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Parties

The litigant in the case was John Coomer and the respondent was Kansas City Royals Baseball

Corporation.

Facts

Major League Baseball (MLB) is among the most common professional baseball leagues
in the United States. Therefore, on 2009 September eighth, John Coomer, together with his
father, watched the MLB. During that day, the teams playing were Kansas City Royals and
Detroit Tigers. The game was played at the Royals stadium. Nevertheless, because of the

reduced turnout, Coomer with his father went near the guests’ dugout.

Furthermore, in each Royals game held in their place, the mascot, slugger, initiates
hotdogs from the guest’s dugout and throws them to the supporters. Thus, while Mr. Shores
finished reloading the gun, Coomer saw them turning back and thought they would throw one on
the opposite side (Jarvis, 2019). Coomer decided to check the scoreboard and consequently, he

unexpectedly felt the hotdog had hit him hard on the face.

After several days, Coomer faced a sight challenge and went to the eye expert, where was
checked and recommended surgery because of the detached retina (Jarvis, 2019). This resulted in
Coomer suing Kansas City Royals for negligence which they declined, arguing that the victim

recognized the risks and purchased the seat tickets.

Procedure

The lower court, Jackson County Court, had ruled against the litigant and favored the

Kansas City Royals. Although Coomer argued that the respondent did not practice normal care to




their visitors and did not sufficiently train and managed them, the evidence of non-abandonment

and game inherit indicated that Coomer was responsible for his injuries.

Coomer appealed to the court, demanding an informational mistake by the judge.
Nonetheless, the court of appeal found that the trial judge had a problem informing the jury that
the risk of being injured by the hotdog was essential to the dangers of going to the game (Jarvis,
2019). Therefore, the dangers of hotdog toss were different from that of a baseball play. Thus,

the Royals sustained their claim that supporters are exposed to many dangers while watching.

Issue

Did the respondent deliberately use a sophisticated risk to throw hotdogs based on the company

safety training?

Does the litigant’s intentional involvement in the further events act as an agreement to the known

or inherent risks of the event?

Several laws can be used in the case. For instance, the plaintiff used the intentional tort to
make his points. Beskind & Coleman (2017) claimed that intentional tort happens if an
individual anticipates achieving an act that will harm another person. Therefore, Mr. Shores
harmed intentionally based on Coomer. Another law is negligent tort law, defined by Tilley
(2016) as an offense caused by failure to respond as a rational individual to another person they
owe a duty. As Coomer claimed, Kansas City Royals are responsible for ensuring the safety of

fans when throwing hotdogs.

Holding




Although Coomer presented several arguments that were unsuccessful in altering the
judgment of the case, the Missouri Supreme Court never accepted the arguments and thus
decided there was nothing in the pleading or information presented that indicated Kansas City
Royals did not care or they resulted in Coomer’s injuries in the absenteeism of their inattention

(White, 2015). Therefore, making the Kansas City Royals win the case.
Reasoning

The court ruled the case with the reasoning that the Coomer decided to sit on the Guest
dugout because there was less turnout. Therefore, this was the place where hotdogs are thrown
and supporters were soothing to have them. Also, Coomer decided to look on the scoreboard
despite realizing that the hotdog was almost to be thrown. Another reasoning for the court to
consider was that the hotdog throwing was not a significant element of the game, hence affecting

baseball and the fans enjoyment.

In summation, Coomer suffered the consequences of not paying attention to the risks of
slugger’s hotdog thrown. Also, Kansas City Royals' arguments were not considered and hence,
regarded to be one hundred percent of his injuries. However, the Royals teams need to consider
in the future that they can be accountable for hotdog injuries caused since the dangers can be

intensified, reduced or eradicated with no consequence to the results of the baseball game.
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