Scenario 1: The Dachshund’s Unexpected Bite
Based on the facts provided, Sipho likely has a valid claim against Lerato under the actio de pauperie, which is a form of strict liability for harm caused by domestic animals in South African law.
The actio de pauperie has its origins in Roman law and remains applicable in South African law. Under this action, the owner of a domestic animal is strictly liable for harm caused by the animal acting contra naturam sui generis (contrary to its domesticated nature). The key elements are:
1. The animal must be domestic
2. The owner must have ownership at the time of the incident
3. The animal must have acted from inward excitement or vice
4. The action must have been contra naturam sui generis
5. The injured party must not have provoked the animal
In the landmark case of O'Callaghan v Chaplin (1927 AD 310), the court established that the owner of a domestic animal is liable without proof of negligence when the animal causes harm by acting contrary to its domesticated nature.
The facts here fit this framework: Boetie (a domestic dog) belonging to Lerato (the owner) bit Sipho without provocation while he was lawfully on the property using the paved walkway. The sudden, unprovoked attack represents behavior contra naturam sui generis, as domesticated dogs are not naturally expected to attack peaceful visitors.
The Supreme Court of Appeal in Lever v Purdy (1993 (3) SA 17 (A)) affirmed that liability under the actio de pauperie applies even if the owner was not negligent. In this case, a visitor was bitten by a dog while on the owner's property with permission, similar to Sipho's situation.
Sipho was not trespassing, nor did he provoke the dog—he was merely tying his shoelace. According to the case of Klem v Boshoff (1931 CPD 188), the owner's liability remains even if the visitor was on the premises with permission.
Therefore, Sipho has strong grounds to claim compensation from Lerato for his medical costs and pain under the actio de pauperie doctrine.

Scenario 2: The Unwanted Storage Fees
Analysis of Mpho's Claim for Storage Costs
Mpho's claim against Thabo for storage costs likely falls under the legal principle of negotiorum gestio (management of another's affairs without mandate) or a claim for unjust enrichment.
In South African law, negotiorum gestio applies when one person voluntarily and without authorization manages another's affairs out of necessity. For Mpho to succeed with this claim, he would need to demonstrate:
1. He acted without mandate from Thabo
2. He acted in Thabo's interest
3. His intervention was reasonable and necessary
4. Thabo derived benefit from the intervention
The case of Blaauwberg Meat Wholesalers CC v Anglo Dutch Meats (Exports) Ltd 2004 (3) SA 160 (SCA) established that a gestor (the person managing affairs) may recover reasonable expenses incurred in protecting another's property where the intervention was necessary and beneficial.
Similarly, in McCarthy Retail Ltd v Shortdistance Carriers CC 2001 (3) SA 482 (SCA), the court recognized that when one party protects another's property to prevent loss or damage, reasonable costs may be recoverable.
However, Mpho faces challenges. First, Thabo explicitly rejected the return of the vehicle, creating a dispute over whether the service contract was properly fulfilled. Second, the extended storage period (several months) raises questions about whether Mpho took reasonable steps to resolve the dispute promptly.
In Gouws v Jester Pools (Pty) Ltd 1968 (3) SA 563 (T), the court found that where a service provider retains goods after service completion, they assume responsibility for safe storage but must take reasonable steps to mitigate costs and resolve disputes.
For an unjust enrichment claim, the case of McCarthy Retail Ltd v Shortdistance Carriers CC established that a party cannot be enriched at another's expense without justification.
Mpho likely has a valid claim for reasonable storage costs, but the amount recoverable may be limited to what was necessary under the circumstances. He would be well-advised to demonstrate that he attempted to resolve the dispute reasonably before incurring extensive storage costs.

Scenario 3: Fire in the Midlands
Maria's Legal Claim Against Jacob for the Fire Damage
Maria likely has a strong claim against Jacob based on the principles of liability for fire damage under South African law, which draws from both Roman-Dutch common law and statutory provisions.
The facts clearly establish that Jacob's actions caused the fire: he deliberately set a fire on his property despite warnings, chose to do so on a windy day, and the fire spread to Maria's property causing damage to her land and injuring her cattle.
In Roshcon (Pty) Ltd v Anchor Auto Body Builders CC and Others (269/13) [2014] ZASCA 40, the Supreme Court of Appeal confirmed that liability for damage caused by fire can arise in multiple ways - including negligence, statutory requirements, and strict liability scenarios.
South African law generally requires proof of negligence for fire damage claims. Jacob's conduct demonstrates clear negligence:
1. He disregarded multiple prior warnings from Maria
2. He chose to burn during windy conditions, violating basic fire safety practices
3. He failed to take adequate precautions to contain the fire
The National Veld and Forest Fire Act 101 of 1998 imposes additional duties on landowners regarding fire prevention and management. Section 12(1) creates a presumption of negligence against the person who started a fire that spreads to another's property, shifting the burden of proof to Jacob to demonstrate he took all reasonable precautions.
Furthermore, in Steenberg v De Kaap Timber (Pty) Ltd 1992 (2) SA 169 (A), the court held that where a landowner engages in inherently dangerous activities like controlled burning, they may be held to a higher standard of care.
Maria can claim compensation for all damages flowing naturally from Jacob's negligence, including:
· Restoration of damaged grazing land
· Veterinary costs for injured cattle
· Loss of income from affected livestock
· Any decrease in value of the injured cattle
Given Jacob's clear negligence, prior warnings, and the foreseeable harm that resulted, Maria has strong grounds to pursue compensation through civil action.

