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Case Study Assignment

Name
Institution
Course
Instructor
Date

Torts Committed
· Ike Inkster- The application of facts begins with Ike Inkster, who had been tasked to drive an inmate known as Zane Zuggins. When the traffic situation became worse, he moved out of the vehicle to explore how it was. Upon leaving the car, inmate Zane knocked Melvin, who was a passenger in the same vehicle. He pursues to escape and heads towards Hellen’s vehicle intending to use it to escape the police. He succeeds in stealing the car but does not escape; he is caught after a few hours.
· Melvin Melrose- Melvin is another character in the case. He was a passenger who shared the same vehicle with the inmate transferred to another correction center. When Ike moved out of the car to check the traffic condition, Melvin was busy chatting with his girlfriend on his phone. Therefore, he was not attentive to the inmate they were transporting to the hospital for medical treatment. Zane took advantage of this and knocked him cold. 
· Zane Zuggin- This is a Peace River Correctional Service inmate imprisoned for engaging in a clever con scheme. Melvin and Ike were transporting him in a vehicle to seek medical treatment. They sought to find him a standard place that would be friendly to his health. The warden concluded that Zane was a "low-risk." For this reason, they did not shackle, handcuff, or restrain him. Zane got a chance of escaping when Ike moved out of the vehicle. He then headed towards the car of Hellen Happy, who hit him with a snow scraper. Despite that he was confused, he was able to get inside Hellen's car. He knocked and moved her out of the vehicle and started driving away. A few hours later, he was apprehended and failed in his mission of escaping. 
· Hellen Happy- Hellen was the only person in the vehicle on westward. She realized that Zane was escaping and decided to assist the Correction officers in detaining him. By use of a snow scraper, she hit him on his head. Zane threw her out of the car, and she headed to the road and was left with a broken collarbone. Consequently, she later developed residua mobility problems. 
Application of the Legal Rules  to the Case
	As the reading material depicts, it is wrong to decisively reach another individual (Trespass to Premises Act, 2000). For this reason, Helen would not have made a wrong decision by claiming Zane for trespassing to battery and individual. The case against Zane would be based on entering Hellen's car and harassing the plaintiff. This act was unmistakable; he did it intentionally and even punched her. The punch led to knocking out of her tooth. 
	Another incident that would be used against Zane would be when he decided to clear Hellen out. He committed an offense by pushing her outside of her vehicle. This was followed by driving the car away. Another claim that Hellen would make against Zane would be false detainment. False detainment is when a person is deliberately subjected to limitations without her willingness, while the person who controls her has no obligations of doing so whatsoever (Criminal Code). Zane committed an offense towards the end by controllably driving the plaintiff from her vehicle, practically squaring her out of the car. She had been stuck in the car for some time and did not warn him. This justifies that she could file an actual argument against him. 
	From the two cases, Hellen was subjected to residual mobility problems. This insinuated that she had to sacrifice her favorite sports activities, golfing and skiing. Consent is the first alternative. The plaintiff had not permitted the defendant to get into her car. He invaded her and entered to drive to disappear from the officers. Self-defense is another alternative. This is the case despite that the case would not be so much practical and viable. This is because there is no situation where the plaintiff fought back against the attacker. Despite this, she could guarantee self-preservation. The attacker was already on the property that belonged to her. He further harmed and undermined her. 
Zane engages in stealing the car of the plaintiff. While pursuing the vehicle, he resulted in her damage. He could have filed a case claiming that he had signaled consent to the plaintiff about drawing closer towards her. He could defend that the plaintiff did not engage in any activity or attempt to launch out of her vehicle. However, such a case would only be dismissed because he applied a lot of energy to board the car violently. He did this by kicking and throwing Hellen out onto the road so he could board the vehicle (Yates and Bereznicki-Korol, 2017). 
[bookmark: _Hlk86974803]Besides these experiences, the Peace River Correctional Center was also responsible for the occurrences of the day. It would be rightful for Hellen to claim most of the predicaments she came across on that day. Two officers, Ike and Melvin, of the Peace River Correctional Center to ensure that the inmate was in their custody. Despite that the two officers were entrusted with this responsibility by the Peace River Correctional Center, they could not complete their mission successfully. Therefore, Hellen could hold the office accountable for all the day's predicaments. 
Furthermore, the office also failed on how it handled the inmate during his transportation. Even without full knowledge of the inmate, the warden concluded that the inmate was low-risk. This means that he thought to himself that the inmate would be non-violent in the entire journey. For this reason, the warden did not see the need to use shackles, handcuffs, or tying up the inmate in any way. This left the inmate with a choice of escaping from the vehicle and pursuing hurting an innocent person. 
In the dispute against the complainant, the Peace River Correctional Center would seek the administration to act on their behalf. This would demand that the organization assess the innate employee's risk to free him from any restrictions if the mission was to guard their safety. This arrangement necessitated the pursuance of the strategies during that designated time. This left nobody without any chance of anticipating the mysteries Zane would cause on that day.
	The best method that Hellen, the plaintiff, would use to claim a tort of batter against Zane, the perpetrator. These would comprise of psychological problems that she experienced and false detention. She would significantly be productive because he was the only person who could exercise and accomplish the activities, resulting in a lot of damage that faced Hellen.
	Besides considering Hellen as the plaintiff and Zane as a defender, we can consider the opposite. This is the case; despite being the main defendant, he had been denied a chance to interact with others. Everyone has a right to positive interaction. Any person would take advantage of the situation and seek freedom of interaction from outside. Also, Hellen was in the wrong when she decided to help the officers to detain Zane for the interviews. She had very little knowledge about Zane. She only saw him running away from the officers but lacked little knowledge about what had transpired. She strangely decided to attack her, and this is against the law. 
The Likely Outcome
Based on this case, we can judge that Zane, the defendant, had engaged in more torts than any other person in the case study. This is the case despite that he was already an inmate serving imprisonment. He engaged in another criminal activity in the presence of officers and even harmed one of them by hitting him. This was a severe case on top of another, and could not favor him in any way. The evidence in the case study is enough to judge that he was the cause of all the disasters experienced. 
[bookmark: _Hlk86987143]Besides not recognizing that the officers were helping him access good medical treatment by transporting him from the Peace River Correctional Centre to the City of Edmonton to help him recover from the severe toenail, he caused severe health issues of other people and made them worse than him. These offenses were beyond what anyone would expect, and they should cost him dearly, especially for playing with the lives of others. In my opinion, the likely outcome for this case would be prolonged imprisonment of the defendant by additional ten years. I think that would serve him well by helping him recognize the importance of other people’s lives. 
Additionally, the Peace River Correctional Centre would rectify its way of handling inmates during transportation. Assuming that the inmate was a "low-risk" was the worst decision they made. It was the cause of all the tribulations experienced. Had the warden handcuffed the inmate before transportation, all the problems would have been avoided because he would not use his hands efficiently. The likely outcome for this case will be handling all the inmates equally without judging that some are low-risk and others high-risk.
In conclusion, the case involved the plaintiff who was subjected to different tribulations by the defendant. The paper has identified the torts committed in the study and the respective legal principles applying to them. It has also validated the application of the principles to the case. The paper has concluded by predicting the likely outcome of all the actions involved in the case. 
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