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Question 1

Dawn/Jim v. prison/state    Trespass to Property     Define tort; mistake of fact no defense to intent tort; no actual damage necessary.

Dawn/Jim v. prison/state   Trespass to Chattel  Define.   Appropriate if bridge damaged; if destroyed or plaintiffs’ deprived of substantial use for extended period, then conversion the tort.  Mistake of fact again no defense to this intentional tort.

Jones v. Dawn    Assault     Define tort; No evident apprehension of impending battery, as Jones was armed.

Dawn v. Jones    Assault   Evident apprehension, but implicitly qualified by order to raise hands; defense of authority and self defense (dogs).

Dawn/Jim v. Jones   Conversion (killing dog)    Define tort; self defense a viable excuse.

Jones v. Jim    Assault  No evident belief on Jones’ part that Jim could effect a battery.  

Jim v. Jones   Assault    Self defense likely to be Jones’ successful defense, but a crucial juncture: if Jones liable for this intent tort, the Jim’s death may be attributable  (egg shell skull doctrine).

Jim v. Jones   Negligence   Define tort.   Jones under no general duty to assist, unless found to have “caused” (her acts a substantial factor) the cardiac emergency.  If duty then created, was Jones’ breach by failing to employ her CPR training the actual and proximate cause of Jim’s death, considering intervening factors creating delay in paramedics’ presence?

Ace Deliveries v. Chad   Trespass to Chattel/Conversion   Distinguish torts; If truck a total loss= conversion; if limited damage= trespass to chattel.  (Collecting on judgment from incarcerated def. a practical, but not a legal, issue).

Jim v. Ace Deliveries  Negligence  Foreseeable that overloaded truck would overtax brakes, resulting in accident.  Ace argues convict Chad’s unforeseeable criminal act (stealing truck) broke chain of causation.

Paramedics/Ambulance Co. v. Ace Deliveries & Chad  Negligence   Joint tortfeasors.

Jim v. Chad  Negligence  Was abandonment of moving truck, delaying paramedics,  an actual and proximate cause of Jim’s injury/death?  Question of proof of actual cause of death and whether delay was a substantial factor.
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Question 2

Lisa v. Dry Cleaners   Negligence   Define tort.   All elements appear satisfied here, with additional discussion of “neg per se” / violation of statute appropriate to this action in limited degree (duty, breach and subsequent liability much clearer here than in the more attenuated actions which follow).   

Joe v. Lisa  Negligence   DBCD satisfied, but Lisa’s unconscious state a complete defense– no volitional act.

Joe v. Dry Cleaners   Neg   Violation of statute discussion most suited to this more-attenuated nexus.   Major question of  best interpretation of statute as sufficiently inclusive of “all..economic harm caused...” on its face though the stated intent was merely to prevent injury to children;  may be effectively argued either way.  

Owners of parked cars v. Lisa/dry cleaners  Neg   Property damage;  as to Lisa, no liab (see defense in Joe v. Lisa, above); as to Dry Cleaners, same discussion as Joe v. Dry Cleaners, above.

Lisa v. Joe  Battery     Define tort.   Offensive, if not harmful, touching.   If harmful (expert medical testimony to prove), question of substantial factor in Lisa’s injuries, sufficient to become supervening act to relieve dry cleaners of liab?  Unlikely, but possible joint tortfeasors if Lisa’s injury indivisible.

Joe v. Albert   Battery   Define tort.  Probable viable claim of defense of another, if Albert successfully argues reasonable to believe Joe was going to continue/increase battery on Lisa.  

Albert v. Stella   Assault  Define tort.   No–Albert unaware he was object of Stella’s gunshot.

Bank v. Stella  Trespass to Chattel   Damage to bank property; transferred the intent of the battery.  Was Stella’s arguably criminal act sufficient to break causal chain linking the dry cleaners with the falsely imprisoned bank customers?

Bank Customers v. Bank  False Imprisonment  Define tort.   Question is did Bank’s action confine customers? Defense of emergency likely found reasonable.  A second possible action in Negligence:   Was a one hour delay in effecting release reasonable? Very limited damages by bank patrons if non-intentional tort, apart from customer injured in (reasonable and foreseeable?) attempt to escape.  

Bank and bank customers v. Dry Cleaners   Neg   Attempt to invoke violation of the statute as covering even these much attenuated events; Dry Cleaner argues Stella’s wrongful shooting a supervening act.
