Scenario 1: The Dachshund’s Unexpected Bite
Sipho Mthembu may have a valid claim against Lerato Dlamini under the principles of delictual liability in South African law, specifically relating to the *actio de pauperie*. This action allows a person injured by a domestic animal to claim compensation from the animal’s owner, provided the animal acted contrary to its nature and without provocation. 

In the case of *O’Callaghan v Chaplin* 1927 AD 310, the court established that an owner can be held liable for harm caused by their animal if the animal acted *contra naturam* (contrary to its nature) and the injured party did not provoke the animal. Dachshunds, like Boetie, are generally not considered aggressive by nature. Therefore, if Boetie’s bite was unprovoked and unexpected, it could be argued that the dog acted contrary to its nature, making Lerato liable for Sipho’s injuries.

Additionally, in *Mackintosh v Mackintosh* 1864 2 M 1357, the court emphasized that the owner’s liability arises from their control over the animal and their duty to prevent it from causing harm. If Lerato failed to take reasonable steps to ensure Boetie did not pose a danger to visitors, she could be found negligent. Sipho was lawfully on the property and took no action to provoke the dog, which strengthens his claim.

However, Lerato might argue that Sipho assumed the risk of being bitten by entering the property where the dog was present. This defense would depend on whether Sipho was aware of Boetie’s propensity to bite. If Boetie had no prior history of aggression, this defense would likely fail.

In conclusion, Sipho has a strong claim against Lerato under the *actio de pauperie* and possibly negligence, provided he can prove that Boetie acted contrary to its nature and that Lerato failed to take reasonable precautions to prevent the incident. Relevant case law supports his right to claim compensation for medical costs and pain.

Scenario 2: The Unwanted Storage Fees
Yes, Mpho likely has a valid claim against Thabo for the storage costs under the principles of *negotiorum gestio* (management of another’s affairs without their prior consent) and unjust enrichment. 
In South African law, *negotiorum gestio* arises when one person (the *gestor*) voluntarily manages the affairs of another (the *dominus*) without their prior agreement, but in a way that is reasonable and beneficial to the *dominus*. For this doctrine to apply, the *gestor* must act with the intention of benefiting the *dominus*, and the intervention must be necessary or useful. In this case, Mpho acted reasonably by storing Thabo’s vehicle to prevent it from being left unattended or damaged, which was in Thabo’s best interest. 
Additionally, the principle of unjust enrichment applies when one party is enriched at the expense of another without legal justification. Here, Thabo benefited from Mpho’s efforts to safeguard his vehicle, as it was stored securely at Mpho’s expense. Thabo’s refusal to pay for this service would unjustly enrich him at Mpho’s expense. 
The case of *Nortje v Pool* 1966 (3) SA 96 (A) supports this reasoning. In this case, the court held that a person who voluntarily incurs expenses to preserve or protect another’s property may claim reimbursement if the intervention was reasonable and beneficial. Similarly, in *Bowman, De Wet and Du Plessis NNO v Fidelity Bank Ltd* 1997 (2) SA 35 (A), the court emphasized that unjust enrichment principles prevent one party from benefiting at another’s expense without compensation. 
In conclusion, Mpho has a valid claim for storage costs under *negotiorum gestio* and unjust enrichment. Thabo benefited from Mpho’s actions, and it would be inequitable for him to avoid paying for the reasonable costs incurred in safeguarding his vehicle. Mpho is entitled to reimbursement for the storage expenses.

Scenario 3: Fire in the Midlands
Maria likely has a valid claim against Jacob under the principles of negligence and the law of delict (tort) in South African law. Jacob’s actions, or lack thereof, may constitute negligence, which requires a duty of care, a breach of that duty, causation, and resulting harm.
### Duty of Care
Jacob, as a farmer, owed a duty of care to his neighbor, Maria, to ensure that his actions did not harm her property or livestock. This duty is established in cases like *Van der Merwe v Road Accident Fund* 2006 (4) SA 230 (CC), where the court emphasized that individuals must take reasonable steps to prevent foreseeable harm to others.
### Breach of Duty
Jacob breached this duty by lighting a fire on a windy day despite Maria’s repeated warnings about the risk of embers spreading. His actions were unreasonable, as he failed to take adequate precautions to control the fire. In *Herschel v Mrupe* 1954 (3) SA 464 (A), the court held that a person who starts a fire must take reasonable steps to prevent it from causing harm to others.
### Causation and Harm
The direct causation between Jacob’s actions and the damage to Maria’s property is clear. The fire spread due to his negligence, destroying grazing land and injuring her cattle. This satisfies the requirement of factual causation, as established in *International Shipping Co (Pty) Ltd v Bentley* 1990 (1) SA 680 (A), where the court held that harm must be a direct result of the defendant’s actions.
### Grounds for Compensation
Maria can claim compensation for the damage to her grazing land and the injury to her cattle under the *actio legis Aquiliae*, which provides redress for wrongful and negligent damage to property. Jacob’s refusal to compensate her is unjustified, as his negligence directly caused the harm.
In conclusion, Maria has a strong claim against Jacob for negligence, and she is entitled to compensation for her losses. Jacob’s failure to exercise reasonable care in managing the fire makes him liable for the damages.
