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Industrial Lift Truck Service Corp. v. Mitsubishi International Corp.
Appellate Court of Illinois, First District, Fourth Division, 1982.

104 Ill.App.3d.357, 432 N.E.2d 999, 60 Ill.Dec. 100.

Facts:

In 1973 and in 1976 Industrial Lift Truck Service Corporation (IL) and Mitsubishi International Corporation entered into an agreement in which IL would purchase fork lift trucks from Mitsubishi.  Under the aforementioned agreement IL was expected to maintain service and sell the Mitsubishi fork lifts.  Mitsubishi was also granted the ability to terminate the agreement without just cause by giving ninety days’ notice.  During the time that IL held the fork lift trucks they made modifications to the trucks that would make them more desirable to the American market.  The contract was terminated by Mitsubishi in 1978 and IL sued under quasi-contractual principles in hopes of being reimbursed for benefits given to Mitsubishi by the IL design modifications.

Issues:
Under the principles of quasi-contractual law, is the plaintiff entitled to reimbursement from the defendant for the modifications rendered upon the fork lifts?
Rule:
Benefits that are conferred unnecessarily or come as the result of misconduct or negligence on another party are not covered under quasi-contractual law.  
Analysis:

The contract defined the relationship of the two parties – the sale and servicing of the defendant’s fork lift trucks.  The plaintiff took it upon themselves to modify the defendant’s fork lifts.  By seeking quasi-contractual relief, the plaintiff means to circumvent the statutes of a contract in which they freely entered.  The defendant was justified in assuming that the contract covered the entire relationship between them and the plaintiff.  
Conclusion:


The existence of the specific contract barred the plaintiff’s action in quasi contract.  The plaintiff entered into a contractual relationship with the defendant with full knowledge of the limits of the contract.  All services rendered and any benefit received by the defendant cannot be considered unjust, for they were not included in the original contract and are thus a result of the plaintiff’s negligence.

