi-
mony of an expert witness for the prosecution, who dispelled some com-
mon myths concerning child molestation,’ and upon the admissibility of
certain character evidence.? McAlpin contended that the trial court had
abused its discretion by allowing an expert witness to testify that (i) it is
not unusual for a parent to refrain from reporting a known child moles-

under the age of 14 years, with the intent of arousing, appealing to, or grati-
fying the lust or passions or sexual desires of such person or of such child,
shall be guilty of a felony and shall be imprisoned in the state prison for a
term of three, six, or eight years.

Id.

6. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1296, 812 P.2d at 566, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 385. Interesting-
ly, a point of controversy for the prosecution arose because Anita (the victim's moth-
er) dated the defendant on one occasion after the occurrence of the incident. Id.
Anita also admitted to having further sexual relations with the defendant after the
event happened. Id. at 1301, 812 P.2d at 570, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 389.

7. Id. at 1296, 812 P.2d at 566, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 385. The delay in reporting the
incident also became a controversial issue in the case when the prosecution elicited
expert testimony purporting that such a delay was not unusual. /d. at 1299, 812 P.2d
at 568, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 387. See generally Kathy L. Hensley, The Admissibility of
“Child Sexual Abuse Accommodation Syndrome” in California Criminal Courts, 17
Pac. LJ. 1361 (1986). )

8. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1302-03, 812 P.2d at 570-71, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 389-90.
See also Cerkovnik, supra note 1, at 692-94. In his article, Cerkovnik lists 11 myths
regarding the sex offender:

(1) Tens of thousands of homicidal sex fiends stalk the land . ... (2) The
victims of sexual attack are ruined for life . . . . (3) Sex offenders are usu-
ally recidivists . . . . (4) The minor offender, if unchecked, progresses to
more serious types of crime . . . . (5) It is possible to predict the danger of
serious crimes being committed by sex deviates . . . . (7) These individuals
are lustful and oversexed . .. . (8) Reasonably effective treatment methods

to cure deviated sex offenders are known and employed . . . . (9) The sex

control laws passed are directed to the brutal and vicious sex criminal and

should be adopted generally to wipe out sex crime . . . . (10) Civil adjudica-
tion of the sex offender does not involve human liberties or due pro-

cess . . . . (11) The sex abuse problem can be solved merely by passing a

law on it.

Id. )

9. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1304, 812 P.2d at 572, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 391. The defen-
dant may introduce evidence of character traits inconsistent with those associated
with the crime with which he is charged. Id. See also B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA EvI-
DENCE, Circumstantial Evidence § 3290 (2d ed. 1986). It has been recognized that
certain crimes “lend themselves easily to trait analysis.” Lester Rosen, Have You
Heard? Cross Examination of a Criminal Defendant's Good Character Witness: A
Proposal for Reform, 9 U.C. Davis L. REv. 365, 36869 n.17 (1976). For example,
“{m]orality, chastity and virtue are inconsistent with a sexual crime.” Id.
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tation” and (ii) that no recognized profile exists of a “typical” child mo-
lester." Additionally, McAlpin claimed that the trial court abused its dis-
cretion by excluding character evidence that would have demonstrated
that he was not a “sexual deviant,” that he had a reputation for “nor-
malcy in his sexual tastes,” and that he was a person of “high moral
character.™

Due to widespread public misconception and confusion about child
molestation,* the supreme court determined that the opinion testimony

10. McAlpin, B3 Cal. 3d at 1299, 812 P.2d at 568, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 387. The
prosecution’s expert witness testified that a parent might delay reporting a case of
child molestation for numerous reasons. Id. These reasons included:

the fear of breaking up the marriage or harming relations with other family
members, a sense of shame or failure as a parent, a psychological refusal to
accept the fact of the molestation, or a reluctance to damage the reputation
of the alleged offender when the latter is someone of good standing in the
community.
Id. :
11. Id. at 130203, 812 P.2d at 570-71, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 389-90. The prosecutor’s
expert witness also testified that a child molester can be of any social or financial
status, any age or race, any occupation or geographical area, and any religious belief
or nonbelief. Furthermore, the expert testified that the child molester might have pre-
viously enjoyed an “impeccable” reputation. /d. at 1299, 812 P.2d at 568, 283 Cal.
Rptr. at 387. See also Myers, supra note 1, at 142 (concluding that no profile exists
of a “typical” child molester, given the most recent interpretation of scientific data).

12. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1306, 812 P.2d at 573, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 392. The wit-
nesses purported to show that the defendant was not a sexual deviant based on his
normal sexual relations with women and upon the witnesses' observation of the
defendant’s conduct with children. Id. at 1306, 812 P.2d at 572, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 392.
The trial court ruled that such testimony “violated the rule against proving a charac-
ter trait of the accused by means of specific acts.” Id. at 1308, 812 P.2d at 575, 283
Cal. Rptr. at 394. See also FED. R. EvID. 404 (stating that “[e]vidence of a person’s
character or a trait of his character is not admissible for the purpose of proving that
he acted in conformity therewith on a particular occasion”); B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA EvI-
DENCE, Circumstantial Evidence § 339 (2d ed. 1986) (stating that specific acts are
inadmissible to prove either defendant's good or bad behavior).

13. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1310, 812 P.2d at 576, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 395. California
Evidence Code section 1101(a) (West 1988) prohibits evidence of character as circum-
stantial evidence. Section 1101(a) states that “evidence of a person’s character or a
trait of his character . . . is inadmissible when offered to prove his conduct on a
specified occasion.” Id. Nevertheless, certain exceptions exist under California Evi-
dence Code section 1102(a) (West 1988), which allows such evidence in a criminal
action if it is “(a) offered by the defendant to prove his conduct in conformity with
such character or trait of character, (b) offered by the prosecution to rebut evidence
adduced by the defendant under subdivision (a).” Id.

14. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1301-02, 812 P.2d at 570-71, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 389-90.
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proferred by the prosecution’s expert was admissible because it was not
a topic of common knowledge and would have assisted the jury in its
decision-making process.” In addition, although the supreme court con-
cluded that the trial court erred in excluding the relevant character evi-
dence concerning the defendant’s sexual nature," this exclusion did not
constitute prejudicial error as prescribed by the California Constltu-
tion,"” by statute,” and by controlling case law."

II. TREATMENT OF THE CASE
A.  Majority Opinion
1. Allowance of the Prosecution’s Expert Opinion Testimony

Initially, the court found the prosecuﬁon’s expert witness sufficiently
qualified to give opinion evidence because of his extensive background in
dealing with child molestation cases and their psychological ramifica-
tions.” :

See Cerkovnik, supra note 1, at 692-94.

16. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1302, 812 P.2d at 570, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 389.

16. Id. at 1311, 812 P.2d at 577, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 396.

17. Id. at 1311 n.16, 812 P.2d at 577 n.16, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 396 n. 16 Additionally,
Article VI, section 13 of the California Constitution provides:

No judgment shall be set aside, or new trial granted, in any cause, on the
ground of misdirection of the jury, or of the improper admission or rejection
of evidence, or for any error as to any matter of pleading, or for any error
as to any matter of procedure, unless, after an examination of the entire
cause, including the evidence, the court shall be of the opinion that the error
complained of has resulted in a miscarriage of justice.

CAL. CONST. art. VI, § 13
18. California Evidence Code section 354 (West 1966) provides:

A verdict or finding shall not be set aside, nor shall the judgment or decision

based thereon be reversed, by reason of the erroneous exclusion of evidence

unless the court which passes upon the effect of the error or errors is of

the opinion that the error or errors complained of resulted in a miscarriage

of justice and it appears of record that: (a) The substance, purpose, and rele-

- vance of the excluded evidence was made known to the court by the ques-

tions asked, an offer of proof, or by any other means; (b) The rulings of the

court made compliance with subdivision (a) futile; or (c) The evidence was
sought by questions asked during cross-examination or recross-examination.

. .

19. See People v. Stoll, 40 Cal. 3d 1136, 1161-63, 783 P.2d 698, 714-15, 265 Cal.

Rptr. 111, 127-28 (1989) (applying the Watson test of prejudicial error); People v.

Watson, 46 Cal. 2d 828, 836, 299 P.2d 243, 249, 254 (1956) (holding that it must be

reasonably probable that a verdict more favorable to the defendant would have been

reached in the absence of this error). Gf. People v. Jones, 42 Cal. 2d 219, 226, 266

P.2d 38, 43 (1954) (holding that reversible error existed where victim had a bad repu-

tation for truth and veracity).
20. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1298, 812 P.2d at 567, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 386. The
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a. Testimo'ny regarding a parent’s reluctance to report a known
child molestation

In determining that the trial court did not abuse its discretion® by
allowing opinion testimony that it is not uncommon for a parent to re-
frain from reporting a known child molestation, the supreme court
analogized to cases involving “rape trauma syndrome,”? in which vic-
tims fail to give timely. reports of their assault. The court noted that evi-
dence of this syndrome is not admissible to prove that the victim had,
indeed, been raped; rather, it is admissible to reestablish the victim’s
credibility.® Furthermore, the court explained that several court of ap-
peal decisions had already extended the rule established in “rape trauma
syndrome” cases to child molestation cases in which the child delays
reporting the abuse (“child sexual abuse accommodation syndrome”).”
The court reasoned that “[sJuch expert testimony is needed to disabuse
jurors of commonly held misconceptions about child sexual abuse, and
to explain the emotional antecedents of abused children’s seemingly self-
impeaching behavior.” Although the case at bar did not deal with the
child victim’s failure to report the molestation, but rather with the
parent’s failure, the court determined the foregoing rules should still

prosecution’s expert witness' qualifications included “from 350 to 400 hours of spe-
cialized training in such topics as juvenile and adolescent psychology, physical, sexual
or emotional abuse of children, intervention in family crisis situations, investigation of
child abuse charges, behavioral responses of child abuse victims, and the dynamics of
child abuse offenders.” Id. See generally 31 CAL. JUR. 3D Evidence §§ 489-516 (1976 &
Supp. 1992) (providing an overview of expert testimony).

21. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1999, 812 P.2d at 568, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 387. The court
stated that the admission of expert testimony by a trial court would “not be dis-
turbed on appeal unless a manifest abuse of discretion is shown.” Id. (quoting Peo-
ple v. Kelly, 17 Cal. 3d 24, 39, 549 P.2d 1240, 1250, 130 Cal. Rptr. 144, 154 (1976))
(emphasis added).

22. Se¢ People v. Bledsoe, 36 Cal. 3d 236, 248-51, 681 P.2d 291, 298-301, 203 Cal.
Rptr. 450, 458-60 (1984) (holding that expert testimony regarding the delay of re-
porting a rape charge is inadmissible to prove that the victim had actually been
raped).

23. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at ‘1300, 812 P.2d at 569, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 388. See also
supra note 22.

24. See, e.g., People v. Bowker, 203 Cal. App. 3d 385, 249 Cal. Rptr. 886 (1988);
People v. Gray, 187 Cal. App. 3d 213, 231 Cal. Rptr. 658 (1986); People v. Roscoe,
168 Cal. App. 3d 1093, 2156 Cal. Rptr. 456 (1985).

25. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1301, 812 P.2d at 569, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 388 (quoting
Myers, supra note 1, at 89 (footnote omitted)).
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apply.® Focusing on the typical juror's lack of personal experience in
dealing with a sexually abused child, the supreme court concluded that
expert testimony was needed to dispel the misconception that a parent
would undoubtedly report the incident immediately had it actually oc-
curred.”

b. Testimony regarding the nonexistence of a “typical” child
molester

In determining that the trial court did not err in allowing the
prosecution’s expert witness to testify that no profile exists of a “typical
child molester,” the court specified many commonly shared, but inaccu-
rate or unsubstantiated, stereotypes of the child molester.? “The
layperson imagines the child offender to be a stranger, an old man, in-
sane or retarded, alcohol- or drug-addicted, sexually frustrated and impo-
tent or sexually jaded, and looking for kicks.”” Because the defendant
did not conform to the aforementioned stereotypical profile, the court
reasoned that the expert’s testimony was relevant and would therefore
assist the jury in its deliberations.” The court also noted that the trial
court has broad discretion in determining relevancy.”

2. Exclusion of the Defendant’s Character Evidence

In analyzing whether the exclusion of certain character evidence con-
stituted prejudicial error, the court divided the defendant’s offer of proof
into the following categories: (1) Evidence that the defendant was not a
“sexual deviant,” (2) testimony that the defendant had a “reputation for
normalcy in his sexual tastes,” and (3) testimony that the defendant was
a person of “high moral character.”®

26. Id.

27. Id. at 1302, 812 P.2d at 570, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 389.

28. Id.

20, Id. at 1302, 812 P.2d at 5§71, 213 Cal. Rptr. at 390 (quoting Groth, Patterns of
Sexual Assault Against Children and Adolescents, in SEXUAL ASSAULTS OF CHILDREN
AND ADOLESCENTS 34 (Burgess et al. eds. 1978)). According to the Groth report on
child molesters, there was “no significant difference in intelligence between child of-
fenders and the general population.” Id. See also supra note 8.

30. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1303, 818 P.2d at 571, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 390. See FED.
R. EviD. 350 (testimony must be relevant to be admissible).

31. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1303, 812 P.2d at 571, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 390 (citing Peo-
ple v. Green, 27 Cal. 3d 1, 19, 609 P.2d 468, 477, 164 Cal. Rptr. 1, 11 (1980)).

32. Id. at 1305, 1310, 812 P.2d at 572, 576, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 391, 395.
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a. Evidence that the defendant was not a “sexual deviant”

The defendant’s three character witnesses proposed to offer evidence
that he was not a sexual deviant. The two female witnesses would have
based their opinions on their own personal and sexual relationship with
the defendant, and on their observance of the defendant’s normal con-
duct with their own daughters.® The male witness would have based his
testimony on his observance of the defendant’s interaction with women
in general.* The trial court rejected all evidence regarding the
defendant’s alleged lack of sexual deviance, reasoning that such a deter-
mination could only be rendered by an expert.®

The supreme court stated, however, that a criminal defendant may
introduce opinion or reputation evidence indicating that he defendant
was unlikely to have committed the offense so long as the testimony is
substantially related to the specific offense.® In addition, the court not-
ed that People v. Stoll” allowed a defendant charged with child moles-
tation to introduce expert opinion testimony regarding his lack of sexual
deviance.® However, because Stoll did not limit such testimony to ex-
pert witnesses, the McAlpin court determined that lay opinion testimony
was admissible if it satisfied Evidence Code section 800.* Accordingly,

33. Id. at 1305, 812 P.2d at 572, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 391.

34. Id. Defendant’s character witnesses consisted of two women who had “dated
the defendant for approximately six months, had been sexually intimate with him
during that period, and thereafter had continued their friendship with him; each also
had a daughter.” Id. at 1304, 812 P.2d at 572, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 391. The defendant's
third witness was a male college friend who had observed defendant’s conduct on
double-dates. Id. '

36. Id. at 1304, 812 P.2d at 572, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 391.

36. Id. (citation omitted).

37. 49 Cal. 3d 1136, 783 P.2d 698, 265 Cal. Rptr. 111 (1989).

38. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1305, 812 P.2d at 573, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 392. “Ijn a
child molestation case (1) the fact that the defendant is not a sexual deviant is a
relevant character trait within the meaning of section 1102, and (2) the statute allows
a defendant to prove that trait by the opinion testimony of an expert witness.”” Id. at
130506, 812 P.2d at 573, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 392 (quoting People v. Stoll, 49 Cal. 3d
1136, 116255, 783 P.2d 698, 714-16, 2656 Cal. Rptr. 111, 126-28 (1989)).

39. CAL EviD. CoDE § 800 (West 1988). Section 800 limits lay opinion testimony to
an opinion that is “(a) [r]ationally based on the perception of the witness; and (b)
[h)elpful to a clear understanding of his testimony.” McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1306, 812
P.2d at 673, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 392. Many cases have admitted lay testimony when it is
based on the witness’ personal observation. See, e.g., People v. Ravey, 122 Cal. App.
2d 699, 703, 2656 P.2d 154, 157 (1954) (allowing testimony as to whether the defen-
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the court stressed that the lay testimony must be based on personal
perceptions of the defendant’s conduct with children.® Therefore, the
testimony of the male character witness was inadmissible because it was
not based on his observation of the defendant’s interaction with chil-
dren." Likewise, the court limited the female character witnesses’ tes-
timony to direct observations of the defendant’s behavior around their
daughters, excluding testimony concerning their own sexual relationships
with the defendant.”

b. Ewidence that the defendant had a reputation for “normalcy in
his sexual tastes” and was a person of “high moral character”

In analyzing the relevance of the defendant’s reputation for sexual nor-
malcy, the court stated that “[e]vidence that a defendant does not have a
bad reputation for a relevant character trait is admissible as tending to
show that he has a good reputation for that trait.”® In addition, because
the definition of reputation testimony does not require that it be based
on the witness’ own perceptions, the supreme court asserted that the
trial court should have admitted evidence concerning the defendant’s
reputation for sexual normalcy.* Similarly, the court determined that
the trial court should have admitted evidence that the defendant was a
person of high moral character; this evidence was relevant to the charge
because the court interpreted the term “moral” as referring to sexual
morality.*

3. The Trial Court’s Error in Excluding Certain Items of Good
Character Evidence

The supreme court concluded that although the trial court erred in

dant was intoxicated); Jordan v. Great Western Motorways, 213 Cal. 606, 612, 2 P.2d
786, 791 (1931) (allowing plaintiff to testify as to the speed of a bus and her driver's
car); Kline v. Santa Barbara Consol. Ry. Co., 150 Cal. 741, 750, 90 P. 125, 129 (1907)
(allowing witnesses to testify as to accident victim's pain and suffering); People v.
Manoogian, 141 Cal. 592, 598, 756 P. 177, 179 (1804) (allowing witness to testify as to
whether defendant was acting rationally).

40. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1309, 812 P.2d at 575, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 394.

41. Id.

42, Id. :

43. Id. at 1310, 812 P.2d at 576, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 395. See also 1 B. WITKIN, CaLI-
FORNIA EVIDENCE, Circumstantial Evidence § 335 (2d ed. 1986).

44. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1311, 812 P.2d at 576, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 395. (“The rule
that lay opinion testimony must be based on the witness’' personal observation thus
does not apply to reputation testimony, and indeed the Evidence Code imposes no
such requirement.”). See generally 31 CAL. JUR. Evidence § 306 (1976).

45. McAlpin, B3 Cal. 3d at 1311, 812 P.2d at 576-77, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 395-96.
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excluding certain good character evidence relevant to the charge against
the defendant, this exclusion did not constitute prejudicial error per
se.® The court stated that an appropriate prejudice analysis for the ex-
clusion of relevant character evidence includes a consideration of Cali-
fornia constitutional provisions, the applicable statute, and controlling
case law.” The court then determined that the exclusion of character
evidence did not offend the California Constitution because the chal-
lenged exclusion did “not remotely approach the gravity” of offenses
generally held to violate the constitution.® Furthermore, the court
analogized the present case to the prejudice analysis set forth in People
v. Stoll.® In Stoll, the court illustrated that under certain circumstances
(contradictory testimony, motive to lie, et cetera), the exclusion of good
character evidence might constitute prejudicial error.* However, the
supreme court found that noneof these circumstances was present in
the instant case.” Interestingly, the court never addressed the statutory
concerns of excluding relevant character evidence.®

B. Concurring and Dissenting Opinion of Justice Broussard

In his separate opinion, Justice Broussard agreed with the majority’s
conclusion that the testimony proferred by the prosecution’s expert wit-
ness was admissible.* However, Justice Broussard strongly disagreed

46, Id. at 1313, 812 P.2d at 578, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 397.

47. Id. at 1311, 812 P.2d at 577, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 396. See also supra notes 17-19.

48. Id. at 1311 n.16, 812 P.2d at 577 n.16, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 396 n.16. See People v.
Bigelow, 37 Cal. 3d 731, 74446, 691 P.2d 994, 1001-02, 209 Cal. Rptr. 328, 335-36
{1984) (holding prejudicial error existed where court did not appoint counsel to in-
competent defendant in a capital case); People v. Joseph, 34 Cal. 3d 936, 94648, 671
P.2d 843, 849-50, 196 Cal. Rptr. 339, 34749 (1983) (holding that prejudicial error ex-
isted where a defendant’s motion to represent himself in a capital crime was denied).

49. 49 Cal. 3d 1136, 783 P.2d 698, 265 Cal. Rptr. 111 (1989).

50. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1312, 812 P.2d at 577, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 396. The court
noted that in Stoll, “four of the children contradicted key parts of each other's ac-
count of the event, four admitted they had lied at the preliminary hearing, two admit-
ted they had lied at trial, and prior statements by five of the children contradicted
parts of their testimony.” Id. (citing People v. Stoll, 49 Cal. 3d 1136, 1162, 783 P.2d
699, 623, 266 Cal. Rptr. 111, 135 (1989)).

61. Id. (“In the case before us there were no such contradictions or admitted un-
truths in Stephanie’s testimony, nor did the defense suggest any persuasive motive for
Stephanie to lie repeatedly, over a period of more than two years, to her mother, to
the police, and to the jury.”). )

62. Id. The court did note, however, that the Evidence Code recognizes reputation
evidence as being inherently unreliable. Id.

63. Id. at 1313, 812 P.2d at 578, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 397 (Broussard, J., concurring in
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with the majority’s finding that the exclusion of good character evidence
was not prejudicial.* Justice Broussard argued that in California “[t]he
defendant . . . is specifically authorized by statute to present good char-
acter evidence in any criminal case.”™ Justice Broussard explained that
important policy concerns permit a defendant to offer good character
evidence because often the ultimate issue of guilt is contingent upon his
credibility and character.”® In addition, the mere introduction of good
character evidence may be so convincing that it may “raise a reasonable
doubt of guilt.”™ Furthermore, Justice Broussard stressed the impor-
tance of admitting good character evidence in a child molestation case
because the very nature of the crime raises serious doubts as to the truth
and veracity of the defendant’s general character.®

Justice Broussard was particularly critical of the majority’s failure to
consider the defendant’s good character evidence as a whole rather than
as separate and distinct offers of proof.* Justice Broussard believed that
the court should have interpreted the defendant’s good character evi-
dence as a mere affirmation from close friends that “the defendant’s

part and dissenting in part).

64. Id. (Broussard, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part) (“Given the nature
of the trial court’s error and the state of the evidence, I believe that reversal is
clearly required.”) Id. .

B65. Id. at 1314, 812 P.2d at 578, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 397 (Broussard, J., concurring in
part and dissenting in part). The California Evidence Code allows the defendant to
offer evidence of his “character or trait of his character,” CaL. EviD. Cope § 1102
(West 1986), the Federal Evidence Code speaks more narrowly of “evidence of a
pertinent trait of his character.” FED. R. EviD. 404(a)(1).

56. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1313, 812 P.2d at 578, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 397 (Broussard,
J., concurrring in part and dissenting in part). This is particularly true of cases in-
volving only circumstantial evidence. See, e.g., People v. Jones, 42 Cal. 2d 219, 266
P.2d 38 (1964); People v. Anglopoulos, 30 Cal. App. 2d 538, 86 P.2d 873 (1939).

67. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1314, 812 P.2d at 579, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 398 (Broussard,
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part) (quoting Michelson v. United States, 335
U.S. 469, 476 (1948)). Some modern federal decisions have held that the jury should
not be instructed that the defendant’s good character evidence “standing alone™ may
be enough to raise a reasonable doubt about the defendant’s guilt. See, e.g., United
States v. Marquardt, 786 F.2d 771 (7th Cir. 1986).

68. McAlpin, 63 Cal. 3d at 1313, 812 P.2d at 578, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 397 (Broussard,
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). Good character evidence has been held
to be of particular importance in cases involving lewd and lascivious behavior, where
the defendant's denial along with the impeachment of the child’'s testimony is often
the only defense. See People v. Adams, 14 Cal. 2d 154, 167-68, 93 P.2d 146, 158-59
(1939) (holding that errors which would ordinarily be trivial become of great impor-
tance in a child molestation case); People v. Anthony, 185 Cal. 152, 156, 196 P. 47,
49 (1921) (holding that a defendant’s good character evidence may be the only de-
fense to a charge of child molestation).

69. McAlpin, 53 Cal. 3d at 1319, 812 P.2d at 582, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 401 (Broussard,
J., concurring in part and dissenting in part).
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general character was inconsistent with having committed the sexual
offense of which he was accused.”® Furthermore, Justice Broussard
contended that even if one applied the majority’s approach to the
defendant’s good character evidence and interpreted the offers of proof
as being separate entities, the evidence should still have been admissible
because it was based on the witnesses’ “own perception[s].”®

Finally, Justice Broussard argued that even if the majority’s determi-
nation of the trial court’s error was correct, the exclusion of certain
good character evidence clearly constituted prejudicial error.® Justice
Broussard relied on several California Supreme Court decisions that
emphasized the importance of good character evidence in a child mo-
lestation case because “in a sex case where the witness is the victim and
his story is totally uncorroborated, almost any error is serious and is
likely to be prejudicial.”® Moreover, Justice Broussard found the exclu-
sion of good character evidence even more disturbing when coupled with
the “unusual” circumstances of this case.*

III. CONCLUSION

In McAlpin, the California Supreme Court attempted to reconcile con-
troversial evidentiary issues with the serious and disturbing crime of
child molestation. By expanding the scope of admissible expert testimo-
ny that dispels common myths regarding child molestation, the court

60. Id. ax 1318, 812 P.2d at 582, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 401 (Broussard, J., concurring in
part and dissenting in part). :

61. Id. (Broussard, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part). “Each of the wit-
nesses had formed her or his opinion as to defendant’s character on the basis of the
witness's personal experience with defendant in different settings over a considerable
period of time.” I/d. at 1319-20, 812 P.2d at 582, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 401 (Broussard, J.,
concurring in part and dissenting in part).

62. Id. at 1321, 812 P.2d at 583, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 402 (Broussard, J., concurring in
part and dissenting in part).

63. Id. at 1322, 812 P.2d at 584, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 403 (Broussard, J., concurring in
part and dissenting in part) (quoting People v. Stanley, 67 Cal.'2d 812, 820, 433 P.2d
913, 919, 63 Cal. Rptr. 825, 833 (1967)). See supra note 58 (citing cases in which the
defendant’s denial and impeachment of the child’s testimony is often the only de-
fense).

64. Id. at 1323, 812 P.2d at 584, 283 Cal. Rptr. at 404 (Broussard, J., concurring in
part and dissenting in part). Justice Broussard illustrates several “unusual” circum-
stances surrounding the case: the fact that the molestation occurred in the mother's
presence; the mother’s refusal to report the molestation; and the mother’s continued
dating of and having sexual relations with the defendant. /d. (Broussard, J., concur-
ring in part and dissenting in part).
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demonstrated a desire to eradicate prevailing misperceptions and per-
haps to diminish the social stigma inherently attached to this crime.
Moreover, the court’s conclusion that excluding certain good character
evidence of the defendant’s sexual nature does not constitute prejudicial
error will increase the difficulty of defending against such accusations. A
defendant’s only viable defense is often his good reputation in the com-
munity; absent this defense, a person charged with child molestation
might be at the mercy of the jury’s interpretation of the child victim's
credibility. Finally, McAlpin illustrates the California Supreme Court’s
growing trend of broadly interpreting the doctrine of harmless error,
resulting in the reversal of fewer criminal convictions.

ANDREA L. WILSON

E. Section 872(b) of the Penal Code, allowing police officers to
relate hearsay evidence at a preliminary hearing, is consti-
tutional, but does not allow a finding of probable cause based
on a police report read by an officer on behalf of an investi-
gating officer when the testifying officer was not involved in
the case and had no personal knowledge regarding the inves-
tigation: Whitman v. Superior Court.

I. INTRODUCTION

In Whitman v. Superior Court,' the supreme court once again ad-
dressed issues involving the constitutionality of Proposition 1157 one

1. 54 Cal. 3d 1063, 820 P.2d 262, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d 160 (1991). Chief Justice Lucas
wrote the majority opinion in which Justices Panelli, Arabian, Baxter, and George
concurred. Justice Mosk wrote a separate concurring opinion, and Justice Kennard
wrote a separate concurring and dissenting opinion.

2. Proposition 115, an initiative measure, was approved in the June 5, 1990 prima-
ry election and became operational June 6, 1990. Entitled the Crime Victims Justice
Reform Act, it was intended to protect crime victims and accelerate the criminal
justice process. It made numerous changes to the California Constitution and various
codes. See generally 1 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL Law, Introduc-
tion to Crimes § 10A (2d ed. 1988 & Supp. 1991) (discussing the principal changes
made); Special Alert, “Proposition 115: The Crime Victims Justice Reform Act,” CaL.
CENTER JuD. Epuc. & REs. J., June 1990 (setting out the changes in more detailed
form); Deborah Glenn, Proposition 115: The Crime Victims Justice Reform Act, 22
Pac. LJ. 1010 (1991); Lisa A. Lunsman, Proposition 115 - “The Crime Victims Jus-
tice Reform Act”: Reformation of an Inept System or a Constitutional Disaster?, 22
U. West LA L. Rev. 59 (1991). .

Prior to Whitman, the court dealt with a variety of constitutional challenges to
Proposition 115. See, e.g., Izazaga v. Superior Court, 54 Cal. 3d 356, 815 P.2d 304, 285
Cal. Rptr. 231 (1991) (challenging reciprocal discovery provisions of Proposition 116);
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provision of which added section 872(b) to the Penal Code, allowing
hearsay testimony® by qualified police officers at felony preliminary hear-
ings.* The court held that section 872(b) did not violate the defendant’s
right of confrontation, did not deny him due process, and did not violate
the separation of powers doctrine.® The court limited the applicability of
872(b), however, by holding that the provision did not authorize a finding
of probable cause based on a police officer's report read by a fellow
officer when the “reader” had no direct knowledge of the crime or cir-
cumstances so as to assist in assessing the reliability of the statements.®
This case arose out of an information that charged the defendant with
drunk driving. At the preliminary hearing, the People called only one
witness—-a police officer who had not taken part in the arrest or investi- '
gation of the case and had no direct knowledge regarding the offense.’

Tapia v. Superior Court, 63 Cal. 3d 282, 807 P.2d 434, 279 Cal. Rptr. 592 (1991)
(challenging retroactive application of Proposition 115); Raven v. Deukmejian, 62 Cal.
3d 336, 801 P.2d 1077, 276 Cal. Rptr. 326 (1990) (challenging Proposition 115 on
grounds that it violated single-subject and revision provisions of the California Consti-
tution).

3. Hearsay testimony involves statements related by a second party, not the per-
son who originally makes the statement. Section 1200 of the Evidence Code reads:
“Hearsay evidence is evidence of a statement that was made other than by a witness
while testifying at the hearing that is offered to prove the truth of the matter stated.”
CaL. EviD. CoDE § 1200 (West 1966 & Supp. 1991). Such evidence is inadmissible
unless exceptions by law provide otherwise. Id. See generally 1 B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA
EVIDENCE, The Hearsay Rule § 658 (3d ed. 1986 & Supp. 1991) (discussing the Cali-
fornia hearsay rule); 31 CaL. JUR. 3D Evidence §§ 215-26, 218 (1976 & Supp. 1991)
(hearsay rule); 5 WIGMORE, EVIDENCE § 1362 (Chadbourn ed. 1974 & Supp. 1991)
(discussing hearsay rule in broader Anglo-American context).

4. Section 872(b) of the Penal Code provides that at a felony preliminary hearing,

a finding of probable cause may be based in whole or in part upon the

sworn testimony of a law enforcement officer relating the statements of

declarants made out of court offered for the truth of the matter asserted.

Any law enforcement officer testifying as to hearsay statements shall either

have five years of law enforcement experience or have completed a training

course certified by the Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training
which includes training in the investigation and reporting of cases and testify-

ing at preliminary hearings.

CAL. PENAL CODE § 872(b) (West Supp. 1992). See generally 4 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN,
CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL LAW, Proceedings Before Trial § 1982 (2d ed. 1988 & Supp. 1981)
(discussing section 872 and other changes regarding admissibility of evidence at the
preliminary examination).

6. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1071-83, 820 P.2d at 266-74, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 164-72.

6. Id. at 1072-75, 820 P.2d at 266-68, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 164-66.

7. In fact, the testifying officer had never even met the investigating officer, and
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The officer simply read the report of the investigating officer to the
court. The defendant made repeated objections to the testimony as hear-
say. However, over such objections, and based on the information in the
report, the defendant was held to answer on the counts charged.’

II. TREATMENT

Before addressing the constitutional issues, the court examined the
defendant’s argument that section 872(b) was not intended to allow the
type of hearsay involved in this case. According to the statutory language
and legislative materials,’ the provision was intended “to allow a prop-
erly qualified investigating officer to relate out of court statements by
crime victims or witnesses, including other law enforcement personnel,
without requiring victims’ or witnesses’ presence in court.”® The re-
quirement that a testifying officer be properly qualified was intended to
ensure the reliability of any out-of-court statements." Since an officer
who simply reads a report with no knowledge of the circumstances un-
der which the statements were made cannot assist in determining the
reliability of the statement,” such an officer’s testimony is not autho-

first became aware of the investigation report the momif\g of the preliminary hearing
when the district attorney handed him a copy. Id. at 1068, 820 P.2d at 642, 2 Cal
Rptr. 2d at 162.

8. Id. at 1068-70, 820 P.2d at 264-65, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 162-63. The defendant
applied to the court of appeal for a writ of mandate but was denied. The supreme
court issued an alternative writ of mandate to resolve the constitutional and interpre-
tive issues involved. Id.

9. The court examined the ballot pamphlet, prepared by the legislative analyst,
which stated that the intent underlying the provision was to allow out of court state-
ments to be “introduced through the testimony of certain trained and experienced
law enforcement officers.” BALLOT PAMPHLET, Proposed Statutes and Amendments to
California Constitution; With Arguments to Voters; Primary Election June 5, 1990
at 33.

10. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1072, 820 P.2d at 266-67, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 164-65.
Justice Kennard's concurring and dissenting opinion takes issue with the majority’s
inclusion of police officers in the class of those whose statements are admissible as
hearsay. See infra notes 3741 and accompanying text.

11. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1073, 820 P.2d at 267, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 165. Justice
Mosk’s concurring opinion also focuses on the reliability of the evidence as disqual-
ifying a reader, but bases his finding on the principles underlying the hearsay rule
exceptions instead of the intent of the statute, upon which the majority relies. See
infra notes 32-36 and accompanying text.

12. In the instant case, the testifying officer did not know the terms or circum-
stances of the report’s preparation or precisely which sobriety tests were conducted.
He was also unable to explain certain discrepancies in the report. For example, the
report stated that the defendant’s eyes were brown, but they were in fact green. The
testifying officer was even unsure of the amount of the investigating officer’s experi-
ence, and whether the officer was male or female. Such problems actually undercut
the reliability of his testimony.
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rized under the statute.

The court emphasized that the testimony of non-investigating readers
could amount to double hearsay, since the reader might relate statements
of witnesses based solely on the investigating officer's report.® No
amendment was made to the statute covering the admissibility of double
hearsay, thereby suggesting that the legislature did not intend the provi-
sion to reach this type of hearsay. Additionally, allowing double hear-
say would raise “constitutional questions,” which the court could avoid
by interpreting the statute as not encompassing such testimony."

The first constitutional question the court dealt with was whether the
admissibility of hearsay by a testifying officer violated the defendant’s
right to confront his accuser.” Article I, Section 15 of the California
Constitution guarantees the right “to be confronted with the witness
against the defendant.””” However, as part of Proposition 115, Section 30
subdivision (b) was amended to specifically allow hearsay testimony at
preliminary hearings.” Thus, the only constitutional objection possible
would be on federal constitutional grounds.

The federal constitution provides that “[ijn all criminal prosecutions,
the accused shall enjoy the right . . . to be confronted with the witnesses

13. Whitman, 64 Cal. 3d at 1074, 820 P.2d at 267-68, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 165-66.

14. Id. Section 872(b) created a specific exception to the basic hearsay rule in
Evidence Code section 1200, but did not create a similar exception for the multiple hear-
say rule of Evidence Code section 1201. Id. See CAL. EvID. CODE §§ 1200-1201 (West
1966 & Supp. 1991) (requiring both types of out-of-court statements to comply with
hearsay rule exceptions to be admissible).

16. Whitinan, 54 Cal. 3d at 1074, 820 P.2d at 26768, 2 Cal. Rptr: 2d at 165-66. The
“constitutional questions” would be those involving the right to confront and cross-ex-
amine witnesses.. The court cited People v. Smith for the proposition that a court
should adopt the interpretation of a statute which avoids conflict with the Consti-
tution rather than raise a constitutional issue. People v. Smith, 34 Cal. 3d 251, 667
P.2d 149, 193 Cal. Rptr. 692 (1983) (interpreting Proposition 8, the “Victims Bill of
Rights,” to avoid constitutional conflict).

16. The defendant also challenged the amendment to Evidence Code section 1203.1,
which exempts such hearsay testimony from cross-examination. CAL. Evib. CoDE §
1203.1 (West Supp. 1991). The same arguments regarding confrontation apply to
cross-examination, and the court in its opinion discusses confrontation as encompass-
ing the cross-examination right.

17. CaAL. CONST. art. I, § 15.

18. Article I, Section 30(b), added to the Constitution in 1990, provides: “In order
to protect victims and witnesses in criminal cases, hearsay evidence shall be admissi-
ble at preliminary hearings as prescribed by the Legislature or by the people through
the initiative process.” CAL. CONST. art. I, § 30(b).
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against him.”” The Supreme Court has repeatedly stated that “[t]he right
to confrontation is basically a trial right."® The right does not require
confrontation at a probable cause hearing to justify significant pretrial
detention,” and hearsay is admissible in federal indictment proceed-
ings® or in findings of probable cause in a federal preliminary examina-
tion.” A state preliminary hearing is sufficiently analogous to the federal
procedures, and would not violate the federal confrontation clause be-
cause a preliminary hearing is not a “trial.”™

The rationale underlying the federal cases is that probable cause deter-
minations do not require “the fine resolution of conflicting evidence that
a reasonable-doubt . .. standard demands,” and credibility determina-
tions are not as crucial in reaching the reasonable belief standard.”
Such confrontation might increase reliability of out-of-court statements,
but the increase would be too slight to justify the inevitable increase in
cost and delay.? The California requirement that an officer be qualified
enhances such reliability even beyond federal guidelines.” In addition,
the use of hearsay testimony applies only to the narrow probable cause
determination that a felony has been committed, and not for purposes of
discovery.”

19. U.S. CoNsT. amend. VI

20. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1079, 820 P.2d at 271, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 169 (emphasis
added) (citing Barber v. Page, 390 U.S. 719, 725 (1968).

21. Id. (referring to Gerstein v. Pugh, 420 U.S. 103 (1975), which held that con-
frontation is not necessary for every pretrial probable cause hearing).

22, Id. (citing Costello v. United States, 350 U.S. 3569, 363-64 (1956)).

23. Id. at 1081, 820 P.2d at 272, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 170 (noting that Rule 5.1(a) of
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure allows hearsay to support a finding of prob-
able cause). See FED. R. Civ. P. 5.1(a). See generally WRIGHT, FEDERAL PRACTICE AND
PROCEDURE, Criminal § 85 (2d ed. 1982 & Supp. 1991) (discussing the rules involved
in federal preliminary hearings).

24. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1081-82, 820 P.2d at 273, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 171.

26. Id. at 1080, 820 P.2d at 271, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 169 (quoting Gerstein v. Pugh,
420 U.S. 103, 121-23 (1975)).

26. Id. at 1080, 820 P.2d at 272, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 170 (relying on Gerstein v.
Pugh, 420 U.S. 103, 121-22 (1975)). The court noted that imposing the same rules of
evidence at the preliminary hearing as the trial would in many respects allow the
defendant a second trial, resulting in judicial waste and delay. Id. at 1081-82, 820
P.2d at 273, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 171 (quoting Wilson v. State, 655 P.2d 1246, 1251
(Wyo. 1882)).

27. See supra notes 20-23 and accompanying text. There are no qualification re-
quirements for hearsay testimony offered in the aforementioned federal procedures.

28. A further provision of Proposition 115, amending Penal Code section 866(b)
provides that “the [preliminary} examination shall not be used for purposes of discov-
ery.” CAL. PENAL CODE § 866(b) (West Supp. 1992). Prior to the amendment, the pre-
liminary hearing was used for trial preparation and discovery of witnesses, in addi-
tion to the probable cause determination. The narrowing of the applicability of the
hearsay exception solely to the probable cause determination at preliminary hearings
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Addressing the second constitutional issue, the court dismissed the
defendant’s contention that the hearsay exception denied him due pro-
cess because, “impliedly,” only the prosecutor is allowed to introduce
hearsay. However, the defendant made no showing of unfairness since he
did not seek to introduce hearsay testimony on his own behalf.® The
court concluded that the provision was a limited exception to the
exclusionary rule giving broad protection to the defendant, and that the
prosecution still had to meet the burden of proof for probable cause.®

The court discarded the defendant’s argument that the hearsay excep-
tion violated the separation of powers doctrine by giving the prosecutor
excessive power over the evidence admissible at the hearing. With the
amendments, such power is specifically authorized by the California
Constitution, and since the magistrate retained full authority to rule on
the sufficiency of the evidence, there was no encroachment on the sepa-
ration of powers.”

Justice Mosk’s concurring opinion emphasized that the principles un-
derlying the hearsay rule were supported by the court’s broad interpreta-
tion of section 872(b) allowing hearsay by an officer who had investigat-
ed the case.” The rule rejects out-of-court statements because they are
not deemed sufficiently reliable for admission.® Exceptions are made
for statements possessing indicia of trustworthiness.* The broad con-
struction of section 872(b) requiring the testifying officer to actually
investigate the case possesses such indicia, is reliable, and thus admissi-
ble.* Justice Mosk also cautioned that an officer who does not have

brings the exception in line with the federal cases, and ensures the constitutionality
of the provisions.

29. Unfairmess is an important element in such a due process claim, as is lack of
reciprocity. See Wardius v. Oregon, 412 U.S. 470 (1973) (holding unfair a notice-of-
alibi discovery allowance to the prosecution due to lack of reciprocity). In the instant
case, the court left open whether the defendant could introduce hearsay testimony by
a police officer under the hearsay exception. Since the defendant made no attempt to
introduce such evidence, he did not demonstrate unfairness.

30. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1082, 820 P.2d at 273, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 171.

31. Id. at 1082-83, 820 P.2d at 273-74, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 171-72.

32. Id. at 1086, 820 P.2d at 275, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 173 (Mosk, J., concurring). See
generally supra note 3. )

33. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1084, 820 P.2d at 275, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 173 (Mosk, J.,
concurring).

34. Id. at 1085, 820 P.2d at 275, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 173 (Mosk, J., concurring). See
generally 5 WIGMORE, EVIDENCE § 1422 (Chadbourn ed. 1974 & Supp. 1991) (discuss-
ing trustworthiness as an essential element of hearsay exceptions). )

35. Whitman, 54 Cal. 3d at 1085, 820 P.2d at 275, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 173 (Mosk, J.,
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direct knowledge of particular matters in an out-of-court statement
should not be deemed to have fulfilled the actual-investigation require-
ment.*

Justice Kennard, in her concurring and dissenting opinion, agreed that
the provision did not violate the constitution, and that the defendant
should not have been held to answer on the reader testimony.” Howev-
er, Justice Kennard recommended that the hearsay exception should
apply to the out-of-court statements of private citizens only, and not
other police officers.® The argument was based on the express purpose
of the Proposition 115 amendment to the California Constitution, Article
1 Section 30(b), “to protect victims and witnesses in criminal cases.”™
The hearsay exception allows victims to avoid undergoing the traumatic
experience of testifying and the possibility of harassment. Testifying is
part and parcel of an officer’s job and officers do not require the same
protection. This indicates that the exceptions should apply to private citi-
zens only.” Justice Kennard stressed the practicality of a bright line rule
over the difficulty in determining on a case-by-case basis whether an
officer has sufficient knowledge of the crime or circumstances so as to
assist the magistrate in determining reliability.*

III. CONCLUSION

The determination of whether an officer’s outside knowledge is suffi-
cient to aid in determining reliability will be a practical one, addressed
on a case-by-case basis. Unfortunately the court provides no guidance
other than stating that lack of outside knowledge disqualifies reader
testimony. By not stating outright that reader testimony is always inad-
missible,” the court leaves open the question whether a testifying offi-

concurring).

36. Id. at 1085 n.2, 820 P.2d at 275 n.2, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 173 n.2 (Mosk, J., con-
curring).

37. Id. at 1087, 820 P.2d at 276, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 174 (Kennard, J.,, concurring
and dissenting).

38. Id. at 108889, 820 P.2d at 277, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 175 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting). }

39. CAL. CONST. art. I, § 30(b) (1990).

40. Whitman, 64 Cal. 3d at 108889, 820 P.2d at 277, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 175
(Kennard, J., concurring and dissenting).

41. Id. at 1089-90, 820 P.2d at 278, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 176 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting). The majority, in response to this argument, pointed out that
Kennard’s rule would require a finding of the relationship between the officer and the
out-of-court statement. Id. at 1075, 820 P.2d at 268, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 166.

42. Most reviews of Whitman have implied that reader testimony is always inad-
missible. See Richard Barbieri, Hearsay Evidence Restricted, THE RECORDER, Decem-
ber 10, 1991, at 156 (“the court . . . dispensed with the use of so-called reader offi-
cers”); William Carlsen, State Top Court Upholds Key Portion of Prop. 115, SAN
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cer may relate parts of a report in which the investigating officer states
events he witnessed himself. '

The logical interpretation would be to allow statements by the inves-
tigating officer made in his capacity as a witness, and strike out any
double hearsay. The court would presumably do this with civilian wit-
nesses in any event. This interpretation is consistent with the rationale of
.the case, but it would complicate a procedure that Proposition 115 in-
tended to simplify. Arguably, however, even a complex procedure is
more efficient than doing without the hearsay exception at all.

ADAM L. JOHNSON

V. CRIMINAL PROCEDURE

A, Under Penal Code section 1538.5(i), the government may
recall at a second hearing those prosecution witnesses who
testified previously at a preliminary hearing even when the
defendant has presented no new evidence: People v. Hansel.

In People v. Hansel,' the California Supreme Court considered wheth-

FRANCISCO CHRON., Dec. 10, 1991, at Al4 (“the police officer who testifies . . . cannot
be simply a “reader” who relates what is in a police report”). But see Philip Hager,
Key Portion of Prop. 115 OKd by High Court, LA. TIMES, December 10, 1991, at A3
(avoiding such implication by focusing on the requirement that the officer have
sufficient outside knowledge to admit hearsay).

43. Justice Kennard’s solution permitting a testifying officer to relate only out-of-
court statements by civilians avoids such problems. However, it would also disqualify
valuable evidence that the testifying officer could offer regarding out-of-court state-
ments the investigating officer makes as a witness himself.

1. 1 Cal. 4th 1211, 824 P.2d 694, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 888 (1992). Justice Panelli wrote
the opinion for a unanimous court consisting of Chief Justice Lucas and Justices
Mosk, Kennard, Arabian, Baxter, and George. The defendants, charged with possession
for sale of methamphetamine, possession of cocaine, and possession for sale of mar-
jjuana, moved to suppress evidence obtained by police officers under suspect circum-
stances. The sole witness testifying at the preliminary hearing was a police officer
called by the people. Upon denial of the motion to suppress, the defendants renewed
the motion at a special hearing before the superior court. The prosecution attempted
to recall the officer as a witness, but was prohibited from doing so because the
defendants had not presented any new evidence. The defendants’ motion to suppress
was granted and the court dismissed the case after the people expressed an inability
to proceed without the suppressed evidence. Id. at 1214-16, 824 P.2d at 696, 4 Cal.
Rptr. 2d at 890.
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er, under Penal Code section 1538.5(i),* the prosecution may recall wit-
nesses at a second hearing when the defendant has presented no new
evidence.” The court held that the statute imposed no limitation upon
the people’s right to recall prosecution witnesses at a renewed suppres-
sion hearing' The court adopted a literal interpretation of section
1538.5(i), reasoning that the statute’s clear and unambiguous language
precluded any need for extrinsic evidence of legislative intent.®

In ruling that the trial court had erred in refusing to allow the prose-
cution to recall witnesses when the defendants had presented no new
evidence, the supreme court clarified the meaning of Penal Code section
1538.5(i).° The court specifically declined to follow the statutory inter-

The court of appeal affirmed the dismissal and ruled that the prosecution could
not recall a witness at the special hearing unless the defendant presented new evi-
dence. People v. Hansel, 234 Cal. App. 3d 572, 677-78, 277 Cal. Rptr. 854, 857 (1991)
(citing People v. Anderson, 210 Cal. App. 3d 24, 28, 258 Cal. Rptr. 125, 127 (1989)
(interpreting Penal Code section 1538.5(i) as merely allowing the prosecution to recall
witnesses who testified at the preliminary hearing in opposition to evidence which
the defendant presented at trial)). The California Supreme Court reversed that hold-
ing. 1 Cal. 4th at 1224, 824 P.2d at 702, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 896.

2. See generally Randy E. Barnett, Resolving the Dilemma of the Exclusionary
Rule: An Application of Restitutive Principles of Justice, 32 EMORY L.J. 937, 966
(1983) (describing the exclusionary rule and its effect on the prosecutor's role at
trial).

3. CAL. PENAL CoODE § 1538.5(1) (West Supp. 1992). The relevant part of this sec-
tion states that “evidence presented at the special hearing shall be limited to the
transcript of the preliminary hearing and to evidence which could not reasonably
have been presented at the preliminary hearing, except that the people may recall
witnesses who testified at the preliminary hearing.” Id. See generally 4 B. WITKIN &
N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL LAw, Exclusion Of lllegally Obtained Evidence §
2265 (2d ed. 1989 & Supp. 1992) (discussing the effect of the 1986 amendment on
the statute).

4. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1217, 824 P.2d at 697, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 891.

5. Id. See also Delaney v. Superior Court, 50 Cal. 3d 785, 788, 789 P.2d 934, 940,
268 Cal. Rptr. 753, 760 (1990) (finding no need to resort to legislative intent when
the statutory language is clear and unambiguous); Solberg v. Superior Court, 19 Cal.
3d 182, 198, 561 P.2d 1148, 1168, 137 Cal. Rptr. 460, 470 (1977) (same).

6. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1217, 824 P.2d at 697, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 891 (interpreting
the words “except that the people may recall witnesses who testified at the prelimi-
nary hearing” as modifying both the clause “limited to the transcript of the prelimi-
nary hearing” and the clause “evidence which could not reasonably have been pre-
sented at the preliminary hearing” in Penal Code section 1538.5(i)). The supreme
court found that the statute’s language was clear and unambiguous without requiring
inquiry into construction or legislative intent. Id. at 1218, 824 P.2d at 698, 4 Cal.
Rptr. 4th at 892. The court next addressed the defendants’ contention that such a
literal interpretation of the statute would lead to “absurd” results. /d. The court rec-
ognized that the statute’s purpose was to substantially reduce the time expended on
litigating suppiession motions and concluded that a literal interpretation of the statute
would be consistent with legislative intent. Id. See generally 21 CaL. JUR. 3D Crimi-
nal Law § 3184 (1985 & Supp. 1992) (“[Tlhe purpose of § 1538.5 subd. (i) . . . was
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pretation set forth in People v. Anderson,” as well as other evidence sug-
gestive of legislative intent, upon which the court of appeal relied.® In-
stead, the supreme court followed a literal interpretation of the statute
and determined that recall of prosecution witnesses by the people should
not be predicated upon the defendants’ presentation of new evidence.’

While a literal reading of section 1538.5(i) may appear to convey a
privilege upon the prosecution which is not similarly enjoyed by the
defendants, the court found that under certain limited circumstances
such inequity would not be unjust.” The court reasoned that the
defendants’ opportunity to litigate for suppression of the evidence both
at the preliminary hearing and in the superior court offset any potential
advantage realized by the prosecution."

to eliminate duplicate litigation of issues and repeat testimony by restricting a defen-
dant to only one full hearing on a suppression motion.”) (citation omitted).

7. 210 Cal. App. 3d 24, 28, 258 Cal. Rptr. 125, 127 (1989). See Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th
at 1216, 824 P.2d at 697, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 891 (rejecting as mere dictum the opinion
expressed in Anderson that the statute limits recall of prosecution witnesses to those
witnesses who testified at the preliminary hearing in opposition to new evidence
which a defendant presents in the superior court).

8. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1217-18, 824 P.2d at 697-98, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 891-892.

8. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1218-19, 824 P.2d at 697-98, 4 Cal. 2d Rptr. at 891-92
(“[Tlhere is no need to construe the section or to look to external evidence of the
intent ‘of the Legislature.”). The defendants argued that a literal reading of the statute
would grant the people an unqualified right to recall witnesses without bestowing a
reciprocal right upon the defendant. Id. at 1219, 824 P.2d at 698, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
892. See, e.g., Wardius v. Oregon, 412 U.S. 470, 472 (1973) (finding that a statute
which does not grant reciprocal discovery rights to the defendant is fundamentally
unfair); Evans v. Superior Court, 11 Cal. 3d 617, 623, 522 P.2d 681, 685, 114 Cal.
Rptr. 121, 126 (1974) (recognizing that discovery is a two-way street that should per-
mit the defendant the same right to discover and utilize contrary evidence as the
plaintiff). Sec generally Note, Prosecutorial Discovery Under Proposed Rule 16, 85
HAarv. L. REv. 994, 998-1001 (1972) (discussing balance between prosecutorial and
defense discovery at trial).

10. Hanse!, 1 Cal. 4th at 1221, 824 P.2d at 700, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 894. See Whit-
man v. Superior Court, 54 Cal. 3d 1063, 1082, 820 P.2d 262, 273, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d 160,
171 (1991) (finding that a limited exception to the general hearsay rule favoring the
prosecution was not fundamentally unfair to the defendant).

11. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1222, 824 P.2d at 700-01, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 894-95 (recog-
nizing that the defendants had arple opportunity to cross-examine witnesses recalled
by the prosecution and rebut any new evidence presented). Moreover, section
1538.5(i) neither requires the defendant to give the prosecution notice of the motion
nor present a formal written motion at the preliminary hearing. See generally, 4 B.
WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL Law, Exclusion of lllegaily Obtained Evi-
dence § 2264 (2d ed. 1989 & Supp. 1992); see, e.g., People v. Ciraco, 181 Cal. App.
3d 1142, 226 Cal. Rptr. 541 (1986) (holding that the defendant’s motion to suppress at
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The court, in addressing the defendants’ due process argument, con-
sidered whether limiting the prosecution’s right to recall witnesses at the
special hearing absent new evidence violated the defendants’ constitu-
tional right to compulsory process.” The court viewed the process in its
entirety to determine whether the defendants had ample opportunity to
establish that the seizure was illegal.” The court concluded that the pro-
cess as a whole did not deny the defendants a meaningful opportunity to
argue for suppression of the evidence, and affirmed the statute’s consti-
tutionality." .

The California Supreme Court’s holding in Hansel serves to clarify
Penal Code section 1538.5(i) by specifically allowing the state to recall
prosecution witnesses at a second hearing regardless of whether the
defendant has presented new evidence.”® The court’s holding permits the
prosecution to further clarify any prosecution witnesses’ testimony which
may have been unclear or misunderstood initially. Such ambiguities in
witness testimony are likely to occur when the defendant unexpectedly
moves to suppress evidence and the prosecution must call witnesses
without extensive preparation.” Therefore, by permitting the people to

a preliminary hearing may be oral and the defendant need not give prior written
notice).

12. The defendants argued that such procedures violated both their federal and
state constitutional rights to compulsory process. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1222, 824 P.2d
at 701, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 895, See U.S. CoNnsT. amend. VI; U.S. CONsT. amend. XIV;
CAL. CONST. art. I, § 16 (1974) (“The defendant in a criminal case has the right . . .
to compel attendance of witnesses in the defendant's behalf.”). )

13. See Washington v. Texas, 388 US. 14, 19 (1967) (recognizing that the
defendant’s right to present witnesses is a fundamental element of due process); see
also In re Martin, 44 Cal. 3d 1, 29, 744 P.2d 374, 391, 241 Cal. Rptr. 263, 280-81
(1987) (acknowledging that the prosecution’s interference with the defendant’'s presen-
tation of witnesses would violate the defendant’s constitutional right to compulsory
process); People v. Warren, 161 Cal. App. 3d 961, 971, 207 Cal. Rptr. 912, 917 (1984)
(explaining that the defendant’s right to present witnesses is fundamental to establish-
ing a defense).

14. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1223, 824 P.2d at 701, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 895. The court
recognized that the defendants had two opportunities to litigate the seizure’s illegality,
as well as the right to call rebuttal witnesses had the prosecution presented new evi-
dence. Id. at 1222-23, 824 P.2d at 701, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 895.

16. Hansel, 1 Cal. 4th at 1218, 824 P.2d at 698, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 892 (“We under-
stand the words of section 1538.5, subdivision (i), to mean . . . the People have an
unqualified right to recall witnesses at the special hearing.”).

16. The court’s interpretation of the statute did not entail a full de novo hearing,
thereby furthering the legislative goal behind Penal Code section 1538.5(i) to eliminate
duplicate litigation of issues. Id. at 1218, 824 P.2d at 698, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 892; see
21 CAL. JuR. 3D Criminal Law § 3184 (1985 & Supp. 1992). See generally Diann L.
Smith & Kimberly A. Berger, Nineteenth Annual Review of Criminal Procedure: United
States Supreme Court and Courts of Appeals 1988-1989, 78 Geo. L.J. 956 (1990) (dis-
cussing the constitutional complexities which the prosecutor faces during discovery in
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recall prosecution witnesses, the court has refined the discovery process
surrounding section 1538.56 and has advanced the legislative goal of re-
ducing the judicial resources expended upon such litigation.

JAMES J. MOLONEY

B. Under Article I, Section 15 of the California Constitution, a
criminal is denied the right to counsel when represented by
an attorney who, unknown to the defendant, has been sus-
pended from the practice of law and has resigned from the
state bar while disciplinary charges are pending: In re
Johnson. '

In re Johnson' presents the issue of whether a defendant is denied the
constitutional right to counsel, as a matter of law, when represented by
an attorney who, unknown to the defendant, has resigned from member-
ship in the state bar with disciplinary charges pending.’ The California

preliminary proceedings). .

1. 1 Cal. 4th 689, 822 P.2d 1317, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 170 (1992). Justice Baxter wrote
the majority opinion, in which Chief Justice Lucas and Justices Panelli, Arabian, and
George joined. Justice Kennard wrote separately, concurring in part and dissenting in
part, joined by Justice Mosk. The defendant, represented by Mr. Raymond E. Hane,
was convicted of selling cocaine in violation of Health and Safety Code section
11352. See CAL. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE § 11352 (West 1991). Prior to the representa-
tion, and unknown to the defendant, the state bar had suspended Mr. Hane from the
practice of law for conviction of lewd and lascivious conduct with a child, a crime
of moral turpitude. See 1 B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA PROCEDURE, Attorneys § 3756 (3d ed.
1985) (describing crimes involving moral turpitude). See generally Linda Capel-Galiber,
Disciplinary Action Against Attorneys for Crimes of Moral Turpitude, 31 How. LJ.
313, 322 (1988) (analyzing several jurisdictions’ definitions of moral turpitude and con-
cluding that they typically encompass crimes which involve fraud, deceit, dishonesty,
depraved violation of an accepted or customary societal duty, or harm to another for
personal gain). On appeal, the defendant filed a petition for writ of habeas corpus,
arguing that he had been denied both his federal and state rights to competent coun-
sel and due process. The defendant further contended that counsel’'s failure to inform
him of the conviction and suspension from practice deprived him of the right to
private counsel of choice. The court of appeal affirmed the judgment and denied the
petition. In re Johnson, 231 Cal. App. 3d 1124, 1138, 273 Cal. Rptr. 446, 455 (1990).
The California Supreme Court granted review only on the order denying the petition
for writ of habeas corpus and reversed that denial. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 702,
822 P.2d at 1324, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 177.

2. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 696, 822 P.2d at 1318, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 169. Sus-
pension at the time of representation, without more, does not warrant reversal of the

339



Supreme Court held that representation by an attorney who formerly
resigned from the state bar, has disciplinary proceedings pending, and
has been placed on “inactive status,” denies the defendant his constitu-
tional right to counsel.’ The court, however, stopped short of concluding
that such conduct denied the defendant the right to counsel as a matter
of law.!

Although the court recognized that holding oneself out as practicing
law while under suspension is both unlawful and contemptuous,® it rec-
ognized that suspension alone for such conduct does not create a pre-
sumption of incompetence under Business and Professions Code section
6102.° In doing so, the court considered the legislative goal of subjecting

conviction as a matter of law. See People v. Medler, 177 Cal. App. 3d 927, 930, 223
Cal. Rptr. 401, 402 (1986) (reversal not warranted where state bar suspended attorney
from practice for non-payment of state bar dues without an additional showing that
representation was inadequate or ineffective). Courts may impose a per se rule of
reversibility, however, when there is evidence calling into question an attorney's
ability to provide effective assistance of counsel. See People v. Hinkley, 193 Cal. App.
3d 383, 392, 238 Cal. Rptr. 272, 277 (1987) (finding deprivation of Sixth Amendment
right to counsel where suspension related to competency in representing clients or to
personal qualities of attorney).

3. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 693-94, 822 P.2d at 1318-19, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
171-72. .

4, Id. at 700, 822 P.2d at 1323, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 176.

6. Id. at 697 n2, 822 P.2d at 1320 n.2, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 171 n.2. It is both un-
lawful and a contempt to hold oneself out as practicing or entitled to practice law
while suspended from membership in the state bar or after resigning from the state
bar with charges pending. See CAL. Bus. & PrOF. CODE §§ 61266127 (West 1990 &
Supp. 1992) (punishable by imprisonment in the state prison or county jail). See gen-
erally Robert L. Miller, “Beware of Coyotes”: A Commentary on the Unauthorized
Practice of Law, 47 CAL. St. B.J. 237 (1972); John C. Toews, Unauthorized Practice
Statutes and the Rights of Out-of-State Attorneys, 40 S. CAL. L. REv. 569 (1966-67)
(discussing state interest in requiring practicing attormeys to be members of the state
bar and analyzing the underlying policies of state attorney-licensing statutes).

6. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 696, 822 P.2d at 1320, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 173. “An
attorney who is professionally competent does not become any less competent upon
the filing of an order made pursuant to section 6102 suspending the attorney from
practice.” Id. at 697, 822 P.2d at 1321, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 174. The supreme court
retains the power to prescribe the rules for the practice and procedure governing
suspension and disbarment proceedings pursuant to sections 6101 and 6102. CaL. Bus.
& PrOF. CODE § 6102(g) (West 1990). See generally Richard Green Wallace, Comment,
Attorney Discipline and the California Supreme Court: Transfer of Direct Review to
the Courts of Appeal, 72 CAL. L. REv. 252 (1984) (providing an overview of the cur-
rent disciplinary system in California and outlining the supreme court's role in up-
holding the integrity of the bar). The supreme court has typically viewed the act of
moral turpitude in the context of its surrounding facts and circumstances. See In re
Kristovich, 18 Cal. 3d 468, 472, 65566 P.2d 771, 773, 134 Cal. Rptr. 409, 411 (1976)
(recognizing that a court is not restricted to the elements of the crime, but may look
to the entire course of an attorney’s conduct in evaluating his or her fitness to prac-
tice law); In re Wright, 10 Cal. 3d 374, 376, 515 P.2d 292, 293, 110 Cal. Rptr. 348,
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attorneys to disciplinary action for criminal wrongdoing and violations of
the Rules of Professional Conduct.” The court evaluated whether
counsel’s conduct, which the court found to be an act of moral turpitude,
accurately reflected the attorney’s honesty and ability to carry out his
professional duties.® Further, the court recognized that while most
crimes that call into question an attorney’s competence and qualifications
constitute an act of moral turpitude per se,’ the contrary proposition is
not always true.”” Thus, the court reasoned that all acts of moral turpi-
tude do not lead unequivocally to the conclusion that the individual is

349 (1973) (finding that facts and circumstances of conviction are relevant to the
issue of discipline); In re Bogart, 9 Cal. 3d 743, 748, 511 P.2d 1167, 1171, 108 Cal
Rptr. 815, 819 (1973) (concluding that facts and circumstances of attormey's crime are
admissible to determine appropriate discipline).

7. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 697, 822 P.2d at 1321, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 174. The
court found that protecting the public from dishonest or corrupt attorneys and main-
taining public confidence in the bar were the overall objectives in the discipiine of
attorney misconduct. Id. See In re Ford, 44 Cal. 3d 810, 816 n.6, 749 P.2d 1331, 1334
n.6, 244 Cal. Rptr. 476, 479 n.6 (1988) (quoting In re Severo, 41 Cal. 3d 493, 500, 714
P.2d 1244, 1247, 224 Cal. Rptr. 106, 109 (1986)) (noting that the primary purpose of
attorney discipline is the protection of the public, the profession, and the courts,
rather than punishment of the attorney); /n re Kristovich, 18 Cal. 3d 468, 471-72, 556
P.2d 771, 773, 134 Cal. Rptr. 409, 411 (1976) (recognizing that the purpose of state
bar disciplinary proceedings is to inquire into the moral integrity of an attormey in
order to determine that individual's fitness to participate in the profession).

8. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 700, 822 P.2d at 1323, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 176
(finding that serious sexual offenses fall within the category of crimes involving
moral turpitude, yet not necessarily determinative of one’s lack of knowledge or
ability). See generally Annotation, Moral Delinquency or Other Conduct Not Affecting
Court or Client as Ground for Disbarment or Suspension of Attorney, 55 A.L.R. 1373
(1928).

9. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 700, 822 P.2d at 1323, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 76. Con-
viction of certain offenses may serve as conclusive proof of moral turpitude and has
been recognized traditionally as calling into question an attorney’s professional integri-
ty. See, e.g., In re Kristovich, 18 Cal. 3d 468, 556 P.2d 771, 134 Cal. Rptr. 409 (1976)
(perjury); In re Dedman, 17 Cal. 3d 229, 550 P.2d 1040, 130 Cal. Rptr. 504 (1976)
(falsifying documents); In re Fahey, 8 Cal. 3d 842, 505 P.2d 1369, 106 Cal. Rptr. 313
(1973) (dishonesty for personal gain); In re Bogart, 9 Cal. 3d 743, 511 P.2d 1167, 108
Cal. Rptr. 815 (1973) (forgery); In re Hallinan, 43 Cal. 2d 243, 272 P.2d 768 (1954)
(intent to defraud).

10. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 698, 822 P.2d at 322, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 175. Ex-
amination of the facts and circumstances of a case may be necessary to determine wheth-
er moral turpitude is involved. In re Strick, 34 Cal. 3d 891, 896, 671 P.2d 1251, 1253,
196 Cal. Rptr. 509, 511 (1983) (holding that a conviction for passing a forged pre-
scription for a controlled substance was by itself insufficient to determine whether
the offense involved moral turpitude warranting discipline).
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unfit to practice law or lacks knowledge of the law."

Recognizing the inherent limitation of the inferences which may be
drawn from acts of moral turpitude, the court turned to the defendant’s
right to counsel as guaranteed under the California Constitution, Article
I, section 15.” Once an attorney resigns from membership in the state
bar, the attorney is no longer licensed to practice law in that state.” The
court refrained from holding that the attorney’s suspension alone was
sufficient to establish incompetence as a matter of law." Instead, the
court found that the defendant was denied the right to counsel because
the defendant’s attorney had. submitted his resignation from state bar
membership while charges were pending against him.*

Thus, the Johnson court held that an attorney’s suspension from the
bar alone does not establish the attorney’s incompetence as a matter of
law." Mere suspension from practice in conjunction with the representa-

11. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 698, 822 P.2d at 1322, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 175.
“[Tihe commission of some crimes, standing alone, [do] not implicate an attorney’s
fitness to practice law.” In re Strick, 43 Cal. 3d 644, 653, 738 P.2d 743, 749, 238 Cal.
Rptr. 397, 403 (1987). See In re Higbie, 6 Cal. 3d 562, 569-70, 493 P.2d 97, 101, 99
Cal. Rptr. 865, 869 (1972); In re Rothrock, 16 Cal. 2d 449, 453-54, 106 P.2d 907, 910
(1940). “Erring morally or by breach of professional ethics does not necessarily indi-
cate a lack of knowledge of the law.” Friday v. State Bar, 23 Cal. 2d 501, 508, 144
P.2d 564, 568 (1943). '

12. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 698, 822 P.2d at 1323, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 176. See
CAL. CoNsT. art. I, § 16 (1983).

13. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 702, 822 P.2d at 1324, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 177. See
CAL. Bus. & PrOF. CODE § 6117 (West 1990); 7 CAL. JUR. 3D Attorneys at Law § 66
(1989 & Supp. 1992). See generally Elizabeth Michelman, Guiding the Invisible Hand:
The Consumer Protection Function of Unauthorized Practice Regulation, 12 PEPP. L.
REv. 1 (1984) (discussing the regulation of the practice of law and the effort to en-
sure a high level of competence in the legal profession); Philbrick McCoy, The D:i-
lemma of Suspended and Disbarred Attorneys, 15 L.A. B. BuLL. 285 (1940) (outlining
the traditionally permitted and prohibited activities of attorneys).

14. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 702, 822 P.2d at 1324, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 177.

15. Id. The court reversed the order denying the defendant’s petition for writ of
habeas corpus, vacated the judgment against the defendant, and remanded the case
to the superior court for further proceedings. Id. Justice Kennard concurred with the
result here, but disagreed with the majority’s refusal to hold that the attorney’s sus-
pension for a crime of moral turpitude denied the defendant the right to qualified
counsel. Id. at 705, 822 P.2d at 1326, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 179 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting). Justice Kennard reasoned that conviction for a serious sexual offense
was conclusive proof of moral turpitude and that suspension for such a crime was a
substantive defect, thereby rendering the attorney unfit to practice law. Id. (Kennard,
J.,, concurring and dissenting) (citing In re Duggan, 17 Cal. 3d 416, 422, 551 P.2d 19,
22, 130 Cal. Rptr. 715, 718 (1976)) (finding that conviction of certain crimes, such as
those which necessarily involve an intent to defraud, intentional dishonesty for per-
sonal gain, murder, and serious sexual offenses, establishes moral turpitude as a
matter of law). ‘

16. In re Johnson, 1 Cal. 4th at 700, 822 P.2d at 1323, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 176.
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tion of a defendant will not constitute a per se denial of the defendant’s
constitutional right to counsel.” In such circumstances, it is necessary
for the defendant to show that the attorney’s misconduct or act of moral
turpitude reflects negatively upon the attorney’s competence to practice
law or otherwise calls into question the attorney’s professional integri-
ty.ls

JAMES J. MOLONEY

C. When the court erroneously imposes a restitution fine by
Jailing to advise of plea consequences or imposing punish-
ment in excess of plea bargain terms, appropriate remedies
are reducing the fine to the statutory minimum, or allowing
the defendant to withdraw his plea, depending on the situa-
tion: People v. Walker.

1. INTRODUCTION

The supreme court granted review in People v. Walker ' to resolve a

17. Id. at 701, 822 P.2d at 1323, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 176. Where, however, the attor-
ney is no longer licensed to practice law in the state, the court need not weigh the
attormey’s competence, but instead may find that the right to counsel was violated.
Id.

18. See supra note 6 (indicating that such an analysis should occur on a case-by-
case basis, taking into consideration the surrounding facts and circumstances).

1. 54 Cal. 3d 1013, 819 P.2d 861, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d 902 (1991).

Walker was charged with two felony counts in connection with a bomb he alleg-
edly placed in his ex-wife's car. Pursuant to a plea bargain, count one was dismissed,
and Walker pleaded guilty to count two (attempted use of a destructive device with
the intent to injure or intimidate, under California Penal Code § 12303.3). The proba-
tion report supplied to the defense recommended a $7000 restitution fine in accor-
dance with California Government Code § 13967(a), which requires a mandatory fine
of $100-$10,000. See infra note 8. However, no other mention of a restitution fine
was made prior to sentencing. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1018-19, 819 P.2d at 683-84, 1
Cal. Rptr. 2d at 905. Upon entering his plea, the court advised Walker that the maxi-
mum penalty for the offense was a prison term and a fine of up to $10,000. Id.
Apparently the court was referring to a possible punitive fine. The court made no
California Penal Code § 1192.5 advisements. Id. See infra note 17.

Walker was sentenced immediately after entering the guilty plea, in accordance
with the terms of the plea bargain. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1018-19, 819 P.2d at 683-84,
1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 805. In addition, the court imposed a restitution fine of $5000 that
had not been part of the plea bargain. Id. Walker did not object to the fine at sen-
tencing. Id.
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conflict in the courts of appeal over the proper means of remedying the
erroneous imposition of restitution fines. The confusion stemmed mainly
from the difficulty of reconciling statutory requirements with certain
principles regarding plea bargains.* The unanimous opinion stated the
rules regarding such error and the remedies appropriate in each situa-
tion.’ In sum, when error in failing to advise of a mandatory restitution
fine is not raised at or before sentencing, the error is waived.! If the
" objection is timely and the defendant is prejudiced, the court must re-
duce the fine to the statutory minimum or allow the defendant to with-
draw his plea.® When a mandatory restitution fine significantly exceeds
the terms of a plea agreement, and a California Penal Code Section
1192.5 admonition is not given, the error is not waived by acquiescence
and may not be deemed harmless. In addition, the court must reduce the
" fine to the statutory minimum or allow the defendant to withdraw his
plea.® When such error is raised after sentencing, the proper remedy is
to reduce the fine to the statutory minimum.’

When a person is convicted of a felony, the court can impose a puni-
tive fine, a restitution fine, or both.® Unlike the punitive fine, however,
the restitution fine in felony cases is mandatory, ranging from one hun-
dred to ten thousand dollars. The fine may only be waived if the court
finds there are “compelling and extraordinary reasons” for doing so.’

Before a defendant pleads guilty, he must knowingly and intelligently
waive his constitutional rights.” The court must also question the defen-

Walker appealed on the ground that the fine was not part of the plea bargain
and should be stricken. The court of appeal found error, but held that the only reme-
dy was to allow Walker to withdraw his guilty plea and reinstate the dismissed
count. Id. The supreme court granted review to determine which remedy was proper.
Id.

2. Id. at 1019-20, 819 P.2d at 864, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 906.

3. Id. Justice Arabian wrote the opinion of the court in which Chief Justice
Lucas, and Justices Mosk, Panelli, Kennard, Baxter, and George concurred.

4. Id.

5. Id.

6. Id.
7. Id. at 1030, 819 P.2d at 871, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 913.
8. Id. at 1019, 819 P.2d at 864, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 905. See CAL. PENAL CODE §§
672, 1202.4(a), 12303.3 (West 1982 & Supp. 1992) (penal fine of up to $10,000 may be
imposed); CAL. Gov'T CODE § 13967(a) (West Supp. 1992) (mandatory restitution fine
of at least $100 and no more than $10,000); see generally 3 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN,
CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL LAw, Punishment for Crimes §§ 1320, 1325 (2d ed. 1988) (fines,
in general and restitution).

9. CAL. PENAL CoODE § 1202.4(a) (West Supp. 1992) (stating that the court must
record the reasons supporting the waiver).

10. Walker, 64 Cal. 3d at 1020, 819 P.2d at 864, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 905 (citing
Boykin v. Alabama, 395 U.S. 238 (1969); In re Tahl, 1 Cal. 3d 122, 460 P.2d 449, 81
Cal. Rptr. 677 (1969)). See generally 4 B. WiTKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL
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dant to be sure the accused understands the plea and its consequenc-
es." Admonition of one’s constitutional rights is constitutionally man-
dated,” but advisement as to the consequences of a plea is a judicially
declared rule of criminal procedure, with two consequences relevant
here. A court’s failure to explain the consequences of a plea is waived
absent a timely objection. Furthermore, an uninformed waiver can only
be set aside if the error is prejudicial to the defendant.”

The second maxim, distinct from advisement, is that the parties must
~ be strictly held to the terms of a plea bargain." Adherence is mandated
by due process.” Thus, a constitutional right to a remedy exists when a
state agent violates the terms of a plea bargain.'® This right may be
waived, however, if no objection is made, and the trial court has com-
plied with the requirements of section 1192.5 of the Penal Code."” If the

LAw, Proceedings Before Trial §§ 2149-52, 2200 (2d ed. 1989) (specifying knowing and
intelligent waiver of rights as requirement for valid plea; knowledge of rights in gener-
al); 21 CAL. Jur. 3D Criminal Law § 2816 (1985 & Supp. 1991) (waiver of consti-
tutional rights); 22 CJ.S. Criminal Law § 403 (1989 & Supp. 1991) (court’s duty to
advise).

11. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1022, 819 P.2d at 864, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 905, 907. See
generally 4 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL LAW, Proceedings Before
Trial §§ 216960 (2d ed. 1989); 21 CAL. JUR. 3D Criminal Law § 2817 (1985 & Supp.
1991); 22 C.J.S. Criminal Law § 404 (1989 & Supp. 1991) (advisement as to conse-
quences of plea).

12. A constitutionally mandated admonition differs from a judicially declared rule
in that failure to admonish of constitutional rights requires the plea to be set aside.
Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1020, 1022, 819 P.2d at 864, 866, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 905, 907.

13. Id

14. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1020, 1024, 818 P.2d at 864, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 906 (cit-
ing People v. Mancheno, 32 Cal. 3d 855, 6564 P.2d 211, 187 Cal. Rptr. 441 (1982)). See
also People 'v. Glennon, 226 Cal. App. 3d 101, 104, 276 Cal. Rptr. 1, 4 (1990). See
generally 4 B. WITKIN & N. EPSTEIN, CALIFORNIA CRIMINAL LAW, Proceedings Before
Trial §§ 2179-80, 2212-16 (2d ed. 1989) (plea bargains in general, nonperformance of
plea bargain, and remedies); 21 CAL. JUR. 3D Criminal Law § 2824 (1985 & Supp.
1991) (breach of agreement and remedies); 22 CJ.S. Criminal Law §§ 365, 368, 373-
74 (1989 & Supp. 1991) (plea bargain in general, contractual nature, performance,
breach, and remedies). .

16. Mancheno, 32 Cal. 3d at 860, 654 P.2d at 214, 187 Cal. Rptr. at 444.

16. Id. See also Glennon, 226 Cal. App. 3d at 104, 276 Cal. Rptr. at 2. See gen-
erally Peter Westen & David Westin, A Constitutional Law of Remedies for Broken
Plea Bargains, 66 CAL. L. REv. 41, 474-756 n.10, 476 n.16 (1978).

17. CAL. PENAL CODE § 1192.6 (West 1982 & Supp. 1992). This section provides
that when a plea bargain is accepted by the court, the defendant “cannot be sen-
tenced on such a plea to a punishment more severe than that specified in the plea.”
In addition, when the court approves the plea, it must inform the defendant of the
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trial court has not followed the requirements of section 1192.5, failure to
object is not deemed to be a waiver of these rights.” In addition, vio-
lation of a plea bargain is not subject to harmless error analysis because
of the importance of the right breached.”

Appellate court cases leading up to Walker involved violations of ad-
visement requirements, the plea bargain, or both. Typically, defendants
were not advised of the mandatory fine until sentencing, claimed that it
exceeded the terms of a plea bargain, and that they should therefore be
entitled to a remedy. Confronted with this error, the courts have (1)
granted no relief;® (2) ordered the fine stricken;”’ and (3) allowed the
defendant to withdraw his guilty plea.”? As discussed below, the Califor-
nia Supreme Court explained that “the proper remedy depends on the
nature of the error, and the time and manner in which it is brought to
the attention of the court.”

II. TREATMENT

The court discussed the background of the case, the advisement issue,
the violation of the plea bargain issue, the appropriate remedy, and then

following:
(1) its approval is not binding, (2) it may at the time set for the hearing on
the application for probation or pronouncement of the judgment, withdraw its
approval in the light of further consideration of the matter, and (3) in such
case, the defendant shall be permitted to withdraw his plea if he desires to
do so.

Id. Regarding uninformed waiver of the right to object, see Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1025-
26, 819 P.2d at 868-69, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 909-10.

18. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1024-26, 819 P.2d at 867-69, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 909-10.

19. Id. See also Mancheno, 32 Cal. 3d at 865, 654 P.2d at 218, 187 Cal. Rptr. at
448. )

20. People v. Melton, 218 Cal. App. 3d 1406, 267 Cal. Rptr. 640 (1990) (holding
defendant waived his right to challenge restitution fine on appeal since fine was men-
tioned in probation report); People v. Davis, 205 Cal. App. 3d 1305, 252 Cal. Rptr.
924 (1988) (recognizing violation of advisement requirement and plea bargain, but
denying relief on grounds of public policy and no prejudice to defendant from the
small $100 fine).

21. People v. Ross, 217 Cal. App. 3d 879, 2656 Cal. Rptr. 921 (1990) (reasoning that
failure of advisement was a “compelling and extraordinary reason” for waiving the
fine); People v. Oberreuter, 204 Cal. App. 3d 884, 251 Cal. Rptr. 522 (1988) (giving
precedence to plea violation over mandatory restitution fine, and striking fine alto-
gether); see supra note 9 and accompanying text; see also People v. Williams, 224
Cal. App. 3d 179, 273 Cal. Rptr. 526 (1990) (agreeing with both Ross and Oberreuter).

22. People v. Glennon, 225 Cal. App. 3d 101, 276 Cal. Rptr. 1 (1990) (noting that
relief is only appropriate if the failure to advise is prejudicial to the defendant, but
allowing the defendant to withdraw his plea, since the trial court advised the defen-
dant he could withdraw if the indicated disposition was not the sentence imposed).

23. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1022, 819 P.2d at 866, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 907.
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analyzed the situation. Regarding advisement of the consequences of the
plea, the court stated that where failure to advise is the only error, the
error is waived if not raised at or before sentencing.® If timely raised,
“the sentencing court must determine whether the error prejudiced the
defendant, i.e., whether it is reasonably probable the defendant would
not have pleaded guilty if properly advised.”® When there is no preju-
dice, the defendant is not entitled to relief. If the objection is timely and
there is prejudice, the defendant is entitled to a remedy. The court
analogized this result to the violation of a plea bargain which is brought
to the attention of a court.® '

As discussed above, a defendant waives the right to object to punish-
ment exceeding the terms of a plea bargain if section 1192.5 is complied
with, and if no objection is made at or before sentencing. In such a case,
the defendant is not entitled to relief. If the requirements of section
© 1192.5 are not complied with, or if the defendant objects to the violation
of the plea bargain, the defendant is entitled to a remedy.”

The court stated that in both cases the trial court must impose either
the statutory minimum, or give the defendant the option to withdraw the
plea.® The appellate court decisions granted no relief, struck the fine, or
allowed the defendant to withdraw his guilty plea. The court cautioned
that striking out the fine here, however, was not appropriate because the
fine was mandatory.® Additionally, in many cases, allowing the defen-
dant to withdraw his guilty plea is “undesirable.”” The middle ground
between these two extremes is to simply reduce the mandatory fine to
the statutory minimum.

24. Id. at 1022-24, 819 P.2d at 866-67, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 907-08.

25. Id. at 1022, 819 P.2d at 866, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 907 (citing Glennon, 225 Cal.
App. 3d at 105, 276 Cal. Rptr. at 3). “The court should consider the defendant’s finan-
cial condition, the seriousness of the consequences of which the defendant was ad-
vised, the nature of the crimes charged, the punishment actually imposed, and the
size of the restitution fine.” Id. (citing People v. Wright, 43 Cal. 3d 487, 499, 729 P.2d
260, 267, 233 Cal. Rptr. 69, 76 (1987); People v. Melton, 218 Cal. App. 3d 1406, 1408
‘n.1, 267 Cal. Rptr. 640, 641 n.1 (1990)). The court emphasized that the size of the
fine is particularly important. /d.

26. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1022, 819 P.2d at 866, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 907.

27. Id. at 1024-26, 819 P.2d at 867-69, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 908-10.

28. Id. at 1026-29, 819 P.2d at 869-71, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 910-12.

29. Id. at 1027, 819 P.2d at 869, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 910.

30. Id. The court emphasized the important role plea bargains play in facilitating
efficient disposition of cases, and in sparing victims the trauma and inconvenience of
trial. It reasoned that the legislature could not have intended the fine to invalidate a
plea where the victims could be harmed by such invalidation. /d.
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Reduction of the fine to this negligible level would not violate a plea
bargain since only a punishment significantly greater than that bar-
gained for violates the plea bargain.” Because of the serious nature of
the felony crimes under which the mandatory fine obtains, the court
ruled that a one-hundred-dollar fine is not, as a matter of law, signifi-
cant.® The result is substantial compliance with the terms of the plea
bargain without violating the mandatory requirement of a fine. The court
reasoned that the reduction would generally not prejudice the defendant
or prosecution since a fine crucial to the plea bargain would not have
been overlooked in negotiations.® ’

The court went on to say that both reduction of the ﬁne and the op-
tion to withdraw the plea, were acceptable remedies within the court’s
discretion if violation of the plea bargain is raised at or before sentenc-
ing* The appropriate remedy depends on the circumstances of each
case.® However, if the breach of the plea bargain is first brought to the
court’s attention after sentencing, the proper remedy is generally to re-
duce the fine to the statutory minimum and leave the plea intact.*® This
is because after sentencing, the factors tilt heavily in favor of not dlsturb-
ing the plea.”

In the instant case, the trial court advised the defendant of the possi-
bility of a punitive fine up to ten thousand dollars, but did not advise of
the mandatory restitution fine between one hundred and ten thousand
dollars. Since the defendant did not object at or before sentencing, how-
ever, he waived any objection to the error. In addition, because at sen-
tencing the restitution fine was five thousand dollars and no punitive fine
was imposed, making the total fine less than the possible punitive fine of

31. Id. at 1024, 819 P.2d at 867, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 909. See also Santobello v. New
York, 404 U.S. 267, 262 (1971) (“(Wlhen a plea rests in any significant degree on a
promise or agreement of the prosecutor, so that it can be said to be part of the in-
ducement or consideration, such promise must be fufilled.”). See generally 22 C.J.S.
Criminal Law § 373 (1989 & Supp. 1991).

32. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1027, 819 P.2d at 869, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 911.

33. Id. at 1028, 819 P.2d at 870, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 911.

3. Id '

36. Id. “Factors to be considered by the trial court [in determining the appropriate
remedy] are the importance of imposing a greater restitution fine, the interests of the
parties and victims, whether circumstances have changed between entry of the plea
and the time of sentencing, and whether reducing the fine will constrain the court to
a disposition that it determines to be inappropriate.” Id. (citing People v. Mancheno,
32 Cal. 3d 865, 860, 654 P.2d 211, 214, 187 Cal. Rptr. 441, 444 (1982)).

36. Id.

37. The defendant may have completed a portion of his prison term or relied on
the sentence in some other way. Victims' memories may have dimmed with the pas-
sage of time, or victims may be traumatized at the thought of a trial regarding a
crime they thought had been resolved. In addition, a restitution fine may not even
cover the costs of a new trial. Jd. at 1028-29, 819 P.2d at 870, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 912,

348



[Vol. 20: 257, 1992) California Supreme Court Survey
PEPPERDINE LAW REVIEW

which the defendant was advised, the defendant was not prejudiced by
the error.®

" However, the five-thousand-dollar fine was a significant deviation from
the terms of the plea bargain. Since the court gave no section 1192.5
warning, the defendant did not waive his right to object to punishment
greater than the plea bargain. It was acceptable to raise this objection on
appeal, and since harmless error analysis did not apply, the defendant
was entitled to the sole remedy for such error on appeal: the reduction
of the fine to the statutory minimum of one hundred dollars.”

The court stressed that the rules advanced only applied to judicial
error. The court admonished trial courts to always advise felony de-
fendants of the mandatory fine, as well as comply with section 1192.5. It
also approved appellate court dicta suggesting trial court judges should
follow an informal “script” in taking pleas, or require defendants to sign
forms specifying all the consequences of their pleas, so as to avoid the
need for the rules."

III. CONCLUSION

The court would rather have lower courts avoid error altogether than
apply the remedies announced in this case. Trial courts should require
the defendant to sign a form enumerating all the consequences of a plea,
or develop a plea bargain acceptance “script.” Failing that, the court has
announced clear rules regarding the proper remedies to be applied.

When the error to advise of a mandatory fine is not raised at or before
sentencing, the error is waived. If timely raised, and it has prejudiced the
defendant, the court must reduce the fine to the statutory rmmmum, or
allow the defendant to withdraw his plea.

When a mandatory fine significantly exceeds the terms of a plea
agreement, and a section 1192.5 admonition is not given, the error is not
waived by acquiescence and may not be deemed harmless. The trial
court must reduce the fine or allow the defendant to withdraw his plea.
When such error is raised after sentencing, the proper remedy is to re-

38. Id. at 1029-30, 819 P.2d at 871, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 912.

39. Id.

40. Id. at 1030, 819 P.2d at 871, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 913.

41. Id. (approving dicta in People v. Melton, 218 Cal. App. 3d 1406, 1409 n.2, 267
Cal. Rptr. 640, 642 n.2 (1990)). See In re Ibarra, 34 Cal. 3d 277, 285, 666 P.2d 980,
984, 193 Cal. Rptr. 538, 542 (1983) (suggesting written plea form or judicial script
specifying all serious consequences of the plea).
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duce the fine to the statutory minimum.

The court’s decision should clear up the confusion in determining the
appropriate remedy for the erroneous imposition of a restitution fine.
The only “soft” areas of the rules are in determining prejudice when
there is failure to advise the defendant, and in determining whether a
fine significantly exceeds the terms of a plea bargain. The court has pro-
vided guidelines for determining prejudice and significance, but the stan-
dards will most likely be fleshed out on a case-by-case basis. The court
has provided some guidance by concluding that five thousand dollars sig-
nificantly exceeds a plea bargain’s terms where no fine is mentioned, as
well as holding that one hundred dollars is not, as a matter of law, sig-
nificantly excessive. Furthermore, the court’s dicta proposes that the
excessiveness test is stricter than the prejudice test,” indicating punish-
ment that is not prejudicial may be significantly excessive in terms of a
plea bargain. Beyond these problems, the rules are bright lines and
should present little difficulty in application.

ADAM vL. JOHNSON

VI. DAMAGES

Under California Civil Code section 1431.2, defendants' lia-
bility for non-economic damages is limited to their propor-
tionate share of comparative fault regardless of whether other
tortfeasors at fault are subject to suit: DaFonte v. Up-Right,
Inc.

Section 1431.2 of the California Civil Code states that defendants are
severally, but not jointly, liable for non-economic damages in personal’
injury, property damage, or wrongful death actions.' In addition, section

42. Walker, 54 Cal. 3d at 1027-28 n.3, 819 P.2d at 870 n.3, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 911
n3.

1. CAL Crv. CoDE § 1431.2 (West Supp. 1992). Section 1431.2 provides:

(a) In any action for personal injury, property damage, or wrongful death,
based upon principles of comparative fault, the liability of each defendant for
non-economic damages shall be several only and shall not be joint. Each
defendant shall be liable only for the amount of non-economic damages allo-
cated to that defendant in direct proportion to that defendant’s percentage of
fault, and a separate judgment shall be rendered against that defendant for
that amount.
(b)(1) For purposes of this section, the term “economic damages” means
objectively verifiable monetary losses including medical expenses, loss of
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. 1431.2 limits the liability of each defendant to his or her own percentage
of fault for non-economic damages.’ In DaFonte v. Up-Right, Inc.’ the
California Supreme Court addressed the issue of whether section 1431.2
makes a defendant only severally liable for non-economic damages in
cases in which other parties at fault were immune from liability or other-
wise not subject to suit.' Finding no exceptions to the application of
section 1431.2, the court held that a third party defendant was not liable
to an injured employee for non-economic damages attributable to the
employer, even though the employer was statutorily immune.®

The court began by analyzing the plain meaning of section 1431.2.° The
court rejected the plaintiff's argument that section 1431.2 applied only to

earnings, burial costs, loss of use of property, costs of repair or replacement,
costs of obtaining substitute domestic services, loss of employment and loss
of business or employment opportunities.

(2) For the purposes of this section, the term “non-economic damages”
means subjective, non-monetary losses including, but not limited to, pain,
suffering, inconvenience, mental suffering, emotional distress, loss of society
and companionship, loss of consortium, injury to reputation and humiliation.

Id.

2. Id.

3. 2 Cal. 4th 593, 828 P2d 140, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d 238 (1992). Justice Baxter
authored the unanimous opinion of the court.

4. Id. at 606 n. 7, 828 P.2d at 147 n. 7, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 245 n. 7. The plaintiff,
Mark DaFonte, an employee of Van Erickson Ranches, was injured when his arm was
drawn into the conveyor belt of a mechanical grape harvester. DaFonte received
workers’ compensation benefits from American Insurance Company for his injuries.
DaFonte then sued the manufacturer of the grape harvester, Up-Right, Inc., for negli-
gence and product defectiveness. This suit was joined with American’s subrogation

~claim agsinst Up-Right, Inc. for workers’ compensation benefits. By special verdict,

the jury found that DaFonte was 15% at fault, Van Erickson was 45% at fault, and
Up-Right, Inc. was 40% at fault. The trial court reduced the award by 15%, which
was attributable to the fault of DaFonte. The trial court followed section 1431.2 and
reduced the judgment against Up-Right, Inc. by 45% of the non-economic damages,
which were attributable to the fault of Van Erickson. The court of appeal ruled that
the trial court had improperly applied section 1431.2, and reinstated the non-economic
damages attributable to Van Erickson in the judgment against Up-Right, Inc. The
supreme court reversed, holding that defendants’ liability for non-economic damages
is limited to their proportionate share of comparative fault regardless of whether
other tortfeasors at fault are subject to suit. /d. at 596-97, 828 P.2d at 14142, 7 Cal
Rptr. 2d at 239-40.

5. Id. at 596, 828 P.2d at 141, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 239.

6. Id. at 601, 828 P.2d at 144, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 242; see Kimmel v. Goland, 51
Cal. 3d 202, 20809, 793 P.2d 524, 527, 271 Cal. Rptr. 191, 194 (1990) (stating that the
court must first look at the language of a statute giving effect to its plain meaning to
determine legislative intent).

351



defendants whose liability was mutually joint and several before the
enactment of the statute.” The court interpreted section 1431.2 as elimi-
nating joint liability of all defendants for non-economic damages, finding
that the statute neither stated nor implied any exceptions.® The court
then examined Proposition 51,° which was the initiative measure respon-
sible for the enactment of section 1431.2.° The court noted that the ex-
press purpose of Proposition 51 was to prevent defendants who pos-
sessed only a fraction of the fault from being obligated for all of the
damages." It reasoned that the only interpretation of section 1431.2 sup-
porting this purpose was the interpretation that limited liability for non-
economic damages to defendant’s proportionate share of fault.” The
court relied lastly on its prior ruling concerning Proposition 51.” It held
that Proposition 51 limited the potential liability of all defendants for
non-economic damages to a portion equal to their share of fault." The
court emphasized that this holding does not imply that section 1431.2 is
limited to insolvent tortfeasors, but rather, that there are no exceptions

7. DaFonte, 2 Cal. 4th at 600-01, 828 P.2d at 144, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 242.

8. Id. at 604, 828 P.2d at 147, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 245.

9. For an in-depth discussion and analysis of Proposition 51, see James A. Gash,
Rethinking Principles of Comparative Fault in Light of California’s Proposition 51,
19 Pepp. L. Rev. 1495 (1992). ]

10. DaFonte at 599, 828 P.2d at 143, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 241. For further discussion
of Proposition 51, also known as the Fair Responsibility Act of 1986, see generally
CALIFORNIA TORTS §§ 9.04, 74.01(3)(c) (Neil M. Levy et al. eds., 1992); 19 ALLEN P.
WILKINSON & EDWARD BARKER, CALIFORNIA PRACTICE, TORT Law § 13.2 (1991); 8 B.
WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Torts §§ 51-65 (9th ed. 1988 & Supp. 1992);
Robert N. Pafundi, Proposition 51 Takes Hold, CAL. Law., July 1990, at 48.

11. DaFonte, 2 Cal. 4th at 603, 828 P.2d at 146, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 244. The pur-
pose of Proposition 51 is codified in section 1431.1 of the California Civil .Code,
which provides:

(b) Some governmental and private defendants are perceived to have substan-

tial financial resources or insurance coverage and have thus been included in

lawsuits even though there was little or no basis for finding them at fault.

Under joint and several liability, if they are found to share even a fraction of

the fault, they often are held financially liable for all the damage. The Peo-

ple—taxpayers and consumers alike—ultimately pay for these lawsuits in the
form of higher taxes, higher prices and higher insurance premiums.
CAL. Cv. CoDE § 1431.1(b) (West Supp. 1992).

12. DaFonte, 2 Cal. 4th at 603, 828 P.2d at 146, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 244.

13. Evangelatos v. Superior Court, 44 Cal. 3d 1188, 7563 P.2d 585, 246 Cal. Rptr.
629 (1988). In Ewangelatos, the plaintiff was injured by chemicals he was using to
create fireworks and brought an action for personal injuries against the retailer and
wholesale distributor. Before trial, however, Proposition 51 was enacted. The plaintiff
alleged that Proposition 51 was unconstitutional in that it discriminated against per-
sons injured by insolvent tortfeasors. The supreme court held that Proposition 51 did
not violate equal protection guarantees. /d. at 1204, 7563 P.2d at 594, 246 Cal. Rptr. at
638.
14. Id.
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to its application.”

By holding that there are no exceptions to section 1431.2, the court
shifted the risk of receiving non-economic damages from insolvent or
unreachable tortfeasors from the defendants to the plaintiff.”® Employ-
ees as plaintiffs in personal injury, property damage, or wrongful death
actions will now be unable to recover non-economic damages attribut-
able to their employers from co-tortfeasors. This decision marks the
latest effort in the attempt to cure the inequities suffered by deep-pocket
defendants under the common law rule of joint and several liability."”

DAVID C. WRIGHT

VII. ELECTION LAwW

The Proposition 140 political reform initiative to article IV
of the California Constitution is constitutional in principal
part, specifically section 2(a), which limits the number of
terms that legislators may serve, and section 7.5, which lim-
tts state-financed incumbent staff and support services; but .
section 4.5, which restricts incumbent pensions, is unconsti-
tutional and severable: Legislature of California v. Eu. '

I. INTRODUCTION

I dislike, and greatly dislike [in the new Constitution] the abandonment in every
instance of the principle of rotation in office.

~Thomas Jefferson, in a letter to James Madison, 1787
Ninety-two percent of all incumbents were reelected in California’s
November 6, 1990 general election.! On the same ballot, the people of

16. DaFonte, 2 Cal. 4th at 603, 828 P.2d at 146, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 244.

16. Id. at 600, 828 P.2d at 144, 7 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 242.

17. For an overview of the development of California tort liability principles, see
Evangelatos, 44 Cal. 3d at 1204, 753 P.2d at 595, 246 Cal. Rptr. at 1639 (1988) (any
damages attributable to an insolvent tortfeasor can be apportioned among solvent co-
tortfeasors); American Motorcycle Ass’n v. Superior Court, 20 Cal. 3d 578, 578 P.2d
899, 146 Cal. Rptr. 182 (1978) (defendants sued for personal injury can join co-
tortfeasors in the original action or seek equitable indemnity from co-tortfeasors); Li
v. Yellow Cab Co., 13 Cal. 3d 804, 532 P.2d 1226, 119 Cal. Rptr. 858 (1975) (replaced
doctrine of contributory negligence with comparative negligence principles).

1. Bruce Fein, Term Limits Offer False Security to Lazy Electorate, N.J.LJ., Oct.
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California passed Proposition 140, “The Political Reform Act,” which
restricted retirement benefits of legislators, limited state-funded incum-
bent staff and support services, and limited the maximum number of
terms that legislators may serve.’ In Legislature v. Eu,® the California
Supreme Court assumed original jurisdiction to consider whether Propo-
sition 140 could withstand constitutional challenges.* Although the su-
preme court held the pension restrictions to incumbent legislators uncon-
stitutional, the court gave great deference to the voter’s interests® in
finding the restrictions on support service funds and term limitations for

31, 1991, at 18.

2. Proposition 140 imposed limitations on legislators’ pension rights such that the
state would contribute the employer's share to the Federal Social Security system on
behalf of participating legislators “elected to or serving in the Legislature on or after
November 1, 1990,” but “[n]Jo other pension or retirement benefit shall accrue as a re-
sult of service in the Legislature.” CAL. CONST. ART. IV, § 4.5.

The measure also stated that “the total aggregate expenditures of the Legislature
for the compensation of members and employees of, and the operating expenses and
equipment for, the Legislature may not exceed” $950,000 per member for that fiscal
year, or 80% of the amount of money expended for such purposes in the preceding
year, whichever is less. CAL. CONST. ART. IV, § 7.5.

Proposition 140 limited the following persons, elected or appointed on or after No-
vember 6, 1990, to two four-year terms: Governor (CAL. CONST. ART. V, § 2), Lieu-
tenant Governor (CAL. CONST. ART. V, § 11), Attorney General (CAL. CONST. ART. V, §
11), Controller (CAL. CONST. ART. V, § 11), Secretary of State (CAL. CONST. ART. V, §
11), Treasurer (CAL. CONST. ART. V, § 11), Superintendent of Public Instruction (CAL.
CONST. ART. IX, § 2), state senators (CAL. CONST. ART IV, § 2(a)), and members of the
State Board of Equalization (CAL. CONST. ART. XIII, § 17). The limit for members of

- the assembly is three terms. CAL. CONST. ART IV, § 2(a).

3. 54 Cal. 3d 492, 816 P.2d 1309, 286 Cal. Rptr. 283 (1991). Chief Justice Lucas
wrote the majority opinion in which Justices Panelli, Kennard, Arabian, Baxter and
George concurred. Justice Mosk wrote a separate opinion, concurring and dissenting
in part.

At the time of this opinion, voters in three states had passed term limit mea-
sures: California, Colorado, and Oklahoma. Katherine Bishop, California High Court
Backs Law Limiting Term of State Officials, N.Y. TIMES, Oct. 11, 1991, at 1. Ballot
campaigns to the same effect were present in at least twelve states, and one such
ballot measure was voted down in Washington State. So far, this California decision
is the only term limitation initiative subject to judicial review. Id.

4. The supreme court determined that the issues were “of sufficient public impor-
tance to justify departing from the usual course” and using an extraordinary writ. Eu,
64 Cal. 3d at 497, 500, 816 P.2d at 1312, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 286; see Raven v.
Deukmejian, 52 Cal. 3d 336, 340, 801 P.2d 1077, 1079, 276 Cal. Rptr. 326, 328 (1990)
(reviewing the constitutionality of Proposition 115, adopted at the June 1990 Primary
Election).

5. “[T}he people reserve to themselves the powers of initiative and referendum.”
CAL. CONST. ART. IV, § 1. “[A]ll presumptions favor the validity of initiative mea-
sures . . . ; such measures must be upheld unless their unconstitutionality clearly,
positively, and unmistakably appears.” Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 501, 816 P.2d at 1313, 286
Cal. Rptr. at 287.

354



[Vol. 20: 257, 1992) California Supreme Court Survey
PEPPERDINE LAW REVIEW

legislators constitutionally sound.®

The stated purpose of Proposition 140 was to “restore a free and dem-
ocratic system of fair elections, and to encourage qualified condidates to
seek public office” by limiting “the powers of incumbency.” The court
cited the incumbent’s generally superior fund raising ability, media cover-
age, experienced staffs, greater name recognition, and favorably drawn
voting districts to evidence potential advantages over other candidates.’

IL TREATMENT OF THE CASE
A.  Majority Opinion
1. Lifetime Ban or Limit on Consecutive Terms

Proposition 140 states, in part, that “[njo [state] Senator may serve
more than [two] terms” and “no member of the Assembly may serve
more than [three] terms.”™ The court found this language ambiguous on
its face as to whether the term limits impose a lifetime ban on legislators
who have served the specified maximum number of terms or merely re-
strict the number of consecutive terms the legislators may serve.” Be-
cause no express language addresses the consecutive terms issue, the
supreme court considered the indicia of the voters and found strong
support in the voters’ pamphlet that a lifetime ban was intended by the
framers of, and voters for, Proposition 140."

2. Constitutional Revision or Amendment

A constitutional revision addresses “comprehensive changes” to the
constitution and requires more formality, discussion and deliberation
than is available through the initiative process.? A revision differs from

6. Fu, 54 Cal. 3d at 501, 816 P.2d at 1313, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 287.

* 7. CAL. CONST. ART. IV, §1.5.

8. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 6501, 816 P.2d at 1313, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 287.

9. Cal. CONST. ART. IV, § 2(a).

10. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 503-04, 861 P.2d at 1314-15, 286 Cal. Rptr. 288-89.

11. Id. at 504-05, 816 P.2d at 1314, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 289. In the voter pamphlet,
the legislative analyst described the term limitations as limiting “the number of terms
that an elected state official can serve in the same office.” CAL. GEN. ELECTION BaL-
LOT PAMPHLET (Nov. 6, 1990), quoted in Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 505, 816 P.2d at 1315, 286
Cal. Rptr. at 289. The opponents’ ballot arguments against Proposition 140 made re-
peated reference to the measure's “lifetime ban.” Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 505, 816 P.2d at
1315, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 289.

12. Raven v. Deukmejian, 52 Cal. 3d 336, 349-50, 801 P.2d 1077, 1085, 276 Cal.
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an amendment in that an amendment requires an initiative by the people,
whereas a revision requires the consent of two-thirds of the legislature to
convene a constitutional convention and obtain popular ratification.”
The petitioners argued that Proposition 140 results in a revision of the
California Constitution because the subsequent effects of the measure
are “comprehensive changes” to the state constitution." Proposition 140
virtually guarantees a new legislature every six years, where persons
with minimal legislative experience will be chairing committees, forced
to deal with the budget and with each other.” Moreover, the measure’s
thirty-eight percent reduction in funding for legislative staff and support
services, at the time this opinion was handed down, had resulted in a
loss of 640 jobs since the measure’s enactment.” Finally, the petitioners
warned that the legislators would possibly become “susceptible to the
subtle pressures of gubernatorial powers of appointment” and lobbyist
influence.”

The supreme court acknowledged these arguments but found no revi-
sion of the California Constitution because Proposition 140 did not sub-
stantially change the fundamental structure of the legislature as a repre-
sentative body.” The court conceded that term and budgetary limita-
tions would affect the legislature and the staff members, but would not
affect the essential process of legislators enacting laws they find appro-
priate.” Further, because such a revision requires two-third legislature
approval, and due to the sensitive issues of the legislature involved, the
court determined the legislators should not be relied upon to convene a
constitutional convention aimed at its own reform.” Hence, the court
refused to find a constitutional revision where the measure effected no
comprehensive changes to the constitution.?

3. Single-Subject Requirement

“An initiative measure embracing more than one subject may not be
submitted to the electors or have any effect."”” However, an initiative
does not violate the single-subject requirement if its relative parts are

Rptr. 326, 334 (1990).

13. CAL. CoNST. ART. XVIII. This Article is entitled “Amending and Revising the
Constitution.”

14. Ewu, 54 Cal. 3d at 506, 816 P.2d at 1316, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 290.

16. Id. at 507, 816 P.2d at 1317, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 291.

16. Id. at 508, 816 P.2d at 1317, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 291.

17. Id. at 507, 816 P.2d at 1317, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 291.

18. Id. at 508, 816 P.2d at 1318, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 292.

19. Id. at 508-09, 816 P.2d. at 1318, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 292.

20. Id. at 611, 816 P.2d at 1320, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 293-94.

21. Id. at 512, 816 P.2d at 1320, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 204.

22. CAL. CoNST. ART. II, §8(d).
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reasonably germane.” The court compared Proposition 140 with prior
measures upheld by the court” and found that Proposition 140’s “incum-
bency reform” theme was not excessively general.”

4. Voting and Candidacy Rights

Proposition 140 affects the incumbent’s right to run for reelection and
the voter’s right to reelect the incumbent.® The California Supreme
Court looked to the United States Supreme Court for guidance concern-
ing the constitutionality of voting regulations.” The United States Su-
preme Court has generally placed these regulations under the equal pro-
tection laws,”? but has not settled the standard of review for voting reg-
ulations cases.”

The petitioners argued for the court to strictly scrutinize the mea-
sure,” thereby requiring a compelling state interest in retaining the legis-
lation and no less restrictive means of accomplishing the measure’s ob-
jectives.” The California Supreme Court found that strictly scrutinized
voting regulation cases have typically involved an impairment of First
Amendment rights.®? The court distinguished those cases on the grounds
that Proposition 140 did not affect First Amendment rights and applied
evenhandedly to all political groups.”®

Consequently, the court rejected a strict scrutiny test and applied a
mid-tier balancing test.* This test requires three distinct elements to

23. See Brosnahan v. Brown, 32 Cal. 3d 236, 651 P.2d 274, 186 Cal. Rptr. 30 (1982)1
" (rejecting the argument that Proposition 8 involved improper constitutional revision).

24. See supra note 23.

25. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 512, 816 P.2d at 1321, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 295.

26. Id. at 514, 816 P.2d at 1322, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 296.

27. Id. at 515, 816 P.2d at 1322, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 296.

28. See Eu v. San Francisco Democratic Comm., 489 U.S. 214, 222 (1989) (invali-
dating California’s prohibition on primary endorsements by political parties).

29. See Munro v. Socialist Workers Party, 479 U.S. 189, 200-01 (1986) (Marshall, J.,
dissenting) (noting the majority’'s failure to articulate the appropriate standard of re- -
view when appraising the validity of restrictions on ballot access).

30. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 515, 816 P.2d at 1322, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 296.

31. See Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967) (holding that racial classifications are
subject to strict scrutiny).

32. Munro, 479 US. at 225 (reasoning that “because a ban on endorsements bur-
dened the appellees’ right to free speech and free association, it can only survive
constitutional scrutiny if it serves a compelling governmental interest”).

33. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 515, 816 P.2d at 1322, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 296.

34. Id. at 517, 816 P.2d at 1324, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 298. The court extrapolated this
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determine the constitutionality of ballot restrictions: a) the nature of the
injury to protected rights, i.e., voters and incumbents, b) the interests of
the state in permitting the injury, and c) the necessity of imposing the
particular burden.”

a. Nature of injury

Although Proposition 140 imposes a lifetime ban from the state senate
or assembly, the incumbent is not barred from seeking public office
elsewhere.” Moreover, the limitations are placed on the legislator after a
significant period of time in office, and past terms are not calculated in
the limitation.” Hence, these factors mitigate the injury to candidates.

The court noted that voters will be denied the right to vote for the
incumbent who has reached the maximum term limit, but also asserted
that voters have no clearly established constitutional right to vote for
specific persons.® The voters still retain their right to vote for the candi-
date of their choice.® Also, since the people enacted Proposition 140,
any subsequent injury to the voters as a result is self-inflicted and with-
out constitutional protection.®

b. Interests of the state

Proposition 140 strives to “restore free, fair, and competitive elections”
to the political arena and thereby protect the people “against an en-
trenched, dynastic legislative bureaucracy.” States have a strong inter-
est in preventing a “political machine” from emerging which could “effec-
tively foreclose access to the political process.” Thus, the absence of
such a “machine” would enhance the competitiveness in a meaningful
election.” )

test from Anderson v. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. 780 (1983).

36. Celebrezze, 460 U.S. at 796.

36. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 518, 816 P.2d at 1324, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 298.

37. Id.

38. Id. at 6519, 816 P.2d at 1325, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 299. See, e.g., Burdick v.
Takushi, 927 F.2d 469, 473-74 (1991) (upholding Hawaii's complete ban on write-in
voting).

38. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 519, 816 P.2d at 1325, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 299.

40. Id.

41. Id. at 520, 816 P.2d at 1325-26, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 299-300.

42. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 521, 816 P.2d at 1326, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 300 (quoting State ex
rel. Maloney v. McCartney, 223 S.E.2d 607, 611 (W. Va. 1976)).

43. M.

368



[Vol. 20: 257, 1992) California Supreme Court Survey
PEPPERDINE LAW REVIEW

¢. Necessity of restrictions

The petitioners argued that a lifetime ban on candidacy is drastic and
that less restrictive alternatives are available—campaign contribution
restrictions, decreased fringe and pension benefits, and incentives for
early retirement, for instance.* The court found incumbency advantages
at present were hegemonic and such narrow changes as the petitioners
proffered would not serve to remedy the condition.® The court ultimate-
ly concluded that “[t]he legitimate and compelling interests” of Proposi-
tion 140 outweigh[ed] the candidates and voters’ wish “to perpetuate . . .
incumbency,” and, hence, the restrictions were constitutionally valid.*

5. Bill of Attainder

Bills of Attainder are constitutionally proscribed because they function
as a legislative punishment of a specific person or group.” The petition-
ers argued that Proposition 140 was designed to punish the present in-
cumbent legislators, particularly Assemblyman Willie Brown and Senator
David Roberti.*

The California Supreme Court applied three different tests under the
federal constitution and concluded that the petitioners’ argument was
without merit.® First, the “historical” test was unsuccessful because the
court found no cases where term limits were imposed on legislators as a
form of punishment.” Second, the “functional” test for the existence of
actual punishment failed because the law was construed to be “non-pu-
nitive legislative policy-making.” Finally, the “motivational” test, look-
ing at the intent of the legislation, failed because the court found no
intent to punish legislators on the face of the initiative measure.®

44. Id. at 522-23, 816 P.2d at 1327, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 301..

45, Id. at 524, 816 P.2d at 1328-29, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 302-03.

46. Id. at 525, 816 P.2d at 1329, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 303.

47. U.S. CONST. ART. I, § 10; see United States v. Brown, 381 U.S. 437, 447 (1965)
(holding unconstitutional, as a bill of attainder, a federal law precluding Communist
Party members from serving as union officers).

48. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 525, 816 P.2d at. 1329, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 303.

49. Nixon v. Administrator of General Services, 433 U.S. 425 (1977) (describing the
three tests to determine bills of attainder).

50. Eu, b4 Cal. 3d at 526, 816 P.2d at 1330, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 304.

61. Id.

52. Id. at 527, 816 P.2d at 1330, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 304.
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6. Impairment of Contract

The federal constitution provides: “No State shall . . . pass any . . . law

‘ impairing the obligation of contracts.” Proposition 140 purported to

terminate a legislator’s right to accrue additional benefits through con-

tinued state services on or after November 1, 1990.%

Although a pension modification is permitted as long as the employees
recover “comparable new advantages in place of any lost,”™ the court
read this measure’s restriction as an impairment of a legislator’s pension
rights.® The court found that incumbent legislators elected prior to
Proposition 140’s enactment were impliedly promised pension benefits
when they first assumed office.” Because incumbent legislators retained
a “vested” contractual (or statutory) right to participate in the
Legislator's Retirement System,® this provision terminating pension
rights for incumbent legislators was held invalid® and, consequently,
severed.* Non-incumbent legislators, elected after the enactment of
Proposition 140, acquired no vested pension rights.”

B. Dissenting Opinion

In his dissenting opinion, Justice Mosk took issue with the majority
opinion on whether the measure violated the single-subject rule and
constituted a revision of the state constitution.”* Mosk claimed that

63. U.S. CONST. ART. I, § 10.

B64. CAL. CONST. ART. IV, § 4.6.

66. Olson v. Cory, 27 Cal. 3d 532, 541, 636 P.2d 532, 537, 178 Cal. Rptr. 568, 573
(1980).

66. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 534, 816 P.2d at 1335, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 309.

67. Id. at 530, 816 P.2d at 1332, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 306.

68. See CAL. Gov'T CoDE § 9350 (West 1980).

59. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 534, 816 P.2d at 1335, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 309.

60. Proposition 140 contained a severance clause pertaining only to the pension
obligations of the Legislative Retirement System rather than the entire initiative mea-
sure. CAL. CONST. ART. IV, § 11. The supreme court, however, found the pension
rights provision severable under a three-prong test for severability. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at
635, 816 P.2d at 1335-36, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 309-10. The invalid provision must be
grammatically, functionally, and volitionally separable. Id. The provision here is gram-
matically severable by construing the pension restriction to apply only to non-incum-
bent legislators elected “on or after November 1, 1990." Id. (citing CAL. CONST. ART.
IV, § 4.5). Functionally, the restriction can be severed because its removal would not
affect the remaining valid provisions. /d. Finally, the invalid pension restriction is vo-
litionally severable because the framers and voters would have wanted the remaining
valid portions even in the absence of the invalid pension restriction. /d.

61. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 534, 816 P.2d at 1335, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 309.

62. Id. at 536, 816 P.2d at 1336, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 310 (Mosk, J., concurring and
dissenting).
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Proposition 140’s purported “incumbency reform” was nothing more than
“a seductive label of indefinite scope,” which truncated the single-subject
requirement.® Mosk pointed to the legislative analyst who described the
initiative as making “three major changes to the California Constitution,”
and thereby failing the single-subject requirement.”

Moreover, Mosk argued that Proposition 140 resulted in a revision of
the California Constitution because it substantially changed the nature
and character of the legislature.® Specifically, “politicians” would be
replaced by “citizens.” In an extended analogy to Raven v.
Deukmejian,” Mosk attempted to demonstrate that “citizens” in place of
“politicians” in the legislature was similar to “laypersons” in place of “ju-
rists” in the judiciary.® Such effects amount to significant changes in the
nature of the legislature, and, thus, require the protections involved in a
constitutional revision.”

II. CONCLUSION

In Legislature v. Eu, the supreme court addressed the constitutionality
of The Political Reform Act of 1990.” The court found constitutionally
valid the restrictions on state-funded incumbent staffs and support ser-
vices and the limitations on the maximum number of terms legislators
may serve.” But the court also found that incumbent legislators, upon
election prior to Proposition 140’s enactment, had acquired “vested”

63. Id. at 538, 816 P.2d at 1337-38, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 311-12 (Mosk, J., concurring
and dissenting). See Marilyn E. Minger, Comment, Pulling the “Single” Back in the
Single-Subject Rule: A Proposal for Initiative Reform in California, 24 U.C. Davis L.
REv. 879, 829 (1991) (stating that voters are often called upon to vote on a number
of issues by casting a single ballot).

64. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 537, 816 P.2d at 1337, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 311 (Mosk, J., con-
curring and dissenting); see CAL. GEN. ELECTION BALLOT PAMPHLET (Nov. 6, 1990).

66. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 543, 816 P.2d at 1341, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 315.

66. Id. The model for this notion is Cincinnatus, the Roman who laid down his
plow to save the state but returned home after the battles were won. He was not
interested in being a dictator.

67. 62 Cal. 3d 336, 801 P.2d 1077, 276 Cal. Rptr. 326 (1990).

68. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 54344, 816 P.2d at 1341, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 315. In Raven v.
Deukmejian, 52 Cal. 3d at 353, 801 P.2d at 1088, 276 Cal. Rptr. at 337, the provision
in question would have restricted the power of state courts to interpret certain state
constitutional rights of criminal defendants.

69. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 544, 816 P.2d at 1341, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 316.

70. See supra note 2 and accompanying text.

71. Eu, 54 Cal. 3d at 536, 816 P.2d at 1336, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 310.
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rights in the Legislators’ Retirement System; thus, the measure’s termina-
tion of those rights was invalid.” However, legislators elected after the
enactment of Proposition 140 were held subject to the measure’s pension
limitation.”

Mosk dissented on state law grounds, specifically the single-subject
violation and the constitutional revision.” The pivotal issue, however,
whether the initiative infringes on candidates’ federal constitutional
rights to run for office and voters’ federal constitutional rights to vote for
the representative of their choice, has risen to the United States Supreme
Court, where this decision was upheld.”

Proposition 140 is no panacea. Running for state office will still be
costly, with money dominating the process. There is no guarantee that
the pool of willing candidates will be more qualified, or more representa-
tive, or less susceptible to the sometimes corruptible influence of special
interest lobbyists. However, the measure may restore to the legislature
the notions of free and fair self-government to which the framers held
steadfast.

In free governments, the rulers are the servants, and the people their superi-

ors. ... For the former, to return among the latter (does) not degrade, but pro-
mote them.

—Benjamin Franklin

DEAN THOMAS TRIGGS

VIII. FAMILY LAW

An unwed father's parental interest is entitled to constitu-
tional protection, regardless of the statutory scheme, if he
promptly comes forward and demonstrates a full commit-
ment to his parental responsibilities: Adoption of Kelsey S.

1. INTRODUCTION

In Adoption of Kelsey S.,' the California Supreme Cowrt addressed two

72. Id. at 535, 816 P.2d at 1335-36, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 309-10.
73. Id. at 634, 816 P.2d at 1335, 286 Cal. 3d at 309.
74. Id. at 536, 816 P.2d at 1336, 286 Cal. Rptr. at 310.
75. Katherine Bishop, California High Court Backs Law Limiting Terms of State
Officials, N.Y. TiMEs, Oct. 11, 1991, at 1.
1. 1 Cal. 4th 816, 823 P.2d 1216, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 615 (1992). Justice Baxter
authored the majority opinion, in which Justices Lucas, Panelli, Kennard, Arabian and
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issues. First, the court decided whether the requirement under: California
Civil Code section 7004(a)’ that a natural father must receive the child
into his home to achieve “presumed father” status was satisfied by con-
structive receipt’ The court determined that, based on the statutory
language and legislative intent of section 7004(a)(4),' actual receipt was
required.® Second, the court decided whether the natural father’s federal
constitutional rights to due process and equal protection were violated
by the Code’s distinction between natural and presumed fathers.® The
court held that this distinction violated the natural father's rights.” The
court concluded that the natural father should be treated as a presumed
father if he exhibits his commitment toward rearing the child in a re-
sponsible manner, and he is not found to be unfit to parent the child.®

A. Background

Until 1976, a child born out of wedlock was considered to be illegiti-
mate.’ Illegitimacy had strong negative implications for children, inctud-
ing placing a stigma on the child and resulting in unfavorable legal
treatment.® For example, illegitimate children were considered to be

George concurred. Justice Mosk filed a concurring and dissenting opinion.

2. Section 7004(a)(4) provides that “a man is presumed to be the natural father
of a child if . . . [h]e receives the child into his home and openly holds out the
child as his natural child.” CAL. Civ. CODE § 7004(a)(4) (West 1983 & Supp. 1992).
Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 825, 823 P.2d at 1220, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 619.

See infra notes 3841 and accompanying text.

Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 829-30, 823 P.2d at 1223, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 622.

Id. at 830, 823 P.2d at 1223, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 622.

Id. at 849, 823 P.2d at 1236, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635. “[S]ection 7004[(a)]
wolates . . . constitutional guarantees . . . to the extent that [it] allow([s] a mother
unilaterally to preclude her child’s biological father from becoming a presumed father
and thereby allowing the state to terminate his parental rights on . . . a showing of
the child’s best interest.” Id. See generally William G. Phelps, Protecting the Oppor-
tunity Interest of the Unwed Fathers of Newborn Infants Placed for Adoption: Does

. California’s Statute Go Far Enough?, 25 CaL. W. L. REv. 123, 124-25 (1988) (discuss-
ing the ccnstitutionality of California Civil Code § 7017(d)(2) which allows an illegiti-
mate child to be adopted over the objections of his or her father if the adoption is
in the best interest of the child).

8. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 849, 823 P.2d at 1236, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635.

9. Former California Civil Code section 230 provided the situation in which a
child could be legitimated. Id. at 828, 823 P.2d at 1222, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621. See
10 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA LAw, Parent and Child § 422 (9th ed., 1989)
(discussing former section 230 in depth).

10. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 828, 823 P.2d at 1222, 4 Cal Rptr. 2d at 621. The
stigma attached to illegitimacy created an interest in construing former Civil Code

Neosw
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without parents, and thus had no inheritance rights from their natural
parents."

In order to mitigate some of the negative effects of being labeled ille-
gitimate, the California Legislature enacted the Uniform Parentage Act in
1975,2 which substituted the concept of illegitimacy with the concept of
parentage.” Section 7004(a)(4) of the Uniform Parentage Act provides
that a natural father may achieve “presumed father” status' by
“receiv([ing] the child into his home and openly hold[ing] out the child as
his natural child.””® The classification of a natural father as a “presumed
father” is significant because, under section 221.20," either a presurmed
father or the natural mother can withhold consent to the child’s adoption
unless there is a showing by clear and convincing evidence that the pre-

section 230 broadly and in favor of legitimation. /d. However, with the enactment of
the Uniform Parentage Act, this stigma has largely been mitigated. Id. Thus, the inter-
est in a broad construction of the Code is less pervasive. /d. at 828-29, 823 P.2d at °
1222, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621. See 10 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Parent
and Child §§ 422, 423 (9th ed., 1989) (discussing constructive receipt, and the effect
of the Uniform Parentage Act); see also 4 JOHN LESLIE GODDARD, CALIFORNIA PRACTICE,
Parentage of Children § 403 (3d ed., 1981) (stating that the Uniform Parentage Act
provides a procedure to establish the parentchild relationship without regard to
distinctions based on legitimacy). For a discussion of illegitimacy, see 10 CJ.S. Bas-
tards § 3(a) (1937); 10 AM. Jur. 2D Bastards § 8 (1963 & Supp. 1992).

11. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 828, 823 P.2d at 1222, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621.

12. See genmerally CAL. Civ. CODE §§ 7000-7021 (West 1983 and Supp. 1992); 10 B.
E. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Parent and Child §§ 409448 (Sth ed., 1989).

13. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 828, 823 P.2d at 1222, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621.

14. The parental rights of a natural father who is a presumed father are greater
than those of a natural father who is not a presumed father. /d. at 824-25, 823 P.2d
at 1219, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 618. A presumed father's parental rights are only revoked
upon a showing of unfitness, whereas a mere natural father's rights may be revoked
upon a showing that such revocation is in the best interest of the child. /d. at 824,
823 P.2d at 1219, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 618.

16. CAL. Crv. CoDE § 7004(a)(4) (West 1983 and Supp. 1992). For a discussion of
section 7004(a)(4), see 10 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Parent and Child
§ 423 (8th ed., 1989 & Supp. 1992); 32 CAL. JuR. 3D Family Law § 110 (1977 &
Supp. 1992); 4 JOHN LESLIE GODDARD, CALIFORNIA PRACTICE, Parentage of Children §§
402, 416 (3d ed., 1981).

16. CaL. Crv. Cope § 221.20 (West 1983).

Under section 221.20, either a mother or presumed father can withhold con-
sent to the adoption except in certain specified and narrow circumstances:
(1) if a noncustodial parent willfully fails for a year or more to communicate
with and support the child; (2) a court has declared the child to be free of
the parent's custody and control . .. or the parent has voluntarily relin-
quished his or her rights in a judicial proceeding; (3) the parent has deserted
the child without provision for its identification; or (4) the parent has relin-
quished the child for adoption.

Kelsey 8., 1 Cal. 4th at 824-25, 823 P.2d at 1219, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 618.
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sumed father is unfit, to parent the child.” In contrast, Section
7017(d)(2)* provides that a natural father who is not a presumed father
under section 7004(a) may only retain his parental rights to the child if
the court determines that it would be in the child’s best interest.” Effec-
tively, the presumed father's rights rise to the level of the mother’s
rights, while the natural father’s rights are protected at a lower level.

B. Statement of the Case

Kelsey S. was born on May 18, 1988 to Kari S., the natural mother and
a respondent, and Rickie M., the natural father and the petitioner.” The
petitioner and Kari S. have never been married to each other.” In re-
sponse to Kari’s plan to place the child up for adoption, the petitioner
filed an action on May 20, 1988 to establish his parental rights and obtain
custody.? The superior court issued a temporary restraining order grant-
ing the petitioner custody.”

On May 24, Steven and Suzanne A., the prospective adoptive parents
and respondents in this action, filed an adoption petition alleging that
because there was no presumed father, only the mother’s consent to the
adoption was required.* On May 26, the superior court amended its May
20th order and gave Kari S. temporary custody of the child, provided that

17. Id. at 825, 823 P.2d at 1219, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 618.

18. Section 7017(d)(2) provides in relevant part: “[T}he court shall determine if he
is the father . . . [and] then determine if it is in the best interest of the child that
the father retain his parental rights . . . if the court finds that it is in the best inter-
est of the child . . . [iJt shall order that his consent is necessary for an adoption.”
CAL. Crv. CoDE § 7017(d)(2) (West 1983 & Supp. 1992). Subdivision (d)(2) was added
to section 7017 in 1986. The amendment removed application of section 4600 to the
proceedings, effectively removing parental preference by no longer requiring that the
trial court find that awarding the natural parent custody would be detrimental to the
child. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 843, 823 P.2d at 1232, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 631. See
generally 10 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA LAW, Parent and Child §§ 441445
(9th ed. 1989 & Supp. 1992) (discussing the 1986 amendment to section 7017).

19. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 824-25, 823 P.2d at 1219, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 618.

20. Id. at 822, 823 P.2d at 1217, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 616-17.

21. Id. at 822, 823 P.2d at 1217, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 616.

22. Id. at 822, 823 P.2d at 1218-19, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 616-17. The action was
brought pursuant to section 7006. I/d. Section 7006 provides in pertinent part “[ajny
interested party may bring an action . . . for . . . determining the existence ... of
the father and child relationship presumed under . . . section 7004{(a)(4)].” CAL. Civ.
CODE § 7006(b) (West 1983 & Supp. 1992).

23. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 822, 823 P.2d at 1218, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 617.

24. Id.
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she live with the child in a shelter for unwed mothers, with no visitation
by the petitioner or the prospective adoptive parents.” On May 31, the
prospective adoptive parents initiated proceedings to terminate the
petitioner’s parental rights.® The court consolidated this proceeding
with the adoption proceeding, granting supervised visitation rights to the
petitioner, and unsupervised visitation rights to the prospective adoptive
parents.”

The superior court held that the petitioner was not a presumed father
under section 7004(a)(4), because he did not receive the child into his
home.? Furthermore, the court found by a preponderance of the evi-
dence, under section 7017(d)(2), that it would be in the child’s best inter-
_est to terminate the petitioner's parental rights.® The petitioner ap-
pealed, arguing that because he was prevented by the mother, the adop-
tive parents, and a court order from receiving the child into his home, he
should be deemed a presumed father based on his efforts to receive the
child into his home.”® The court of appeal affirmed the judgment, hold-
ing that the trial court did not err in finding by a preponderance of the
evidence that the petitioner was not a presumed father.” The petitioner
appealed again, and the California Supreme Court reversed, holding that
the statutory scheme is unconstitutional to the extent that it permits the
termination of an unwed father’s parental rights without due process, at
least where the father has demonstrated his commitment to his parental
responsibilities.®

II. TREATMENT
A. The Majority Opinion
1. Statutory Language and Legislative Intent

The first issue the court addressed was whether the petitioner satisfied
the “receipt” requirement of section 7004(a)(4)® by constructive receipt,

26. Id.

26. Id.

27. Id. at 822-23, 823 P.2d at 1218, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 617. Visitation was to take
place at the shelter only. Id.

28, Id. at 823, 823 P.2d at 1218, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 617. See supra note 2 and ac-
companying text. '

29. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 823, 823 P.2d at 1218, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 617.

30. Id. The petitioner's three contentions on appeal were that the court “erred by:
(1) concluding that he was not the child’s presumed father; (2) not granting him a
parental placement preference; and (3) applying a preponderance-of-the-evidence stan-
dard of proof.” Id.

3l I

32. Id. at 849, 823 P.2d at 1236, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635.

33. For the relevant portion of section 7004(a)(4), see supra note 2.
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even though he did not actually receive the child into his home.® After
explaining why the classification of “presumed father” is crucial to the
parental rights of the petitioner,” the court analyzed section 7004(a)(4)
to determine whether it supported the use of constructive receipt to
satisfy the requirements.* In examining the statutory language, the court
determined that section 7004(a)(4) neither implicitly nor explicitly re-
ferred to constructive receipt.” In analyzing legislative intent, the court
examined the 1986 amendment to section 7017, which made section 4600
inapplicable to proceedings under section 7017.® The court observed
that by providing “the efforts made by the father to obtain custody” as
one of the factors used to determine the natural father’s rights, the legis-
lature showed it was aware of the restrictions being placed on unwed
fathers.” “The express statutory distinction between presumed fathers
and fathers who attempt unsuccessfully to gain custody demonstrates
that the members of the latter group are not presumed fathers within the
Legislature’s intent.”® The court believed that the statutory language
was a clear expression of the legislature’s intent to require actual re-
ceipt." The court noted that to construe the statute as allowing con-
structive receipt would require insertion of words into the statute, which
would go beyond the authority of the court.®

The court surveyed prior decisions to determine whether section
7004(a)(4) has been construed as allowing constructive receipt.® The
court observed that California Court of Appeal decisions clearly did not
support the use of constructive receipt to satisfy section 7004(a)(4).“

34. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 825, 823 P.2d at 1220, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 619.

36. Id. at 824-25, 823 P.2d at 1218-19, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 617-18. See supra notes
16-19 and accompanying text for an explanation of the statutory scheme giving a pre-
sumed father greater parental rights than a natural father who is not a presumed
father.

36. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 825-30, 823 P.2d at 1220-23, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 619-22.

37. Id. at 826, 823 P.2d at 1220, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 619.

38. Id. at 827, 823 P.2d at 1221, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 620. See supra note 18. .

39. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 827, 823 P.2d at 1221, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 620.

40. Id.

41. Id. at 826, 823 P.2d at 1220, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 619. The court did not find the
statute to be ambiguous. The petitioner conceded this and made no argument that he
was a presumed father based solely on the language of section 7004(a)(4). /d.

42, Id. at 827, 823 P.2d at 1220-21, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 619-20.

43. Id. at 827-30, 823 P.2d at 1221, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 620.

44. Id. at 827, 823 P.2d at 1221, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 620. See In re Adoption of
Marie R, 79 Cal. App. 3d 624, 630, 145 Cal. Rptr. 122, 126 (Ct. App. 1978) (finding
that despite a mother's rejections of a father's efforts to establish his relationship
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The court further noted that its prior decisions provided little guidance
on the issue at hand.* Not finding any support for allowing constructive
receipt to satisfy the “receipt” requirement of section 7004(a)(4), the
court held that the petitioner was not a presumed father under the stat-
ute.® :

2. Due Process and Equal Protection
a. Survey of the law

The court next addressed whether a natural father's federal constitu-
tional rights of due process and equal protection are violated if the moth-
er is allowed to unilaterally deny him the legal right a presumed father
has to withhold consent for adoption.” The court first looked at the de-
velopment of relevant United States Supreme Court cases for guidance.®
The Kelsey S. court observed that the Supreme Court has held that con-
ceiving and raising one’s children is a protected and essential right, that
an unwed father is entitled to a hearing on his fitness as a parent before
any termination of his rights,” and that the relationship between a par-

with the child, he was not considered a presumed father, overruled by Kelsey S., 1
Cal. 4th at 816, 823 P.2d at 1216, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 616 (1992); see aiso In re
Sabrina H., 217 Cal. App. 3d 702, 710, 266 Cal. Rptr. 274, 278 (1990) (observing that
since the passage of the Uniform Parentage Act, no cases have affirmed the doctrine
of constructive receipt).

45. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 827, 823 P.2d at 1221, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 620. In the
case of In re Richard M., 14 Cal. 3d 783, 537 P.2d 363, 122 Cal. Rptr. 631 (1975), the
court upheld the doctrine of constructive receipt, but that decision came prior to the
enactment of the Uniform Parentage Act. The court explained that it had a strong
interest in a statutory scheme that favored legitimation due to the strong stigma asso-
ciated with illegitimacy. Id. at 793, 537 P.2d at 369, 122 Cal. Rptr. at 537. According
to the court in Kelsey S., this policy interest is not as strong since the advent of the
concept of parentage, and thus, the statute should not be construed as broadly in the
present case. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 828-29, 823 P.2d at 1222, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621.
See also Michael U. v. Jamie B., 39 Cal. 3d 787, 791, 7056 P.2d 362, 364, 218 Cal.
Rptr. 39, 41 (1985) (holding that a natural father is not a presumed father if he has
not received the child into his home); see also Beth W. Kanik, Not Necessarily in the
Best Interest of the Child: In Re Baby Girl M., 20 U.S.F. L. Rev. 701, 715-17 (1985).
The court in Kelsey S. explained that Michael U. did not resolve the matter at hand
because constructive receipt was not at issue. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 829, 823 P.2d
at 1222, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621.

46. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 829-30, 823 P.2d at 1222-23, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 621-22.

47. Id. at 830, 823 P.2d at 1223, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 622.

48. Id. at 830-37, 823 P.2d at 1223-28, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 622-27.

49. Id. at 830-31, 823 P.2d at 1223-24, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 622-23. See Stanley v. II-
linois, 406 U.S. 645 (1972). In Staniey, the father had lived intermittently with the
mother and children for 18 years and had developed a parental relationship with the
children. Id. at 651. The court in Kelsey S. indicated that although Stanley is factual-
ly distinguishable from the present case, the rules and holding from Stanley were
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ent and child is constitutionally protected.* The Supreme Court has also
held that factors to be considered in the equal protection analysis in-
clude the natural father's attempt to rear and establish a relationship
with the child, and the nature of the relationship between the child and
the natural father.” ,

The court concluded that the general principle espoused by the United
States Supreme Court is that “the biological connection between father
and child is unique and worthy of constitutional protection if the father
grasps the opportunity to develop that biological connection into a full
and enduring relationship.” The court based this conclusion both on
relevant United States Supreme Court cases, and its analysis of recent
decisions by both the New York Court of Appeals® and the Georgia Su-
preme Court.® Furthermore, the Kélsey S. court, noting the Supreme

instructive. The court noted that to the extent that Stanley requires a showing of
unfitness to deny a father his p’arenta] rights, the California statutory scheme was in
conflict with Stanley. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 831, 823 P.2d at 1223-24, 4 Cal. Rptr.
2d at 622-23.

60. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 831-32, 823 P.2d at 1224, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 623. See
Quilloin v. Walcott,- 434 U.S. 246, 255 (1978). Although the facts of Quilloin are analo-
gous to the case at hand, in Quilloin the natural father never sought custody of the
child, and waited 11 years to assert his visitation rights. The Court’s holding that the
father was not denied due process and equal protection rights was based on these
key factual differences. Id. at 256. This suggests that if this factual difference had not
existed, and the father had demonstrated an interest in the child, the Quilloin Court
would have held that the father’s constitutional rights were improperly denied. Kelsey
S., 1 Cal. 4th at 833, 823 P.2d at 1225, 4 Cal.Rptr. 2d at 624.

61. See Caban v. Mohammed, 441 U.S. 380, 392 (1978). “In those cases where the
father never has come forward to participate in the rearing . . . nothing in the Equal
Protection Clause precludes the state from withholding from him the privilege of veto-
ing the adoption of that child.” Id. See also Michael H. v. Gerald D., 491 U.S. 110
(1989) (holding that a significant factor in an action for a declaration of paternity
and visitation rights was whether the natural father had attempted to establish a rela-
tionship with the child); Lehr v. Robertson, 463 U.S. 248, 267-68 (1983) (holding that
because the father had not established a relationship with the child, he was not de-
nied equal protection).

62. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 838, 823 P.2d at 1228, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 627.

63. Id. at 83839, 823 P.2d at 1228-29, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 627-28. See In re Raquel
Marie X, 6560 N.E.2d 418, 424, (N.Y. 1990), revd, 173 A.D.2d 709 (1992) (observing
that the protection of a natural father's constitutional parental rights is dependent on
his opportunity to develop a meaningful relationship with the child).

64. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 839, 823 P.2d at 1229, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 628. See In re
Baby Girl Eason, 296, 358 S.E.2d 459, 463 (Ga. 1987) (holding that a natural father
who tries to develop a relationship with his children should be given the same rights
as the mother).
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Court’s assertion that “[g]ender-based . . . distinctions must serve impor-
tant governmental objectives and ‘must be substantially related to
achievement of those objectives’ in order to withstand judicial scrutiny
under the Equal Protection Clause,” determined that intermediate scru-
tiny was appropriate in this case.* ,

Although the United States Supreme Court cases generally supported
the argument of the petitioner, the court also considered relevant Cali-
fornia decisions regarding the rights of unwed fathers.” The court ob-
served that its prior cases provided little aid to the present case, except
for one finding that “the state may not deny biological parents the op-
portunity to establish a protected custodial relationship.”® Similarly,
relevant court of appeal cases were not instructive because they applied
the statutory scheme with little constitutional analysis.® However, a re-
cent court of appeal decision held that to the extent they violated a natu-
ral father's constitutional rights, state legislative enactments disallowing
the use of the detriment standard were prohibited.” The court reiterated
its belief that the legislature intended to create a distinction between the

" rights of a natural father and the rights of a mother and presumed father;
the issue at hand was whether this statutory scheme was constitution-
a.l.ﬂl .

65. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 834, 823 P.2d at 1226, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 625 (quoting

Mohammed, 441 U.S. at 388 (holding that the distinction between unwed mothers and

. unwed fathers is violative of equal protection because the distinction is not substan-
tially related to the State's interest)). See generally Karen A. Koeppe, Comment, The
Rights of Unwed Fathers Are Being Violated Under California’s Statutory Scheme in
Light of the United States Supreme Court Decision in Caban v. Mochammed, 23 SAN-
TA CLARA L. REv. 899 (1983). .

56. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 845, 823 P.2d at 1233, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 632.

57. Id. at 83944, 823 P.2d at 1229-34, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 628-32.

58. Id. at 839-40, 823 P.2d at 1229-30, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 628-29 (quoting Elizabeth
Buchanan, The Constitutional Rights of Unwed Fathers Before and After Lehr v.
Robertson, 456 OHIO ST. L.J. 313, 351 (1984)).

69. See In re Adoption of Marie R., 79 Cal. App. 3d 624, 145 Cal. Rptr. 122 (Ct.
App. 1978), overruled by 1 Cal. 4th 849 (1992); W.E.J. v. Superior Court, 100 Cal.
App. 3d 303, 160 Cal. Rptr. 862 (1979).

60. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 843, 823 P.2d at 1232, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 631. See
Jermstad v. McNelis, 210 Cal. App. 3d 528, 549-50, 258 Cal. Rptr. 519, 53132 (Ct
App. 1989). The Jermstad court held that the legislature intended to preserve the
detriment standard in cases where not doing so would deprive a parent the opportu-
nity to establish a parental relationship—a requirement of the United States Supreme
Court’s construction of the Federal Constitution. Id. See supra note 18 and accompa-
nying text for an explanation of the use of parental preference in section 7017 pro-
ceedings.

61. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 849-50, 823 P.2d at 1236-37, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635-36.
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b. Application of the law to the present case

In deciding that the application of the statutory distinction between
natural fathers and presumed fathers in this case was unconstitutional,
the court applied the intermediate scrutiny test set forth by the United
States Supreme Court that gender-based distinctions between a biological
mother and father must serve important governmental objectives and be
substantially related to achievement of those objectives.” The court re-
jected the respondents’ argument that an unwed mother’s control over a
natural father’s rights furthers the state interest in adoption, and thus
serves the child’s best interest.® The court, however, asserted that the
proper governmental objective was the well-being of the child, an objec-
tive not necessarily served by adoption.* The court posited that al-
though at one time adoption might have been thought to be in the child’s
best interest due to a strong likelihood that an adoptive home would
have two parents, the changing concept of family and the increasing
number of single adoptive parents indicates that the overriding advantage
and interest of adoption might no longer exist.*

Next, the court rejected the respondents’ argument that the statutes
giving the mother control over the father’s rights are substantially related
to the child’s best interest because they facilitate adoption.* The court
asserted that this argument is flawed because it “assumes an unwed
mother’s decision to permit an immediate adoption of her newborn is
always preferable to custody by the natural father, even when he is a
demonstrably fit parent.”™

The court next observed that the two statutory alternatives by which a
father could obtain presumed father status under section 7004—marrying
the mother, or holding the child out as his own and receiving the child
into his home—are both within the mother’s control.® The court rea-
soned that because the mother can deny the father entrance to her
home, and deny the father the right to take the child into his home, the
father is forced to seek a court determination that he is a presumed

62. Id. at 846, 823 P.2d at 1232, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 631. See supra note 55 and ac-
companying text.
63. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 845, 823 P.2d at 1234, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 633.
Id.
Id. .
Id. at 846, 823 P.2d at 1234, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 633,
Id.
Id. at 847, 823 P.2d at 1235, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 634.

BIZ&R
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father in order to obtain custody.” However, the statute prevents him
from becoming a presumed father until he receives the child into his
home, the very thing he was prevented from doing without the court
order. Furthermore, a mere showing that adoption by third parties would
be in the child’s best interest was enough to terminate the father's
rights.” Thus, a father who is “ready, willing, and able to exercise the
full measure of his parental responsibilities” is left with no recourse.” In
contrast, the court observed that mothers, or natural fathers allowed by
the mother to become a presumed father, even if “unready, unwilling,
and unable,” were entitled to protection of their parental rights short of a
showing of unfitness, a much more difficult standard to prove than the
best interest standard.”

The court concluded that section 7004(a)(4) and the surrounding statu-
tory framework were constitutionally unfair to both the child and the
father.” The court reasoned that if a child whose mother wants to-sever
legal ties with him or her is fortunate enough to have a fit natural father
who wants to rear him or her, the child should not be denied the advan-
tage of being reared by a natural parent.” Furthermore, if a natural fa-
ther is willing and fit to be a parent, and the mother is unwilling to rear
the child, the father should not be denied the right to do so on a mere
showing that it is not in the child’s best interest.” The court then cre-
ated a presumption that the child’s well-being is “best served by continu-
ation of the father’s parental relationship.”™ If, after a consideration of
all the relevant factors, the father is determined to be committed to his
parental responsibilities, he should be afforded protection of his parental
rights equal to that of the mother’s rights regardless of whether he is a
presumed father under the statutory scheme.”

The court limited it’s holding by stating that the statutory distinction
between natural and presumed fathers is unconstitutional “only to the
extent that it is applied to an unwed father . . . demonstrat[ing] a full

69. Id.

70. Id. at 848, 823 P.2d at 1236-37, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 634-35,

71. Id. at 847, 823 P.2d at 1235, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 634.

72. Id.

73. Id. at 849, 823 P.2d at 1236, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635.

74. Id. at 848, 823 P.2d at 1235, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 634.

76. Id. at 848, 823 P.2d at 1236, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635.

76. Id. at 849, 823 P.2d at 1236, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635.

T7. Id. Some factors to be considered are the father's conduct before and since
the child's birth, his efforts to assume his parental responsibilities, his “willing-
ness . . . to assume full custody of the child—not merely to block adoption by oth-
‘ers,” the father's public acknowledgement that he is the natural father, and his finan-
cial aid to the mother with pregnancy and birth expenses. /d. at 849, 823 P.2d at
1236-37, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 635-36.
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commitment to his parental responsibilities.”™ The court remanded the
case to the trial court to decide whether the petitioner demonstrated a
full commitment to his parental responsibilities, instructing the trial court
to consider the reasonableness of the petitioner’'s conduct since he
learned that he was the child’s father.” If the trial court answers this
question in the affirmative, then a fitness standard must be applied, with
a clear and convincing evidentiary standard, to determine whether the
petitioner has the right under section 221.20 to withhold his consent to
the adoption.” Finally, the court asserted that this decision shall be ret-
roactive as to all cases not yet final.*

B. Justice Mosk's Concurring and Dissenting Opinion

Justice Mosk agreed with the majority that the natural father’s parental
rights should not have been terminated in this case.* However, he dis-
sented to the majority’s use of constitutional analysis in reaching its
decision expressing that such analysis was unnecessary and “create[d]
needless uncertainty in the application of statutory categories that have
been consistently employed for almost 20 years.”™

Justice Mosk asserted that the proper law upon which to base this
decision was the doctrine of equitable estoppel.* According to Justice
Mosk, the rule of estoppel provides the preclusion of a party’s benefit
from his own conduct when such conduct is “designed to prevent deter-
mination of the truth and a resolution based thereon.” Justice Mosk
reasoned that the use of an estoppel theory rather than a constitutional
theory would yield a just result in this case without creating a danger-
ously far-reaching precedent.® Justice Mosk would have remanded this

78. Id. at 849, 823 P.2d at 1237, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 636.

79. Id. at 860, 823 P.2d at 1237, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 636.

80. Id. at 851, 823 P.2d at 1238, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 637.

81. Id.

82. Id. at 852, 823 P.2d at 1239, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 638 (Mosk, J., concurring and
dissenting).

83. Id. (Mosk, J., concurring and dissenting).

84. Id. at 853, 823 P.2d at 1239, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 638 (Mosk, J., concurring and
dissenting).

86. Id. (Mosk, J.,, concwrring and dissenting). Justice Mosk pointed out that the
doctrine of equitable estoppel has been used in prior family law cases. For example,
see Guardianship of Ethan S., 221 Cal. App. 3d 1403, 1415, 271 Cal. Rptr. 121, 129
(Ct. App. 1990) (estopping the mother’s husband, who had once admitted he was not
the natural father, from relying on a presumption of paternity).

86. Kelsey S., 1 Cal. 4th at 853-54, 823 P.2d at 123940, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 638-39
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case to the trial court to determine, based on the rule of equitable estop-
pel, whether the mother should be estopped from denying that the father
had become a presumed father.”

III. CONCLUSION

In Adoption of Kelsey S., the court held that a biological father may be
accorded parental rights when his attempt to achieve presumed father
status is thwarted by the child’s mother and he “promptly comes forward
and demonstrates a full commitment to his parental responsibilities.”™
One probable effect of this decision will be a drop in" the number of
adoptions, at least where a natural parent wants custody of the child.
Furthermore, this decision shows that California is willing to disaffirm
statutes which are adverse to the rights of “thwarted fathers.” Califor-
nia trial courts will now be required in custody hearings to give consider-
ation to a fit, committed, natural father equal to the consideration given
to a presumed father.”

The Kelsey S. holding might also give natural fathers a greater right to
custody of their children than the mother’s husband who rears the child
on a daily basis. Unfortunately, this protection of the father's rights may
often be at the expense of the child’s best interest.” The emphasis on
~ whether a natural father is granted custody of his child has been shifted
from his relationship with the mother to his relationship with the
child.® This may cause the mother to think more seriously about her
decision of whether to relinquish her own custody of the child.®

NANCY G. DRAGUTSKY

(Mosk, J., concurring and dissenting).

87. Id. at 854, 823 P.2d at 1240, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 639 (Mosk J., concurring and
dissenting).

88. Id. at 849, 823 P.2d at 1237, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 636.

89. Stephanie B. Goldberg, Having My Baby, Unwed Fathers Score Victory in Cali-
Jornia, 78 AB.A. J. 84 (1992).

90. The following recent California Court of Appeal decisions have followed Kelsey
S.: In re Reylene A, 7 Cal. App. 4th 1822, 10 Cal. Rptr. 2d 121 (Ct. App. 1992); In
re Sarah C., 8 Cal. App. 4th 964, 11 Cal. Rptr. 2d 414 (Ct. App. 1992); Adoption of Mi-
chael H., 8 Cal. App. 4th 1633, 11 Cal. Rptr. 2d 261 (Ct. App. 1992); In re Heather
B., NO. CO10299, 1992 WL 219227 (Cal. Ct. App. Sept. 14, 1992); /n re Cassandra V.,
NO. FO16248, 1992 WL 274741 (Cal. Ct. App. Oct. 9, 1992).

91. Goldberg, supra note 89, )

92. Goldberg, supra note 83 (citing In re Marie Raquel X, 559 N.E2d 418 (N.Y.
1990)).

93. Goldberg, supra note 89.

374



[Vol. 20: 257, 1992] California Supreme Court Survey
PEPPERDINE LAW REVIEW

IX. LABOR LAW

A.  The termination of an employee in retaliation for truthful
testimony concerning a co-worker’s sexual harassment claim
is contrary to public policy, actionable, and neither preempt-
ed by the California Fair Employment and Housing Act nor
barred by the exclusive remedy provision of the Workers’
Compensation Act: Gantt v. Sentry Insurance.

1. INTRODUCTION

In Gantt v. Sentry Insurance,' the California Supreme Court ruled
that an employee can bring an action against an employer for wrongful
termination in contravention of public policy.? Further, the court held

1. 1 Cal. 4th 1083, 824 P.2d 680, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 874 (1992). Justice Arabian
wrote the majority opinion, in which Chief Justice Lucas and Justices Panelli, Baxter,
and George joined. Justice Kennard wrote a separate opinion concurring in part and
dissenting in part, in which Justice Mosk joined. /d. :

2. Id. The plaintiff, Vincent A. Gantt, was a sales manager for the defendant, Sen-
try Insurance. Joyce Bruno, a co-worker who reported to Gantt, complained to him
that she was being sexually harassed by another manager, Gary Desser. The plaintiff
reported this to his supervisor and to an employee who was responsible for receiving
sexual harassment complaints, The harassment continued and the plaintiff spoke with
them a second time. Shortly thereafter, Bruno was transferred and then firedBruno
filed a complaint with the Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH),
alleging harassment against Desser and failure of management to correct the problem.
At this point, Caroline Fribance, Sentry's in-house counsel, began investigating the
matter. Gantt spoke with Fribance, ultimately reporting that Fribance was pressuring
him to retract his prior statement. Subsequently, Gantt’s superiors cautioned him that
he was disliked in the company, and lowered Gantt's performance rating.

When the DFEH investigation began, Gantt initially met with the investigator
secretly, who promised him protection from retaliation for his unfavorable testimony.
Prior to his official interview with DFEH, Gantt again spoke with Fribance, who re-
peatedly reminded him that he was Bruno's only support for Bruno’s harassment
claim. Fribance also informed Gantt of his ratings demotion. Following Gantt's DFEH
interview, in which he continued to support Bruno’s claim, Fribance suggested to the
investigator that it was Gantt himself who had harassed Bruno and his testimony was
merely a diversionary tactic.

Two months later, the company demoted Gantt and deprived him of the work
materials necessary to function in his new job. During the next month, Gantt experi-
enced a series of illnesses and took a vacation and sick leave. Gantt finally took a
job with another company and then filed lawsuit. The jury returned a special verdict
for Gantt, awarding him $1.34 million. The court of appeals affirmed the judgment as
to Sentry Insurance. The California Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the appel-
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that the exclusive remedy provision of the Workers’ Compensation Act®
does not grant an employer immunity for acts contrary to public policy
and that the California Fair Employment and Housing Act' did not pre-
empt such a claim.’ In its holding, the court indicated that it must deter-
mine public policy by examining constitutional and statutory provisions.®
The court, relying primarily on its decision in Tameny v. Atlantic Rich-
Jfield Co.,” held that the employer's attempts to persuade the plaintiff to
withhold information from state investigators constituted an act contrary
to public policy, and, therefore, that plaintiff could maintain an action
against the employer.?

II. TREATMENT 61-‘ THE CASE

The court began its analysis by examining the public policy exception
to at-will employment.” The public policy exception, first recognized in
Tameny, provides that an at-will employee may bring a tort action when
discharged for performing an act that public policy would encourage or
failing to perform an act that public policy would discourage.” For pub-
lic policy to be the basis for such a claim, the policy must affect society
and be “fundamental,’ ‘substantial’ and ‘well established’.”' This vague
definition gave the courts broad discretion to.determine public policy.”
However, in practice, only a small number of courts have found an act to
be in violation of public policy absent statutory or constitutional provi-

.sions evidencing that policy.” Based on that fact, in conjunction with
the general presumption that courts should defer to the legislature in
matters of public policy, the court ruled that a public policy exception

late court. Id. at 1087-89, 824 P.2d at 682-83, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 876-77.

3. CaL. LaB. CoDE § 3602 (West 1989).

4, CaL. Gov'T CODE § 12940 (West 1992).

B. Gantt, 1 Cal. 4th at 1086, 824 P.2d at 681, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 875.

6. Id. at 1095, 824 P.2d at 688, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 882.

7. 27 Cal. 3d 167, 610 P.2d 1330, 164 Cal. Rptr. 839 (1980). The plaintiff-employee
was wrongfully terminated for refusing to participate in an illegal price-fixing scheme.
The supreme court held that the employee could maintain a tort action against the
employer. Id. at 169-70.

8. Gantt, 1 Cal. 4th at 1097, 824 P.2d at 689, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 883.

9. Id. at 1089, 824 P.2d at 683, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 874. For information on public
policy exceptions to at-will contracts, see 82 AM. JUR. 2D Workers' Compensation §§
1182 (1992); 20 ALLEN P. WILKINSON & EDWARD BARKER, CALIFORNIA PRACTICE, TORT
Law § 422 (1991); 2 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law §§ 167-170 (9th ed.
1987). )

10. Gantt, 1 Cal. 4th at 1090, 824 P.2d at 683, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 877.

11. Id. (quoting Foley v. Interactive Data Corp., 47 Cal. 3d 654, 670, 765 P.2d 373,
379, 264 Cal. Rptr. 211, 217 (1988)).

12. Id.

13. Id.
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should be “carefully tethered to fundamerital policies that are delineated
in constitutional or statutory provisions.”*

The court next examined whether the defendant’s actions were con-
trary to constitutional or legislative declarations.® The legislature had
specifically prohibited the obstruction of Department of Fair Em-
ployment and Housing (DFEH) investigations through the Fair Employ-
ment and Housing Act.” As a result, the court held that any attempt by
an employer to convince an employee to lie to a DFEH investigator was
clearly against state public policy.” Therefore, the court ruled that the
plaintiff had established a valid claim under the public policy exception
in-Tameny."

Having established the existence of a public policy exception and the
validity of the plaintiff's claim under that exception, the court addressed
whether the Workers’ Compensation Act preempted the plaintiff's
Tameny claim.” The Workers’ Compensation Act contains an exclusive
remedy provision® for employee injuries in cases in which the
employer’s acts both caused the injury and were. within the normal scope
of the employment relationship.? However, the court noted that the

14. Id. at 1095, 824 P.2d at 68788, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 881-82.
16. Id. :
16. CaL Gov'rt CopE § 12975 (West 1992). Tlus section provides:

Any person who shall willfully resist, prevent, impede or interfere with any
member of the department or the commission or any of its agents or em-
ployees in the performance of duties pursuant to the provisions of this part
relating to employment discrimination, or who shall in any manner willfully
violate an order of the commission relating to such matter, is guilty of a
misdemeanor, punishable by imprisonment in a county jail, not exceeding six
months, or by a fine not exceeding one thousand dollars ($1000), or both.
Id. ’

17. Gantt, 1 Cal. 4th at 1097 824 P.2d at 689, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 883.

18. Id.

19. For a general overview of the Workers' Compensation Act, see 65 CAL. JUR.
3p, Work Injury Compensation §§ 1-16 (1981); 2 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA
Law §§ 65-11 (Sth ed. 1987).

20. CAL LaB. CoDE § 3602 (West 1989). Section 3602(a) provides in pertinent part
“Where the conditions of compensation set forth in Section 3600 concur, the right to
recover such compensation is . . . the sole and exclusive remedy of the employee or
his or her dependents against the employer.” Id.

21. Gantt, 1 Cal. 4th at 1099, 824 P.2d at 691, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 885. For informa-
tion on the exclusive remedy provision of the Worker's Compensation Act, see 82
AM. JuRr. 2D Workers’ Compensation §§ 62-115 (1992); 1 CaL. Law orF Emp. INJ. §
11.01-11.02 (Warren L. Hanna ed., 2d ed. 1992); 65 CaL Jur. 3D Work Injury Com-
pensation §§ 22-28 (1981); 99 C.J.S. Workmen's Compensation §§ 918-935 (1960);" 20
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scope of the exclusive remedy of the Workers’ Compensation Act is not
universal, and that numerous situations are outside the exclusive remedy
provision.® '

The defendant argued that it is improper to distinguish between em-
ployees who suffer injury from standard industrial causes and those who
suffer injury from sexual or racial discrimination.® The court rejected
this argument, however, stating that the distinction is made to preserve
“public policy and sound morality.” The court reasoned that since the
Tameny cause of action “reflects a duty imposed by law upon all em-
ployers in order to implement . . . fundamental public policies,” it clearly
falls outside of the exclusive remedy provision.* Therefore, the court
concluded that the exclusive remedy provision of the Workers’ Compen-
sation Act does not preempt a Tameny action for tortious discharge in
contravention of public policy.”

Justice Kennard wrote a separate opinion, concurring in part and dis-
senting in part” She agreed with the court’s findings that the plaintiff
was entitled to bring a Tameny cause of action, which did not conflict
with the exclusive remedy provisions of the Workers' Compensation
Act.® However, Justice Kennard dissented from the court’s analysis of
what constitutes public policy.? She noted that the court went beyond
the facts of the case to create a definition of public policy because the
plaintiff had not presented public policy that was not founded in statuto-
ry or constitutional provision; therefore, the holding as to this issue was
mere dictum.® Further, she disagreed with the majority’s view that only
statutory or constitutionally based policies are firmly established and
important.” She suggested that there are other valid sources of public

ALLEN P. WILKINSON & EDWARD BARKER, CALIFORNIA PRACTICE, TORT Law § 42.8 (1991);
2 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law §§ 25-35 (9th ed. 1987).

22. Gantt, 1 Cal. 4th at 1100, 824 P.2d at 691, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 885.

23. Id.

24. Id. at 1100-01, 824 P.2d at 691-92, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 885-86.

25. Id. at 1098, 824 P.2d at 690, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 884 (quoting Foley v. Interac-
tive Data Corp., 47 Cal. 3d 654, 668, 765 P.2d 373, 378, 254 Cal. Rptr. 211, 216
(1988)).

26. Id. at 1101, 824 P.2d at 692, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 886 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting).

27. Id. at 1101-04, 824 P.2d at 692-694, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 886-88 (Kennard, J., con-
curring and dissenting).

28. Id. at 1101, 824 P.2d at 692, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 886 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting).

29. Id. (Kennard, J., concurring and dissenting).

30. Id. at 1102, 824 P.2d at 692-93, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 886-87 (Kennard, J., concur-
ring and dissenting).

31. Id. at 1103, 824 P.2d at 693-94, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 887-88 (Kennard, J., concur-
ring and dissenting).
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policy, such as judicial decisions and codes of professional ethics, which
provide safeguards similar to statutory and constitutional provisions.®
Justice Kennard summarized by stating, “Courts should not be foreclosed
from adjudicating wrongful discharge cases based on violations of public
policy springing from nonstatutory and nonconstitutional sources.™

III. CONCLUSION

By hoelding the exclusive remedy provision of the Workers’ Compen-
sation Act inapplicable to employers whose acts are contrary to public
policy, the court acted in strict accordance with the line of cases starting
with Tameny and continuing through Foley.* These cases have made it
clear that the focus is on “the public interest in not permitting employers
to impose as a condition of employment a requirement that an employee
act in a manner contrary to fundamental public policy.”™

However, it is not the outcome of this case that is of particular inter-
est. Rather, it is the route the majority chose to take in order to reach
the outcome that is of particular interest. The majority went out of its
way to create a rule limiting the available sources of public policy to
statutory and constitutional provisions.® As Justice Kennard empha-
sized, the facts of this case did not demand that the court address the
issue of defining public policy.” Apparently, the court was concerned
with creating a consistent framework by which lower courts could ana-
lyze questions of public policy.*

Even though the court may have overstepped its bounds in creating
the rule, it is doubtful that the rule will have any substantial impact.
Although California courts have differed on whether they should restrict
public policy to statutory and constitutional authority, no cases have

32. Id. at 1103, 824 P.2d at 693, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 887 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting).

33. Id. at 1104, 824 P.2d at 694, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 888 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting).

34. Id. at 1101, 824 P.2d at 692, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 886.

35. Id. (quoting Foley, 47 Cal. 3d at 667 n.7, 766 P.2d 377 n.7, 254 Cal. Rptr. 215

n.7). .

36. Id. at 1103, 824 P.2d at 693, 4 Cal. Rptr. at 874 (Kennard, J., concurring and
dissenting). ]

37. Id. at 1102, 824 P.2d at 69293, 4 Cal. Rptr. at 886-87 (Kennard, J., concurring
and dissenting).

38. Id. at 1092-93, 824 P.2d at 868, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 880 (observing that the low-
er courts are divided as to how to determine public policy).
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challenged this restriction on public policy. As a result, opinions advocat-
ing an expansion of public policy have all been limited to dicta.” There-
fore, it is difficult to imagine a factual scenario upon which this holdmg
will have any substantial impact.

DaviD C. WRIGHT

B. Section 3601 of the California Labor Code prohibits injured
" employees from bringing actions against co-employees where
the co-employees acted within the scope of their emptoyment
Hendy v. Losse.

In Hendy v. Losse,' the California Supreme Court interpreted the ef-
fect of section 3601 of the California Labor Code® on the right of an em-
ployee to bring an action against a co-employee.’ The court concluded
that when an employee is harmed by a co-employee acting within the
scope of their employment, section 3601 bars the injured employee from
bringing an action against the co-employee.*

39. Id. at 1093, 824 P.2d at 686, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 880 (citing Dabbs v. Cardiopul-
monary Management Servs., 188 Cal. App. 3d 1437, 144344, 234 Cal. Rptr. 129, 133
(1987); Garcia v. Rockwell Int'l Corp., 187 Cal. App. 3d 1556, 15661, 232 Cal. Rptr.
490, 492 (1986); Koehrer v. Superior Court, 181 Cal. App. 3d 1155, 1165-67, 226 Cal.
Rptr. 820, 825-26 (1986)).

1. 54 Cal. 3d 723, 819 P.2d 1, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d 543 (1991). In Hendy, John Hendy,
a professional football player for the San Diego Chargers, brought a medical malprac-
tice suit against the team’s physician, Gary Losse. On August 11, 1986 and May 28,
1987, Hendy incurred injuries to his right knee. The injuries were the result of
Hendy's employment by the Chargers. After both' injuries, the defendant examined
Hendy and advised him to continue playing football. As a result of the defendant's
diagnoses, Hendy suffered irreparable injury to his right knee. Hendy brought actions
against both the Chargers and Losse; the actions against the Chargers, however, were
later dismissed. /d. at 728 n.3, 819 P.2d at 4 n3, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 546 n.3. The
defendant demurred to the action for medical malpractice. The trial court sustained
the demurrer without leave to amend, stating that section 3602 barred the action. /d.
at 728, 819 P.2d at 4, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 546. The court of appeal reversed. /d. The
California Supreme Court reversed, sustaining the defendant’s demurrer without leave
to amend. Id. at 743, 819 P.2d at 14, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 556.

2. Section 3601(a) states in pertinent part:

Where the conditions of compensation set forth in Section 3600 concur, the
right to recover such compensation, pursuant to the provisions of this divi-
sion is, except as specifically provided in this section, the exclusive remedy
for injury or death of an employee against any other employee of the em-
ployer acting within the scope of his or her employment . . . .

CAL. LAB. CODE § 3601(a) (West 1989).
3. Hendy, 54 Cal 3d at 727, 819 P.2d at 2, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 545,
4. Id. at 739, 819 P.2d at 11, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 553. Justice Baxter authored the
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. The California Supreme Court noted that prior to the 1959 amendment
of section 3601,° co-employees possessed the common law right to sue
one another.® However, the court stated that following the amendments
of section 3601 in 1959’ and 1982°.an employee could not sue a co-em-
ployee unless the co-employee was acting beyond the scope of his em-
ployment.’ Therefore, because the defendant was acting within the scope
of his employment,“.’ the court opined that. section 3601 barred the
pla.mtlff's action."

In light of the clear limitation established by section 3601, the ruling of
the court appears to be reasonable. Moreover, through strict application
of section 3601, the California Supreme Court has established a test for
co-employee liability courts can easily apply.

RICHARD JOHN BERGSTROM III

unanimous opinion, in which Chief Justice Lucas and Justices Mosk, Panelli, Kennard,
Arabian and George concurred.

6. For the original text of section 3601, see Act of Aug. 27, 1937, ch. 90, § 3601,
1937 Cal. Stat. 185, 269 (to be codified at CAL. LAB. CoDE § 3601).

6. Baugh v. Rodgers, 24 Cal. 2d 200, 214, 148 P.2d 633, 641 (1944) (stating that
workers’ compensation laws did not prohibit an employee from suing another employ-
ee). : '

7. Act of Sept. 18, 1959, ch. 1189, § 1, 1959 Cal Stat. 3275, 3275-76 (to be codi-
fied at CaL LaB. CODE § 3601).

8. Act of Sept. 13, 1982, ch. 922, § 5, 1982 Cal. Stat. 3363, 3366 (to be codified at
CAL. LaB. CoDE § 3601). For the relevant portion of section 3601(a), see supra note
2. - .
9. Hendy, 64 Cal. 3d at 738-39, 819 P.2d at 10-11, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 652-63. See
generally 656 CAL. JUR. 3D Work Injury Compensation § 28 (1981); Annotation, Right
to Maintain Direct Action Against Fellow Employee For Injury or Death Covered by
Workkmen's Compensation, 21 ALR. 30 845 (1968); STANFORD D. HERLICK, CALIFORNIA
"WORKERS' COMPENSATION HANDBOOK 11TH § 12. 10 (1991) (discussing the right of an
employee to sue a fellow employee).

10. Hendy, 54 Cal. 3d at 74041, 819 P.2d at 12, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 554. Co-employ-
ees are within the scope of employment when -“engaged in any active service for the
employer.” Saala v. McFarland, 63 Cal. 2d 124, 130, 403 P.2d 400, 404, 45 Cal. Rptr.
144, 148 (1965). See generally 2 B.- WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Workers’
Compensation §§ 63-64 (9th ed. 1987); Kent Frewing, Note, Workmen's Compensation:
Negligent Co-employee's Personal Liability Defined: Saala v. McFarland (Cal. 1965),
6 SANTA CLARA L. REv. 100 (1965) (discussing the meaning of the phrase “within the
scope of employment”).

11. Hendy, 54 Cal. 3d at 727, 819 P.2d at 3, 1 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 545.
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X. PrODUCTS LIABILITY

Patrons harmed by a substance in served food, natural to
that food, may state cause of action in negligence, but not
under theory of strict liability, breach of implied warranty of
merchantability, or fitness: Mexicali Rose v. Superior
Court.

1. INTRODUCTION

In Mexicali Rose v. Superior Court,' the California Supreme Court
held that a cause of action in negligence lay for throat injuries resulting
from a chicken bone concealed in a chicken enchilada that was served to
a patron.? The holding of Mexicali Rose partially overrules the fifty-year-
old precedent of Mix v. Ingersoll Candy Co.,® where the court held that
a substance causing injury which is natural to the food served, such as a
chicken bone in a chicken dish, can never lead to tort or implied warran-
ty liability.' The Mexicali Rose court, however, did reaffirm the ruling in
Mix that an object foreign to the food, such as a piece of glass, wire, or
a nail, gives rise to actions in strict liability, implied warranty, and neg-
ligence.’

The plaintiff in the instant case was served a chicken enchilada at the
defendant restaurant. The plaintiff choked on a one-inch chicken bone
concealed within the enchilada and sustained serious throat injuries.® He

1. 1 Cal. 4th 617, 822 P.2d 1292, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d 145 (1992); see also New Court
Decisions: Torts, 60 U.S.C.W. 2508 (Feb. 18, 1992) (summary of opinion); Reasonable
Expectations of Restaurant Customer May Be Basis for Negligence Action for Inju-
ries Caused by Object in Food, Cal. Sup. Ct. Serv. (Barclay's Law Publishers) 28
(Jan. 28, 1992) (summary of opinion). :

2. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 634, 822 P.2d at 1304, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 157.
Chief Justice Lucas wrote the majority opinion in which Justices Panelli, Baxter, and
George concurred. Justice Mosk wrote a dissenting opinion, joined by Justice
Kennard. Justice Arabian wrote a separate dissenting opinion,

3. 6 Cal. 2d 674, 59 P.2d 144 (1936).

4. Id. at 682, 569 P.2d at 148,

6. Id. For discussion regarding products liability for served food, see 50 CAL. JUR.
3D Products Liability § 42 (1979 & Supp. 1992) (liability for food in general); 3 B.
WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Sales §§ 101, 105 (9th ed. 1987 & Supp. 1992)
(implied warranty with service of food and breach of warranty); 6 B. WITKIN, SuM-
MARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Torts § 956 (9th ed. 1988 & Supp. 1992) (negligence liabili-
ty for food); 36 AM. JUR. 2D Food §§ 84-106 (1967 & Supp. 1992) (civil liability); 63
AM. JUR. 2D Products Liability §§489, 49799, 672-73 (1984 & Supp. 1992) (food); 36A
C.J.S. Food §§ 67-71 (1961 & Supp. 1992) (liability in general); 77 CJ.S. Sales § 331
(1961 & Supp. 1992) (implied warranty).

6. The plaintiff underwent three throat operations and amassed medical bills in
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sued under theories of strict liability, implied warranty, and negligence.’
The defendant demurred to the action, arguing that Mix precluded any of
the stated causes of action since chicken bones were natural to the
chicken dish.® The trial court denied the demurrer on the grounds that
Mix was more than fifty years old, and thus, did not express the present
state of the law.” The court of appeal disagreed with this reasoning, de-
claring that under stare decisis, Mix controlled.” Thus, the court or-
dered that the demurrer be granted." The supreme court granted review
to consider the continuing validity of Mix."

II. TREATMENT

Mix distinguished bones and other substances that are “natural” to
certain kinds of foods from “foreign” substances, which cannot be an-
ticipated by the reasonable consumer.” In Mix, a consumer could not
state a cause of action for injuries from a chicken bone in a chicken pot
pie since the substance was natural to the dish." The court stated,
“Bones which are natural to the type of meat served cannot legitimately
be called a foreign substance, and a consumer who eats meat dishes
ought to anticipate and be on his guard against such bones.”® Under the
foreign-natural test, a substance natural to the type of food served could
never lead to tort or implied warranty liability, whereas a foreign sub-
stance could.”

excess of $25,000. Philip Hager, Case Challenges Doctrine Protectmg Restaurants, L.A.
TmMES, Nov. 3, 1991, at A3.

7. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 620, 822 P.2d at 1294, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 147.

8. Id

9. Id.

10. Id.

11. Id.

12. Id. at 619, 822 P.2d at 1293, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 146.

13. Mix v. Ingersoll Candy Co., 6 Cal. 2d 674, 681-82, 59 P.2d 144, 148 (1936).

4. Id

16. Id.

16. For discussion regarding foreign-natural and reasonable expectation tests, see
generally 63 AM. JUR. 2D Products Liability § 227 (1984 & Supp. 1992); 3 RONALD A
ANDERSON, ANDERSON ON THE UNIFORM COMMERCIAL CODE §§ 2-314:184 to 2-314:185 (3d
ed. 1983 & Supp. 1991); 3 SAMUEL WILLISTON, WILLISTON ON SALES § 18-10, at 102-04
(Alphonse M. Squillante & John R. Fonseca, eds., 4th ed. 1974 & Supp. 1990); Charles
R. Janes, Note, Products Liability—The Test of Consumer Expectation for “Natural”
Defects in Food Products, 37 OHio ST. LJ. 634 (1976); Mary Ann Luetto, Comment,
Attack of the Killer Enchilada: The Chicken Bone Law Revisited, 17 W. St. U. L.
Rev. 420 (1990); Stacy L. Mojica, Note, Breach of Implied Warranty: Has the For-
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The Mexicali Rose court noted that the Mix ruling had been followed
for thirty years in California” and some other jurisdictions,” but that
courts had recently deviated from strict application of the ruling.”
These courts reasoned that ultimate liability should not rest on the for-
eign-natural distinction, but on “whether the consumer reasonably should
have anticipated the natural injury-producing substance in the food."®
Other courts abandoned the foreign-natural distinction entirely, basing
liability solely on the reasonable expectation of the consumer.? In this

eign/Natural Test Lost Its Bite?, 20 MEM. ST. U. L. REv. 377 (1990); Jane M. Draper,
Annotation, Liability for Injury or Death Allegedly Caused by Food Product Contain-
ing Object Related to, but Not Intended to Be in, Product, 2 A.L.R.5TH 189 (1992).

17. See, e.g., Shapiro v. Hotel, 132-F.. Supp. 891 (S.D. Cal. 1855) (fish bone in Hot
Barquette of Seafood Momay natural); Evart v. Suli, 211 Cal. App. 3d 605, 2569 Cal.
Rptr. 535 (1989) (requiring “natural” substance to be natural to dish and reasonably
anticipated by consumer, and declaring bone in hamburger not reasonably expected);
Maiss v. Hatch, 8 Cal. Rptr. 351 (Cal. App. Dep'’t Super. Ct. 1960) (beef bone in ham-
burger natural); Lamb v. Hill, 112 Cal. App. 2d 41, 245 P.2d 316 (1952).(chicken bone
splinter in chicken pie natural); Silva v. F.W. Woolworth Co., 28 Cal. App. 2d 649, 83
P.2d 76 (1938) (precludmg recovery :under Mix since bone in roast turkey dlsh natu-
ral).

18. See, e.g.,, Adams v. Great Atlantic & Pacxﬁc Tea Co., 112 S.E.2d 92 (N C. 1960)
(grain of corn in corn flakes); Norris v. Pig'n Whistle Sandwich Shop, 53 S.E.2d 718
(Ga. Ct. App. 1949) (bone in barbecued pork sandwich); Goodwin v. Country Club of
Peoria, 54 N.E.2d 612 (Ill. App. Ct. 1944) (chicken bone in creamed chicken); Brown
v. Nebiker, 296 N.-W. 366 (ITowa 1941) (sliver of bone in-pork chop natural). But see
Jackson v. Nestle-Beigh, Inc., 669 N.E.2d 1119 (Il. App. Ct. 1991), qff'd, 589 N.E.2d
587 (1l 1992) (specifically rejecting the foreign-natural doctrine adopted 47 years
earlier); Goodman v. Wenco Management, 394 S.E.2d 832 (N.C. Ct. App. 1990) (allow-
ing suit for sizable bone in hamburger patty).- See generally supra note 16.

19. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 626-31, 822 P.2d at 1297-1301, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
160-54. The court cited a string of Lousiana cases and a lower California court deci-
sion to support this proposition. See infra note 26 for case citations. Justice Arabian
in his dissent mocked the majority’s representation of Lousiana’s law as a “trend.” /d.
at 647, 822 P.2d at 1312, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 165 (Arabian, J., dissenting). In addition,
Justice Mosk noted that a California Court of Appeals decision held that a' patron
could sue for a bone fragment in ‘a hamburger but never suggested the claim should
be limited to proving negligence. Id. at 640, 822 P.2d at 1308, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 161
(Mosk, J., dissenting). Thus, Evart implied that the test used was a reasonable expec-
tation test. Id. See Evart v. Suli, 211 Cal. App. 3d 665, 269 Cal. Rptr. 5635 (1989)
(holding that substance must be natural as well as one not reasonably expected to
preclude a cause of action).

20. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 625, 822 P.2d at 1298, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 151 (cit-
ing Brown v. Nebiker, 296 N.W. 366 (lowa 1941) and Allen v. Grafton, 164 N.E.2d
167 (Ohio 1960)). But see Thompson v. Lawson Milk Co., 356 N.E.2d 309 (Ohio Ct.
App. 1976) (applying pure reasonable expectation test). -

21. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 641, 822 P.2d at 130809, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 161-62
(Mosk, J., dissenting) (citing numerous cases following the reasonable expectation
test); Id. at 651, 822 P.2d at 1315, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 168 (Arabian; J., dissenting)
(adding to Justice Mosk’s list). E.g., Zabner v. Howard Johnson's, Inc., 201 So. 2d 824
(Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1967); Phillips v. West Springfield, 540 N.E.2d 1331 (Mass. 1989);
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context, the naturalness of the substdnce is only important in determin-
ing whether the consumer might have reasonably expected to find such
an object in the food served.”?

Critics of the foreign-natural test complain that it assumes that average
consumers would anticipate finding any or all sorts of natural objects in
their food.® Thus, some courts follow the “reasonable expectation” ap-
proach, arguing that some natural substances are just as unanticipated as
foreign substances.?

.Many cases adopting a reasonable expectation test, however, did not reject com-
pletely the foreign-natural test when the injury was caused by a substance natural
to the food served . . . . In these cases, the “naturalness” of the substance is used
to determine which theory of recovery should be allowed—strict liability, implied .
warranty and/or negligence. When it is found that the injury-producing substance
is natural to the food product, such as a chicken bone in a chicken pie, these
.courts have applied the Mix rule to hold an injured plaintiff cannot state a cause"
of action based on the breach of the iniplied warranty of merchantability or strict
products liability, because it is a matter of common knowledge that the natural .
substance is occasionally found in the food served. These courts have departed:
from Miz, however, in holding that under the same facts, an action can be stated
in negligence for the failure to exercise reasonable care in the food preparation.®

Betehia v. Cape Cod Corp., 103 N.W.2d 64 (Wis. 1960). See generally supra note 16.

22. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 649, 822 P.2d at 1316, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 167 (Ara-
bian, J., dissenting) (relying on language in Zabner, 201 So. 2d at 826).

23. Id. at 649, 822 P.2d at 1314, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 167 (Arabian, J., dissenting)
(quoting Zabmer, 201 So. 2d at 826). For example, one does not expect to find bones
in a hamburger, or pearls in processed oysters. O'Dell v. DeJeans Packing Co., 585
P.2d 399, 402 (Okla. Ct. App. 1978). .-

The dissenters’ frustrations stem from- the. difficulty in determining what is “natu-
ral” to the preparation of the dish. See Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 634-35, 822 P.2d
at 1304, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 157 (Mosk, J., dissenting); id. at 645 n.1, 822 P.2d at 1311
n.l, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 164 n.l (Arabian, J, dissenting). Justice Arabian pointed out
that this approach could allow as “natural” a chicken beak in a chicken dish or a
cow’s eyeball in a hamburger. Id. However, the majority maintained that only sub-
stances natural to the preparation of the product will be considered natural to the
product. Id. at 630 n.5, 822 P.2d at 1301 n.5, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 154 n.5. Courts may
apply the test 'so that unanticipated natural substances will not be considered natural
to the preparation of the dish, thereby reaching a result similar to the reasonable
expectation test under negligence. However, because a bone in a hamburger is con-
sidered “foreign” since it .is not part of the dish’s preparation, the majority would
also allow causes of action under implied warranty and strict liability. See id. at 633,
822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 156. See generally Janes, supra note 9, at 652
(criticizing the foreign-natural test for insulating food processors from liability even if
the technology ‘exists to remove injurious natural substances from food).

24. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 638, 822 P.2d at 1306, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 159
(Mosk, J., dissenting); Draper, supra note 16, at 202.

26. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 626, 822 P.2d at 1298, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d ‘at 151 See
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The court agreed with the defense that a patron could not reasonably
expect a chicken pie to be free of all bones.” However, the court em-
braced the trend allowing an action in negligence for substances natural
to the food.” The court reasoned that the duty of care to make a dish
free of injury causing substances is not affected by whether the object is
natural or foreign—the same danger of injury exists.® This new rule
corresponds with modern developments in tort law that require persons
to exercise ordinary care to prevent injuries when in a position to exer-
cise control over another.? Yet even under this stricter approach, res-
taurant owners still retain traditional negligence defenses, including com-
parative negligence.”

The court concluded that the Mix foreign-natural test “should be re-
jected as the exclusive test for determining liability when a substance
natural to food injures a restaurant patron.”™ Instead, the court an-
nounced the following as the proper test for the trier of fact:

If the injury-producing substance is natural to the preparation of the food
served, it can be said that it was reasonably expected by its very nature and the
food cannot be determined unfit or defective. A plaintiff in such a case has no
cause of action in strict liability or implied warranty. If, however, the presence of
the natural substance is due to a restauranteur’s failure to exercise due care in
food preparation, the injured patron may sue under a negligence theory.

If the injury-causing substance is foreign to the food served, then the injured
patron may 'also state a cause of action in implied warranty and strict liability,
and the trier of fact will determine whether the substance (i) could be reasonably
expected by the average consumer and (ii) rendered the food unfit or defective.”

Justice Mosk, in a strong dissent, pointed out the difficulty of deter-

Musso v. Picadilly Cafeterias, Inc., 178 So. 2d 421, 426 (La. Ct. App. 1965) (allowing
negligence claim when natural substance caused injury); Loyacano v. Continental Ins.
Co., 283 So. 2d 302, 306 (La. Ct. App. 1973) (looking to patron’s reasonable expecta-
tions in determining negligence liability); Title v. Pontchartrain Hotel, 449 So. 2d 677,
679 (La. Ct. App. 1984) (explaining two-tiered approach of natural/foreign test, fol-
lowed by reasonable expectation to determine negligence); Evart v. Suli, 211 Cal.
App. 3d 605, 269 Cal. Rptr. 535 (1989) (see supra note 17).

26. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 631, 822 P.2d at 1302, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 155.

27. Id. at 632, 822 P.2d at 1302-03, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 155-56.

28. See id. at 632, 822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 156. Justice Mosk cited this
as another reason for eliminating the foreign-natural distinction. Id. at 635, 822 P.2d
at 1304, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 157 (Mosk, J., dissenting). ’

20, Id. at 632, 822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 156. See Brown v. Superior
Court, 44 Cal. 3d 1049, 261 P.2d 470, 245 Cal. Rptr. 412 (1988) (reviewing strict prod-
uct liability law in California).

30. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 633, 822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 156. See
generally 6 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Torts § 1082 (Oth ed. 1988 &
Supp. 1992) (discussing comparative negligence).

31. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 633, 822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 156.

32. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 633, 822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 156.
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mining whether a substance is natural,® especially in reference to pro-
cessed foods,” and the unfairness of burdening a consumer with costs
against which she has no protection. He argued that the overriding con-
cern in such cases is public health, and that the Mix rule did not serve
this concern.* Furthermore, he stated, “A natural object may cause as
much harm and be just as unanticipated as a foreign object in food, so
that it is simply illogical to distinguish between the two solely on the
basis of their provenance.™

Justice Mosk claimed that a clear majority of courts have abandoned
the foreign-natural distinction in favor of the reasonable expectation
test.” He also argued that the foreign-natural test violates the intent be-
hind the warranty provisions of the Uniform Commercial Code.®

Justice Arabian also dissented, claiming that the majority’s ruling was
at odds with “fundamental fairness, public policy, and common
sense.” Advocating adoption of the reasonable expectation test, Justice
Arabian emphasized the principles underlying warranty and argued that
because the seller was in the position to prevent the harm, “public health
and consumer confidence mandate[d] ... [an unaware] consumer be
made whole.” Protecting the restaurateur from strict liability for natu-

33. Id. at 634-35, 822 P.2d at 1304, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 157 (Mosk, J., dissenting).

34. Id. at 638, 822 P.2d at 1307, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 160 (Mosk, J., dissenting).

35. Id. at 636-38, 822 P.2d at 1305-06, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 158-59 (Mosk, J., dissent-
ing) (“[T}here is no difference to public health whether the consumer is injured by
an unanticipated bit of bone or an unexpected bit of wire.”).

36. Id. at 638, 822 P.2d at 1306, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 159 (Mosk, J., dissenting) (em-
phasis added).

37. Id. at 64041, 822 P.2d at 1308-09, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 161-62 (Mosk, J., dissent-
ing). His claim is supported by a recent AL.R. annotation. See Draper, supra note 16.

38. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 642, 822 P.2d at 1309-10, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 16263
(Mosk, J., dissenting).

Application of the foreign/natural test rather than the reasonable expectations
test evidences a misunderstanding of the nature of the implied warranty of
merchantability with respect to food. The foreign/natural test presumes that
the implied warranty refers to the absence of any foreign substances in the
food. The true nature of the warranty, however, is that it guarantees that the
food will be merchantable, implying that the food can be consumed without
resulting injury or illness.
Id. (Mosk, J., dissenting) (quoting Mojica, supra note 16, at 407-08). See 3 ANDERSON, su-
pra note 16, § 2-314:185 at 272 (preferring reasonable expectation test); Luetto, supra
note 16, at 436, 439 (stating that pre-UCC courts apply foreign-natural test and post-
UCC courts apply reasonable expectation test).

39. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 645, 822 P.2d at 1311, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 164 (Ara-
bian, J., dissenting). ’

40. Id. at 645, 822 P.2d at 1311-12, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 164-65 (Arabian, J., dissent-
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ral objects does not serve this policy.

In accord with Justice Mosk, Justice Arabjian argued that the majority
of courts have adopted the reasonable expectation test and rejected the
foreign-natural distinction.” He cited a variety of sources criticizing the
Mix test as artificial, unworkable, and unsound.” He also attacked the
“ongoing vitality” of the Mix doctrine, concluding that only Georgia and
Louisiana support it.® Justice Arabian criticized the majority for suggest-
ing that California’s legislative history supported incorporating the for-
eign-natural distinction into the California Uniform Commercial Code.*
As he interpreted the legislative history, Mix was used only to establish
the sale of food and drink as a “sale” under the UCC, and not for the
purpose of supporting the natural-foreign distinction.*

III. CONCLUSION

In Mexicali Rose, the majority of the California Supreme Court struck
a precarious balance in substantially modifying, but not completely over-
ruling Mix. This sharply divided decision, with its virulent dissents, as
well as a nationwide split on the issue, indicates that the holding of
Mexicali Rose rests upon unstable ground. Nonetheless, the ruling gives
consumers some of the protection available in reasonable expectation ju-
risdictions by allowing negligence claims where the injury-causing sub-
stance is natural. This decision also protects restaurant owners by immu-
nizing them against strict liability and warranty actions where a natural
object causes injury.® With plaintiffs foreclosed from these causes of
action, courts will likely see an increase in the number of negligence
lawsuits for injuries caused by natural objects in food.”

The negligence requirement should provide significant protection to
restaurants against suits by patrons, since a plaintiff must prove all the
elements of negligence.® Particularly distressing for restaurant owners,
however, is the possible application of the res ipsa loquitur doctrine,
since the injury-producing food is normally in the exclusive control of
the restaurant.” While lower courts have applied the doctrine, the Cali-

ing). :
41. Id. at 647, 822 P.2d at 1313, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 165 (Arabian, J., dissenting).
42. Id. at 650, 822 P.2d at 1315, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 168 (Arabian, J., dissenting).
43. Id. at 651, 822 P.2d at 1316, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 169 (Arabian, J., dissenting).
44. Id. at 652, 822 P.2d at 1316, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 169 (Arabian, J., dissenting).
45. Id. (Arabian, J., dissenting). :
46. The court emphasized that the foreign-natural test does not apply in express
warranty situations. /d. at 631 n.6, 822 P.2d at 1301 n.6, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 154 n.6.
47. Hager, supra note 6, at A3.
48. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 633, 822 P.2d at 1303, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 166;
Hager, supra note 6, at A3.
49. See generally 1 B. WITKIN, CALIFORNIA EVIDENCE, Burden of Proof and Pre-
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fornia Supreme Court refrained from doing so in Mexicali Rose. Instead,
it left the decision to the lower courts to treat on a case-by-case basis.”

It is unlikely this ruling will appease critics of the foreign-natural test
since the court did not overrule its fundamental distinction. The court
has, however, taken some of the harshness out of the “natural” label by
allowing negligence claims. Theoretically, this should mean that restau-
rants will take more care in the preparation of food. Airline food prepa-
ration companies have already begun to worry about increased liabili-
ty." However, a diner must still be on guard against objects—especially
ones “natural” to the preparation of foods. The best advice, as it has
always been, is to chew one’s food carefully and thoroughly before swal-
lowing.

ADAM L. JOHNSON

XI. PROPERTY LAw

A sale of property with a simultaneous leaseback to a seller
constitutes a change in ownership subjecting the property to
reassessment: Pacific Southwest Realty Co. v. County of
Los Angeles. .

I. INTRODUCTION

Proposition 13,' enacted in 1978, provides that until a change in own-

sumptions §§ 272-273 (3d ed. 1986 & Supp. 1992) (res ipsa loquitur); 36A CJ.S. Food
§ 69(2) (1861 & Supp. 1992); 36 AM. JUR. 2D Food § 105 (1967 & Supp. 1992).

50. Mexicali Rose, 1 Cal. 4th at 633 n.9, 822 P.2d at 1303 n9, 4 Cal. Rptr. 2d at
166 n.9.

6l. See Overturned Case in California Said to Have Airline Liability Implica-
tions, 307 AVIATION DaILY 250 (Feb. 11, 1992).

1. CaL. Const. art. XIIIA (1978). Proposition 13 was a “tax revolt” initiative in-
tended to lower property taxes which had quadrupled in the 16 years preceding the
proposal. Id. It was adopted in the June 1978 primary election and added Article
XIMTA to the California Constitution. /d. Proposition 8 amended portions in the No-
vember 1978 general election. Id. See generally 1 KENNETH A. EHRMAN & SEAN FLa-
VIN, TAXING CALIFORNIA PROPERTY, §§ 2:01-40 (3d ed. 1988 & Supp. 1991) (Proposition
13); 9 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Taxation §§ 107-123 (9th ed. 1989 &
Supp. 1991) (Proposition 13 and its implementation); 51 CAL. JUR. 3D Property Taxes
§8 4368 (1979 & Supp. 1992) (assessment generally); Taxation; Implementation of
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ership occurs, real property is to be taxed at no more than one percent
of its 1975-76 value, adjusted for inflation? When ownership changes,
however, the property is reassessed at its current market value.® In Pacif-
ic Southwest Realty Co. v. County of Los Angeles,' a unanimous® su-
preme court determined that when a seller transfers a fee simple interest
to a buyer and simultaneously acquires a leasehold interest in the proper-
ty from the buyer, the property is subject to a real estate tax reassess-
ment.®

The parties to the action agreed on the facts. The plaintiff conveyed
title to an office building complex in fee simple absolute, while “except-
ing and reserving” a leasehold interest.” One tower on the property was
to be leased for at least sixty years and the other for at least twenty-one
months. Both the seller and buyer treated the transaction as a sale and
purchase, respectively, for federal and state income tax purposes. How-
ever, the seller claimed that since it retained exclusive use of the
buildings under the lease, there was no change in ownership, and .thus
asserted that the property should not be subject to a real estate tax reas-
sessment under Proposition 13. The trial court, relying on an exception
in section 62(e) of the Revenue and Taxation Code® held there was no

Proposition 13, 10 PAac. LJ. 573 (1979) (review of legislation); Taxation; Property
Tax Assessment and Collection Procedures, 11 Pac. LJ. 625 (1979) (review of legis-
lation and definition of change of ownership); Daniel G. Nauman, Local Government
Taxing Authority Under Proposition 13, Sw. U. L. REv. 796 (1978).

2. CAL. CoNsT, art. XIIIA, §§ 1-2 (1978).

8. Id. See generally 9 B. WITKIN, SUMMARY OF CALIFORNIA Law, Taxation §§ 112-
114 (9th ed. & Supp. 1992) (change in ownership in general, inclusions, and exclu-
sions).

4. 1 Cal. 4th 155, 820 P.2d 1046, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d 536 (1991). See also State Tax-
es—Sale and Leaseback Effects Change in Ownership Within Meaning of Prop. 13,
DALY REP. FOR EXECUTIVES, Jan. 9, 1992, at K11 (summary and full text of decision).

6. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 155, 820 P.2d at 1046, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 536. Justice
Mosk wrote the unanimous opinion in which Chief Justice Lucas, Justices Panelli,
Kennard, Arabian, Baxter, and pro tem Justice Lillie concurred. Id. Justice Lillie of
the Second District court of appeal sat in for Justice George who participated in -the
case at the appellate level. Id.

6. Id. at 159, 820 P.2d at 1048, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 538.

7. Id. The court of appeal held that this express reservation of an estate of years
was sufficient to exempt the transaction from a change of ownership under Revenue
and Taxation Code section 62(e). Id. See infra notes 28-32 and accompanying text
for the reasons why the supreme cowrt disagreed. The court of appeal distinguished
Industrial Indemnity Co. v. City and County of San Francisco, 218 Cal. App. 3d 999,
267 Cal. Rptr 445 (1990), which held that a sale-leaseback constituted a change in
ownership, by pointing out that no express reservation of an estate of years was
-made in that case. Pacific Southwest Realty Co. v. County of Los Angeles, 235 Cal.
App. 3d 1817, 1823, 280 Cal. Rptr. 155, 168 (Cal. Ct. App. 1991).

8. See notes 2832 and accompanying text for the supreme court’s analysis to the
contrary.
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change of ownership and entered judgment for the seller.” The court of
appeal affirmed.”

I TREATMENT

The supreme court reversed the court of appeal, and held that the
transaction was a change of ownership since it fulfilled the three-prong
test in Revenue and Tax Code section 60." Section 60 was intended to
be the overarching definition of a change in ownership.” Under the test,
a change of ownership occurs on “a transfer of a present interest in real
property, including the beneficial use thereof, the value of which is sub-
stantially equal to the value of the fee interest.””

The first prong was satisfied because the seller transferred the present
interest of a fee title to the buyer." Moreover, the leasehold did not de-
feat the transfer of a present interest because a leasehold is an interest
different in kind from a freehold.”

Next, the court determined the buyer had beneficial use of the prop-
erty, since he was entitled to exact rent at the market rate from the sell-
er.” In addition, the presumption that the owner of legal title also has

9. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 160, 820 P.2d at 1045, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 535,

10. Id.

11. Id. at 162-66, 820 P.2d at 1050-53, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 540-43.

12. Id. at 16162, 820 P.2d at 1050, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 540. The task force created
to establish uniform guidelines for implementing Proposition 13's change in ownership
provision specified the characteristics of a change in ownership in a single test. Id.
(quoting the Task Force Report on Property Tax Administration submitted to the
Assembly Committee on Revenue and Taxation on January 22, 1979). The task force
recommended that the test “control all transfers, both foreseen and unforeseen.” [d.
Thus, the court declared it important that all statutory examples, including the ex-
emptions, be interpreted consistent with the general test. /d. As applied in the instant
case, the test even controls exemptions whose plain meanings encompass the instant
transaction. Id. See infra notes 24-34 and accompanying text.

13. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 161-66, 820 P.2d at 1050, 2 Cal. Rptr. at 540. CAL. REV. &
TAX. CODE § 60 (West 1987 & Supp. 1992).

14. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 162-63, 820 P.2d at 1050-51, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 54041.

15. Id. An estate in fee simple is a freehold estate; a leasehold is not. See CAL.
Civ. CopE §§ 762, 765 (1982 & Supp. 1992) (estate in fee and chattels real). A free-
hold is an ownership interest, whereas a leaseholder has a mere possessory interest
in the land. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 162-63, 820 P.2d at 1050-51, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 540-
41. The seller in the instant case was left with an interest different in kind than
before the transaction. Id. The court held this sufficient to prove the transfer of a
present interest.

16. Id. at 163-64, 820 P.2d at 1051-562, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 541-42. See Industrial In-
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_ beneficial ti}t:lelZ was not rebutted because the seller offered no evidence
of a custodial or trust relationship.’® Furthermore, the fact that the buy-
er could not occupy the building as a result of the lease did not deprive
the buyer of the right to collect the value of the beneficial title as rent
from the seller.”

The third prong of the test was met because the value of the tra.ns-
ferred interest was equivalent to the value of a fee interest.” The prop-
erty was merely subject to the encumbrance of a leasehold interest.*
Moreover, if the property were resold, it would probably sell at the mar-
ket price.? Further, the third pi'ong was intended to insulate from reas-
sessment transfers of low value, such as a one-year lease.® Thus, the
transfer of the full value of the fee interest satisfied the requirement that
the substantial value of the fee interest pass.

After determining that the transfer resulted in a change of ownership
under the three-part test, the court found that no part of section 62 ex-
empted the conveyance from the change of ownership test.* Subdivision
(8) of section 62 exempts “[a]ny transfer of a lessor’s interest in taxable
real property subject to a lease with a remaining term (including renewal
options) of 35 years or more.”® However, the exemption was not intend-
ed to apply to a sale and leaseback transaction.” Although the lease was

demnity Co. V. City and County of San Francisco, 218 Cal. App. 3d 999, 267 Cal.
Rptr. 446 (Cal. Ct. App. 1990) (equating beneficial use with the right to receive rent).

17. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 163-64, 820 P.2d at 1051-52, 2 Cal. Rptr. at 54142. “The
owner of the legal title to property is presumed to be the owner of the full benefi-
cial title. This presumption may be rebutted only by clear and convincing proof.” Id.
(citing CAL. EviD. CODE § 662 (West 1987 & Supp. 1992)).

18. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 164, 820 P.2d at 1051-62, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 541-52.

19. Id.

20. Id.

21. I o

22. Id. at 166, 820 P.2d at 1053, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 543.

23. Id. A one-year lease would not be considered a change in ownership since the
value of the interest is not substantially equal to the fee interest. Id. By contrast, the
creation of a 35-year lease would achieve a change in ownership because the value
of the lease transferred is substantially equal to the fee value. /d. See CAL. REvV. &
TAax. CoDE § 61(c)(1) (West 1987 & Supp. 1992) (specifically including lease of 35
years or more as change in ownership).

24. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 166-71, 820 P.2d at 1053-65, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 543-55.

26. CAL. REv. & Tax. CoDE § 62(g) (West 1987 & Supp. 1992).

26. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 167, 820 P.2d at 1054, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 544. The excep-
tion was intended to apply when property is sold subject to a long-term lease. Id. It
protects long-term lessees who are obligated to pay property taxes under lease agree-
ments, because a sale by the lessor will not be considered a change in ownership.
Id. 1t is consistent with the task force report that the party with the primary eco-
nomic interest in the property control changes in ownership. /d. The sale-leaseback is
too far removed from the intent behind the exception. Id. at 16768, 820 P.2d at
1064-65, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 544-45.
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executed prior to the sale, it could not be considered a “remaining term”
because it was not in existence at the time of the transaction.”

The supreme court also found inapposite the exemption applied by the
court of appeals.® Subdivision (e) of section 62 exempts “[a]ny trans-
fer . .. whose terms reserve . .. an estate of years.”” Although superfi-
cially the transaction fit under the language of the exemption, such an
inclusion would be contrary to the finding that a sale-leaseback is not a
change 'of ownership under section 60.® The 62(e) exception was in-
"tended to protect parents who commonly want to convey family property
to their children, yet retain the right to live in the family home the rest of
their lives.” The legislature did not intend for a sale and leaseback trans-
action to fall within section 62(e).”

Finally, the court stated that to the extent section 462(k)(4) of title 18
of the California Code of Regulations conflicted with the Revenue and
Tax Code, its enforcement was proscribed.® The finding of a change in
ownership under section 60 controlled over the rule as well as the excep-
tions above.*

27. Id. at 167, 820 P.2d at 1054, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 544.

28. Id.

29. CAL. REv. & Tax. CoDE § 62(e) (West 1987 & Supp 1892).

30. Id :

31. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 170, 820 P.2d at 1056, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 546.

32. M.

33. Id. Section 462, subdivision (k)(4) of title 18 of the California Code' of Regula-
tions provides: “Sale and leaseback. A sale of real property, coupled with a leaseback
which is not reserved to the transferor by terms of the sale instrument, constitutes a
change in ownership of such property.” CAL. CODE REGs. tit. 18, § 462(k)(4) (1990).
The trial court read the negative pregnant of the rule to say “a sale of real property,
coupled with a lease-back, that is reserved to the transferor by the terms of the sale
instrument does not constitute a change in ownership,” thereby exempting the instant
transaction. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 170, 820 P.2d at 1056, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 546. The
court of appeal had reached the same conclusion. Pacific Southwest Realty Co. v.
County of Los Angeles, 235 Cal. App. 3d 1817, 1823, 280 Cal. Rptr. 155 169 (Cal. Ct.
App. 1991).

Although this interpretation is consistent with the plain meaning of the rule, the
supreme court once again determined it was superseded by the change of ownership
finding under Revenue and Taxation Code 60. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 171, 820 P.2d at
1066, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 546.

34. Pacific, 1 Cal. 4th at 170, 820 P.2d at 1056, 2 Cal. Rptr. 2d at 546.
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III. CONCLUSION

The supreme court’s finding in the present case was a tax victory for
cities and counties because real property involved in sale-leaseback
transactions will now be reassessed at current market value. Moreover,
the ruling in the instant case means an additional $10 million in revenue
for the county of Los Angeles. A similar case pending in San Francisco
will generate an additional $18 million in taxes for the city.”

This decision, however, is a blow to banks and businesses that raise
capital by using the confusion over whether a sale-leaseback constitutes
a change of ownership.* The sale-leaseback transaction allows a seller
to use his or her property to generate capital without relinquishing con-
trol. It also provides companies in need of depreciation deductions or
investment opportunities a property in fee with a guarantee of a long-
term lease. However, as a result of the court’s holding, these transactions
are not attractive because assessments will no longer be calculated at
their 1975-76 rates.”

It is unclear just how many banks and thrifts have raised capital
through sale-leasebacks, but the practice is thought to be widespread.®
Many sale-leasebacks have been challenged as changes in ownership by
assessors.” The individual impact on institutions will depend on wheth-
er they paid the full tax and filed for a refund, or simply paid the lower
rate.” Those that paid taxes assessed at the 1975-76 rate are in for the
unpleasant surprise of an unexpected tax liability.

ADAM L. JOHNSON

XII. TORT LAwW

When an on-duty police officer misuses his authority by
raping a woman whom he has detained, (1) the officer’s
actions are within the course of his employment and (2) the
public entity that employs the officer may be liable under the
doctrine of respondeat superior: Mary M. v. City of

Los Angeles.

35. California Changes Tax Treatment of Leasebacks, NAT'L MORTGAGE NEwS, Jan.
6, 1992, at 5.

36. Id.

37. Justices See Through Sale-leaseback Gambit, L.A. DaILY J., Jan. 13, 1992, at 6.

38. California Changes Tax Treatment of Leasebacks, supra note 35.

39. Id

40. Id.
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I  INTRODUCTION

The California Supreme Court’s decision in Mary M. v. City of Los
Angeles' addressed the issue of whether a governmeht employer may be
held liable under the doctrine of respondeat superior when an on-duty
police officer rapes a woman after having detained her for erratic driv-
ing.?2 For the doctrine to apply, the court had to determine whether the
officer’s actions came within the scope of his employment.® The five-
justice majority* held in the affirmative on substantive tort law princi-
ples,” emphasizing the unique position of authority and trust that police
officers occupy in our society.®

1. 54 Cal 3d 202, 814 P.2d 1341, 285 Cal. Rptr. 99 (1991). i

2. Id. at 207, 814 P.2d at 1342, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 100. See infra notes 21-32 and
accompanying text. '

3. Mary M., 54 Cal 3d at 209, 814 P.2d at 1344, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 102. See infra
notes 3345 and accompanying text.

4. Mary M., 54 Cal. 3d at 202, 814 P.2d at 1341, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 99. Justice
Kennard wrote the majority opinion. in which. Justices Mosk, Panelli, and Broussard
concurred. Justice Arabian filed a concurring opinion. Justice Baxter, joined by Chief
Justice Lucas, filed an opinion concurring only in the judgment.

5. Id. at 221, 814 P.2d at 1352, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 110. Justices Baxter and Lucas
agreed with the majority that the city was liable in this case, but reached that con-
clusion using only the narrow procedural ground of the invited error doctrine. Id. at
226-28, 814 P.2d at 135457, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 112-15 (Baxter, J., concurring). Their
intense disagreement with the majority's “vicarious liability” and “scope of employ-
ment” analysis makes Justice Baxter's opinion appear more like a dissent. Lisa
Stansky, Cities Can Face Liability In Cases of Police Rape, THE RECORDER, Sept. 6,
1991, at 1. Basically, Justice Baxter disagreed with the majority’s scope of employ-
ment and public employer liability analysis because such issues are govermned by stat-
ute (namely, the California Tort Claims Act of 1963) which precludes judicial justifi-
cation based solely on policy and case law. Mary M., 54 Cal. 3d at 228-30, 814 P.2d
at 135758, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 116-16 (Baxter, J., concurring). See infra note 51.

6. Mary M., 64 Cal. 3d at 206, 814 P.2d at 1342, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 100. The court
stated:

[Slociety has granted police officers extraordinary power and authority over

its citizenry. An officer who detains an individual is acting as the official

representative of the state, with all of its coercive power. As visible symbols

of that power, an officer is given a distinctively marked car, a uniform, a

badge, and a gun . . . . Inherent in this formidable power is the potential for

abuse, .

Id. at 216-17, 814 P.2d at 1349, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 107.
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II. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The plaintiff, Mary M., was driving home by herself early in the morn-
ing of October 3, 1991." At about 2:30 a.m., Sergeant Schroyer of the Los
Angeles Police Department stopped the plaintiff for erratic driving and
administered a field sobriety test.® Schroyer was wearing his badge and
uniform, carrying a gun, and driving the traditional black-and-white pa-
trol car.’

Not having performed the field sobriety test well, Mary M. began to
cry, pleading with Schroyer not to take her to jail.® Schroyer told her to
get into his police car.”" He then drove to the plaintiff's home where he
told her he “expected payment” for not taking her to jail.? When Mary
M. tried to escape from within her own house, Schroyer threatened to
take her to jail. Once she stopped struggling, he raped her.” This se-
quence of events led to the filing of criminal charges against Schroyer
and a subsequent conviction of rape with a state prison sentence.”

The plaintiff then filed a civil action for damages against both Schroyer
and the City of Los Angeles as his employer.”® The jury awarded the
plaintiff $150,000 in damages, for which the trial court held the officer
and the City of Los Angeles jointly and severally liable.”” The appellate
court reversed, holding that, as a matter of law, a police officer’s act of
rape was not within the scope of his employment.”® Granting review, the

7. Id. at 206-07, 814 P.2d at 1342, 285 Cal. Rptr. at 100.

8. Id. at 207, 81