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Part 1. (Aleo v. SLB Toys USA, Inc.)
What is gross negligence?
Gross negligence refers to the deliberate and reckless disregard for the safety and reasonable treatment of others. Thus it is more than a simple carelessness or failure to act. The Toys R Us Inc. was involved in gross negligence case that involved a certain type of mask that was did not meet the asserted standard. The pool slides could not meet the implied warranty of their merchantability (Tom, 2013). 
What distinguishes it from ordinary negligence?
Gross negligence is different from ordinary negligence due to the level of carelessness involved. Ordinary negligence is the failure to apply the level of care and caution that any other ordinary individual would have used in a similar circumstance. In this case, Toy RUs, Inc. could have ensured that what they were importing was of the standard that was earlier alleged to have. It is through such a process, that the company would have ensured safety of kids who will happen to use them at the pools. 
What Biblical passages are relevant to this case? Elaborate on the case from a Christian perspective. 
There are several Biblical passages that are relevant in this case. Two of the most relevant Biblical passages are: Ezra 4:22, “Beware of being negligent in carrying out this matter; why should damage increase to the detriment of the kings?” The second passage is that of 2Chronicles 29:11 which states that, “My sons Do not be negligent now, for the Lord has chosen you to stand before Him; to minister to Him, and to be His ministers and burn incense (Hendrickson Publishers, 2008). 
The case between Aleo v. SLB Toys USA, Inc. is about negligence. Twenty-nine year old Robin Aleo used an inflatable swimming pool slide that was sold by Toys R Us, Inc. in the process of sliding, he ended up striking the concentrate deck using his head due to collapsing of the slide. This case can be attributed to the negligence of the SLB Toys USA, Inc. the American based company’s management was supposed to have ascertained the quality of the slide before allowing people to use it. Thus, the company will have to incur losses after they settle the compensations that were stated by the court. 
Was the reward in punitive damages warranted in this case? 
The reward in punitive damages is warranted in this case. The regulation requires that all pool slides should be made in such a way that they can support three hundred and fifty pounds. The pool slides should also be tested for head-first sliding. However, following the manual that was packed with the pool slide and the warning label that was stuck on the sides of the slide indicated that the slide was capable of only supporting two hundred pounds (Tom, 2013). The manual as well as the warning label indicated that head-first sliding was dangerous. Thus, it was clear that the company did not test or certify the pool slide before it was installed for use. One could be right by asserting that the reward in punitive damages were warranted in this case after having gone through the facts. 
Part Two (Oracle v. Google)
What is the legal question that, when answered, determines the legal result of the case?
The legal question in this case is that, can a company own the basic commands of a coding language?
What are the parties disputing and what do they want the court to decide?
The two companies, Goggle and Oracle are disputing over protection of intelligent property – copyright protection to a software interface. Goggle built its Android operating system with support for Sun Microsystems, Java platform (Adi, 2020).  Later on Sun was acquired by Oracle and they found out that, Google had used some of the codes belonging to Sun to build its android system. 
The two tech companies want the court to decide whether a company can be allowed to solely own the rights of using a certain set of programming codes. All the android systems utilize codes to be built by the tech companies. Each company develops its own unique set of codes, however, there are certain set of codes that are functional – they cannot be changed since they will alter functionality of the system. 
Identify the rule, what law or test applies to the issue?
The rule in this case is that a company should develop its own unique codes for developing its tech-based gadgets. However, companies operating within the tech industry should be allowed to use certain basic codes so that they can enhance interoperability of software (Jacob, 2019).
What are the relevant facts given the rule of law?
Some of the relevant facts given the above rule of law is that:
Application programming interfaces are the building blocks of software interoperability and they enhance or make it possible for different software programs to communicate and interact with each other.
Allowing the API’s to remain open, they enable developers to freely build applications that work together. 
How does the court interpret the rule?
The court interprets the rule by looking at the need for software communicating with each other. Most of the electronic gadget that we have in our houses interact with each other. Thus, when codes will be supposed to be used by one party, then the rest will be affected as well as the entire computing industry (Jacob, 2019). 
Do you agree with the court’s rulings thus far?
I agree with the court’s rulings since there is a need to have tech-based gadgets that can communicate with each other. Through building tech-gadgets based on similar fundamental set of codes, there will be enhanced inoperability. 
If you were the judge in this case, how would you rule?
I would rule that there should be reusability of the fundamental set of codes among all the players operating within the computing industry. This will be necessitated by the need to have software that will enable tech-equipment to communicate with each other.  
What makes this significant?
The above judgment has been made significant due to the need of having tech-equipment that can communicate with each other. This will lead to growth and development of the whole industry.
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