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ctraimant sold all of said business equipment for the sum
of $200, which was the highest price that he could obtain.
Claimant's decision to sell said property rather than to
store it was reasonable under the circumstances which
confronted him. Becauseof conditions prevailing at said
time, over which neither the claimant nor his wife had
any control, claimant was unable to realize more than
$200 from said saie. Claimant attempted to store said
househotd goods but was unable to find a suitable p1ace.
Claimant then attempted to sell said household goods
but was unable to do so. Claimant's failure to store or
to seli said household goods was not caused by any negligence on his part or on the part of his wife' Claimant
and his wife rvere required to abandon all of said household goods on the day of their evacuation and have never
recovered any of said property or received any compensation for it. The abandonment of said property was
reasonable under the circumstances rvhich confronted the
claimant and his wife. The fair and reasonable value
of the business equipment sold by the claimant for $200,
as of the time of sale, was $616.23; and the fair and reasonable value of the abandoned household goocls,as of
the time of abandonment, was $405. Claimanb and his
wife sustained an aggregate loss of personal property in
the amount of $821.23,which said loss was a reasonable
and natural consequenceof their evacuation and has not
been compensated for by insurance or otherwise.
REASONS FOR DECISION

The evidenceof claimant's loss, with respect to the
businessequipment sold, consisted,in addition to his
own sworn statements,of corroborativeinformation obtained from the personwho sold him the greaterportion
of said equipment and from the person who purchased
all of it from him. The latter, a Chinesenamed Theobald Gee,alsoconfirmedclaimant'stestimony concerning
the price received. Therefore,decisiveproof of owner-
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required to either store or sell said business
equipment.
claimant stated in his affdavit that he
decided uguio.t
storagenot onry becauseof the expenseinvorved
uria trr"
uncertainty of ever resumingbusiness,
but also U..uu."
his family neededready cash-. It is considered
that this
decisionwas reasonableunder the circumstances
which
confronted the claimant. Consequently,
the claimant
was not imprudent
_in selling said property, even at a
substantial loss. Ciaimant
realired *rrb.t*tiutly
il;
than the fair and reasonablevalue from the
sale. How_
ever, it is common knowledgethat at the
time of said
salethere weremany Japanesein the areaconcernecl
who
y:".- i" the same predicamentand that many had de_
cided, as he did, to seil their possessions.prospective
buyers were aware of this situation and took
ud;u;l;g;
of it to purchaseat abnormally low prices.
This is"a
familiar factuai pattern in evacultion ciaims
and nothing
disclosedin the evidenceor investigation suggests
thJ
the instant claim doesnot fall squarJy withinli.
On the
facts found, sucha lossby salei, .o*p.rrable
under the
Act. SeeTosft,iSh,itnomage,
ante,p. l.
The compensabilityof the 1osssustainedby
claimant
and his wife as a result of the abandonment
of househord
goods presents a more diffi.cult question.
The Act requires
lhat a loss, to be allowable, must have been ,,a
reasonableand natural consequence,,
of the claimant,s
evacuation. Such languageplacesupon the claimant
the
burden of proving that his abarrdorrment
of said prop.rly
wasreasonabieunder the circumstances
which .ont.orrt.a
him. Abandonment involves total loss and
ordinarily
a reasonableman does not abandon his property
if he
canpossiblyobtain any price or considerationior ii.
This
is another way of saying that one of the requisites
in
satisfying the test of ,,reasonableand natural
conse_
quence" under the Act is proof that the claimant
made
a diligent effort to minimize his loss. Only e*ceptionai
qircumstanceswill justify a finding
that the ciaimant
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hold goods.
- However, it is consideredthat the circumstancesaf_
fecting the claimant herein were in truth
exceptional
and thus justified the abandonment. Until
a ""ri .frori
time before his evacuation, the claimant had
eo,ery.e^_
son to believe that he wourd be permitted to store
said
property on premisesowned by Mr. y. Tanaka,
a crose
friend. This fact was confirm.a Uy a r,vritten
statement
receivedfrom Mr. Tanaka. Claimant,s sworn
testimony
that he was unsuccessful
in finding another place of stor_
ageis plausible,in view of conditionsknown to
have existed at that time. Since nothing disclosedby
the evi_
denceor the investigation contradicts this part
of the
testimony it is considered.
as adequatelyproven. Claim_
ant's testimony that he was unabieto sell said household
goodsis not implausiblebecauseit is known
that many
Japanesewho sold such property had arranged to
do so
in advanceof actual evacuation, although generatty
,e_
taining possessionuntil the last moment. It is quite
likely that dealersand junkmen in the craimant,s
rr.igt borhoodhad a surfeit of householdproperty on hand
or
had agreedto buy all that they wan-teaUy tt
" time the
claimant undertook to sell his goodsbetween May gth
and May L}th, rg42. The aforesaidrheobord
Gee confirmed claimant'stestimony that on the day he
was evac_
uated he sought to sell the gooclsto Ges for whatever
price h-ewas willing to pay. Therefore, some
corrobora_
tion of claimant,stestimony that he was unable to
sell
this-property was obtained. In the absenceof evidence
to the contrary and in view of conditionsknown to
have
prevailed at the time concerned,it is considered
that
claimant'sswornstatementsconcerningthe circumstances
which requiredthe abandonmentof his household
;*:
erty are worthy of belief. This conclusionis fortified
bV
the inference which may be drawn from the natural
de_
sireof any sanepersonto avoid material loss. the"efore,
it is held that the evidenceprovesthat the claimant
was
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b\
placedin a position which justified the abandonmentof
his householdproperty.
that ali of the property involved
The evidencediscloses
in this claim was property of the marital community.
However, claimant's wife has not fiIed a claim for her
interest. Lrnder these circumstances,the claimant, as
husband,may file on her behalf under California law since
he has "the managementand control of the cornmunity
personalproperty,with like absolutepo\ rer of disposition,
other than testamentary,ashe has of his separateestate,"
with exceptionsnot here pertinent. Deerin'g'sCiuil Code
oj Califarnfa (19a9), $ 172. Therefore,this claim includesall interest of the marital community in tlie subject property. SeeHenry Sunao'Ugeda,ante, p' 9.
It u'asnot possibleto inspectany of the subjectproperty sincenoneof it could be located. Upon the evidence
a valuation of all of saidproperty in the amount
availa,ble,
is reasonable.Claimantandhis wife received
of $1,021.23
the sum of $200frorn the saleof a portion of saidproperty'
Consequently,claimant and his wife sustaineda loss of
$821.23and are entitled to receive this sum under the
above-mentionedAct, as compensationfor a loss of personal property which was a reasonableand natural conseuenceof their evacuationand 'vvhichhas not beencompensatedfor by insuranceor otherwise.

