Chapter 9: [title]
                                                    A. STARE DECISIS
     1. Binding or Persuasive Authority
     p. 838: Even unpublished opinions from lower federal courts may be cited as persuasive. Hall v. Goodwill Industries, 193 Cal.App.4th 718, 728 n.2, 123 Cal.Rptr.3d 274, 282 n.2 (2011).
[bookmark: FN1][bookmark: sp_7047_791][bookmark: SDU_791][bookmark: citeas((Cite_as:_190_Cal.App.4th_603,_*6]                                                      B. RES JUDICATA
     1. Claim Preclusion
     p. 866, Note 2, new (e): In the proceeding to dissolve the marriage between L and S the family court judge considered L’s claims that S had committed acts of domestic violence against her before and during the marriage in determining whether to award spousal support to L. Subsequently, L brought a tort action for damages based on S's alleged domestic violence. Is S entitled to judgment on the pleadings in the tort action because the judgment in the dissolution proceeding precluded L from further litigating the domestic violence issues? Boblitt v. Boblitt, 190 Cal.App.4th 603, 118 Cal.Rptr.3d 788 (2010) (no claim preclusion).
      2. Issue Preclusion
      p. 873, Note 2: For a case applying the rule that a common law retraxit (i.e., dismissal with prejudice) is determinative of the issues in the action, which precludes the dismissing party from litigating those issues again, see In re Estate of Redfield, 193 Cal.App.4th 1526, 124 Cal.Rptr.3d 402 (2011).
[bookmark: SR;2364][bookmark: SearchTerm][bookmark: sp_7047_361][bookmark: SDU_361][bookmark: citeas((Cite_as:_195_Cal.App.4th_1423,_*]      p. 885, new Note 3: Another policy exception to the application of issue preclusion is the public interest exception: “‘[W]hen the issue is a question of law rather than of fact, the prior determination is not conclusive either if injustice would result or if the public interest requires that relitigation not be foreclosed.’ ” Spicer v. City of Camarillo, 195 Cal.App.4th 1423, 1428, 125 Cal.Rptr.3d 357, 361 (2011) quoting City of Sacramento v. State of California, 50 Cal.3d 51, 64, 266 Cal.Rptr. 139, 785 P.2d 522 (1990).  

