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CLAIM OF ALICE SUYEHIRO
tNo. 140-35-923. Decitted October 22, 19511
OF FACT

FINDING

*

In July 1941,the claimant leasedfor a period of 5
years the premiseslocated at 242AFilmore Street, San
Francisco,California, wherein sheoperateda beauty shop'
Pursuant to the terms of the lease she was required to
pay both the first and last month's rental in advance,the
last month's rental to be applied as liquidated damages
in the event that the leasewas breachedprior to the expiration date. The claimant operated the beauty shop
untit April 7, L942,for approximately 9 months, when she
was excludedfrom the military area in which her business
was located. By reasonthereof, shewas compelledto surrender her lease resulting, among other losses,in fort*tl": of the last month's rental in the sum of M2'50'
Prior to commencingbusinesstherein, the claimant expended$265.40for improvementsto the premisesconsisting of plumbing and electrical work, installation of linoleum flooring, painting, and carpentry for which expenditures sheherein makesclaim.
NEASONS FOR DECISION

* n * The loss sustained by the claimant on account
of the forfeited rental is allowable by reason of the fact
that a failure of consideration resulted on the payment
thereof which failure was a direct result of the claimant's
* * *
evacuation. SltuaoKumono, ante, p. 148.
The question remains as to whether the allegedlosses
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no evidenceas to the extent to which theseimprovements
actually enhancedthe value of the aforementionedleasehold jnterest and it is therefore not possibleaccuratelyto
compute the alleged damages. Ifowever, in the absenceof
such facts it will be assumed,for the purpose of this adjudication, that sush enhancementamounted to at leasi
the cost of the improvements made, or $265.40. IIowever,in order not to foreclosethe claimant from an opportunity to offer further proof that the premises may have
been enhancedto a greater degreethan has herein been
allowed, this adjudication shall not becomefinal until S0
days from the date of receipt of this adjudication by the
claimant within which time shemay offer further evidence
on this score,if she so desires. On receipt of additional
facts, if any, in relation thereto, this adjudication shallbe
reconsideredas to the fair market value of the improved
leasehold interest.

