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REPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION
COMMISSION FOR THE YEAR 1955

I. FUNCTION OF COMMISSION

The California Law Revision Commission was ereated by Chapter
1445 of the Statutes of 1953. The commission consists of one Member
of the Senate, one Member of the Assembly, seven members appointed
by the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate, and the
Legislative Counsel who is an ex officio, nonvoting member.

The principal duties of the Law Revision Commission are set forth
in Section 10330 of the Government Code which provides that the com-
mission shall, within the limitations imposed by Seetion 10335 of the
Government Code:

(a)

(b)

(c)
(a)

Examine the common law and statutes of the State and judicial decisions fbr
the purpose of discovering defects and anachronisms in the law and recom-
mending needed reforms.

Receive and consider proposed changes in the law recommended by the
American Law Institute, the National Conference of Commissioners on Uni-
form State Laws, any bar association or other learned bodies.

Receive and consider suggestions from judges, justices, public officials, law-
yers, and the public generally as to defects and anachronisms in the law.
Recommend, from time to time, such changes in the law as it deems neces-
sary to modify or eliminate antiquated and inequitable rules of law, and to
bring the law of this State into harmony with modern conditions.!

The commission’s program is fixed in accordance with Seetion 10335
of the Government Code which provides:

The commission shall file a report at each regular session of the Legislature

which shall contain a calendar of topics selected by it for study, including a
list of the studies in progress and a list of topics intended for future considera-
tion. After the filing of its first report the commission shall confine its studies
to those topics set forth in the calendar contained in its last preceding report
which are thereafter approved for its study by concurrent resolution of the
Legislature. The commission shall also study any topic which the Legislature,
by concurrent resolution, refers to it for such study.

1The commission is also direcied to recommend the express repeal of all statutes
repealed by implication, or held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the
State or the Supreme Court of the United States. CAL. GovT. CODE Section 10331.
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ll. PERSONNEL OF COMMISSION

Hon. Jess R. Dorsey of Bakersfield, Member of the Senate for the
Thirty-fourth Senatorial District, was reappointed as the Senate mem-
ber of the commission.

The term of Hon. Stanford C. Shaw of Ontario, Member of the
Assembly for the Seventy-second Assembly District, expired at the end
of his term of office in the Assembly on December 31, 1954 and Hon.
Clark L. Bradley of San Jose, Member of the Assembly for the Twenty-
eighth Assembly District, was appointed to that position. Mr. Shaw
was subsequently appointed to the commission by Governor Knight in
January 1955 and was reappointed by the Governor in November 1955
upon the expiration of that term.

Hon. Richard C. Fildew resigned from the commission in April 1955
upon his appointment as Judge of the Municipal Court in Pasadena and
the Governor appointed Mr. Joseph A. Ball of Long Beach in his place.
Mr. Ball was reappointed to the commission in November 1955 at the
end of his first term of office.

Mr. John D. Babbage of Riverside was reappointed to the commission
b%r the Governor in November 1955 upon the expiration of his first term
of office.

As of the date of this report the membership of the Law Revision

Commission is:
Term expires
San Francisco Chairman October 1, 1957
__Riverside Vice Chairman October 1, 1959
_Bakersfield Senate Member *

Thomas E. Stanton, Jr.
John D. Babbage____
Hon. Jess R. Dorsey_

Hon. Clark L. Bradley _—__San Jose  Assembly Member *

Joseph A, Ball____ ___Long Beach Member October 1, 1959
Bert W. Levit___ __San Francisco Member October 1, 1957
Stanford C. Shaw_._..____ _______ Ontario Member October 1, 1959
John Harold Swan _ .——Sacramento  Member October 1, 1957
Samuel D. Thurman___________ Stanford Member October 1, 1955
Ralph N. Kleps_._.______.____ Sacramento  ex officio member **

The Law Revision Commission held its second election of officers in
November 1955. Mr. Thomas E. Stanton, Jr. was re-elected chairman
and Mr. John D. Babbage was re-elected vice chairman.

Shortly after its organization in 1954 the commission selected Stanford
Law School as its headquarters and Professor John R. McDonough, Jr.
of the law sehool faculty to serve as its executive secretary on a half-
time basis. This arrangement, which makes available to the commis-
sion without cost a suite of offices in the Stanford Law School, the law
library and other researeh facilities of the school, and the counsel of
its faculty has worked well and is being continued. On February 1,
1955, Mrs. Virginia B. Nordby was appointed assistant executive sec-
retary of the commission.

* The legislative members of the commission serve at the pleasure of the appointing

power.
** The Legislative Counsel is an ex officio nonvoting member of the Law Revision
Commission.
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lll. SUMMARY OF WORK OF COMMISSION

During 1955 the Law Revision Commission was engaged in four
tasks:

(1) Presentation of its 1955 legislative program to the Legislature ; 2

(2) Work on the several assignments given to the eommission by
the 1955 Session of the Legislature to be completed for presentation to
the 1956 and 1957 Sessions; 3

(3) Preparation of a calendar of topies selected for study to be sub-
mitted to the Legislature for its approval at the 1956 Session, pursuant
to Section 10335 of the Government Code;* and

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

The commission has developed effective procedures for performing
the various assignments given to it by the Legislature. Most of the
research studies which the commission determines are necessary will
be done by experts in the fields of law involved, retained as research
consultants to the commission. This is the procedure followed by the
New York Law Revision Commission. It should prove economical
because expert research consultants do not have to acquire the con-
siderable background necessary to understand the specific problems
under study. The commission has retained several research consultants
on studies which it is currently making and its experience to date with
this procedure has been satisfactory.

The commission assigns each of its studies to a committee of its mem-
bers. The committee meets with the research consultant at the outset
to discuss the problem with him. The consultant then makes a study
and prepares a report. The report is considered by the committee and
then by the commission as a whole which determines what report and
recommendation it will make to the Legislature. In the case of each
study which it makes the commission’s report to the Legislature will
include (1) its own official report and recommendation and a draft of
any legislation necessary to effectuate its recommendation and (2) the
research consultant’s report which the commission considered in reach-
ing its conclusions.

The commission met four times in 1955: on March 18 and 19 in
Sacramento; on June 25 in Los Angeles; on September 16 and 17 in
San Francisco; and on November 11 and 12 in Los Angeles. In addi-
tion, various committees of the commission met on several occasions
during the year.

- see kart IV of this report, p. 10 infra.

3 See Part V A and Part VI of this report, pp. 12, 15 infra.
+See Part V B of this report, p. 14 infra.

5 See Part VII of this report, p. 17 infra.
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IV. 1955 LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM OF COMMISSION
A. TOPICS SELECTED FOR STUDY

Pursuant to Section 10335 of the Government Code, the Law Re-
vision Commission included in its 1955 report to the Legislature a list
of 23 topies which it had selected for study. Hon. Jess R. Dorsey, the
Senate member of the commission, and Hon. Clark L. Bradley, the
Assembly member of the commission, introduced a concurrent resolu-
tion authorizing the commission to study these topics. The Legislature
approved 16 of the topics for study by the commission.® These topics
are included in the list of studies in progress contained in this report.?

B. PARTIAL REVISION OF EDUCATION CODE

The commission was directed by Chapter 1682 of the Statutes of 1953
to undertake a revision of the Education Code. This work was begun
immediately after the commission was organized in June 1954. By
January 1955 the commission had prepared two Education Code re-
vision bills which were introduced by Senator Dorsey and Assemblyman
Bradley. One bill revised the parts of the code which concern the com-
position of school district governing boards and the election, appoint-
ment, and recall of governing board members. The other revised eertain
other sections of the code by repealing obsolete sections, clarifying
ambiguous sections, and resolving conflicts between sections of the code.
Both bills were passed by the Legislature after some amendments, pri-
marily of a technical nature, and were signed by the Governor, becom-
ing, respectively, Chapters 799 and 877 of the Statutes of 1955. The
Legislature made a limited appropriation for the Education Code
assignment for Fiscal Year 1954-55 and these revisions were accom-
plished pursuant to that appropriation. For the commission’s con-
clusions concerning future work on revision of the Education Code see
its 1955 report to the Legislature at pages 12 to 14.

C. REVISION OF PROBATE CODE SECTIONS 640 TO 646

The commission was directed by Resolution Chapter 22, adopted in
1954 at the First Extraordinary Session of the Legislature, to make a
study of Sections 640 to 646 of the Probate Code, which provide for
summary distribution of estates not exceeding $2,500 in value, and to
prepare a draft of a revision of these sections bringing them into ac-
cord with the Inheritance Tax Law exemptions and the homestead pro-
visions of the Civil Code. The commission presented a report to the
1955 Session of the Legislature recommending: (1) that the maximum
value of an estate to be set aside under Sections 640 to 646 of the
Probate Code be increased from $2,500 to $5,000; (2) that the ‘‘other
estate’’ disqualification of survivors be increased from $5,000 to

6 Cal. Stat. 1955, res. c. 207.
7See Part V A of this report, p. 12 infra.
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REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION 11

$12,500; and (3) that certain other amendments be made to Probate
Code Sections 640 to 646 to make the law clearer and more equitable.
Senator Dorsey and Assemblyman Bradley introduced a bill which
embodied these recommendations. The bill was amended in the Assem-
bly to eliminate the proposed increase in the maximum size of estates
to be set aside and to make certain technical changes; as thus amended,
it was passed by the Legislature and signed by the Governor, becoming
Chapter 1183 of the Statutes of 1955.



V. CALENDAR OF TOPICS SELECTED FOR STUDY

A. STUDIES IN PROGRESS

1. Studies pursuant to Resolution Chapter 207, Statutes of 1955

The following topics, recommended by the Law Revision Commission
and approved by the 1955 Session of the Legislature, are now bemg
studied by the commission. (A description of each of these topies is
contained in the 1955 report of the commission to the Legislature.)

1. Whether the sections of the Civil Code prohibiting the suspension
of the absolute power of alienation should be repealed.®

2. Whether the courts of this State should be required or authorized
to take judicial notice of the law of foreign countries.?

3. Whether the Dead Man Statute should be repealed or, if not,
whether the rule with respect to waiver of the statute by the
taking of a deposition should be clarified.1?

4. Whether California should continue to follow the rule that sur-
vival of actions arising outside California is governed by Cali-
fornia law.1!

5. Whether Section 201.5 of the Probate Code should be revised
[treatment of separate property brought into California].!?

6. Whether Section 660 of the Code of Civil Procedure should be
amenldsed to specify the effective date of an order granting a new
trial.

7. Whether, when the defendant moves for a change of place of trial
of an action, the plaintiff should in all cases be permitted to oppose
the motion on the ground of the convenience of witnesses.4

8. Whether the law with respect to the “‘for and against’’ testimonial
privilege of husband and wife should be revised in certain re-
spects.1®

9. Revision of Sections 1377 and 1378 of the Penal Code to eliminate
certain obsolete language therein [compromise of misdemeanor
charge].!6

10. Resolution of conflict between Penal Code Section 19a, limiting
commitment to a county jail to one year in misdemeanor cases,
and other provisions of the Penal Code and other codes providing
for longer county jail sentences in misdemeanor cases.l”

11. Whether Sections 2201 and 3901 of the Corporations Code should
be made uniform with respect to notice to stockholders relating
to sale of all or substantially all of the assets of a eorporation.l8

:Is;e l;{rivx;om' OF CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION 18 (1955)
a

10 Id, at 20.
nrd. at 21.
2J1d. at 22,
18 Thid.

1 Jd. at 23.
5 1d, at 24,
16 Jd. at 26.
17 Id. at 27,
18 I'bid.

(12)



REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION 13

12. Whether the jury should be authorized to take a written copy of
the jury instructions into the jury room in civil as well as eriminal
cases.1®

13. Whether Sections 389 and 442 of the Code of Civil Procedure,
relating to bringing additional parties into a civil action by cross-
complaint, should be revised.??

14. Whether a statute should be enacted to make it unnecessary to
appoint an administrator in a quiet title action involving prop-
erty to which some claim was made by a person since deceased.?!

15. Whether, when the defendant in a divorece or annulment action
has defaulted, the court should be authorized to include an award
of attorney’s fees and costs in a decree of annulment or an inter-
locutory or final decree of divorce without requiring that an order
to show cause or notice of motion be served on the defendant.?2

16. Whether there is need for clarification of the law respecting the
duties of city and county legislative bodies in connection with
planning procedures and the enactment of zoning ordinances when
there is no planning commission.?®

The commission will submit a report on each of these topies to the
1957 Session of the Legislature.

2. Revision of Fish and Game Code pursuant to Resolution Chapter 204,
Statutes of 1955

Resolution Chapter 204 of the Statutes of 1955, which was sponsored
by Honorable Pauline Davis, Member of the Assembly for the Second
Assembly District, directs the Law Revision Commission to undertake
a study of the Fish and Game Code and to prepare a proposed revision
of such code which would eliminate obsolete, superseded, ambiguous,
anachronistie, and defective provisions thereof.

A preliminary study of this assignment revealed that it will involve
a substantial revision of the Fish and Game Code. Aceordingly, the
commission has arranged to have the Legislative Counsel prepare a
draft of a revised code for the commission’s consideration. The com-
mission has also discussed revision of the code with representatives of
the Fish and Game Commission and the Department of Fish and Game
and has been assured of their cooperation. In addition, the commission
has sent approximately 900 letters to interested persons and groups
throughout the State calling attention to its assignment to revise the
code and soliciting suggestions for such revision.

Copies of the draft code will be distributed to interested persons
throughout the State with a request that they study it and send their
comments to the commission. The commission will then decide, on the
basis of consideration of the draft code and the comments of interested
persons and groups, what revisions of the code should be recommended.

The commission will submit a report and a draft of a revised Fish
and Game Code to the 1957 Session of the Legislature.

1. at 28.
» Id. at 29.
#7d. at 30.

2 I1d. at 31.
2 Id. at 32.



14 REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION

B. TOPICS INTENDED FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION
Section 10335 of the Government Code provides:

The commission shall file a report at each regular session of the Legislature
which shall contain a calendar of topics selected by it for study, including a
list of the studies in progress and a list of topics intended for future considera-
tion. After the filing of its first report the commission shall confine its studies
to those topics set forth in the calendar contained in its last preceding report
which are thereafter approved for its study by concurrent resolution of the
Legislature. The commission shall also study any topic which the Legislature,
by concurrent resolution, refers to it for such study.

Pursuant to this section the commission reported a list of topics
which it had selected for study to the 1955 Session of the Legislature;
16 of these topics were approved and studies of them are in progress.
In addition, the Legislature referred the Fish and Game Code study
and a study of the Inheritance and Gift Tax Laws to the commission.
The commission’s report on its study of the Inheritance and Gift Tax
Laws is submitted herein. The commission expects to complete the bulk
of its work on the remaining studies by July 1, 1956, and to make
reports and recommendations on them to the 1957 Session of the Legis-
lature. It is, therefore, including in this report a list of 15 new topics
selected by it for study during Fiscal Year 1956-57. These topics are
set forth in Appendix A of this report.

The topics which the commission has selected are based in part on
suggestions received from judges, district attorneys, county counsels,
bar associations, practicing attorneys, law professors and others
throughout the State. The commission has also studied recent California
court decisions, law reviews published by California law schools, and
other pertinent source materials. From these sources the eommission
has selected subjects meriting study at this time. The legislative mem-
bers of the commission will introduce at the 1956 Session of the Legis-
lature a concurrent resolution authorizing the commission to study
these topies.



VI. REPORT ON STUDY OF INHERITANCE
AND GIFT TAX LAWS

By Resolution Chapter 205 of the Statutes of 1955 the California
Law Revision Commission was direeted and authorized ‘‘to study and
analyze the provisions of the inheritance and gift tax laws and the
federal estate and gift tax laws, and on the basis thereof to determine
what might be done in order to bring the California laws into eloser
accord with the federal.”” The commission was directed to submit a
report on the subject of its study, analysis and determination, together
with a draft of any proposed legislation in the matter, not later than
the 10th legislative day of the 1956 Session.

As directed by Resolution Chapter 205, in making its study, analysis
and determination the commission consulted with the Inheritance and
Gift Tax Division of the State Controller’s Office, with representatives
of the State Bar of California and with several attorneys engaged in
private practice who were interested in and informed on the subject
of the study. It then engaged Mr. James B. Frankel of the San Fran-
cisco Bar to make a study and report covering: (1) the points wherein
the California inheritance and gift tax laws differ from the federal
estate and gift tax laws; and (2) the feasibility of achieving conformity
between the two sets of laws. Mr. Frankel’s study is printed as Ap-
pendix B to this report.

On the basis of these consultations, consideration of the research
consultant’s study and its own deliberations, the commission has de-
termined as follows:

1. There are major and irreconcilable differences between the Cali-
fornia inheritance tax law and the federal estate tax law, both as to
the substance of the taxes and the procedure for determining and col-
lecting them. The federal estate tax is on the act of giving, falls on
the estate as a unit in the first instance, is based on the total value of
the estate, and is self assessed and reported in much the same manner
as the federal income tax. The California inheritance tax, on the other
hand, is on the receipt of property from the decedent, falls on the
beneficiary, is based not only on what he receives but also upon his
relationship to the decedent, and is assessed by the State Controller
and collected in the course of probate of the decedent’s estate. These
basic differences are reflected in rates, in exemptions, and in other
characteristics and incidents of the respective taxes.

The California gift tax and the federal gift tax are closely related
to their respective death taxes. Thus, there are many of the same
major and irreconcilable differences between them as exist between
the California inheritance tax and the federal estate tax.

These major differences between the respective death and gift taxes
make it impracticable to achieve any substantial degree of conformity
between California and federal law, save through the adoption of an
estate tax and related gift tax by California, both modeled closely on,
if not identical to, their federal counterparts.

2. Any study to determine the desirability of the adoption by this
State of an estate tax and related gift tax modeled on the federal

(15)



16 REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION

taxes, for the purpose of achieving conformity between the death and
gift tax laws of the two jurisdictions, should only be made after the
Legislature has determined, as a matter of policy, that it desires to
consider the abandonment of the inheritance tax concept and the adop-
tion of the estate tax concept.

3. Although substantial conformity between the existing California
inheritance and gift tax laws and the federal estate and gift tax laws can-
not be achieved, it would be possible to achieve conformity as to a num-
ber of matters of detail wherein the laws now differ and which are not
related to their basic differences. As is shown in the research consult-
ant’s study, some of these relate to the taxability of certain types of
transfers,?* deductions, exemptions and credits,?® valuation,2®¢ and tax-
ing procedure.2?

4. While the commission could study each of these points of differ-
ence and draft proposed legislation which would bring the California
laws into closer conformity with the federal laws, it questions whether
such legislation would serve any real purpose, so long as the basic
differences between the California laws and the federal laws continue
to exist. It believes that so long as California continues to adhere to
the inheritance tax as distinguished from the estate tax, the objective
should be to eliminate inequities, inefficiencies and loopholes in the
existing inheritance tax system, and that conformity with the federal
law should be sought only when such conformity will achieve this basic
objective.

5. There may be a question, however, as to whether the commission
is the most appropriate agency to make the type of study suggested
in paragraph 4. The Inheritance and Gift Tax Laws are administered
by the Inheritance and Gift Tax Division of the State Controller’s
Office, which is in day-to-day contact with the problems arising under
them. The commission’s prototype, the New York Law Revision Com-
mission, has consistently followed the policy that ‘‘Proposals relating
solely or primarily to matters within the special fields of other existing
departments and agencies of the government [are] referred to such
bodies.”” 28

In view of the foregoing determinations, the commission in complet-
ing its assignment has concluded that it should not submit any pro-
posed legislation pursuant to Resolution Chapter 205. If, after con-
sideration of the matters set forth above, the Legislature determines
either (a) that, as a matter of policy, it desires to consider the aban-
donment of the inheritance tax concept and the adoption of the estate
tax concept, or (b) that it desires to retain the inheritance tax concept
but to achieve conformity with the federal law as to matters of detail
which are not related to the basic differences between the two tax concepts,
or (c) that it desires to achieve conformity with the federal law only
where necessary to eliminate any inequities, inefficiencies or loopholes
in the existing inheritance and gift tax laws, the commission is pre-
pared to undertake such further study in this field as the Legislature
may direet by concurrent resolution.

2¢ See pp. 41-47 (estate) and pp. 56-57 (gift) infra.

2% See pp. 48-50 (estate) and pp. 57-58 (gift) infra.

2 See p. 51 (estateg and p. 58 (gift) infra.

27 See p. 52 (estate) and p. 59 (gift) infra.

28 RE(Pltgzs'rZ, )RECOMMENDATIONS AND STUDIES OF NEW YORK LAW REVISION COMMISSION 8



Vil. REPORT ON STATUTES REPEALED BY IMPLICATION
OR HELD UNCONSTITUTIONAL

Section 10331 of the Government Code provides:

The commission shall recommend the express repeal of all statutes repealed
by implication, or held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the State or
the Supreme Court of the United States.

In 1955 the commission reported that it had examined the cases
decided by the Supreme Court of the State and the Supreme Court of
the United States sinee January 1, 1953, the date of the most recent
report of the Legislative Counsel which included a report of statutes
held unconstitutional or repealed by implication, and that it had found
two decisions of the Supreme Court of California holding statutes of
the State unconstitutional :

(1) In State Board of Dry Cleaners v. Thrift-D-Lux Cleaners, Inc.,
40 Cal. 24 436, 254 P.2d 29 (19538) the court in a four to three deci-
sion held unconstitutional, under the due proeess clauses of the Con-
stitutions of the United States and of the State of California, the mini-
mum price provisions of the Dry Cleaners’ Act of 1945 (Business and
Professions Code Sections 9560 to 9567 and 9591).

(2) In People v. Building Maintenance Coniractors’ Assn., 41 Cal.
2d 719, 264 P.2d 31 (1953) the court unanimously held unconstitu-
tional for vagueness Section 16723 of the Business and Professions
Code. Section 16723 is a part of the Cartwright Act Antitrust Law
which prohibits certain trusts defined therein. Section 16723 provides
that the prohibition does not apply to a trust ‘‘the object and purpose
of which are to conduct operations at a reasonable profit or to market
at a reasonable profit those products which cannot otherwise be so mar-
keted.’”’ The court held that this section is not sufficiently clear to be
given effect.

The ecommission has examined the cases decided by the Supreme
Court of the State and the Supreme Court of the United States since
its 1955 report was prepared. No decision of either court holding any
statute of the State either unconstitutional or repealed by implication
has been found.

230383
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Viil. RECOMMENDATION

The Law Revision Commission respectfully recommends that the
Legislature authorize it to study the topics listed in Appendix A to

this report.

Respectfully submitted,

TroMAS E. STANTON, JR., Chatrman

JorN D. BABBAGE, Vice Chairman

JEss R. DorsEY, Member of the Senate

CrARK L. BraDLEY, Member of the Assembly
JosepH A. BaLL

BerT W. LEvVIT

StanrForp C. SHAW

JorN HAroLD SwaAN

SamuEL D. THURMAN

Raver N. Kieps, Legislative Counsel, ex officio

JoBN R. McDoNougH, Jr.

Ezecutive Secretary
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APPENDIX A

TOPICS INTENDED FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION

Topic No. 1:

A study to determine whether the Penal Code and the Vehicle Code should
be revised to eliminate certain overlapping provisions relating to the unlaw-
ful taking of a motor vehicle and the driving of a motor vehicle while intoxi-
cated.

There are provisions in both the Penal Code and the Vehicle Code
which deal with the unlawful taking of a motor vehicle and the driving
of a motor vehicle while intoxicated. This duplication appears to be un-
necessary and, in addition, creates some confusion.l

‘Unlawful Taking of a Motor Vehicle. Vehicle Code Section 503
provides that a person who drives or takes a vehicle without the con-
sent of the owner and with intent to either permanently or temporarily
deprive the owner of his title to or possession of the vehicle, whether
with or without intent to steal the same, is guilty of a felony. Penal
Code Section 499(b) provides that a person who takes a vehicle with-
out the consent of the owner for the purpose of temporarily using or
operating the same is guilty of a misdemeanor. '

Insofar as taking an automobile without the owner’s consent with
the intent to permanently deprive him of his property is concerned,
Vehicle Code Section 503 appears to duplicate Penal Code Section
487, which makes such a taking grand theft.? Vehicle Code Seection
503 also appears to duplicate Penal Code Section 499(b) with regard
to the offense of taking an automobile without the owner’s consent
with the intent to temporarily deprive him of his property. The courts
have apparently drawn a theoretical distinction between the latter
two sections based on whether the defendant intended to temporarily
deprive the owner of title or possession of the vehicle or whether he
merely intended to temporarily use or operate it.? This theoretical dis-
1The later-enacted provisions of the Vehicle Code did not repeal the Penal Code pro-

visions by implication. Vehicle Code Section 803(c) provides that the code does

not repeal any existing statute or part thereof except as expressly provided in

tSiect!%l2 802, None of the Penal Code sectlons discussed herein are listed in Sec-

on .

3 See, generally, People v. Kehoe, 83 Cal. 2d 711, 204 P. 2d 321 (1949) ; In re Connell,
68 Cal. App. 2d 360, 156 P. 2d 483 (1945) ; People v. Jeffries, 47 Cal. App. 2d 801,
119 P. 24 190 (1941).

It has been held, however, that the unauthorized driving of an automobile with
intent to permanently deprive the owner of possession is a separate offense under
Vehicle Code Section 503 and is not duplicated by Penal Codée Section 487. People
v. Cuevas, 18 Cal. App. 2d 151, 63 P. 2d 311 (1936). :

&.See, generally, People v. Haydon, 106 Cal. App. 2d 105, 234 P. 2d 720 (1951) ; People

.. v. Ragone, 84 Cal. App. 24 476, 191 P. 2d 126 (1948) ; People v. Gherna, 80 Cal.
App. 2d 519, 182 P. 2d 331 (1947) ; People v. Orona, 72 Cal. App. 2d 478, 164 P. 2d
769 (1946) ; People v, Bailey, 72 Cal. App. 24 Supp. 880 (1946) ; People v. Gibson,
68 Cal. App. 2d 632, 146 P. 2d 971 (1944) ; People v. Zervas, 61 Cal. App. 2d 88

1,
142 P. 2d 946 (1943) ; People v. Neal, 40 Cal. App. 2d 115, 104 P. 2d 6555 (1940).

(19)
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tinetion has led to certain problems of pleading # and proof ® and seems
to be a tenuous basis for distinguishing between a misdemeanor and a
felony.

Driving a Motor Vehicle While Intoricated. Penal Code Seection
367d and Vehicle Code Section 502 both make it a misdemeanor to
drive any motor vehicle while intoxicated. Penal Code Section 367e
and Vehicle Code Section 501 both make it a felony to cause bodily in-
jury while driving under the influence of intoxicating liquor. There
appears to be unnecessary duplication among these statutory pro-
visions. Moreover, some problems appear to be created by the fact
that the overlapping sections are not identical. With regard to Penal
Code Section 367d and Vehicle Code Section 502 two material differ-
ences appear. First, Vehicle Code Section 502 relates to driving on a
‘‘highway,’” while Penal Code Section 867d relates to driving in gen-
eral, thereby presumably relating not only to driving on public high-
ways but also to driving on private grounds.® Second, violation of
Section 367d is punishable by fine or imprisonment only,” whereas vio-
lation of Section 502 is punishable by fine and imprisonment and, in
addition, possible suspension of driver’s license. Whether the differ-
ences between these two sections cause difficulty does not appear from
the reported cases.8 :

There is also a difference between Penal Code Section 367e and
Vehicle Code Section 501. Both sections relate to the offense of injur-
ing a person while driving under the influence of aleohol. Section 367e
requires that the injury be the eonsequence of an act or meglect of a
legal duty done ‘“by reason of such intoxication’’; in other words, there
must be some causal connection between intoxication and injury. Sec-
tion 501, however, requires that the injury be the proximate consé-
quence of an unlawful act or neglect of a legal duty, and does not
demand a causal relation between the state of intoxication and the com-
mission of the unlawful act or omission. '

The District Court of Appeal said in a recent case:

So closely allied are the offenses defined in * * * [these] sections that it
would have been logical for the legislature to make driving while intoxicated
a single offense, punishable as a misdemeanor in the circumstances speci-
fied in Sections 367e and 502, and as a felony under the conditions stated
in Section 501.°

¢ Where there is an attempt to charge an offense under Section 499(b), it is insuffi-
cient that the complaint charge an intent to use temporarily in the language of
that sectlon. In addition, the pleader must expressly negate any offense under
Section 503 by alleging the lack of intent to deprive the owner of possession.
People v. Bailey, 72 Cal. App. 24 Supp. 880 (1946) ; Comment, 19 So. CaLI®. L.
REvV. 446 (1946).

$ See cases cited in note 3 supra.

¢ People v. Lewis, 4 Cal. App. 2d Supp. 775 (1934).

7CAL. PeN. Copp 19.

8 Apparently the only reported ease to involve a prosecution under Penal Code Section
367d was Peoplé v. Lewis, see note 8 supra. Only one case has been found in which
the relationship of Section 367d and Section 5032 of the present Vehicle Code is dis-
cussed. People v. Gossman, 95 Cal. App. 2d 283, 212 P. 2d 585 (1949). In that ease
defendant was charged with violation of Vehicle Code Section 501, but convicted of
violation of Section 502, The court affirmed the conviction on the ground that
Section 502 i3 a lesser offense Included in Section 501, and in dicta mentioned the
existing duplication between Penal Code Section 367d and Vehicle Code Section
502. Apparently ignoring the language of Vehicle Code Section 803 (¢), the court
stated that Section 367d is limited by Section 502.

® People v. Gossman, 95 Cal. App. 2d 293, 296, 212 P. 2d 585, 587 (1949).
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Topic No. 2:

A study to determine whether the procedures for appointing guardians for
nonresident incompetents and nonresident minors should be clarified.

The provisions of Division 4 of the Probate Code are unclear as to
the procedures to be followed in appointing guardians for nonresident
incompetents and nonresident minors.

With regard to nonresident incompetents there are two sets of pro-
visions in Division 4 of the Probate Code which may be in conflict as
to the procedure to be followed in appointing a guardian. Chapter IV
covers the appointment of guardians for incompetents generally; its
provisions are not specifically limited to resident incompetents and
would appear, therefore, to apply also to nonresidents. In general,
they require service at least five days before the date of hearing upon
the alleged incompetent and his relatives within the second degree
residing in the State.l® The other provisions are contained in Chapter
X, Nonresident Wards, and are clearly applicable only to nonresident
incompetents. These provisions require a court order directing notifica-
tion of interested persons in such manner as the court deems reason-
able.!! There is, therefore, at least a surface conflict between these two
sets of provisions as to the procedure to be followed by a person seeking
to be appointed guardian for a nonresident incompetent,.

‘With regard to nonresident minors, there are also two sets of pro-.
visions in Division 4 of the Probate Code.? There is no conflict be-
tween them as to service of process. There is, however, some ambiguity
as to whether a nonresident minor who is 14 years or older can himself
petition for a guardian. Under Probate Code Section 1440 it would
seem that a nonresident, 14-year:old minor can petition for a guard-
ian13; but Section 1570, which deals specifically with nonresident
wards, contains no provision for such a petition,

Topic No. 3:
A study of the provisions of the Code of Civil Procedure relating to the con-
firmation of partition sales and the provisions of the Probate Code relating
to the ¢onfirmation of sales of real property of estates of deceased persons
to determine (1) whether they should be made uniform and (2) if not,
whether there is need for clarification as to which of them governs confirma-
tion of private judicial partition sales.

Sections 752 to 801.15 of the Code of Civil Procedure provide for
actions for partition of property, Section 784 deals with the confirma-
tion of partition sales. Probate Code Sections 784 and 785 deal with the
confirmation of private sales of real property of estates. These sections
differ from Code of Civil Procedure Section 784 in three important
respécts. One difference is in the percentage by which an offer made
in eourt must exceed the amount of the original bid.}4 Another differ-
ence is that under the Probate Code the original bid must equal 90
percent of the appraised value of the property,!® whereas under Code
10 CaL. PROB. Copp Section 1461.

n 74, Section 1570.
B Id. Sections 1440-41, 1570.
18 Jd. Section 1440.

14 CAL. ProB. CopB Section 785.
15 1d. Section 784.
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of Civil Procedure Section 784 there is no such requirement. A third
difference is that the Probate Code contains detailed provisions re-
garding real estate brokers’ commissions,’® whereas the Code of Civil
Procedure is silent on this matter. It may be that there is little reason
for these differences.

If it is found that some or all of these differences should be retained,
the question of whether the Code of Civil Procedure or the Probate
Code governs confirmation of private partition sales should be clarified.
The Code of Civil Procedure provides that private partition sales shall
be ‘‘conducted’’ in the manner required for private sales of real prop-
erty of estates.!” It is not clear whether this provision makes applicable
to such sales the provisions of the Probate Code regarding the confirma-
tion of sales, or whether, on the other hand, a private partition sale
should be confirmed in the manner provided by Section 784 of the Code
of Civil Procedure. The latter section deals with confirmation of parti-
tion sales but is ambiguous as to whether it applies to both public and
private partition sales or only to public partition sales. The question is
important because, as is shown above, the provisions of the Probate Code
and the Code of Civil Procedure relating to confirmation are different ;
it will remain important if the two sets of provisions are not made
uniform.

Topic No. 4:

A study to determine whether the law relafing to motions for new ftrial in
cases where notice of entry of judgment has not been given should be
revised.

Code of Civil Procedure Section 659 provides that a party intending
to move for a new trial must do so within 10 days after receiving writ-
ten notice of entry of judgment. If notice of entry of judgment is not
served by the prevailing party or if the affidavit of service is not filed,
the losing party may move for a new trial at any time, however long it
may be after judgment.!® Thus, the judgment in a sense never becomes
final. Moreover, if a motion for new trial is made and granted many
years after the date of judgment, witnesses may have died, moved, or
forgotten in the interim. Although these disadvantages to the prevail-
ing party may result from the carelessness of his attorney in failing to
serve or file the notice of entry of judgment, they also ensue in situa-
tions where notice has not been served due to the death or disability
of counsel. It would appear, therefore, to be desirable to provide a eut-
off date for a motion for a new trial where notice of entry of judgment
has not been served.

Topic No. 5:
A study to determine whether the provisions of the Civil Code relating to
rescission of contracts should be revised to provide a single procedure for
rescinding contracts and achieving the return of the consideration given.

Two methods for rescinding contracts are now provided by the Cali-
fornia Civil Code. One method, authorized by Sections 1688 to 1691, is
unilateral rescission by a party to the contract on various grounds
14, Section 785.

17 CAL. CopE Crv. Proc. Section 775.
18 Smith v. Halstead, 88 Cal. App. 2d 638, 199 P. 2d 379 (1948).
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specified in Section 1689. The rescinding party must act promptly upon
discovering the facts which entitle him to rescind and must restore or
offer to restore everything of value which he has received under the
contract.1® The other method, authorized by Sections 3406 to 3408, pro-
vides for a suit for a decree of rescission on any of the grounds upon
which a unilateral rescission may be had and on certain other grounds
as well. Either procedure may be used in the great majority of cases.

In theory, unilateral rescission does not involve a court proceeding.
However, a law suit is often necessary in such a case because the party
who has rescinded is unable to persuade the other party to return the
consideration given and must resort to the courts to enforce the rescis-
sion he has declared. Thus, there are in California two kinds of actions in-
volving rescission: (1) an action to enforce a prior unilateral rescission ;
and (2) an action for a decree of rescission. The courts have said that the
former is an action at law and the latter a suit in equity. Whether the
plaintiff is bringing one or the other has been held to determine the
jurisdiction of the trial court,?® whether a jury trial may be had,?* and
whether defendant’s property may be attached.?? Other important ques-
tions presumably arise from the fact that one is labeled ‘‘legal’’ and
the other ‘‘equitable’’—e.g., what Statute of Limitations applies,
whether certain equitable defenses such as laches and clean hands are
available, and whether the court can grant equitable relief.?

‘While these differences between the actions make it important to dis-
tinguish between them, the courts have often failed to do so0.2¢* One
factor which tends to blur the distinetion between the actions is a line
of early cases which held that a condition precedent to bringing an
equitable action for a decree of rescission under Section 3406 is that
the plaintiff first give notice of rescission and offer to restore the prop-
erty he has received under the contract 2>—precisely the procedure
which must be followed in effecting a unilateral rescission. The result is

12 CAL. CIv. CODE Section 1691.

20 Philpott v. Superior Court, 1 Cal. 2d 512, 36-P. 2d 635 (1934).

21 Dayvis v. Seeurity-First National Bank, 1 Cal. 2d 541, 36 P. 2d 649 (1934).

2 McCall v. Superior Court, 1 Cal. 2@ 527, 36 P. 2d 642 (1934).

28 See Comment, Failure to Distinguish between Actions at Law Based on Prior Re-
scission and Suits in Equity to Rescind, 21 Carir. L. REv. 130 (1933).

% See, €.g., Stone v. Superior Court, 214 Cal. 272, 4 P. 2d 777 (1931) (overruled in
McCall v. Superior Court, 1 Cal. 2d 527, 36 P. 2d 642 (1934)) ; Comment, Failure
to Distinguish between Actions at Law Based on Prior Rescission and Suits in
Equity to Rescind, 21 CaLiF. L. REv. 130 (1933).

% See, e.9., Kelley v. Owens, 120 Cal. 502, 52 Pac. 797 (1898); Rosemead Co. V.
Shipley Co., 207 Cal. 414, 278 Pac. 1038 (1929). Immediately after stating the
rule, these cases go on to list certain important exceptions to it. No offer to
restore is necessary where: (1) the consideration is of no value to_either party;
(2) the plaintiff merely received the individual note of the defendant; (3) the
contract is absolutely void; (4) the defendant could not have been injured by a
failure to offer restoration; (5) without fault of the plaintiff it is impossible to
completely restore and a court of equity may adjust the rights of the parties;
and (6) an accounting is needed to determine the rights of the parties.

Language in Seeger v. Odell, 18 Cal. 2d 409, 417-18, 115 P. 2d 977, 982 (1941),

" may indicate that an offer to restore is not necessary under Section 3406. How-
ever, the court does not discuss the prior rule and the decision may have been
predicated on one of the exceptions to the rule. Language of the court in King v.
Mortimer, 37 Cal. 2d 430, 435, 2383 P. 24 4, 7 (1951), can be construed to mean
that an offer of restoration is necessary in actions under Scction 3406. However,
the opinion in that case does not clearly indicate whether the court conceived the
action to be under Section 1691 or under Section 3406 and hence no definite con-
clusions can be drawn from it.

Tt has also been stated that an action under Section 3406 to have a rescission
declared must be brought within the time that rescission ‘could have been uni-
laterally accomplished under Section 1691, i.e., promptly upon the discovery of
the right of rescission. Toby v. Oregon Pac. R. R., 98 Cal. 490, 33 Pac. 550 (1893).
However, this rule appears to be no more than an application of the equitable
doctrine of laches.
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that the law and the cases are in confusion. It would seem to be desir-
able to eliminate this confusion by providing a single procedure for
rescission of contracts.

Topic No. 6:

A study to determine whether the law respecting mortgages to secure future
advances should be revised.

There is considerable uncertainty as to the status in this State of
mortgages to secure future advances. There is no statutory authority for
real property mortgages covering future advances. Civil Code Sections
2974 and 2975 deal with mortgages of personal property to secure
future advances but leave many questions unsettled. For example,
while it is clear under Section 2974 that full repayment of a mortgage
on livestock, other animate chattels, or crops given to finanee produe-
tion does not terminate the existence of the mortgage and that new
advances may be made thereunder, it is not clear whether this is also
true as to mortgages covered by Section 2975. Nor is it clear whether
mortgages under either or both of these sections must, to be valid, state
that they are given to cover future advances or state the maximum
amount which they are intended to secure. Finally, the relationship
between Sections 2974 and 2975 is ambiguous. Section 2975 appears to
authorize future advanee mortgages of any kind of personal property
for any purpose. Section 2974 authorizes such mortgages on livestock,
other animate chattels and crops to finance production and it is not
clear whether this means that mortgages on such property given for
other purposes are not valid because not mentioned in this section or
are valid because they fall within the general language of Section 2975.
This problem is especially acute as to mortgages on crops because such
mortgages are explicitly mentioned in both sections,

Topic No. 7:
A study to determine whether Probate Code Sections 259, 259.1 and 259.2,
pertaining to the rights of nonresident aliens to inherit property in this State,
should be revised. '

Probate Code Sections 259, 259.1 and 259.2 provide that a nonresi-
dent alien cannot inherit real or personal property located in Cali-
fornia unless he can prove that the country where he resides gives the
same right to citizens of the United States. If he cannot, the property
passes to other heirs, if any, or escheats to the State.
These provisions have been a source of much litigation and have often
been criticized.2® One ground of criticism is that it is frequently diffi-
cult or impossible to prove the law of the foreign country coneerned.”
Another is that these sections fail to achieve their original purpose as
recited in the statement of urgency accompanying their first enact-
ment in 1941:28 that of keeping property left to nonresident aliens
from being confiscated by totalitarian governments.?® It was appar-
2% See REPORT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF CALIFORNIA 63 (1950-53) ; Report of the
State Bar Committee on Administration of Justice, 28 CaL. B.J. 256, 363 1953) ;
Chaitkin, The Rights of Residents of Russiq and Its Satellites to Share in Hstates
of American Decedents, 26 So. CALIF. L. REv. 297, 816 (1952).

27 Chaitkin, supra note 26, at 310,

BId. at 316. -
2 Cal. Stat. 1941, c. 895.
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ently thought that this would be accomplished because such govern-
ments would deny inheritance rights to American citizens. This purpose
has been frustrated because totalitarian governments have found it
expedient to give inheritance rights to American heirs ‘‘since the num-
ber of estates with American heirs in these countries is utterly incon-
sequential in comparison with the number of American estates with
heirs in the poverty-ridden countries under dictatorship.’’30

If the purpose of these sections of the Probate Code is the limited
one recited in the 1941 statement of urgency, it could be realized by
providing simply, as a substitute for the present provisions, that if
it appears that a nonresident alien will not have the benefit of property
left to him the property shall be impounded. If, on the other hand, one
substantial purpose of these sections is or should be to establish a
principle of reciprocity in matters of inheritance without regard to
whether the nonresident alien would receive the inheritance, the present
provisions should be retained in substance with an additional provision
for impounding property in any case in which the nonresident alien
will not receive it, including those in which a reciprocal right to inherit
is proved. .

In a communication to the commission dated December 7, 1954, the
Secretary of the State Bar advised that the Board of Governors had
voted to request the commission to consider this topic for inelusion in
its next calendar of topies intended for future consideration.

Topic No. 8:
A study to determine whether the law relating to escheat of personal prop-
erty should be revised.

In the recent case of Estate of Nolan 3! the California District Court
of Appeal held that two savings bank accounts in California totaling
$16,000, owned by the estate of a decedent who had died without heirs
while domiciled in Montana, escheated to Montana rather than Cali-
fornia. The Supreme Court denied the Attorney General’s petition for
hearing.32

There is little case authority as to which state, as between the domi-
cile of the decedent and any other, is entitled to escheat personal prop-
erty.®® In some cases involving bank accounts it has been held that they
escheat to the domiciliary state; 3¢ in others, that they escheat to the
state in which the bank is located.3® The Restatement of Conflict of
Laws takes the position that personal property should escheat to the
state in which the particular property is administered.36
"~ In two recent cases California’s claim as the domicile of the decedent
to escheat. personal property has been rejected by sister states where
the property was being administered, both states applying rules favor-
® Chaitkin, supra note 26, at 317.

n 135 A.C.A. 49 (August 15, 1955).

22 45.A.C. No. 13, p. 1 (Oct. 10, 1955).

3 It seems to be well settled that real property escheats to the state of its situs.
RESTATEMENT, CONFLICT oF LAws Section 254 (1934) ; 2 BEALE, CONFLICT OF LAWS
Section 254.1 (1935) ; 19 AM. JUR., Hscheat Section 8 ()1939).

% 1In re Lyons’ Estate, 176 Wash, 115, 26 P. 2d 615 (1988) ; ¢f. In re Hull Copper Co.,
46 Ariz. 270, 50 P. 2d 560 (1935) (this case involved escheat of unclaimed shares
of a corporation).

% In re Rapoport’s Estate, 317 Mich. 291, 26 N.W. 2d 777 (1947); In re Mensche-

frend’s Estate, 283 App. Div. 463, 128 N. Y. S. 2d 738 (1954).
% RESTATEMENT, CONFLICT OF LLAWS Section 809 (1934).
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able to themselves.3” The combination of these decisions with that of
the California court in Estate of Nolan suggests that California will
lose out all around as the law now stands.

Topic No. 9:
A study to determine whether the law relating to the rights of a putative
spouse should be revised.

The concept of ‘‘putative spouse’’ has been developed by the courts
of this State to give certain property rights to a man or a woman who
has lived with another as man and wife in the good faith belief that
they were married when in fact they were not legally married or their
marriage was voidable and has been annulled. The essential require-
ment of the status of putative spouse is a good faith belief that a valid
marriage exists.3® The typical situation in which putative status is rec-
ognized is one where a marriage was properly solemnized but one or
both of the parties were not free to marry, as when a prior marriage
had not been dissolved or a legal impediment making the marriage void
or voidable existed.??

The question of the property rights of the parties to an invalid mar-
riage generally arises when one of the parties dies or when the parties
separate. It is now well settled that upon death or separation a putative
spouse has the same rights as a legal spouse in property which would
have been community property had the couple been legally married.4®
This rule has been developed by the courts without the aid of legisla-
tion. The underlying reason for the rule apparently is the desire to
secure for a person meeting the good faith requirement the benefits
which he or she believed would flow from the attempted marriage.*!

The courts have held that a putative spouse is not entitled to an
award of alimony.4> They have also held, however, that a putative wife
has a quasi-contractual right to recover from the putative husband (or
his estate), the value of the services rendered to him during marriage
less the value of support received from him. While in all of the cases in
which this right has been recognized there was no quasi community
& See cases cited in note 35, supra. o T
3 Vallera v. Vallera, 21 Cal. 2d 681, 134 P. 2d 761 (1943). The existence of a good

faith belief is a question of fact in each case and the education and intelligence
of the party claiming putative status can be considered. Flanagan v. Capital Nat.
Bank, 213 Cal. 664, 3 P. 2d 307 (1931); Santos v. Santos, 32 Cal. App. 2d 62, 89
P. 2d 164 (1939).

2 However, the decisive question in all situations is whether the party claiming puta.
tive status had a good faith belief that the couple was validly married, and it is
therefore possible for a person to be a putative spouse even though there was no
attempt to solemnize a marriage. See Sancha v. Arnold, 114 Cal. App. 24 772, 251
P 24 67 (1952); Santos v. Santos, 32 Cal. App. 2d 62, 89 P. 2d 164 (1939);
Macchi v. La Rocca, 54 Cal. App. 98, 201 Pac. 143 (1921).

© Feig v. Bank of America, 5 Cal. 2d 266, 54 P. 2d 3 (1936) ; Schneider v. Schneider,
183 Cal. 335, 191 Pac. 533 (1920); Coats v. Coats, 160 Cal. 671, 118 Pac. 441
(1911) ; Patrick v. Patrick, 112 Cai. App. 2d 107, 245 P. 2d 704 (1952) ; Estate
of Krone, 83 Cal. App. 2d 766, 189 P. 2d 741 (1948).

41 See Schneider v. Schneider, 183 Cal. 335, 339, 191 Pac. 533, 535 (1920); Note, 37

CALIF. L. REV. 671 (1949). The application of this rule has operated to give a
surviving putative husband, against the express directions of the deceased wife’s
will, the whole of the quasi community property acquired before 1923. Feig v.
Bank of America, 5 Cal. 2d 266, 54 P. 2d 3 (1936). It has also operated to allow
a putative wife to take all of the quasi community property under Probate Code
Section 201 when the de facto husband died intestate, Estate of Krone, 83 Cal.
App. 2d 766, 189 P. 2d 741 (1948); and to allow an innocent putative wife to
take more than half the quasi community property under Civil Code Section 146
when she showed in an action for annulment that the husband was guilty of
extreme cruelty. Turknette v. Turknette, 100 Cal. App. 2d 271, 223 P. 24 495

(1950).
2 See Sanguinetti v. Sanguinetti, 9 Cal. 2d 95, 98, 69 P. 2d 845, 847 (1937).
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property, it is not clear whether the existence of such property would
preclude recovery in quasi contract. The earlier cases recognizing
the quasi-contractual right all involved situations where one spouse
had fraudulently misrepresented to the other that they were free to
marry ; 48 the theory on which recovery was allowed was that the de-
fendant had been unjustly enriched by services rendered in reliance
upon his misrepresentation.** But this rationale has apparently been
abandoned in two recent cases. In one, the defendant’s misrepresenta-
tion was innoeent but recovery was nonetheless allowed.*> In the other,
there was no misrepresentation but the court permitted recovery on the
ground that the defendant had been guilty of misconduct which would
have constituted grounds for divorce had the parties been married.*®

The commission believes that several questions relating to the posi-
tion of the putative spouse warrant study :

1. Is the theory of recovery in quasi contract either theoretically
proper or practically adequate for the solution of the problem pre-
sented? The theory seems to have been abandoned recently by the
courts, at least in part. Moreover, it will not justify recovery by one
who has not been able, because of illness or other incapacity, to per-
form services which exceed in value the support received ; yet, in most
circumstances, such a claimant has the greater practical need for a
recovery.

2. Should the existence of conduct which would be grounds for di-
voree justify recovery without regard to misrepresentations? If so,
should it not be recognized that what is really involved is quasi alimony
rather than recovery on the ground of unjust enrichment? -

3. Should a putative spouse be able to recover both quasi'community
property and quasi alimony?

4. Where one of the spouses has died should the other spouse be
given substantially the same rights which he or she would have had
if the parties had been validly married?

Topic No. 10:

A study to determine whether the rule, applied in cases involving the value
of real property, that evidence relating to sales of nearby properties is not
admissible on the issue of value should be revised.*

In a eondemnation proceeding the courts of this State will not admit
evidence of sales of nearby properties to prove the value of the property
condemned.*” This rule may be applicable as well in other cases involv-
ing the value of real property.18

It has long been the rule, on the other hand, that sales of adjacent
property may be inquired into on cross-examination of expert witnesses
for the purpose of testing their honesty and competence.?® While the

* Sazri% %s) Future Study Topic J, REPORT OF CALIFORNIA LAw REVISION COMMISSION 39

4 Marsh v. Marsh, 79 Ca] App 560, 250 Pac. 411 (1926) ; Mixer v. Mixer, 2 Cal. App.
2217, 83 Pac. 273 (1905).

# See Sanguinetti v. Sanguinetti, 9 Cal. 2d 95, 100, 69 P. 2d 845, 848 (1937)

4 Lazzarevich v. Lazzarevich, 88 Cal. App. 2d 708 200 P. 2(1 19 (1948).

4 Sanguinetti v. Sanquinetti, 9 Cal. 24 95, 69 P. 24 845 (1937).

47 Los Angeles v. Cole, 28 Cal. 2d 509, 170 P. 24 928 (1946).

48 Estate of Ross, 171 Cal. 64, 151 Pac. 1138 (1915) (inheritance tax proceeding) ;
g:g %sciliilg;l in Bagdasarian v. Gragnon, 31 Cal. 2d 744, 756-57, 192 P. 24 935,

© See note 47 supra; People v. La Macchia, 41 Cal. 2d 738, 264 P. 2d 15 (1953).
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jury is instructed in such cases to disregard the testimony except on
the issue of the trustworthiness of the expert witness, jurors may often
be confused and consider it also on the issue of the value of the prop-
erty.5¢

In recent dissenting opinions, some members of the Supreme Court
have vigorously eriticised the rule excluding evidence of the sale of
adjacent properties and have urged that it be abandoned.5! Professor
‘Wigmore reported that such evidence is admitted in most jurisdictions
and concluded that the matter should be left to the discretion of the
trial court.5?

Topic No. 11:
A study to determine whether the law respecting post-conviction sanity hear-
ings should be revised.*

Section 1367 of the Penal Code provides that a person cannot be
punished for a public offense while he is insane. The Penal Code con-
tains two sets of provisions apparently designed to implement this
general rule. One set pertains to persons sentenced to death and
the other set to persons sentenced to imprisonment.5*

Persons Sentenced to Deoth. Sections 3700 to 3704 of the Penal
Code provide for a hearing to determine whether a person sentenced
to death is insane and thus immune from execution. The hearing pro-
cedure is initiated by the warden’s certification that there is good rea-
son to believe that the prisoner has become insane.’® The question of the
prisoner’s sanity is then tried to a jury.®® If he is found to be insane
he must be taken to a state hospital until his reason is restored.5? If
the superintendent of the hospital later certifies that the prisoner has
recovered his sanity, this question is determined by a judge sitting
without a jury.’® If the prisoner is found to be sane he is returned to
the prison and may subsequently be executed.

The commission believes that a number of important questions exist
concerning the procedure provided for in Penal Code Sections 3700 to
3704. For example, why should the issue of the prisoner’s sanity be de-
termined by a jury in the initial hearing % but not in a later heafing
to determine whether his reason has been restored ? ¢ Why should the
statute explicitly state that the prisoner is entitled to counsel on a
hearing to determine whether he has been restored to sanity ®* and
make no provision on this matter in the case of the initial hearing?
Does this mean that the prisoner is not entitled to counsel at the in-
itial hearing under the rule expressio unius est exclusio alterius? If so,
is this desirable? Who has the burden of proof as to the issue of the
prisoner’s sanity and does this differ as between the initial and later
* See Future Study Topic A, REPORT OF CALIFORNIA Law REVISION COMMISSION 33

(1955).

® Traynor, J., concurring and dissenting in People v. La Maecchia, 41 Cal. 24 738, 755,
264 P. 24 15, 26 (1953).

5 Ibid. ; Los Angeles v. Cole, 28 Cal. 2d 509, 519, 170 P. 2d 928, 934 (1946).

62 2 WIGMORE, EVIDENCE Section 463 (3d ed. 1940).

58 CAL. PEN. CobR Sections 3700-3704.

54 Jd. Sections 2684-85.

8 Id. Section 3701.

5 I'b

57 Id. Section 3708.
58 Id. Section 3704
5 Jd. Section 3701.
® Jd, Section 3704.
o I'bid.
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hearings? What standard of sanity is to be applied? Shall the court
call expert witnesses? May the parties do so? Does the prisoner have
the right to introduce evidence and cross-examine witnesses? In People
v. Riley,®? the court held that (1) a prisoner found to be insane has
no right of appeal and (2) a unanimous verdict is not necessary be-
cause the hearing is not a criminal proceeding. Are these rules desir-
able?

Persons Sentenced to Imprisonment. Penal Code Seetion 2684 pro-
vides that any person confined to a state prison who is mentally ill,
mentally deficient, or insane may be transferred to a state hospital
upon the certification of the Director of Corrections that in his
opinion the rehabilitation of the prisoner would be expedited by treat-
ment in the hospital and upon the authorization of the Director of
Mental Hygiene.®® The code contains no provision for a hearing of any
kind and the decision of the Director of Corrections and the Director
of Mental Hygiene is final. If the superintendent of the state hospital
later notifies the Director of Corrections that the prisoner ‘‘will not
benefit by further care and treatment in the state hospital,’’ the Direc-
tor of Corrections must send for the prisoner and return him to the
state prison.®4 The prisoner has no right to a hearing before he is re-
turned to prison. Section 2685 of the Penal Code provides that the
time spent at the state hospital shall count as time served under the
prisoner’s sentence.

Sections 2684 and 2685 appear to present a number of important
questions. Does the standard provided for removal of a prisoner to the
state hospital or for returning him to the state prison—whether his
rehabilitation would be expedited by treatment at the hospital and
whether he would not benefit by further treatment there—conflict with
the general mandate of Section 1367 that a person may not be pun-
ished while he is insane? If so, should a different standard and a dif-
ferent procedure be established to avoid the punishment of insane pris-
oners? Should the time spent in the state hospital by a prisoner ad-
Judged insane for purposes of punishment be counted as part of time
served under his sentence?

Topic No. 12:

A study to determine whether the law respecting jurisdiction of courts in pro-
ceedings affecting the custody of children should be revised.

There are in this State various kinds of statutory proceedings relat-
ing to the custody of children. Civil Code Section 138 provides that in
actions for divoree or separate maintenance the court may make an
order for the custody of minor children during the proceeding or at
any time thereafter and may at any time modify or vacate the order.
Civil Code Section 199 provides that, without application for divorece,
a husband or wife may bring an action for the exclusive eontrol of
the children; and Civil Code Section 214 provides that when a hus-
band and wife live in a state of separation, without being divoreed,
gither of them may apply to any court of competent jurisdiction for
%237 Cal. 2d 510, 235 P. 2d 381 (1951).

e There is no equivalent provision for persons sentenced to the county jail as punish-

ment for a public offense.
8 CAL. PEN. CoDE Section 2685.
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custody of the children. Furthermore, anyone may bring an action
under Probate Code Section 1440 to be appointed guardian of a child.®

These various provisions relating to the custody of children present
a number of problems relating to the jurisdiction of courts; for ex-
ample: (1) Do they grant the courts jurisdiction to afford an adequate
remedy in all possible situations? (2) When a proceeding has been
brought under one of the several statutes does the court thereafter have
exclusive jurisdietion of all litigation relating to the custody of the
child? (3) Do the several statutes conflict or are they inconsistent as
to whether the court awarding custody under them has continuing
jurisdietion to modify its award?

(1) There appear to be at least two situations in which the only
remedy of a parent seeking custody of a child is through a guardianship
proceeding under Probate Code Section 1440. One is when a party to
a marriage obtains an ex parte divorce in California against the other
party who has custody over the children and resides with them in an-
other state. If the second party later brings the children to California
and becomes a resident of a county other than the county in which the
divoree was obtained, the only procedure by which the first party can
raise the question of custody would seem to be a guardianship proceed-
ing under Probate Code Section 1440 in the county where the children
reside. Although the divoree action remains pending as a custoedy pro-
ceeding under Civil Code Section 138, the court cannot enter a custody
order because the children are residents of another county.®® A custody
proceeding cannot be brought under either Section 199 or Section 214
of the Civil Code because the parents are no longer husband and wife.
Another sitnation in which a guardianship proceeding may be the only
available remedy is when a foreign divorce decree is silent as to who
shall have custody of the children. If the parties later come within the
jurisdiction of the California courts, it is not clear whether the courts
can modify the foreign decree to provide for custody and, if so, in what
type of proceeding this can be done. It would appear desirable that
some type of custody proceeding other than guardianship be authorized
by statute for these and any other situations in which a guardianship
proceeding is now the only available remedy to a parent seeking custody
of his child.

(2) The various kinds of statutory proceedings relating to custody
also create the problem whether, after one of these proceedings has been
brought in one court, another proceeding under the same statute or
under a different statute may be brought in a different court or whether
the first court’s jurisdiction is exelusive. This question can be presented
in various ways, such as the following: (a) If a divorece court has
entered a custody order pursuant to Civil Code Section 138, may a
court in another county modify that order or entertain a guardianship
proceeding under Probate Code Section 1440 or—assuming the divorce
was denied but jurisdiction of the action retained—entertain a custody
proceeding under Civil Code Sections 199 or 2147 (b) If a court has
awarded custody under Civil Code Sections 199 or 214 while the parties
are still married, may another court later reconsider the question in a
& In addition, the Juvenile Court Law provides a procedure for declaring a minor a

ward of the court. CAL. WEL. & INsT. CopE Sections 550-911.
s Titcomb v. Superior Court, 220 Cal. 34, 29 P. 2d 206 (1934).
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divoree proceeding under Civil Code Section 138 or a guardianship
proceeding under Probate Code Section 1440? (c) If a guardian has
been appointed under Probate Code Section 1440, may a divorce court
or a court acting pursuant to Civil Code Sections 199 or 214 later
award custody to the parent who is not the guardian?

A few of these matters were clarified by the decision of the Cali-
fornia Supreme Court in Greene v. Superior Court,S” holding that a
divoree court which had awarded custody pursuant to Civil Code Sec-
tion 188 has continuing jurisdietion and a court in another county has
no jurisdiction to appoint a guardian of the children under Probate
Code Section 1440, The Supreme Court stated that the general objec-
tive should be to avoid ‘‘unseemly conflict between courts’’®® and
indicated that a proper procedure would be to apply to the divorce
court for a change of venue to the county where the children reside.®®

It is not clear whether the exclusive jurisdiction principle of the
Greene case either will or should be applied in all of the situations in
which the question may arise. An exeeption should perhaps be pro-
vided at least in the case where a divorce action is brought after a
custody or guardianship award has been made pursuant to Civil Code
Sections 199 or 214 or Probate Code Section 1440, on the ground that
it may be desirable to allow the divorce court to consider and decide
all matters of domestic relations incidental to the divorce.™

(3) There appear to be at least two additional problems of juris-
diction arising under the statutory provisions relating to custody of
children. One is whether a court awarding custody under Civil Code
Section 214 has continuing jurisdiction to modify its order. Although
both Sections 138 and 199 provide that the court may later modify or
amend a custody order made thereunder, Section 214 contains no such
provisions. Another prdblem is the apparent conflict between Section
199 and Section 214 in cases where the parents are separated. Section
199 presumably can be used to obtain custody by any married person,
whether separated or not, while Section 214 is limited to those persons
living ‘“in a state of separation.’”’ The two sections differ with respect
to the power of the court to modify its order and also with respect to
whether someone other than a parent may be awarded custody.

Topic No. 13:
A study to determine whether the doctrine of worthier title should be abol-
ished in California.

The doctrine of worthier title applies to a situation in which a per-
son conveys a freehold interest in property to a grantee and attempts
to create a remainder in his own (the grantor’s) heirs.”™' At common

@ 37 Cal. 2d 307, 231 P. 2d 821 (1951).

% Id. at 311, 231'P. 24 at 8

® Jd. at 312, 231 P. 2d at 823

7 Another exception might be desirable in a proceeding under the Juvenile Court Law
to declare a minor a ward of the court. See Smith v. Smith, 31 Cal. App. 2d 272,
276, 87 P. 2d 863, 865 (1939).

71 The doctrine of worthier title should be distinguished from the Rule in Shelley’s
Case, which applies only to a situation in which the grantor conveys a freehold
interest in property to a grantee and attempts to create a remainder in the heirs
of the grantee. Under the Rule in Shelley’s Case, the remainder in the heirs of the
grantee is void and the grantee takes the remainder. SIMES, FUTURE INTERESTS 76
(Hornbook Series 1951). This rule has been abolished in California. CaL. Civ.
Cobpe Section 779.
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law, under the doctrine, it was held that in such a case the remainder
was void and the grantor had a reversion.” The reason for the doetrine
apparently was to secure for feudal overlords certain benefits obtain-
able when property passed by succession but not when the property
was vested by virtue of the remainder.”

Originally the doctrine of worthier title was one of positive law.
However, most American jurisdictions have followed the lead of Judge
Cardozo in Doctor v. Hughes,’* holding that the rule is one of construc-
tion rather than positive law. Thus, if an express intention to create a
remainder in the heirs of the grantor can be shown, the remainder will
not be construed as a reversion in the grantor. In the absence of such
a showing of intention, the doctrine of worthier title creates a pre-
sumption that a remainder to the heirs of the grantor was intended to
be a reversion in the grantor.” Most American jurisdictions today do
not apply the rule to testamentary transfers.”® However, it does apply
to inter vivos transfers of both real and personal property.”

The rule was first held to be applieable in California in Bizby v.
California Trust Co.,” decided in 1949, which involved a suit by the
settlor of a trust to revoke it. The settlor had conveyed ‘‘irrevocably’’
to the trustee with instructions to pay the income to the settlor for
life and distribute the property to his heirs at law in accordance with
the laws of succession of California as they should exist at the time
of his death. The court held that in the absence of express language
to the contrary, the settlor was presumed to have intended a reversion -
in himself rather than a remainder in his heirs.

The modern justification for the doctrine of worthier title usually
stated by the courts and writers is that it effectuates the intention of
the grantor—that when a grantor says that the remainder is to be
in his heirs, he generally believes and intendd that he will still have
control over the descent of the property.”® Such a premise seems ques-
tionable, particularly when the instrument was drawn by a lawyer as
it was, for example, in the Bizby case. It would seem that the doctrine
operates to defeat the intention of the grantor, rather than to effectuate -
it. Moreover, the Bizby case is unclear as to what is sufficient to repel
the presumption and there have been no cases since to clarify the
matter.

The doctrine of worthier title therefore creates a trap if the drafts-
man does not know of the Bizby case or if-he unsuccessfuly attempts
to rebut the presumption. If an intended remainder is changed into a
reversion by the doctrine, several unexpected and undesirable con-

7 See SIMES, op. cit. supra note 71, at 83. The common law cases rationalize this
result by saying that (1) the heir is a part of the ancestor and the ancestor
could not convey to himself, (2) a title taken by descent from the grantor is
“worthier” than one taken by “purchase” (remainder over), and (3) the heir

nlb%ust, therefore, take by the “worthier” means of acquiring title. Ibid.
id.

%225 N, Y. 305, 122 N.E. 221 (1919).

® Th(elsrl{*%s;tatement has adopted this view. 3 RESTATEMENT, PROPERTY Section 314(1)

K SIM{:S, ot;b. cit. supra note 71, at 84; 3 RESTATEMENT, PROPERTY Section 314(2)
(1940). .

7 Ibid.

™33 Cal. 2d 495, 202 P. 2d 1018, Comment, 1 STAN. L. RBv. 774 (1949).

™ See Doctor v. Hughes, 225 N.Y. 305, 313, 122 N.E. 221, 222-23 (1919); 3 RE-
STATEMENT, PROPERTY Section 314, comment 1(a) (1940) ; SiMEs, op. cil. supra
note 71, at 88.
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sequences may result.®® During the life of the grantor the reversion is
subject to claims of his ereditors although he may have thought that
he had divested himself of all interest in the property. If the transfer
was in trust and the grantor also created a life estate in himself, the
trust is revocable (regardless of language in the instrument to the con-
trary) ; thus, the trustee is reduced to little more than an agent of the
grantor, and the expense and inconvenience of establishing a trust are
completely wasted. Upon the death of the grantor who leaves a will
the property may pass under the residuary clause of the will to takers
who were not the persons intended by the grantor to have the property.
The doetrine of worthier title will also, in many cases, have an impor-
tant and unanticipated effect on the amount of the federal estate tax
payable by the settlor’s estate.

Topi.c No. 14:
A study to determine whether the Arbitration Statute should be revised.*

" The present Arbitration Statute 3! was enacted in 1927 and has not
been amended in substance since. It was originally thought to apply
only to commercial arbitrations 22 but it has been held also to apply
to those arising out of collective bargaining agreements.®®

A study of the statute with a view to recommending needed revisions
would appear to be desirable. Such a study ought to encompass, among
other matters, the following questions:

(1) Whether the statute should be made applicable to an agreemént
for -an informal appraisal or evaluation as distinguished from the deter-
mination of a ‘‘controversy.’’ The statute does not now apply to such
agreements,8¢ '

(2) Whether an arbitrator should be empowered to enter a default
decision upon the failure of a party to an arbitration agreement to
appear and participate after notice to do so.

(8) Whether the power of an arbitrator to issue a subpena duces
tecum and the scope thereof should be clarified.

(4) Whether statutory rules respecting enforcement and judieial
review of arbitration awards should be revised.

Topic No. 15: 4
" A study to determine whether the law in respect of survivability of tort ac-
tions should be revised.t

Insofar as the eommon law was concerned a eause of action arising
out of a tort abated upon the death of either the person wronged or
the wrongdoer.®® This rule has been modified by statute, to varying
degrees, in most American jurisdictions.3¢ S

* Seelg‘ut;lre Study Topic K, REPORT OF CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION CoMMISSION 40
(1955).

T Sasrge( itg g‘)uture Study Topic B, REPORT OF CALIFORNIA LAwW REVISION COMMISSION

55).

% See, generally, Turrentine, Future Interests in SURVEY OF CALIFORNIA Law 199
(1949) ; Nossaman, Gifts to Heirs—Remainder or Reversion, 24 CaL. B. J. 59
3194?% 9;4 zSomment, 1 STaN. L. REvV. 774 (1949); Comment, 46 MicH. L. REv.

91 .

81 CAL. -CobE C1v. PROC. Sections 1280-1293.

& Kagel, Labor and Commercial Arbitration under the California Arbitration Statute,
38 CALIF. L. REV. 799 (1950).

s Levy v. Superior Court, 15 Cal. 2d 692, 104 P. 2d 770 (1940).

# Bewick v. Mecham, 26 Cal. 2d 92, 156 P. 2d 757 (1945).

8 HARPER, LAW OF TorRTS Section 301 (1933).

mPR(OfgS;;E?j'TORTS Section 103 (1941) ; see also, HARPER, LAW oF ToORTsS Section 301
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Survival of tort actions in this State is governed in part by Probate
Code Section 574 which provides (1) that a cause of action shall sur-
vive the death of the persom wronged in any case where, during his
lifetime, he has been injured by ‘‘any person who has wasted, de-
stroyed, taken, or carried away, or converted to his own use, the prop-
erty * * * or committed any trespass on the real property of the de-
cedent * * * ’? and (2) that a cause of action shall survive the death of
the wrongdoer in any case where he has, during his lifetime ‘‘wasted,
destroyed, taken, or carried away, or converted to his own use * * *
property * * * or committed any trespass on * * * real property
* % % 7

Prior to 1949, Probate Code Section 574 alone governed survival of
tort actions. It is, of course, limited to cases involving wrongs to prop-
erty interests. The decisions under Section 574 gave it a rather broad
construction. For example, in Hunt v. Authier,’” the Supreme Court
held that the wife and children of a murdered man had suffered a
property loss by reason of the deprivation of the decedent’s future
earnings and that their cause of action therefore survived the death of
the wrongdoer. In Moffat v. Smith,®® the Supreme Court held that a
cause of action on behalf of one who had been permanently injured in
an automobile accident survived the death of the wrongdoer because
the diminution of the plaintiff’s earning capacity was an injury to
property. ,

In 1949 the Legislature made two changes in the law respecting sur-
vival of tort actions. Section 574 of the Probate Code was amended to
provide that it should not apply ‘‘to an action founded upon a wrong
resulting in physical injury or death of any person.’’ Concurrently, the
Legislature enacted Section 956 of the Civil Code which provides that
(1) a cause of action arising out of physical injury shall survive the
death of both the person injured and the wrongdoer and (2) when the
person injured dies before judgment the damages in such an action
shall be limited to the loss of earnings and expenses to the decedent
prior to his death and shall not include damages for pain, suffering,
or disfigurement, nor punitive or exemplary damages, nor prospective
profits or earnings after death.

. This 1949 legislation might have been taken as a legislative expres-
sion_ of disapproval of the judicial definition of property and injury
thereto in such cases as Hunt v. Authier 8 and Moffat v. Smith.9°
Nevertheless, in Vallindras v. Massachusetts Bonding and Ins. Co.9
decided in 1953, the District Court of Appeal held that a cause of
action for false imprisonment survived the death of the wrongdoer
under Probate Code Section 574 because the plaintiff’s counsel fees,
wages lost while in jail, and reduced earning power after his release
were injuries to property.®?
=98 Cal. 24 288, 169 P. 2d 913 (1946).

s 33 Cal. 24 905, 206 P. 2d 353 (1948).

8 See note 87 supra.

0 See note 88 supra.

# 355 P, 2d 457 (1953).

”2 The decision was reversed on other grounds by the Supreme Court; the question of
survivability of the cause of action was expressly left open. Vallindras v. Massa-
chusetts Bonding and Ins. Co., 42 Cal. 2d 149, 265 P. 2d 907 (1954). The case
also involved a claim for damages for physical injuries which survived under

Civil Code Section 956, but the ‘“property injury” damages were attributable to
the false imprisonment action rather than the action for physical injuries.
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A number of questions may be raised concerning survival of tort
actions in this State:

(1) Should all tort actions be made to survive the death of both the
person wronged and the wrongdoer? If not, should specific additional
actions be included among those which survive?

(2) Is the limitation of damages in Civil Code Section 956 in the
case of the death of the person wronged before judgment justifiable?
If so, should it be extended to all causes of action in which similar dam-
ages might arise—e.g., false imprisonment, invasion of the right of
privacy, etc.—assuming that such causes of action survive, either be-
cause of the enactment of legislation to that effect (see question No. 1)
or under decisions similar to that of the district court of appeal in the
Vallindras case?

(3) Should Probate Code Section 574 be amended to express a more
limited concept of property and injuries thereto than it has been given
in such decisions as Hunt v. Authier®® Moffat v. Smith®* and Val-
lindras v. Massachusetts Bonding and Ins. Co.2 %

%8 See note 87 supra.
% See note 88 supra.
% See notes 91-92 supra.
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INTRODUCTION

Resolution Chapter 205, adopted by the 1955 Session of the California
Legislature, directed and authorized the California Law Revision
Commission ‘‘to study and analyze the provisions of the California in-
heritance and gift tax laws and the federal estate and gift tax laws,
and on the basis thereof to determine what might be done in order to
bring the California laws into closer accord with the federal.’’ It is the
purpose of this study to discuss some of the problems involved in mov-
ing toward such conformity and to highlight the major differences be-
tween the California and federal laws. Since the inheritance tax is of
much greater fiscal significance than the gift tax and affects a much
larger segment of the population, the bulk of this study will relate to
that tax. However, much of what will be said about the inheritance
tax, especially as to matters of policy, applies also to the gift tax.

At the outset it should be clearly understood that the California and
federal statutes are based on entirely different principles. While the
state inheritance and gift tax laws base the tax on what each benefi-
ciary receives, comparable federal taxes are assessed on the basis of
what each donor or decedent passes on. Thus the federal death tax
is donor-oriented, while the California tax is beneficiary-oriented. The
United States imposes a graduated ‘‘estate’’ tax on the total value of
the estate left by a decedent. California imposes an ‘‘inheritance’’ tax
on each transfer to a person who acquires some part of an estate. The
federal tax is on the estate as a unit, based solely on its total value.
The state tax is imposed on a series of separate transfers. It is based
on both the value of the property transferred and the relationship
of each recipient to the decedent.

THE POLICY OF A DEATH TAX

Death taxes may be approached from two different policy points of
view. They may be regarded as revenue-raising devices and fashioned
so as best to fill the public coffers. Or they may be looked at largely
as instruments of soeial policy whose purpose is to effect some leveling
of the wealth. In practice, of course, both elements are present in
every tax.

Any evaluation of the relative revenue-producing capacity of estate
and inheritance taxes is well beyond the scope of this study. It is diffi-
cult even to envision an accurate estimate without an elaborate statis-
tical study. And since the money raised is so largely a function of the
rates, not the kind of tax, such an analysis would have little meaning.
Moreover death and gift taxes together produce only a very small pro-
portion of federal and state revenue, somewhere in the neighborhood of
2 percent.! Therefore the relative fiscal effect of the taxes cannot be of
very great importance.

On the other hand, the social policy of the two taxes is fairly suscepti-
ble of analysis and is probably a more real consideration in any choice

1 BITTKER, ESTATE AND GIFT TAXATION 1-2 (P-H 1951).

(39)
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between them. Both taxes embody the policy of cutting down the trans-
mission of large agglomerations of wealth. Indeed, any realistic ap-
praisal of death taxes must almost certainly result in the conclusion that
this is their primary function. Whether an estate or inheritance fax bet-
ter accomplishes this purpose is open to some dispute.

The problem of the relative advantages of estate and inheritance taxes
is not a new one. Even in ancient Egypt death taxes were imposed. And
as early as 1826 Pennsylvania passed a form of inheritance tax. With
the adoption of the first real federal estate tax in 1916, the controversy
about the relative merits of estate and inheritance taxes began to in-
crease. In 1925 the National Inheritance Tax Conference advocated a
general substitution of the estate tax for the inheritance tax; and sinee
that time a number of states have switched. But the bulk of the states
still impose an inheritance tax.

One feature of a graduated 1nher1tance tax is that, at least theoreti-
cally, it encourages the dispersion of an estate among a number of
beneficiaries. Transfers to several persons can each get the benefit of
lower rates in lower brackets. An estate tax’s graduated rates vary only
with the gize of the entire estate.

Moreover, since inheritance tax rates usually are graduated accord-
ing to the relation of the beneficiary to the decedent, this type of tax
could easily be employed to penalize close family control of wealth. The
estate tax, which takes no account of the relationship of the beneficiary,
could not perform this function. But as a matter of fact, the inheritance
tax law, in California as elsewhere, imposes the comparatively low tax
rates on transfers to close relatives. It seems to operate on the assump-
tion that a direct descendant or spouse has a claim of right to a dece-
dent’s wealth, while collateral relatives and ‘‘strangers’’ receive a wind-
fall when they get anything. This ethical notion evidently overbalances
the policy of breaking up family accumulations.

Another feature of an inheritance tax is that it automatically im-
poses the tax on the beneficiaries of an estate in proportion to the share
of the estate which each receives. An estate tax is theoretically payable
out of the residue, and so may often be imposed on those persons the
testator would least have wanted to bear it. However, any well-advised
testator will take this into acocunt in making his specific bequests. Most
draftsmen of wills are aware of the usefulness of a provision preserib-
ing proration of taxes. And many states, including California, have
statutes requiring such proration in the absence of a specific w1ll in-
struetion to the contrary.

In contrast to an inheritance tax, which embodies the limited ad-
vantages just outlined, the overwhelming merit of an estate tax is its
simplicity and ease of administration. This advantage is apparent in
almost every difference between the two types of taxes.

Perhaps it is apposite here to point out that any death tax is only
one of several possible ways of taxing the transmission of wealth. It is
certainly the only method that has so far received widespread adop-
tion. And, backed by a gift tax which catches any lifetime gifts made
in lieu of transfers at death, a death tax is a fairly effective method.
However, a number of other solutions have been proposed in recent
years. Several writers have suggested that gift and death tax levies be
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combined into an ‘‘integrated transfer tax.’’? This would impose a
uniform system of taxes on any gratuitous transfers and would do away
completely with any differences in treatment which depend on whether
the transfer was made during life or at death. A similar proposal would
impose a beneficiary-oriented ‘‘accessions tax,”” to be paid by each re-
cipient of property.? The tax would be cumulative throughout a bene-
ficiary’s life and would tax in graduated brackets any gratuitous re-
ceipts, whether by gift or inheritance, and regardless of the transferor.
Such a tax would effect more efficiently the social policies of death and
gift taxes. Thus it would impose a greater tax when wealth was trans-
mitted intact than when it was split up. And the tax would be greater
upon a transferee who already had received property from other trans-
ferors. A number of other types of tax have also been suggested.* Most
of these would seem to be too complex to be practicable.

Before deciding to conform the California transfer tax system to the
federal in all details, a decision must be made as to just what basic
type of tax California will have. It seems questionable to attempt to
conform the California inheritance tax to the federal estate tax in a
number of minor ways, when the underlying natures of the two taxes
are so different. And if consideration is to be given to changing the
basic principle of the California death tax, perhaps attention should
also be given to some of the more recent transfer tax ideas that have
been propounded by modern tax economists.

With these reservations in mind, we ean proceed to outline many
of the differences between the California inheritance tax and the fed-
eral estate tax and between the California and federal gift taxes. It
should be noted at the outset that many of the differences between
the California and federal laws are not statutory. They arise from the
case law or regulations. And many issues which have been decided by
federal regulations or cases are still open questions in California. If
close conformity is to be accomplished, the California statutory scheme
will have to be considerably more detailed than it now is, or else broadly
revised and detailed regulations will be required in addition to the
legislative changes.

DEATH TAX DETAILS
Taxable Transfers

There are a number of discrepancies between the two systems as to
which transfers are taxable. Some of these are the following:

Revocable Imter Vivos Transfers. Transfers which the decedent
could have revoked during his lifetime are taxable under both systems.
But the precise scope of the federal and California provisions is some-

3B.g., Dewind, The Approaching Crisis in Federal Estate and Gift Tagation, 38
CALIF. L. REv. 79 (1950). This course was even recommended by the United
States Secretary of the Treasury in 1850. H earings Before the House Ways and
%{1%%?)8) Committee on Revenue Revision of 1950, 81st Cong., 2d Sess.,, pt. 1, at 22

3 8ee Rudick, A Proposal for an Acocessions Tax, 1 TAX L. REV. 25 (1945).

+E.g., the “bequeathing power succession tax.” VICKERY, AGENDA FOR PROGRESSIVE
TAXATION 224-28 (1947).

s purther details about the history and policy of death taxation and analyses of
present and proposed systems may be found in: BITTKER, op. cit. supra note 1
at 1-19 ; SHULTZ, THE TAXATION OF INHERITANCE (1926) ; Surrey, An Introduction
to Revision of the Federal Estate and Gift Tax, 38 Carrr. L. REv. 1 (1950) ; CCH
INEH., EsT. & GIFr TAxX Rep. 11000 et seq. A simple survey of the California sys-
}?f;' 184 sBs(‘xiggtsts California Inheritance and Gift Taxes—A Summary, 43 CALIF. L.

V. .
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what different. California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 13646
specifically applies only to revocable frusts. But the regulation ¢ refers
to transfers ‘“in trust or otherwise.’’ The scope of the regulation would
seem justified by Section 13643 of the code, relating to transfers to
take effect at death.

The federal statute 7 reaches all transfers since June 22, 1936, where
the decedent at the time of his death had the power to alter, amend,
revoke or terminate, or where he relinquished such power in contem-
plation of death. The decedent is considered as having the power even
though it is subject to a precedent giving of notice or is not effective
until the expiration of a stated period after exercise. The power re-
sults in. imposition of a tax whether it is exercisable by the decedent
alone or in conjunction with any other person, and regardless of where
the decedent got the power.® However, under the applicable regula-
tions ® a transfer is not taxable if the power may be exercised by the
transferor only with the consent of all parties having an interest, vested
or contingent, in the transferred property and if the power adds
nothing to the rights of the parties as conferred by applicable local law.

The state regulation indicates that California treats revocable trans-
fers in similar fashion. But there are at least two significant differences
from the federal law. The regulation speaks of the transfer being sub-
Ject to a power ‘‘reserved in the transferor.”” Thus a power reacquired,
as in the case of a suceessor trustee, would not seem to be included.
This is like the pre-1936 federal law. Moreover, ‘‘power’’ is defined
to include a power exercisable by the transferor alone or by the trans-
feror and ‘‘any other person not having a substantial adverse interest
in the property transferred.’’ This is much narrower than the federal
law, which applies if any other person has the power together with
the transferor, unless all vested and contingent beneficiaries must con-
cur. The California definition of ‘‘power’’ is similar to that obtaining
under federal law prior to June 2, 1924. Since then the federal provi-
sions have been considerably tightened.

It is perhaps noteworthy that the California rule is fixed largely by
regulation and could presumably be readily changed. But query
whether the Controller is not now estopped to broaden the interpreta-
tion given to the California statute.

Inter Vivos Transfers Reserving Life Estate or Income for Life.
The California provisions, while considerably less elaborate than the
federal, are roughly equivalent. Revenue and Taxation Code Section
13644 taxes transfers where the grantor expressly or impliedly reserves
a life income or interest in the property transferred. A 1953 amend-
ment to that section provides that such reservation will be conclusively
presumed where the transferor retains possession or enjoyment. of the
income or interest until his death.

The federal statute 1® has greater scope. It covers also the situation
where the transferor can designate, alone or with another, the persons
who shall possess or enjoy the property or income. The California
8 CAL. Ap. CopE tit. 18, Section 712.

7 INT. REV. CODE Section 2038. :

8 Powers over transfers prior to June 22, 1936, are treated the same exceé)t where
the power was not reserved but arose, for example, because the decedent was
appointed a successor trustee.

° U. S. Treas. Reg. 105, Section 81.20.
10 INT. REV. CODE Section 2036.
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statute does not specifically reach such transfers. But Section 712 of
the regulations seems broad enough to cover this general situation.
However, the federal statute includes the property if the decedent
has the power, alone or with any person, to designate the beneficiary;
whereas Section 712 speaks in terms of a power exercisable by the
transferor alone or in conjunction with any person not having substan-
tial adverse interest. This difference is somewhat tempered by the fact
that several federal cases have held that if the decedent has the power
only as trustee and is circumseribed by enforceable standards of dis-
cretion, then the property is not includible.

The federal regulations 11 set forth three specific temporal standards
for judging when property subject to a reservation of use, possession
or right to income or other enjoyment will be included in the gross
estate. Tax will result if such a power is reserved to a decedent: (1)
for his life; (2) for any period not ascertainable without reference to
his death; or (3) for such period as to evidence his intention that it
should extend at least for the duration of his life and his death ocecurs
before the expiration of such period. The California statutes and reg-
ulations are considerably less detailed; but they are probably broad
enough to embrace these three eriteria. And in case of doubt, it seems
likely that California courts would try to fellow the federal law.12

Inter Vivos Transfers Taking Effect at Death. Ever since the orig-
inal Pennsylvania inheritance tax of 1826, most death taxes have ap-
plied to transfers ‘‘intended to take effect in possession or enjoyment’’
at or after death. The federal law relating to such transfers has under-
gone ‘a series of complicated changes, the most recent of which was
made by the 1954 Code.}® As it now stands, the estate tax law divides
transfers taking effect at death into three categories:

(1) Transfers made prior to October 8, 1949, are includible in the
gross estate if possession or enjoyment through ownership can
be obtained only by surviving the decedent, and the decedent
retains an express reversionary interest, and if the actuarial
value of the interest immediately before his death was more
than 5 percent. (‘‘Reversionary interest’’ includes the possibil-
ity that property transferred by a decedent may return to him

v or his estate or may be subject to a power of disposition by

him.)

(2) A transfer made after October 7, 1949, where the decedent dies

_ after August 17, 1954, will be subject to similar rules, exeept
that property will be included even though the reversionary
. . Interest was not expressly reserved.

(8) A much more inclusive provision is applicable if the transfer
was made after October 7, 1949, and the decedent died before
August 17, 1954.

17, 8. Treas. Reg. 105, Section 81.18.

12 F.g., Estate of Thurston, 36 Cal. 2d 207, 223 P. 2d 12 (1950). This case held that
although the California tax attaches when a transferor reserves a life estate, it
can be avoided by subsequent relinquishment of the life estate before death, if
such relinquishment is not made in contemplation of death. The court indicates
that the federal law says nothing specific about this but seems to take it for
granted. The opinion illustrates how California courts often place much reliance

upon federal cases in interpreting the California death tax law.
i8 INT. REV. CODE Section 2037.
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Under both the present and prior federal statutes, the property is not
meluded if possession and enjoyment could have been obtained by any
beneficiary during the decedent’s lifetime by the exercise of a power of
appointment which in fact was exercisable immediately before the de-
cedent’s death.

While the federal statute has been going through many judicial
interpretations and legislative changes, California has retained essen-
tially the same few lines.!* These tax an inter vivos transfer ‘‘made
with the intention that it take effect in possession or enjoyment at or
after the death of the transferor.’” The statute has been involved in
litigation only a few times. The most interesting case is Estate of Madi-
son.’® While the federal estate tax will not tax a transfer where the
transferor has entirely divested himself of all interest, even though
there is a shift of possession or enjoyment upon his death, under the
Madison case the California inheritance tax seems to reach a transfer
where the transferor keeps nothing, while the beneficiaries receive the
income for the life of the transferor and the corpus on his death. The
opinion can be interpreted as taxing any trust where the corpus is
distributable upon the death of the trustor. In this particular area,
the California law is thus considerably broader in its incidence than
the federal. The rationale of the Madison case seems to be that certain
shackles on a beneficiary’s enjoyment are removed on the death of
the transferor.16

California deals specifically with the possibility of reverter problem
only in Regulation Section 713. Under that section property trans-
ferred inter vivos is subject to taxation if it may revert or revest in the
transferor upon the prior death of the transferee pursuant to an ex-
press provision in the instrument of transfer and not by reason of the
statute of succession, and if the transferor predeceases the transferee.
Any such reservation is of course also a limit on the transferee’s pos-
session or enjoyment. The California law is different from the federal
statute in that (1) it is limited to express reservations, and (2) there
is no 5 percent de minimus provision.

Note that under federal law even though the value of the possibility
of reverter is not enough to throw the property into the transferor’s
estate, the actuarial value of the possibility of reverter itself is prop-
erty of the decedent at the time of his death. It is therefore includible
in his gross estate under Internal Revenue Code Section 2033 taxing
property ‘“to the extent of the interest therein of the decedent at the
time of his death.”” This is perhaps also true under the California
law 17 as to possibilities of reverter which are not expressly reserved.

Inter Vivos Transfers in Contemplation of Death. The 1891 New
York inheritance tax law first introduced a clause taxing any property
transferred during life ‘‘in contemplation of death’’ without adequate
consideration in money or money’s worth. Both the present federal
and California death taxes have a provision taxing such transfers. The
language of the statutes is roughly comparable. It may be that the de-
cided cases under the two systems are not entirely in accord. But
whether a lifetime transfer was made in contemplation of death is

4 CAL, REV. & TAX, CopE Section 13643.

526 Cal. 2d 453, 159 P. 2d 630 (1945).

16 See Eistate of Hyde, 92 Cal. App. 2d 6, 14, 206 P. 2d 420, 425 (1949).
17 CAL. REV. & TAX CopE Sections 13601-602.



REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION 45

largely a factual problem. Any differences in the cases may probably be
aseribed to different fact situations.

In 1950 Congress modified the Internal Revenue Code to specify
that no gift made more than three years before death will be treated
as made in contemplation of death. This is a conclusive presumption.
California adopted a similar provision in 1951. Congress also adopted
in 1950 a rule that creates a prima facie presumption that gifts made
less than three years before death were made in contemplation of death.
But California has not followed on this point. However the federal
prima facie presumption seems of no real significance. It does not ae-
complish anything that the taxing authorities could not do anyway
by asserting a deficiency on grounds that a transfer was made in con-
templation of death.

The California statute '8 does make a more determined effort than
does Internal Revenue Code Section 2035 to define just what ‘‘con-
templation of death’’ means. And a recent California case, Estate of
Adams,'® reviews the California law with respect to contemplation of
death and points out that there is enough California authority so that
it is not necessary to look to other state or federal decisions to decide
a particular case. Nevertheless, it seems likely that the California and
federal provisions will be interpreted quite similarly in this area.

Inter Vivos Advancements of Testamentary Qifts. The federal law
follows the general rule that an advancement is not taxable unless it
is shown to be in contemplation of death. The fact that it is designated
an advancement is not in and of itself determinative of tax liability.
On the other hand, California Revenue and Taxation Code Section
18647 specifieally makes an advancement subject to tax. Advancements
are taxed at their value as of the transferor’s death. -

The specific California provision may well result in different federal
and state treatment of the same transfer. An advancement made more
than three years prior to death would seem conclusively free of tax
under the federal contemplation of death presumption. But it could be
argued that the similar California presumption does not apply in the
light of the specific statute taxing advancements.

Powers of Appointment. The federal and California provisions re-
lating to powers of appointment are substantially different. Under
Internal Revenue Code Section 2041 the exercise or ownership of a
general power of appointment over property at the time of death will
subject that property to estate tax in the donee’s estate. California
imposes no tax in such circumstances. But it taxes as a transfer of
property from the donor to the donee at the date of the donor’s death
a gift of any power of appointment made by a donor at any time in
conjunction with the disposition of property.20

A power of appointment designates the person who takes property.
A broad power of designation is thus essentially equivalent to owner-
ship. One problem in taxing such a power under an inheritance tax
system, however, is in determining whether the beneficiary under the
exereise of the power should be regarded as receiving the property from
the donor or the donee for purposes of applying inheritance tax rates
1 CaL. REV. & TAX. Copn Section 13642,

1 39 Cal. 2d 309, 246 P. 2d 625 (1952).
# CAL. RBV. & TAX. CoDE Section 13691 et seq.



46 REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION

based on relationship. The common law property rule is that the bene-
ficiary takes from the donor.

Most inheritance tax states have met the problem by imposing a tax
on only the value of the life estate in the estate of the donor, whether
he created the power of appointment during his life or at death. They
tax the remainder value as if the property were transferred by the
donee. On this second transfer, at least one state bases its tax rate on
the relationship of the recipient to the original donor. But most states
impose rates based on the relationship of the recipient to the donee.
Some states have variations which depend on whether the power of
appointment was or was not actually exercised by the donee.

California has a system different from any other. When a power of
appointment is given, the value of the property subject to it is taxed
as though it were transferred to the donee in fee at the time of death
of the donor. If it is certain that all or a part of the property will go
to charity on the death of the donee, then, to the extent that the charity
will receive the property, the transfer is exempt from tax. The Cali-
fornia provisions are the same whether the power of appointment is
created during life or at death, except that a power of appointment cre-
ated during life will not be taxed as a transfer to the donee if the
donee in fact predeceases the donor or relinquishes the power prior to
the donor’s death, or if the donor has revoked the power. -

It is worth noting that under California law the transfer of one-half
of the separate property of a decedent to a surviving spouse is exempt.
This includes a transfer in trust with a power of appointment in the
surviving spouse. The theory of this marital exemption is that the un-
taxed one-half will be subject to tax in the estate of the surviving

. spouse. But under the applicable California power of appointment pro-
visions, it seems possible that this half may escape tax altogether. The
same result could follow in a transfer from a wife to her husband of her
share of community property, in trust with a power of appointment.
The transfer by the wife is exempt under statute. And the exercise of
the power of appointment is not a taxable transfer:

It should also be noted that the federal taxing provisions relate only
to ‘‘general’’ powers of appointment. These are, with certain excep-
tions, powers which enable the donee to appoint to himself or his estate
or creditors. If the power is limited to exclude such appointees, no tax
results. The California law, being based on a completely different prin-
ciple, has no occasion to distinguish between general and special powers.

Community Property. There are significant differences between the
California and federal treatments of community property interests. The
Internal Revenue Code has no specific prov1s1ons deahng with commu-
nity property. California has several.

The California statutes?! provide that on the death of a husband
at least one-half of the community property is taxable. The one-half
which belongs and goes to the wife is not subject to tax. If the wife dies
first, the one-half which belongs to her surviving husband is not taxed.
Moreover to the extent the wife’s one-half share of the community
passes to her husband by will or 1ntestacy, no tax is imposed. Also, the
California statutes contain a specific provision with respect to w1dows

21 CAL. REV. & TaX. CoDE Sections 13551-56.
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elections—where, for example, a husband requires a wife to eleet
whether to take under his will a life estate in the whole of the commu-
nity in lieu of her fee interest in one-half. In such a case, if she takes
under the will, the property thus taken, up to a value not exceeding
one-half of the value of the community, is not subject to tax.

Under the federal estate tax, California community property ae-
quired after July 29, 1927 (the date when it was first provided that
the rights of husband and wife in community property are ‘‘present,
existing and equal’’) is regarded as one-half owned by each spouse.
Therefore one-half is included in the estate of the first to die, regard-
less of who receives it. This differs from California mainly in that there
is no special treatment for community property passing to a surviving
husband.

There are several other differences between the two systems. For fed-
eral tax purposes, community property acquired before the 1927 date
1s regarded as separate property. California treats all community prop-
erty the same. And the federal statutes make no provision for widows’
elections. The estate tax treatment of such elections is not too clear.
It is possible that part of the wife’s share in the community may escape
tax altogether. It seems likely that this would be partially offset by the
imposition of a gift tax.2? _

Joint Tenancy. The two systems have essentially the same treatment
for joint tenancy property. Both treat the decedent as absolute owner
of such property except to the extent that it is shown that the survivor
contributed to the cost of the property. Under both systems it is now
the rule that if joint tenaney property of husband and wife had its
source in their eommunity property it shall be treated as community
property. California readopted this rule in 1955.23 The Internal Reve-
nue Code 2% specifies this treatment for any community property so
converted after 1941.

Life Insurance. Under the Internal Revenue Code 25 there is in-
cluded in the gross estate the value of all life insurance payable on
account of the death of the decedent to his estate and all such insurance
payable to other beneficiaries if the decedent possessed at his death any
of the incidents of ownership (including a reversionary interest greater
than 5 percent).

California 26 also taxes all insurance payable to or for the benefit of
the estate. And insurance payable to named beneficiaries is also taxed
if the insured retained the incidents of ownership, but only to the ex-
tent that the proceeds exceed $50,000. (The exemption is prorated if
the decedent left policies payable to several beneficiaries in an amount
greater than $50,000.) This California $50,000 exemption is similar to
a federal provision which was in effect prior to 1942. Another differ-
ence is that California exempts the proceeds of federal war risk insur-
ance,2” which the federal law does not.

2 See Brooke)s, The Tax Consequences of Widows’ Elections in So. CALIF. TAX. INST.
83 (1951).

28 CAL. l({Ev. & TAx. Cope Section 13671.5.

2 INT. REV. CoDE Section 2056.

% Jd. Section 2042,

2 CAL. REV. & TaX Cope Sections 13721-24,

2 Id. Section 13861.
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Deductions, Exemptions and Credits

The state and federal laws both provide that certain types of prop-
erty and certain types of transfers escape death taxes. In some cases
this is a complete freedom from tax. In others, only a specified part of
the transfer may be made free of tax. The special statutes may estab-
lish a deduction, an exemption, or a credit. Deductions and exemptions
permit the exclusion of certain items in computing the value of the
property upon which the tax is assessed. A credit is applied to reduce
directly the amount of tax which is payable. It is generally allowed on
account of some other tax which was paid upon the same property.

Under both systems, deductions go to reduce the net amount of the
estate subjeet to tax. Exemptions, however, are treated differently. The
federal law regards exempt property as beyond the scope of the tax
and simply imposes its graduated rates upon the balance. Thus a federal
exemption may be said to come ‘‘off the top.”’ California in effect im-
poses its graduated rates upon the entire value of the property, includ-
ing exempt property, and then reduces the tax by so much as is attribu-
table to the exempt property. In making this calculation, exempt prop-
erty is regarded as being in the lowest rate brackets. The result is that
the nonexempt property is pushed up into a higher graduated bracket.
Here, the exemption may be said to ecome ‘‘off the bottom.”’ The purpose
of the exemption thus seems in part defeated.

Specific Exemptions. Both the California and federal statutes set
certain minimums below which the death taxes will not be operative.
The Internal Revenue Code 28 allows one lump-sum exemption of
$60,000 for each estate. Unless the taxable estate before deducting the
exemption exceeds this amount, no federal estate tax is imposed. Cali-
fornia, consistent with its inheritance tax principles, grants varying
exemptions depending upon the relationship of the recipient to the de-
cedent.?®

The California exemptions range from $24,000 for property left
to a widow down to $50 for propety left to a ‘‘stranger.’’ As indi-
cated above, California exemptions come off the bottom of the taxable
estate instead of the top. Thus the estate tax on a net estate of $65,000
would be imposed on $5,000 at only the minimum federal rates, while &
California inheritance tax on a taxable transfer of $65,000 to a widow
would result in excluding the tax on $24,000 at the minimum rate,
while imposing a tax at graduated rates on the remaining $41,080.

Separate Property Left to a Surviving Spouse. Both California and
the United States give special consideration to separate property Teft
to a surviving spouse. The Internal Revenue Code ® contains a marital
deduction which permits the deduction (up to one-half of the value of
the adjusted gross estate) of the value of separate property of the de-
cedent left to a surviving spouse. The federal provisions require that
the property be left outright; the deduction is not available if the sur>
vivor’s interest is ‘‘terminable.’”’ The federal provisions specifically de
not apply to separate property which was converted from community
after 1941.
mlav. CopE Section 2052.

2 CAL. REV. & TaX. CopB Sections 13801-804.
8 INT. REV. CODE Section 2056.
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California provides a marital exemption, not a deduction. This, like
all exemptions in California, comes off the bottom instead of the top.
The applicable provision 3! permits the exemption of property equal in
amount to the clear market value of one-half of the decedent’s separate
property if transferred to the surviving spouse. The California pro-
vision contains no terminable interest restriction. It specifically applies
to a transfer in trust with a general or limited power of appointment.
The California provision, unlike the federal, is applicable to separate
property converted from community.

Charitable Bequests. In the case of bequests to ‘‘charitable’’ organi-
zations, the federal law 32 authorizes a deduction, while California 33
gives an exemption. The practical effect of the two methods of treatment
in this instance seems to be the same.

The provisions are roughly similar in application. California, how-
ever, has nothing like the federal disallowance of deduction in the case
of payments to charitable organizations which engage in ‘‘prohibited
transactions’’ not consistent with their charitable purposes. Nor does
California have any specific provision for tax treatment in the event of
a disclaimer by a beneficiary with the result that property is transmit-
ted to a charity. The federal statute specifically authorizes a deduction
for a transfer as a result of an irrevocable disclaimer. Since California
imposes its tax on the basis of the will, not the actual distribution of
property,3t it seems doubtful whether California would recognize as a
charitable transfer property passing to a charity as the result of dis-
claimer by a beneficiary.

Ezpenses of Funeral, Last Illness and Administration. The Cali-
fornia and federal provisions allowing deductions for debts of a de-
cedent, expenses of funeral and last illness, and state and local taxes
which are a lien at death are all roughly the same.”® But in the case of
deduetions for attorneys’ and executors’ fees and other expenses of
administration, the two systems are not very much alike.36

California is much more striet as to what is allowable as an expense
of administration. Deduectible ordinary expenses are defined. Certain
extraordinary expenses are singled out as deductible and others are
made specifically not deductible. And California permits only the de-
duction of executors’ and attorneys’ commissions based on the value of
the estate at death. Under the federal estate tax these fees may be de-
ducted on the basis of the total estate accounted for.

The federal provisions deny the deduction of expenses of administra-
tion from the gross estate if these expenses are taken as deductions on
the income tax return of the estate. The estate must elect whether to
use the deductions on its estate or inecome tax return. California has no
such limitation. Many expenses qualify as deductions for purposes of
both the inheritance tax and the fiduciary income tax.

Amounts Paid as Estate or Inheritance Tax. California permits a
deduction for the amount due or paid the United States as an estate
tax.3” The actual amount deduetible is computed by the inheritance tax
3L CAL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Section 13805.

32 INT. REV. CODE Section 2055.

28 CaL. REV. & TAX., CoDE Sections 13841-42.

8 Jd. Section 13409.

85 CAL. REV. & TAX. CopE Sections 13983-87; INT. REV. CODE Section 2053.

%8 CaL. REV. & TaX. CopE Sections 13988-88.1; INT. REV. CoDE Section 2053.
37 CAL. REV. & TAX. CopE Section 13989.
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appraiser by applying the federal exemptions, deductions and rates to
that part of the estate subject to both California and federal taxes. The
estate is valued as determined by the inheritance tax appraiser, without
regard to the actual federal valuation. The amount deductible is the
federal estate tax as so computed or the actual federal tax paid, which-
ever is less. While there is no strictly ecomparable federal deduection,
there is a federal credit for state death taxes,?® which is the occasion for
the imposition of the California ‘‘pick-up’’ tax. This is discussed at
greater length below.

Other Deductions and Erxemptions. There are a number of differ-
ences between the two systems with respect to less important death tax
deductions and exemptions. For example, both taxes make special pro-
vision for the estates of members of the United States armed forces who
die as a result of disease or injury suffered while on active combat
duty.?® But the details of the provisions are quite different. California
has no provision comparable to the federal statute which allows the de-
duction from the gross estate of casualty losses during administration.4®
The provisions dealing with intangible property within the jurisdiction
belonging to nonresidents are necessarily not very similar.#!

Gift Tax Credit. Both California and the United States allow a
credit against the death tax for any gift tax paid on property included
in the taxable estate.#2 The California provision is similar to the federal
one, although of course California allows a different credit as to each
transferee instead of just one eredit regardless of transferee.

Previously Taxed Property. Both California and the United States
take account of the hardship that may be worked upon an estate by
successive deaths within a short span of time. But they do this in com-
pletely different manners.

The federal law, which was drastically changed by the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954,%3 now provides a credit against the estate tax where
property was transferred to the decedent by a person who died within
10 years before or two years after the decedent’s death. This credit
is based on the estate tax paid by the estate of the transferor and the
time differential between the two deaths.

Instead of a credit, California allows an exemption. This is similar
to the pre-1954 federal deduction. It covers property subject to the
California inheritance tax within a period of five years before the death
of the decedent, provided that both (1) the relation of the beneficiary
to the second decedent, and (2) the relation of the second decedent to
the first decedent, were that relation defined as ¢‘Class A’’ by the stat-
utes. Class A beneficiaries include spouse, lineal descendants, and lineal
ancestors of the decedent. The exact amount of the exemption must be
calculated in accordance with detailed and complicated rules, taking
into consideration the deductions and other exemptions in both estates.

8 INT. REV. CODE Section 2011

# CaL. REV. & Tax. CoDE Sections 13871~ 73 ; INT. REV. CODE Section 2201.

# INT. REV. CODE Section 2054.

4 CAL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Section 13851 ; ; INT. REV CoDE Section 2101 ef seq.
42 CaAL. REV. & TAX, CODE Sections 14051-59 ; INT. REv. CobE Section 2012.
43 Section 2013.
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Valuation

The main distinction between the California and federal valuation
procedures is the federal provision for an optional valuation date.**
California requires that the estate of a decedent be valued as of the
date of his death.*> But under the federal estate tax, valuation may be
made as of the date of death or, if the executor so elects, as of a date one
vear after death as to property still held at that time and as of the date
of sale or distribution as to property sold or distributed prior to that
date.

Another important distinetion is in the valuation of life estates and
remainders. Since January 1, 1952, the federal taxing authorities have
used tables based on a 3} percent annual return. Since July 1, 1945,
California has used 4 percent tables.*® This naturally results in differ-
ent valuations of the same interest. Other minor differences between
valuation methods exist; for example, in the practices regarding valua-
tion of inactive listed securities and life estates based on two or more
lives.

One major problem in any inheritance tax is applying it to transfers
made. subject to a contingency or condition upon the occurrence of
which the right, interest or estate of the transferee may be changed.
Since an estate tax is imposed only on the value of the property of the
decedent, it generally does not run into the problem of modifying the
tax to take account of contingencies. Inheritance taxes, being based
to some extent on who receives the property, must always take some
account of the contingent nature of a transfer.

California has a statute preseribing that when the ultimate disposi-
tion of property is subject to a contingency, the tax is computed at the
highest rate which, on the happening of any of the contingencies, would
be possible under the provisions of the inheritance tax law.*” Tax pay-
ment may be deferred pending the happening of a contingency if a
bond is filed and interest paid.*® Also, the Controller is authorized to
make compromises which are then approved by the court.®® And if a
tax is paid on the basis of a high contingency, a refund may be had
upon the happening of a contingency resulting in less tax.5®

The estate tax runs into the contingency problem only in the case of
charitable bequests. The applicable federal regulations’' permit the
deduction as a charitable bequest of only that amount which is certain
to go to charity after any possible diversions. If there is a possibility
that the charity will not take the property, the deduction is denied
unless the possibility is so remote as to be negligible. No modification
of the value is permitted because of the lesser or greater likelihood
that a eontingency will occur.

4 InT. REV. CODE Section 2032.

45 CaL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Section 13951.
4 Jd. Sections 13953-54.

47 Id. Sections 13411, 13956,

4 1d. Sections 14171-78.

#©7d. Sections 14191-92.

5 Id. Sections 14401-403,
51 J, 8. Treas. Reg. 105, Section 81.46.



52 REPORT OF LAW REVISION COMMISSION

Tax Rates

Insofar as tax rates are concerned, the basic distinetion between the
California and federal systems is in the relationship between the death
and gift tax rates. In California the inheritance and gift tax rates are
identical, so that whether a transfer is made during life or at death,
the tax effect will be substantially the same. The federal gift tax rates
are set at three-fourths of the comparable federal estate tax rates. The
effective difference between the two rate tables is even greater than
25 percent. The reason for this is that the estate tax rates are applied
to the ‘‘net benefit’’ (the amount reaching the beneficiary) plus the
part of the estate which is used to pay the tax. Gift tax rates apply
only to the net benefit. This setup naturally encourages lifetime trans-
fers. It is perhaps worthy of consideration whether California policy
should or should not similarly encourage inter vivos gifts.

Of course the California rates vary from person to person in accord-
ance with the basic inheritance tax prineiple. And, as noted above, the
California and federal rates are affected differently by exemptions from
tax, since in California exempt property comes out of the bottom
brackets whereas under the federal system it comes off the top. -

Taxing Procedure

There is almost no real similarity between the California and federal
systems of assessing and collecting death taxes. Probably the most sig-
nificant difference is that the federal tax is self assessed (with valua-
tions and tax due originally computed by the taxpayer and later audited
by a revenue agent) while the California tax is assessed by state offi-
cials on the basis of information obtained from the taxpayer and other
sources.

Assessing the Tax. California inheritance taxes are due and pay-
able at death and become delinquent two years thereafter.’ Taxes are
paid to the treasurer of the county whose superior court has jurisdic-
tion to determine the tax.58

The inheritance tax due in a particular case is determined by an
appraiser appointed by the court from a panel of persons selected by
the Controller. California has no actual tax return. But a number of
documents must be submitted to the appraiser and these have the effect
of furnishing relevant information so that he may determine the tax.
The documents submitted include an inventory of the property in the
estate, inheritance tax affidavit, community property affidavit, non-
resident affidavit, joint tenancy affidavit, copies of the will, copies of
trusts, data to aid valuation, etc. The appraiser determines the value
of the property and the tax payable on the basis of the foregoing doe-
uments, a review of the property and other evidence, -and such informal
conversations as he deems necessary with the executor and his at-
torney.’* He may conduct a formal hearing as part of this procedure.
Ultimately he files with the court a written report setting forth the
tax due. Notice of such filing is given and the person liable for the tax
has 10 days in which to object.® If there is no objection the court

o2 CAL. REV. & TAX. Cope Sections 14102-103.
88 Id. Section 14104.

54 Jd, Section 14501-505.

55 Id. Sections 14506-509.
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confirms the report and makes its order fixing the tax. If there is an
objection the court will hold a hearing at which the report is presumed
to be correct, and the person liable for tax is given an opportunity
to rebut it.58

Under the federal procedure the burden of valuing property and
calculating the tax is placed on the personal representative of the
decedent. Shortly after the date of death this representative must file
a preliminary notice giving the approximate value of the estate in
rough detail.’” Fifteen months after the date of death the estate tax
return is due and the estate tax must be paid.?® The estate tax
return is examined by a revenue agent, who proposes a deficiency if
he deems it necessary. If informal conferences fail to result in agree-
ment, the Internal Revenue Service issues a formal notice of deficiency;
and the estate may within the next 90 days file a petition for rede-
termination with the Tax Court.?® The federal statutes (unlike Cali-
fornia) eontain a specific provision whereby payment of the tax may
be extended up to 10 years if payment on the due date would result in
undue hardship to the estate.®®

Penalties. Inasmuch as the federal and California assessment sys-
tems are so dissimilar, it naturally follows that the penalty provisions
of the two taxes are quite different. California provides a penalty from
$1,000 to $20,000 for refusing access to relevant books and records.®*
There is also a penalty for failing to observe the requirements with
respect to obtaining consents to transfer.®? California has no provisions
such as the federal penalties for failure to file a return and for filing
a frandulent return. Here the Internal Revenue Code preseribes ad
valorem penalties, fines and imprisonment.%3

Refunds. Both systems make provision for obtaining a refund in
the event the tax was overpaid. The United States provides a specific
form of claim.®* The California refund procedure is somewhat more
cumbersome. Instead of simply filing a form, application must be made
to the court having jurisdiction of the estate, with notice given to the
Controller. If the court authorizes the refund, it issues its order direct-
ing the county treasurer to pay it.8%

Statutes of Limitations. In the matter of limitations, the two tax
systems are in no wise similar. California has no statute of limitations
on the determination or collection of inheritance tax. The Revenue and
Taxation Code specifically provides that the provisions of the Code of
Civil Procedure relating to limitation of actions are not applicable. %
The Internal Revenue Code, on the other hand, has a limitation of
three years after the return is filed (six years if more than 25 percent
of the gross estate has been omitted). Any action must be brought
within six years after assessment.®?

5 Jd. Sections 14510-13.

57 INT. REV. CoDE Section 6036 ; U. S. Treas. Reg. 105, Section 81.58.
58 Id. Sections 6075, 6151.

58 Id. Sections 6211-13.

% Jd. Section 6161,

61 CAL. REV. & TAX CoDE Section 14812.

ez Id, Section 14347

& INT. REV. CODE Section 6651 et seq. ; Section 7201 et seq.
& Form 843.

6 CAL. REV. & TAX. CopE Sections 14361-428,

0 Jd. Sections 14355, 14674.

@ INT. REV. CODE Sections 6501-503.
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The California time limit on making refund claims varies with the
ground for refund. Generally the period is six months or a year after
the event takes place which justifies the refund.®® The federal limit is
three years from the date the return was required to be filed, or two
years after the date the tax was paid, whichever is later.%® A suit upon
a refund claim must be brought within two years after the disal-
lowance of the claim or at any time within six months after filing a
claim, if it is not acted upon.®

Interest. The United States charges 6 percent interest on defi-
ciencies and allows interest at the same rate on refunds.” California
also imposes 6 percent interest on deficiencies from the date the tax
becomes delinquent.”? But there is no interest allowed on refunds un-
less the refund is refused after final judgment; and then interest runs
only from the date of such refusal.”

Liens. Both California and the United States have elaborate pro-
visions for liens to secure the tax. The federal lien attaches at death
and remains until the tax is paid or 10 years after death. The lien is
divested in the case of administration expenses and certain sales to
bona fide purchasers.™ The California lien continues until the tax and
interest are paid in full; but there are provisions concerning mort-
gages and bona fide purchasers, and for the release of a lien if a bond
is posted.”™ California makes specific provision for a suit to quiet title
against a tax lien or to determine that property is not liable for tax.’®
Under both systems liens may be released by authorized officials, and
the taxing authorities are specifically allowed to levy upon property to
enforce the tax.™

Special California Provisions. Two aspeets of the California in-
heritance tax are completely unlike anything found in the federal
system. The California law provides detailed requirements for obtain-
ing releases on the transfer of bank accounts, stocks, ete. Before stock
may be transferred or property delivered by a bank or custodian, and
before the payment of any benefits under life insurance, the transferor
must obtain from the Office of the Controller a ‘‘ Consent to Transfer.”’
These Consents are freely given; but they provide the inheritance tax
authorities with a way of checking up on the property which should
be included in the inventory of an estate. California also has statutory
provisions concerning the opening of safe deposit boxes to which the
decedent has aceess and the taking of an inventory of the econtents.”®

California provides a special discount for prompt payment of tax,
something the federal system does not allow. To the extent the inherit-
ance tax is paid within six months from the date of death, there is
allowed a discount equal to 5 percent of the amount of tax. However,
88 CAL, REV. & TAX. CODE Sections 14361-428.

% INT. REV. CODE Section 6511,

7 Id. Section 6532.

7 Id. Sections 6601, 6611.

12 CAL. REV. & TAX. CODE Section 14211,

7 Id. Sections 14431-32.

% INT. REV. CoDE Section 6324,

75 CAL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Sections 14301-306.

™ Id. Section 14571-77.

7 INT. REVv. CopE Sections 6325, 6331; CarL. REv & TaX. Cope Sections 14307-308,

14321-23,
8 CaL. REV. & TAX. CopE Sections 14341-46.
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this discount may be paid and subsequently completely lost if it later
develops that a ‘‘pick-up tax’’ is payable by the estate.”

The California “’Pick-up Tax”

One aspect of the California inheritance tax system which merits
special comment and consideration is the additional estate tax, com-
monly known as the ‘‘pick-up tax.”’ Under the Internal Revenue Code
the United States allows a credit against the estate tax (up to a spee-
ified maximum amount) for any death taxes paid to a state.’® The
credit applies only if the taxable estate (after deduction of the $60,000
specific exemption) exceeds $40,000. In order to take full advantage of
this federal provision, that is, to make sure that the state tax is at
least equivalent to the federal credit, most states have enacted special
taxes which come into play when the regular state death tax would
not result in a tax equal to the amount of the credit. California has
such a provision.8!

Because the tax imposed is simply ‘‘equal to the difference between
the maximum eredit and the inheritance tax payable,’’ the pick-up tax
is an estate tax, not an inheritance tax ; like the federal estate tax itself,
the maximum credit is simply a graduated percentage of the entire
taxable estate. The nature of the pick-up tax is thus completely incon-
sistent with the basie principle of the California inheritance tax. The
tax can only be rationalized as a makeshift device by which the State
can collect the maximum federal credit instead of seeing it paid to
the United States. It is somewhat anomalous that, after California has
gone through all its elaborate procedures to relate the tax imposed to
the relationships between a decedent and his beneficiaries, an arbitrary
estate tax is imposed which very often results in the final tax paid bear-
ing little connection to asserted inheritance tax objectives.

Another seeming anomaly now exists in connection with the pick-up
tax, as a result of the recent federal change from a deduction for
prior-taxed property to a credit for estate taxes paid on such property.
A California statute specifically states that no California exemption for
prior-taxed property is allowable with respect to the pick-up tax.’2
This made sense under the old setup, sinee such property was deducted
from the federal gross estate before the allowable state credit was com-
puted. But this is no longer true. Therefore it seems that property
recently taxed will be, in effect, taxed again by the California pick-up
tax.

It may be noted that the pick-up tax generally comes into play only
in fairly large estates. The reason for this is that the federal credit is
based upon the entire taxable estate, without reduction on account of
federal estate taxes assessed. The inheritance tax, on the other hand,
is computed on the value of the property transferred, after a deduction
for federal estate taxes paid. When the value of the gross estate is
substantial, the graduated federal estate tax takes out a very large bite.
As a result, the estate subject to inheritance tax is reduced to such an
extent that the tax is less than the allowable federal credit.

® Id. Section 14161.

8 INT. REV. CODE Section 2011.

81 CAL. REV. & TAX. CobE Sections 13441-42.
& CaL. REV, & TAX. CoDE Section 13824,
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GIFT TAX DETAILS
Policy

The basic purpose of any gift tax is to act as a backstop to a death
tax. It prevents the tax-free transfer of wealth during life where a
similar transfer at death would be subject to tax. As noted previously,
the California statutes assess lifetime transfers and transfers upon
death at the same tax rates.83 The federal provisions, encouraging life-
time transfers, impose gift tax rates equal to three-fourths of the com-
parable estate tax rates.3¢

The federal and California gift taxes are, like the respective death
taxes, based on entirely different principles. The federal provisions,
donor-oriented like the estate tax, base the tax on the value of total
lifetime gifts made by the donor, irrespective of who the donee may
be. The California provisions, donee-oriented like the inheritance tax,
base the tax on both the value of the property transferred by gift and
the relationship of donee to donor. ,

There is comparatively little statutory authority under either system
to govern the details of imposition of the gift tax. In California, more-
over, there have been almost no decided cases under the gift tax. There-
fore it is difficult in many instances to make accurate comparisons of
the California and federal laws.

Taxable Transfers

Both the federal and California statutory provisions speak in the
broadest terms. They impose a tax on the transfer of any property
by gift.85 Therefore, essentially, the two taxes reach the same transac-
tions. To some extent differences in the application of the two systems
have become apparent. Some of these are outlined below.

California has no gift tax provisions specifically dealing with powers
of appointment. The exercise or release of such a power is presumably
not a gift. As was noted in connection with the inheritance tax, some
surprising interpretations are possible with respect to the California
tax law dealing with powers of appointment. The federal gift tax, on
the other hand, not only reaches a transfer which creates a power of
appointment but also has an elaborate provision taxing the exercise
of a ‘“general’’ power of appointment and the release (including the
lapse, under certain circumstances, but not the disclaimer or renuncia-
tion) of such a power.86

In the case of certain transfers involving husband and wife there
are several well-defined distinctions betwen the two gift taxes. If a
gift of community property is made to a third person, both systems
regard each spouse as the donor of one-half. California applies the same
rule to community property regardless of when it was acquired.’” But
the federal law treats California community property acquired prior
to July 29, 1927, as separate property. Under both systems the equal
division of community property into separate property incurs no tax.

In their treatment of gifts of separate property, the federal and Cali-
fornia statutes have little in common. If the separate property of either

8 Compare CAL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Sections 13404-407 with Sections 15205-208.
8 Compare INT. REV. CODE Section 2001 with Section 2502.

& Id. Section 2501 ; CAL. REv. & TAX. CODE Section 15201,

8 INT. REV. CODE Section 2514.

" & CaL. REV. & TAX CoDE Section 15304.
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spouse is transferred by agreement into the community property of
both, it is regarded as a gift of one-half the value of the separate prop-
erty under both systems. But in California if it is the separate prop-
erty of the wife which is so converted, the other one-half will also be
gift taxed if on her death it goes to her husband free of inheritance
tax under the special inheritance tax exclusion. This one-half, in such
event, is treated as a gift by the wife at the time of her death.®® More-
over, a new provision of the 1954 Internal Revenue Code has elimi-
nated the gift tax consequences of a transfer by a husband or wife of
separate property into a joint tenancy in real property of both spouses
unless the spouses elect to treat the transfer as a gift.?

The federal law contains a marital deduction provision completely
unlike anything in the California statutes. Internal Revenue Code
Section 2523 provides, in effect, that only one-half of a gift of separate
property from one spouse to another is subject to federal gift tax,
provided the gift is not of a ‘‘terminable interest.’”” And on a gift to
a third person, if the other spouse consents, a gift is treated for federal
gift tax purposes as made one-half by each spouse.?® California has no
such provisions.

The California regulations contain a specific provision dealing with
a widow’s election to take under the terms of her husband’s will a
distribution of property which results in her receiving less than one-
half of the value of the community property.?! It provides that the
acceptance of such distribution is not a gift by her of the difference
between what she gets and her one-half of the community property.
There is some question under federal law as to whether a wife would
be making a taxable gift in these circumstances.

A new federal statute enacted in 1954 provides that where husband
and wife enter into a written agreement relative to their marital and
property rights and a divorce occurs within two years thereafter
(whether or not the agreement is approved by the divorce decree), any
transfer to a spouse in settlement of marital rights or to provide rea-
sonable support for issue of the marriage during minority shall be
deemed made for full and adequate consideration.®? California has no
such provision. It seems doubtful that California could adopt the prineci-
ple of the federal statute without specific legislative authority.

Deductions and Exemptions

The deductions and exemptions allowed under the two gift taxes are
quite different. Both systems allow an annual amount which may be
given without inecurring tax. California exempts the gift of $4,000 per
year to any donee?® This is equal to the old federal exclusion. The
Internal Revenue Code ®* contains an exclusion for $3,000 per year
per donee. Neither the California nor federal provisions apply to
gifts of a ‘‘future interest.”” Considerable question formerly existed
whether gifts to minors could be other than a future interest. However,
by statutory provision (the California statute was adopted in 1955),
= 1d, Section 15303,

& InT. REV. CODE Section 2515.

% Id. Section 2513.

91 CaL. Ap. CopE tit. 18, Section 79.
9 INT. RBV. CopE Section 2516

% CAL. REV, & TaX. CODE Section 15401,
o INT. REV. CODE Section 2503.
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both laws now specify that a gift to a minor is not a gift of a future
interest provided both the property and income therefrom may be
expended by or for the benefit of the minor during his minority and
will to the extent not so expended pass to the minor at the age of 21
or, if he dies before reaching 21, be payable to his estate or as he may
designate by general power of appointment.®® The California annual
exemption specifically does not apply to the one-half of community
property converted from a wife’s separate property which is subject
to gift tax if it passes to the surviving husband on the death of the wife.
The federal system has no need for such a provision.

Before imposing gift tax rates both California and the United States
allow specific lifetime exemptions in addition to any applicable annual
exemption or exclusion. The California specific exemptions vary de-
pending on the relationship of the donee.? They are the same as the
equivalent inheritance tax exemptions. The Internal Revenue Code 7
provides a specific exemption of $30,000 for each donor. This applies
whether the total amount is given to one donee or a dozen, and regard-
less of the relationship of the donees to the donor. There are other
marked differences in the exemption procedures under the two gift
taxes. California specific exemptions must be applied to net gifts as
they are made.®® The federal $30,000 exemption, on the other hand,
may or may not be applied, as the donor desires. Another basic differ-
ence is that, like all California exemptions, the California specific ex-
emptions come off the bottom of a taxable transfer, not off the top as
does the federal. The California gift tax rate brackets are thus applied
before deducting the exemptions. The federal tax rate brackets are
applied after the specific exemption is dedueted.

Neither the federal nor California gift tax applies to a bona fide
charitable gift.? But California has no provision comparable to the
federal disallowance of a deduction for gifts made to a charitable or-
ganization which engages in certain ‘‘prohibited transactions.’’ Cali-
fornia does have such a disallowance provision in its income tax law
with respect to deductions for charitable gifts. But neither the inherit-
ance nor gift tax law has been modified to include this concept.

The federal gift tax exempts any gift of intangibles by a nonresident
alien not engaged in business in the United States.®® California im-
poses a tax on certain intangibles with a California situs belonging to
a nonresident unless the nonresident’s state of residence: (1) has a
gift tax; and (2) does not impose it on California residents or has
specific reciprocity provisions.9!

Valuation

In assigning a value to the property transferred, the California and
federal practices under the gift taxes differ in the same fashion that
they do under the death taxes. For example, California uses 4 percent
interest tables where the federal authorities use 8} percent tables.
Under the gift tax, as under the inheritance tax, California is faced

% Ibid.; CAL. REV. & TaX CopE Section 15402.

% CAL. REV. & TAX. CODE Sections 15421-24,

7 INT. REV. CoDE Section 2521,

98 CAL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Section 15426,

% INT. REV. CODE Section 2522 ; CaL. Rev. & TaX. CoDE Sections 15441-42.
10 INT. REV. COoDE Section 2501.

101 CaL. REV. & Tax. CopE Section 15451.
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with the problem of contingent transfers. Here too, it taxes such trans-
fers at the highest rate possible.1%% There is provision for compromise
and for postponing tax payment by posting a bond.1?® A refund may
be obtained on the happening of a contingency which would have re-
sulted in less tax.104

Tax Rates

The basic tax computation procedure is similar under both gift taxes.
The tax rates are applied to the total accumulated gifts. Then the tax
previously paid is subtracted in order to arrive at the tax currently
payable. Of course, the California graduated tax rates vary, depending
on the relationship of the donee to the donor, whereas the federal rates
are graduated solely on the basis of the total taxable gifts made by a
donor, regardless of donee.

Taxing Procedure

Under both gift taxes a return must be filed by April 15 of each year
for gifts made during the preceding calendar year.l% A return is re-
quired if the value of gifts made exceeds the annual exemption or ex-
clusion, or if there is a gift of a future interest regardless of amount.1%¢

The federal gift tax is payable at the time the return is filed.17 The
California tax is technically due when the gift is made, but does not
become delinquent until the Controller finally determines the tax.108
He is directed to do this within six months after the return is filed;
but his determination is valid if made at any time within three years
thereafter,1%?

In California the donee may join in filing the donor’s return *° or
may file a separate donee’s return.!!! In the case of a gift in trust
both beneficiary and trustee must file a return.?> Under the federal
system either the beneficiary or trustee must file a return if the gift
is in trust.l’® And there is no federal provision for a donee’s joining
in a donor’s return. A separate donee return must be filed.**

When the California Controller has determined the tax he notifies
the donor by personal service or by mail of the amount due. His deter-
mination becomes final 60 days after notice unless the tax is paid under
written protest and an action is brought in the superior court to re-
cover it. In the latter event the determination becomes final whenever
the judgment in the action becomes final.**® Under the federal system
the gift tax return is examined by a revenue agent. If a deficieney is
proposed the government will issue a formal notice, and the taxpayer
may appeal to the tax court within 90 days thereafter.1'6
103 I, Section 15210.

109 74, Sections 15931-52.

10¢ 14, Section 16223,

106 INT, REV. CODE Sections 6019, 6075 ; CAL. REv. & TAX. CopE Section 15651.
106 J. S. Treas. Reg. 108, Section 86.20; CAr. Ap. CopE tit. 18, Section 173.
107 InT. REV. CODE Section 6151.

108 CAL. REV. & TAX. CoDE Sections 15904-905.
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The California gift tax is a lien upon the transferred property from
the time of the gift until 10 years after the tax becomes delinquent.
The lien may be released by the Controller in his discretion if he de-
termines that the tax is otherwise sufficiently seecured, or if a bond is
posted. If the property is sold to a bona fide purchaser the lien is
released; but then it attaches to all other personal property of the
donee. The statutes provide for a writ of execution to enforce a judg-
ment and for withholding credits or other personal property belonging
to the person liable for tax and in the hands of a third person. Pro-
ceedings to collect tax may be brought at any time up to 10 years after
the date of delinquency.11?

The federal statute of limitations on assessment is three years after
the return is filed, unless the amount omitted from the return is more
than 25 percent of the total gifts stated in the return, in which case
it is six years. Any action must be brought within six years after assess-
ment.’'® The federal lien attaches for 10 years from the time the gift
is made. If property is transferred to a bona fide purchaser it is di-
vested of the lien, but the lien then attaches to all other property of
the donee. The lien may be released if the Secretary of the Treasury
or his delegate determines that the tax liability has been satisfied,
become legally unenforceable, or been adequately provided for, or if a
bond is furnished.!”® There are specific provisions for the liability of
transferees for the tax.120

The California gift tax may be refunded in the following circum-
stances: (1) if any tax was erroneously paid, by filing an application
with the Controller within one year after payment or within one year
after the tax determination becomes final, whichever is later; (2) if
any tax paid was later declared by a competent court to be in excess
of the amount due, by application to the Controller within one year
after judgment becomes final; (3) if tax is paid on a ‘‘high contin-
geney’’ and a lower contingency subsequently happens, by application
filed with the Controller within six months after the happening of
the contingency.'?! Any application for refund must set forth in detail
and under oath all the relevant grounds and facts.122

The United States provides a regular form for claiming a refund.!23
A claim for refund must be made within three years after the return
is required to be filed or two years after the tax was paid, whichever is
later.’?* Suit may be brought within two years after disallowance of a
claim or at any time within six months after filing a claim if it is not
acted upon.12s

Under the California gift tax, if a return is not filed or if a return
does not show all of the transfers made in the year for which the return
is filed, a penalty equal to 5 percent of the tax on the transfers not
17 CAL. REv. & Tax. Copr Sections 16061-121.

18 INT, REV. CoDE Sections 6501-502.

0 I Sections 6324-25.

10 Jd. Sections 6901-902.

12t CAL, REV. & TAX. CoDE Sections 16221-24.
12 CAL. Ap. CopE tit. 18, Section 272.

123 Form 843.
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reported is added to the tax. In the case of fraud, there is an additional
penalty equal to 25 percent of the tax on the transfers not reported.128
‘Wilful failure to file a return or pay a tax brings an additional penalty
of $1,000.127 Refusal to give the Controller access to books and records
relating to transfers, after his lawful demand, may result in a fine of
from $1,000 to $20,000.128

Under the federal gift tax, failure to file a return, unless there was
reasonable cause, results in a penalty equal to 5 percent of the tax for
each month of delay, up to a maximum of 25 percent.’”® In the case of
an underpayment due to negligence or intentional disregard of the
rules and regulations there is imposed a penalty equal to 5 percent of
the underpayment. In the case of fraud, there is a penalty equal to 50
percent of the underpayment.’3 Moreover, any wilful failure to pay
a tax or file a return, or any wilful attempt to evade tax is subject to
both a substantial fine and imprisonment.!3!

California charges interest on delinquent taxes at the rate of 7 per-
cent.’32 Interest at 7 percent is also charged after June 15 of the year
in which a gift was made if the return is filed after the due date.'3
California pays interest at 6 percent from the date of overpayment
whenever an overpayment is determined by judgment of a court or was
not due to an error or mistake of the taxpayer.'** The United States
both charges and allows 6 percent interest.}%3

CONCLUSION

The foregoing survey in no way purports to be either an exhaustive
catalogue of the differences between the California and federal transfer
tax systems or a complete analysis of those differences which are dis-
cussed. But it should point up some of the decisions necessary in any
move ‘‘to bring the California laws into closer accord with the federal.”’

As was noted at the outset, the basic choice is between the estate tax
and the inberitance tax principles. Regardless of the outcome of this
decision, there are, of course, a number of minor discrepancies which
merit correction. And some consideration should be given to other, more
important differences. However, there seems little point in worrying
about conformity in a multitude of minor details if the present basic
difference between the two tax systems is to continue. It would seem
far better for California to maintain an integrated and consistent
system of its own.

If California is to consider a basic change, strong arguments support
the switch to an estate tax. Aside from the theoretical policy advantages
outlined at the beginning of this survey, the main argument in favor
of an inheritance tax is that California has one and so do most other

126 Oz, REV. & TAX. CoDE Sections 15681-82.
127 Id. Sections 15685, 15965.

128 Id, Section 16562.

129 InT, REV. CODE Section 6651.

0 Id. Section 6653.

m J4, Sections 7201-203.

138 CaL, REV. & TAX CopE Section 15961.
138 Jd, Section 15684.5.

4 Jd, Sections 16271-72.

1% InT. REV. CODE Sections 6601, 6611,
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states.’®¢ On the other hand, an estate tax has the important advantage
of being relatively simple to administer,

This relative simplicity is apparent in many ways. Most obviously,
the tax calculation involves only one computation, regardless of the
number of beneficiaries. And all the inheritance tax difficulties with
contingent transfers are eliminated. (New York, for example, switched
to an estate tax in 1930; but even today it is making adjustments on
contingent transfers under its old inheritance tax.) The estate tax
requires no special rules to deal with renuneciations and will compro-
mises. And the complicated inecome tax deduction for the death tax
attributable to income in respect of a decedent is not further compli-
cated by not knowing which inheritance tax rate to use.

It should also be borne in mind that even now California does not
impose a pure inheritance tax. As was observed above, the state pick-up
tax is a funection of the federal estate tax. It thus injects the principle
of an estate tax into California death duties.

e CLASSIFICATION OF STATE INHERITANCE, ESTATE AND GIFT TAX LAWS
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Of course the federal estate tax is no purebred either. It does not
escape completely the necessity for valuing the interests of each bene-
ficiary. Both the deduction for charitable bequests and the marital
deduction require the valuation of separate interests. And the prora-
tion of estate taxes, whether by will or by statute, requires a computa-
tion of the value of each beneficiary’s share.

In the last analysis, there is much to be said both for and against
trying to achieve absolute conformity. This survey has tried to bring
out some of these considerations. If California is to revise its inheri-
tance and gift tax laws, it can choose from among the following alterna-
tives:

1. Switch to some sort of integrated transfer tax. This would be the
most radical change. It is an alternative well beyond the secope of
Resolution Chapter 205, but one well worth considering.

2. Conform fully to the federal estate tax. This is open to the objec-
tion that it involves an abdication of legislative responsibility to Con-
gress. Moreover, this course necessitates constant revision by the Cali-
fornia Legislature to keep abreast of federal changes. It has the ad-
vantages of making considerably easier the job of the persons who
must compute the tax and of facilitating integrated estate planning.
The switch to an estate tax would mean a radical change in computa-
tion and administration of the death tax. It would probably require a
comprehensive study to decide where to set the rates.

3. Switch to an estate tax and set up an independent system, similar
to the federal. This is, in essence, the procedure California follows with
respect to the income tax; it conforms where it is convenient and not
too expensive. This, too, necessitates constant revision in the light of
federal changes. But it permits more independent judgment.

4. Retain an inheritance tax but try to conform to the federal system
wherever possible. This would require a number of small changes. For
example, treatment of certain types of trusts might be changed, only
post-1927 community property might be regarded as true community,
the life insurance exemption might be eliminated, ete. This would mean
a multitude of minor decisions as to which aspects of the federal system
should be followed. It would probably facilitate tax computation and
administration and estate planning if even this modified conformity
were achieved.

5. Retain an inheritance tax and ignore the federal system, but cor-
rect loopholes and inequities and simplify computation and adminis-
tration under the present tax. This might include a different tax treat-
ment for the exercise of powers of appointment, the imposition of some
statute of limitations on the collection of an inheritance tax in the
ordinary case, the elimination of the complicated calculations for the
estate tax deduction and prior-tax property exemption, ete. Some
step in this direction seems the minimum action that should be under-
taken. The inheritance tax law for the most part dates from 1935, and
the gift tax from 1939. Great changes in the law of transfer taxes and
in the general economic picture have taken place since those dates.

The ultimate decision as to which alternative is best for California
is quite properly in the hands of the Legislature.
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