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CASE 3 – SUTCLIFFE STORAGE & WAREHOUSE V. U.S. (11/16/2005)

(Pg 668 – “” case)
1. Π is Sutcliff, suing Δ U.S. Navy
2. Navy is occupying more space then they s/b allowed  to under K
3. Π brings 4 separate lawsuits 

1.) Stated reason:  These are year to year leases; case #1 is 1 yrs worth of rental payments, case #2 is 2 yrs worth of rental payments, etc 
2.) Real reason:  to remain in dist. ct. where they are, and make the Navy come to then, and get a jury trial, the claims have to be <$10K

3.) If the amount sued for is >$10K, have to go to Ct of Claims in Washingston D.C., and NO jury

4. IF case #1 had gone to judgment, and Π had won, what would’ve happened in cases 2-4

1.) Those cases would’ve been merged into the judgment IF they arise out of the same T&O.  Do they?
2.) Normally, property rented on a yr to yr basis is treated under the Separable Agreement Rule, meaning every lease is it’s own trans. (1 lease = 1 trans.)
i. Therefore, even tho they’re closely related, & even tho you’re arguing the same thing in both cases, every lease can be sued upon separately

5. Why can’t Π tell the Δ that the Π’s claims are going to be handled in 4 separate cases in the Π’s local dist. ct?
6. B/c Π isn’t saying that they’re entitled to the $ under a lease.  They’ve been paid the $ promised by the Δ under the lease.  Problem is is that the Δ is occupying more space than the lease allowed (quantum meruit).  

1.) It has nothing to do w/ the lease term, & so the Separable Agreement Rule doesn’t apply.  
7. Therefore:

1.) IF case #1 had gone to final judgment first & Π had won, all the other cases would’ve been merged into the judgment and can never be brought again

2.) IF case #1 had gone to final judgment first & Δ had won, all the other cases would’ve been barred by the judgment and can never be brought again

8. Δ has done the Π a big favor by not litigating Case #1.  Instead, the Δ says the ct should dismiss cases 2-4 under the Prior Pending Action 
1.) PPA – you can’t file cases in the same ct that would be barred by R.J. IF the first case went to judgment 
2.) If there was a PPA in exactly the same ct so that the later case would be barred by R.J. IF the first case went to final judgment, you don’t actually have to wait until the first case goes to final judgment, you can simply ask to have the later cases dismissed
9. This gives the Π the change to bring ALL his cases to Ct of Claims in Washington, D.C., rather than getting a ruling on Case #1 in local dist. ct and losing forever his claims on Cases 2-4
10. Note that in the Williamson case, Δ could’ve moved to have Π’s Clayton act claim dismissed under the PPA doctrine i/s/o SoL grounds.  Yes.  Why didn’t he?
1.) B/c it would’ve reminded the Π that he forgot to bring all his claims all in one case
2.) Δ thought he was going to win the Clayton act claim based on SoL claims grounds
3.) By getting Clayton act claim dismissed via SoL, he also got Sherman Act claim dismissed
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