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Date of Hearing:  June 28, 2022 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

Mark Stone, Chair 

SB 1200 (Skinner) – As Amended June 20, 2022 

As Proposed to be Amended 

SENATE VOTE:  29-8 

SUBJECT:  ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS: RENEWAL AND INTEREST 

KEY ISSUE:  GIVEN THAT MOST COURT JUDGMENTS FOR UNPAID MEDICAL AND 

CONSUMER DEBT ARE ORDERED BY DEFAULT AGAINST UNREPRESENTED 

LITIGANTS, SHOULD CALIFORNIA’S JUDICIAL SYSTEM BE REQUIRED TO REDUCE 

THE ABOVE-MARKET INTEREST RATES THAT ARE NOW CHARGED ON SUCH 

JUDGMENTS; AND SHOULD A TIME LIMIT ON THE RENEWAL OF JUDGMENTS IN 

THESE CASES, WHICH NOW CAN PERSIST AND GROW INDEFINITELY, BE 

IMPOSED? 

SYNOPSIS 

Many California households, particularly those that are low-income, struggle with debt. When a 

creditor sues an individual for an unpaid debt, the creditor almost always wins by default, since 

most debtors can’t afford lawyers. When a creditor wins, the debt becomes a money judgment: a 

court order to repay the debt. Two types of money judgments are particularly common. The first 

is for medical debt below $200,000. The second is for debt for personal, family, or household 

purposes—typically consumer debt, such as for credit cards, auto loans, and student loans—

below $50,000. 

This author-sponsored measure would change how California’s judicial system handles these 

two types of money judgments in two ways. First, it would reduce the interest rate assessed on 

these unpaid money judgments from 10 percent simple per year to an interest rate based on the 

United States Prime Rate (currently 4.75 percent). Second, it would place a time limit on 

creditors renewing these judgments, which they can currently do every five years in perpetuity.  

This analysis addresses the following issues: 

1. How would this bill change treatment of money judgments for common household debts? 

2. What are this bill’s main policy underpinnings? 

3. What is a debt in collections?  

4. How does a debt in collections become a money judgment without a trial?  

5. How are money judgments enforced?  

6. Why is it important that California impose a lower interest rate on this class of money 

judgments?  

7. What evidence do we have that debtors will voluntarily repay their debts, even at lower 

interest rates? 

8. Does this bill effect a Constitutional taking?  
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If California were to enact this bill, it would be following the lead of New York, which recently 

reduced its interest rate on consumer judgments from 9% to 2%. 

This bill is supported by two dozen nonprofit organizations, including Bay Area Legal Aid and 

Western Center on Law & Poverty. It is opposed by Encore Capital Group and trade 

associations representing banks, credit unions, debt collectors, debt buyers, financial services 

organizations, judgment collection professionals, and title insurers. 

SUMMARY:  Reduces the post-judgment interest rate on money judgments for common 

medical and personal debts. Forbids renewal of these money judgments after ten years. 

Specifically, this bill:   

1) Defines “debtor” as a natural person from whom money is due or owing or alleged to be due 

or owing. 

2) Defines “personal debt” as money due or owing, or alleged to be due or owing, from a 

natural person arising out of a transaction in which the money, property, insurance, or 

services which are the subject of the transaction are primarily for the debtor’s personal, 

family, or household purposes. 

3) Excludes from the term “due or owing” in 1) and 2) any debts incurred due to, or obtained 

by, tortious or fraudulent conduct, or judgments for unpaid wages, damages, or penalties 

owed to an employee.  

4) Changes the interest rate that accrues on the principal amount of a money judgment from 10 

percent to the United States Prime Rate as it existed on December 31 of the year prior to the 

year judgment was entered, for the following types of cases: 

a) A judgment on a claim related to medical expenses, if the principal amount of the money 

judgment remaining unsatisfied against a debtor is under two hundred thousand dollars 

($200,000). 

b) A judgment on a claim related to personal debt, if the principal amount of the money 

judgment remaining unsatisfied against a debtor is under fifty thousand dollars ($50,000). 

5) Specifies that the claims in 4) include, but are not limited to, claims based on any of the 

following transactions: 

a) An agreement governing the use of a credit card, as defined under the Song-Beverly 

Credit Card Act of 1971. 

b) A conditional sale contract, as defined under the Motor Vehicle Sales Finance Act. 

c) A deferred deposit transaction (i.e., a payday loan), as defined under the Deferred 

Deposit Transaction Law. 

6) Prohibits a judgment creditor from renewing the following types of money judgments: 

a) A judgment on a claim related to medical expenses if the principal amount of the money 

judgment remaining unsatisfied against a debtor is under two hundred thousand dollars 

($200,000). 
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b) A judgment on a claim related to personal debt if the principal amount of the money 

judgment remaining unsatisfied against a debtor is under fifty thousand dollars ($50,000). 

7) Extends to 60 days (from the current 30 days) after service of notice the period in which a 

judgment debtor may move for an order vacating or modifying renewal of a judgment by a 

judgment creditor. 

EXISTING LAW:    

1) Defines “judgment creditor” as a person in whose favor a judgment is rendered. (Code of 

Civil Procedure Section 680.240. Unless otherwise noted, all further references are to this 

code.) 

2) Defines “judgment debtor” as a person against whom a judgment is rendered. (Section 

680.250.) 

3) Defines “money judgment” as that part of a judgment, entered in a California court, which 

requires the payment of money. (Sections 680.230, 680.270.) 

4) Establishes that a judgment is enforceable upon entry. (Section 683.010.) 

5) Specifies, except where the law provides otherwise, that all property of a judgment debtor is 

subject to enforcement of a money judgment. (Section 695.010.) 

6) Requires the Legislature to set the interest rate on a money judgment at not more than 10 

percent per year. Permits the rate to be based on interest rates charged by federal agencies or 

economic indicators, or both. (California Constitution, article XV, section 1.) 

7) Provides that interest accrues at the rate of 10 percent per year on the principal amount of a 

money judgment that remains unsatisfied. (Section 685.010 (a).) 

8) Decrees that the Legislature reserves the right to change the rate of interest provided for in 7) 

at any time to a rate of less than 10 percent per year—regardless of the date of entry of the 

judgment or the date any obligation upon which the judgment is based was incurred. 

Provides, however, that a change in the rate of interest applies only to the interest that 

accrues after the operative date of the statute that changes the rate. (Section 685.010 (b).) 

9) Provides that upon the expiration of 10 years after the date of entry of a money judgment, the 

judgment may not be enforced; all enforcement procedures shall cease; and any lien created 

by an enforcement procedure pursuant to the judgment is extinguished. (Section 683.020.) 

10) Permits, despite 9), a judgment creditor to renew a judgment by using statutory procedures, 

but not within five years of when it was previously renewed. (Section 683.110.) 

11) Provides for renewal through filing an application with the court in which the judgment was 

entered. The filing of the application renews the judgment in the amount determined by the 

court clerk, and extends the period of enforceability of the judgment as renewed for a period 

of 10 years from the date the application is filed. (Sections 683.120, 683.150.) 

12) Requires a judgment creditor to serve notice of renewal of a judgment on the judgment 

debtor, and provides the judgment debtor 30 days after service to move for an order vacating 
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or modifying renewal of the judgment, including on grounds such as that the amount of the 

renewal is incorrect or that the application is filed within five years of its last renewal. 

(Sections 683.160, 683.170.) 

13) Allows, in addition to the procedures set forth in 10) – 12), a judgment creditor to bring an 

action on a judgment within the applicable statute of limitations, which is 10 years from the 

entry of judgment. (Sections 337.5, 683.050.) 

FISCAL EFFECT:  As currently in print the bill is keyed non-fiscal. 

COMMENTS:  Many California households, particularly those that are low-income, struggle 

with debt. When a creditor sues an individual for an unpaid debt, the creditor almost always wins 

by default, since most debtors can’t afford lawyers. When a creditor wins, the debt becomes a 

money judgment: a court order to repay the debt. Two types of money judgments are particularly 

common. The first is for medical debt below $200,000. The second is for debt for personal, 

family, or household purposes—typically consumer debt, such as for credit cards, auto loans, and 

student loans—below $50,000. 

1. How would this bill change treatment of money judgments for common household debts? 

This bill would change how California’s judicial system handles these money judgments in two 

ways. 

1. Creditors are constitutionally entitled to interest on unpaid money judgments. For the past 

forty years, that rate has stood at 10% simple per year. An unpaid $5,000 money 

judgment accrues interest at $500 per year.  

Under this bill, beginning on January 1, 2023, the interest rate on an unpaid money 

judgment, for the categories of medical and personal debt identified above, would be the 

United States Prime Rate as of December 31 of the previous year, capped at a maximum 

of 5%. (For illustration, the Prime Rate on December 31, 2021 was 3.25%; it is currently 

4.75%.) A $5,000 money judgment would accrue interest at a maximum of $250 per year.  

2. Currently, any money judgment can be renewed every five years, in perpetuity. When a 

money judgment is renewed, all of the accumulated unpaid interest is folded into the 

judgment amount, so that interest accrues on the new amount for the next period. 

However, if it is not renewed in ten years, it expires. So an unpaid $5,000 money 

judgment which accrues $500 in interest every year can, in ten years, be renewed as a 

$10,000 money judgment accruing $1,000 in interest every year.  

This bill would prohibit renewal of the two categories of money judgments identified 

above. After ten years, there would no longer be a court order to repay the debt. 

Taken together, these changes would reduce debt loads for millions of Californians.  

2. What are this bill’s main policy underpinnings? Two points about money judgments are 

critical to understand at the outset. First, interest on, and renewal of, judgments are matters of 

public policy, not a matter of private contract. The interest rates on money judgments and the 

ability to renew those judgments are determined by the Legislature. According to the California 

Constitution: 
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The rate of interest upon a judgment rendered in any court of this state shall be set by the 

Legislature at not more than 10 percent per annum. Such rate may be variable and based 

upon interest rates charged by federal agencies or economic indicators, or both. 

In the absence of the setting of such rate by the Legislature, the rate of interest on any 

judgment rendered in any court of the state shall be 7 percent per annum. (California 

Constitution, article XV, section 1.) 

In furtherance of this constitutional authority, Code of Civil Procedure Section 685.010 (b) 

provides: “The Legislature reserves the right to change the rate of interest provided in 

subdivision (a) at any time to a rate of less than 10 percent per annum, regardless of the date of 

entry of the judgment or the date any obligation upon which the judgment is based was 

incurred.” The current 10% interest rate on money judgments was set in 1982. In December 

1982, the Prime Rate was 11.5%; the 10% rate is reasonable by comparison. For most of the 

2010s, the Prime Rate sat between 3 and 4%. A 10% interest rate is now arguably a windfall to 

creditors. 

Second, even without the ability to renew a money judgment, a creditor would have as long as 15 

years to collect on most of these debts. California’s statute of limitations provides creditors four 

years to sue for breach of a written contract, such as a credit card agreement. (Code of Civil 

Procedure Section 337 (a).) Interest accrues during this time at the rate set in the agreement. 

Once a case is filed to collect a debt, it takes time for a court to enter a judgment; meanwhile, the 

creditor can continue to try to collect from the debtor through collection activities, such as letters 

and phone calls, as well as negative credit reporting. Creditors have 360 days from the filing of a 

complaint to obtain a default judgment (i.e., a judgment where the defendant does not appear; as 

discussed below, this is quite common) in most collections cases. (California Rule of Court 

3.740 (f).) And once judgment is entered, the creditor would have 10 years under the bill to 

collect on the judgment.  

The policy underlying this bill is that 15 years of collection, with the last 10 years proceeding at 

a 5% legislatively mandated interest rate, is sufficient for most debts incurred by California 

households. 

According to the author: 

For years, state law has required courts to charge exorbitant interest rates on legal judgments, 

exacerbating the debt owed by California families. SB 1200 will help relieve financially 

struggling families by right-sizing the interest rate required in statute to be added to legal 

judgments…. The court-ordered interest on personal or consumer debt [is] on top of high 

interest rates that have already been levied by the creditor. In addition, debt collectors, who 

often buy and sell debt, can keep renewing judgments on unpaid debt long after the 10 years 

a legal judgment is supposed to retire. These renewals also allow the interest to continue to 

accrue at 10% per year, thereby creating insurmountable debt loads. […] We should not 

require our courts to add to the burden of financially strapped families. There is no reason for 

Californians to be subjected to unreasonably high interest rates that can more than double or 

triple what they originally owe 

If California were to enact this bill, it would follow the lead of New York, which recently 

reduced its interest rate on consumer judgments from 9% to 2%. 
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3. What is a debt in collections? As of February 2022, an estimated 21% of adults in California 

had a debt in collections. (See Urban Institute, Debt in America: An Interactive Map (Jun. 23, 

2022) available at https://apps.urban.org/features/debt-interactive-

map/?type=overall&variable=pct_debt_collections&state=6.)    

A debt in collections is a past due account that the original creditor writes off or otherwise deems 

uncollectable, and then generally places with a third-party debt collector or sells to a third-party 

debt buyer to collect on. (For the sake of readability, these debt collectors and debt buyers are 

included in the term “creditors” throughout this analysis.) Debts in collections may arise from a 

variety of sources, including medical bills, credit cards, auto loans, student loans, and utility 

bills. They are typically taken as a sign of financial distress. 

Creditors typically begin trying to collect a debt in collections through informal methods such as 

writing to debtors and contacting them by phone. The most potent method is negative credit 

reporting of the debt, because it can harm a debtor’s credit score, increasing borrowing costs and 

impairing the search for employment and housing. 

4. How does a debt in collections become a money judgment without a trial? If these collection 

methods are unsuccessful, creditors can sue debtors for unpaid debts and any accrued interest. 

The California Judgment Preservation Alliance opposes this bill in part because, it argues, 

money judgments are the result of trials: 

We oppose SB 1200 because it is judgment creditors of court-ordered judgments who are the 

victims. A court-ordered judgment is the final determination of the rights of the parties in an 

action or proceeding. SB 1200 obstructs personal debt court orders under $50,000, which a 

court has determined that a debtor owes a judgment creditor and is due and owing no matter 

how long it takes. The rights of the parties have already been adjudicated. […] 

The parties to the judgment have appeared in a court of law, presented their evidence and the 

court has made a judicial determination. 

If only it were so! Collections actions, among the most common form of lawsuit, are generally a 

one-sided affair. As bill supporter Bay Area Legal Aid writes, “Debt collectors file these cases in 

order to obtain judgments, nearly two-thirds of the time by default.” 

One study showed that 85% of defendants in the collection actions surveyed did not file an 

answer; only two percent were represented by attorneys. (See Peter A. Holland, Junk Justice: A 

Statistical Analysis of 4,400 Lawsuits Filed by Debt Buyers (2014) 26 Loyola Consumer L. Rev. 

179, 208.) As a result, most collection actions result in a default judgment entered in favor of the 

creditor, in the amount sought by the creditor. In the study cited above, 68% of the cases resulted 

in a money judgment. (Id. at 210.) 

What is worse is that many debtors are not even aware they are being sued. Process servers 

routinely falsify proofs of service. As described in a 2020 study of how default judgments are 

used to obtain court-ordered sales of homes in California: 

Due process demands that a person who is sued must be served with the lawsuit in time to 

defend themselves. This might require driving to a person’s home at least three times to try to 

hand-deliver the lawsuit to the defendant. 

https://apps.urban.org/features/debt-interactive-map/?type=overall&variable=pct_debt_collections&state=6
https://apps.urban.org/features/debt-interactive-map/?type=overall&variable=pct_debt_collections&state=6
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Debt collectors, who can file hundreds of lawsuits per day, pay professional “process 

servers” to serve lawsuits on consumers. The process servers are often paid a flat fee, 

sometimes as little as $3, even if serving the documents requires at least three attempts. 

To avoid multiple trips, some of these process servers lie and tell the court, under oath, that 

they served the person. This intentional failure to serve process is called “sewer service.” 

Ultimately, victims lose their lawsuit without knowing there was a lawsuit in the first place. 

Sewer service is not only used by back alley lenders. The State of California sued JP Morgan 

Chase in 2013 because, amongst Chase’s illegal practices, it engaged in widespread “sewer 

service.” Chase agreed to stop trying to enforce the judgments it had fraudulently won. Other 

states have sued other lenders for similar practices. (East Bay Community Law Center, 

Forced Sales of Homes: Unsecured Debts, Insecure Communities (March 2020), available at 

https://ebclc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Forced-Sales-of-Homes_Unsecured-Debts-

Insecure-Communities-EBCLC-Report-1.pdf at 8.) 

To sum: whether due to fraudulent “sewer” service or lack of attorney representation, in most of 

these cases, a court clerk enters judgment for the creditor, awarding the creditor whatever 

damages it sought. A judge never reviews the evidence, and the debtor never gets a chance to 

contest the debt. And under current law, the money judgment yields ten percent simple interest 

per year, and can be renewed in perpetuity. 

5. How are money judgments enforced? California provides creditors with a variety of methods 

to collect on a money judgment. Typical collection methods include garnishing the debtor’s 

wages, seizing and selling the debtor’s personal property, placing a lien on any real property that 

a debtor owns, and seizing funds from a debtor’s bank account, termed a bank levy. There is no 

judicial oversight of these collection methods, which are typically performed by county sheriffs’ 

offices.  

Bay Area Legal Aid provides two examples of how the present system burdens its clients: 

• Alice, a single mother, learned of a 12-year-old judgment against her when the debt buyer 

began garnishing her wages, leaving her with insufficient money to meet her basic needs. 

However, at [a] hearing, the judge only agreed to reduce the amount of garnishment slightly, 

agreeing with the creditors’ argument that she should not be permitted to prioritize other 

expenses, such as her car loan, over the more than decade-old judgment. Alice had never 

been served with the complaint in the original lawsuit, and the approximately $4,000 

judgment has now ballooned to nearly $10,000. The lawsuit had been brought and enforced 

by a debt buyer four-times-removed from the alleged original creditor. Court records show 

that this debt buyer failed to produce documentation supporting its ownership of the debt 

before obtaining a default judgment. 

• In November 2021, Clara received a notice from her employer that a debt collector would 

be garnishing her wages for an old judgment she knew nothing about. Clara’s first language 

is Spanish, and her English is limited. The legal aid attorney that Clara went to for help 

discovered that a debt buyer obtained an approximately $16,000 judgment against her in 

2008. She did not recognize the plaintiff debt buyer, and there were no documents available 

online to help her understand what the lawsuit was for. The only description of the debt in the 

complaint was the name of the supposed original creditor, but her only account with that 

creditor had been paid off years before the lawsuit was filed. Clara was never served with the 

https://ebclc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Forced-Sales-of-Homes_Unsecured-Debts-Insecure-Communities-EBCLC-Report-1.pdf
https://ebclc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Forced-Sales-of-Homes_Unsecured-Debts-Insecure-Communities-EBCLC-Report-1.pdf
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complaint. However, the debt buyer filed a proof of service claiming to have served her 

personally (at an address where she was no longer living), and thereafter requested and 

received a default judgment from the Court. In 2018, the debt buyer renewed the judgment, 

mailing Clara notice at the same address she left more than a decade before. By the time of 

renewal, the default judgment had ballooned to over $50,000, half of which was claimed 

post-judgment interest. 

One important aspect of this bill is that, by ending renewals of such judgments, it would enable 

debtors like Alice and Clara to eventually be free of these debts, even if they are not lucky 

enough to find legal aid representation. 

6. Why is it important that California impose a lower interest rate on this class of money 

judgments? A major reason for imposing a lower interest rate on judgments for medical and 

personal debt is that California is among the most expensive states in the country in which to 

live. As is now well-understood, when accounting for the cost of living, California has the 

highest poverty rate in the nation. (Fox and Burns, The Supplemental Poverty Measure: 2020, 

U.S. Census Bureau (Sep. 2021), available at 

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2021/demo/p60-275.pdf.) 

Between February 1, 2017 and February 1, 2022, the last date on which state-specific data is 

available, California’s Consumer Price Index rose by 19.6%. (See 

https://www.dir.ca.gov/OPRL/CPI/CPICalculator/CpiCalculator.aspx.) This index encompasses 

a basket of commonly-purchased goods and services, including food, clothing, and 

transportation. 

Given its necessity, cost, and scarcity, the most devastating change has been in the price of 

housing. According to private website RentData.org, the average fair market rent for a two-

bedroom apartment in California increased from $1,182/month in 2016 to $1,526 in 2021, a 23% 

increase. (See https://www.rentdata.org/states/california/2016; 

https://www.rentdata.org/states/california/2021.)  

Given the number of Californians who owe debts, and in the face of such enormously-increased 

costs, to maintain a ten percent interest rate is to force a substantial portion of population deeper 

into poverty, and likely, further into debt simply to survive. 

7. What evidence do we have that debtors will voluntarily repay their debts, even at lower 

interest rates? A potent argument against this bill is that reducing interest rates on money 

judgments may reduce debtors’ incentives to repay these debts.  

The counterargument is that debtors, despite the ability to safeguard more of their earnings under 

this bill, will continue to suffer significant adverse consequences from having outstanding unpaid 

debts. These ongoing consequences include lower credit scores and resulting higher interest rates 

for loans. These consequences incentivize debtors to repay debts when they are financially able 

to, as appears to have occurred during the pandemic. According to the National Bureau of 

Economic Research, “Survey data on household behavior suggest that nearly 60 percent of the 

[initial round of] stimulus spending went to pay off debt or was saved.” (See 

https://www.nber.org/digest/oct20/most-stimulus-payments-were-saved-or-applied-debt.) This 

demonstration—that debtors will repay their debts when they have adequate financial 

resources—suggests that it makes sense to reduce judgment interest rates which largely 

perpetuate debts, rather than facilitate repayment. 

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2021/demo/p60-275.pdf
https://www.dir.ca.gov/OPRL/CPI/CPICalculator/CpiCalculator.aspx
https://www.rentdata.org/states/california/2016
https://www.rentdata.org/states/california/2021
https://www.nber.org/digest/oct20/most-stimulus-payments-were-saved-or-applied-debt
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8. Does this bill effect a Constitutional taking? California Association of Collectors argues: “If 

it becomes law, SB 1200 must apply to judgments that are entered on or after its effective date. 

Otherwise, SB 1200 will invalidate countless existing judgments, and will reduce the interest rate 

for thousands of judgments, thereby creating a constitutional taking.” Under the Fifth and 

Fourteenth Amendments to the U.S. Constitution, neither the federal nor a state government may 

deprive a person of property (i.e., effect a taking) without just compensation.  

The Association’s argument appears to rest on a misunderstanding of the bill’s text. “In order to 

state a claim under the Takings Clause, a plaintiff must first establish that he possesses a 

constitutionally protected property interest.” (McIntyre v. Bayer (9th Cir. 2003) 339 F.3d 1097, 

1100.) Nothing in this bill would retroactively operate to reduce interest already incurred on an 

existing judgment. Further, nothing in this bill would retroactively operate to cancel a judgment 

renewal that has already been granted. Either of these acts could be deemed a taking by 

depriving the creditor of a property interest, whether in the form of interest already accumulated 

or of a judgment renewal already granted.  

But this bill is prospective. What it provides is that, beginning on January 1, 2023, “interest [on 

the identified categories of medical and personal debt] accrues at the United States Prime Rate as 

it existed on December 31 of the year prior to the year judgment was entered,” rather than at ten 

percent. (Proposed Code of Civil Procedure Section 685.010 (a)(2)(A).) Further, the bill forbids 

renewals of such judgments. 

Because the United States Constitution “protects rather than creates property interests, the 

existence of a property interest is determined by reference to ‘existing rules or understandings 

that stem from an independent source such as state law.’” (Phillips v. Wash. Legal Found. (1998) 

524 U.S. 156, 164 (quoting Bd. of Regents of State Colls. v. Roth (1972) 408 U.S. 564, 577.) As 

discussed above, both the state’s Constitution and the text of Code of Civil Procedure Section 

685.010 (b) permit the Legislature to change the judgment interest rate at any time. Accordingly, 

no creditor can argue that this bill deprives it of a vested property interest in a particular 

judgment interest rate. By their plain text, the statutory and constitutional bases for judgment 

interest provides that the rate is subject to change.  

Similarly, it seems dubious that creditors could claim a property interest in judgment renewal, 

given uncertainty as to whether renewal is available: the possibility of renewal depends on action 

by the creditor (in deciding to seek renewal), the debtor (in deciding whether to contest renewal, 

and the merits of the basis for contestation), and the court (in deciding whether to grant renewal, 

and if granted, the amount of any renewal). A judge might even vacate the initial judgment if, for 

example, the debtor shows that the judgment was procured through fraudulent service. As 

renewal is not guaranteed, it does not appear that the ability to seek renewal is a vested property 

right. To put it another way, this bill does not inflict a compensable loss on a creditor, because no 

creditor has a property interest in a judgment potentially renewed in the future. “Nothing was 

recoverable as just compensation, because nothing of value was taken from the company; and it 

was not subjected by the Government to pecuniary loss.” (Marion & Rye Valley R. Co. v. United 

States (1926) 270 U.S. 280, 282 (Brandeis, J.).) 

Author’s amendment—closing a potential loophole. One potential loophole is presented by this 

bill’s statutory scheme. Under Code of Civil Procedure Section 683.050, a judgment creditor can 

sue a judgment debtor for an unpaid judgment, plus any accrued interest, within 10 years of 

when the judgment was first entered. Take, for example, the case of United States Capital 
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Corporation v. Nickleberry (1981) 173 Cal. App. 3d. 864. On June 10, 1969, the court entered a 

money judgment for $13,472.30 against the defendant, Mr. Nickleberry. On July 10, 1970, the 

plaintiff was able to obtain $71.45 from Nickleberry, but nothing else. On June 7, 1979, the 

plaintiff sued Nickleberry again, seeking $22,890.05, the amount still owing on the original 

judgment, plus accrued interest. The trial court entered a new judgment for the plaintiff. The 

appeals court affirmed, holding, “A judgment creditor is entitled as a matter of right to a 

judgment on the original judgment providing it is commenced within the 10-year statute of 

limitations period.” (Id. at 868.)  

In other words, a suit under Section 683.050 provides an alternate way to renew a judgment, one 

potentially more expensive than a renewal under Section 683.120 (which this bill amends) since 

the plaintiff’s additional attorney’s fees and costs could be added to the ensuing judgment. 

Allowing such a suit would defeat the policy under this bill, which is to limit collection of 

judgments:  

683.050 (a) Except as provided in subdivision (b), Nnothing in this chapter limits any right 

the judgment creditor may have to bring an action on a judgment, but any such action shall 

be commenced within the period prescribed by Section 337.5. 

(b) No action on a judgment may be brought on a judgment identified in subdivision (c) 

of Section 683.110. 

This amendment will also avoid unduly “burdening the courts with a flood of new lawsuits to 

extend the enforceability of judgments,” as warned of by the California Association of Judgment 

Professionals, a bill opponent. 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: Western Center on Law & Poverty places this bill squarely 

within efforts to reform government policies that perpetuate the cycle of poverty: 

For too long, policymakers enacted laws that punished poor people when they were unable to 

pay their debts not recognizing that doing so simply made it even harder for low income 

households to meet their obligations. Countless families fell into debt traps from which there 

was no easy escape. Examples of this include…[d]oubling of parking ticket fines if a person 

fails to pay the ticket within 21 days [and e]scalating penalties of up to $500 after receiving 

just three toll violations…. However, the most draconian of these penalties is the 10 percent 

interest charged to all unpaid government and private debt. […The] debt lasts into perpetuity 

and will be an ongoing burden. 

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION: California Judgment Preservation Alliance argues that this 

bill diminishes the importance of judgments in California: 

SB 1200 may be seeking to somehow protect persons who have judgments entered against 

them based on consumer debt; however, it will unfortunately disenfranchise all Californians 

seeking justice through our court system. It overlooks the fact that a judgment for the 

payment of money represents a court order establishing the obligation of one person or entity 

to pay money to another person or entity, regardless of the type of obligation giving rise to 

the judgment. […] SB 1200 paints with a broad brush to encompass all judgments, whether 

they are being actively enforced at the ten-year mark or not. 
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REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

Support 

Bay Area Legal Aid 

California Asset Building Coalition 

Center for Responsible Lending 

Centro Legal De La Raza 

Community Legal Aid SoCal 

Housing and Economic Rights Advocates 

Initiate Justice 

Legal Services for Prisoners with Children 

Rubicon Programs 

United Way Bay Area 

Western Center on Law & Poverty 

Youth Alive! 

Opposition 

California Association of Collectors 

California Association of Judgment Professionals 

California Bankers Association 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Community Banking Network 

California Credit Union League 

California Financial Services Association 

California Judgment Preservation Alliance 

California Land Title Association 

Encore Capital Group 

Interwest Judgment Recovery 

Justice Matters 

Judgment Recovery Assistance, LLC 

Judgment Recovery of Southern California 

Receivables Management Association International 

Analysis Prepared by: Jith Meganathan / JUD. / (916) 319-2334


