Scenario 1: The Dachshund’s Unexpected Bite
Yes, Sipho likely has a claim against Lerato for his medical costs and pain. The basis of his claim rests on the principle of the actio de pauperie, a delictual action under South African law specifically dealing with damage caused by domestic animals.
The actio de pauperie holds the owner of a domestic animal strictly liable for damage caused by that animal, provided that:
1. The animal is a domestic animal: Boetie, a dachshund, clearly qualifies as a domestic animal.
2. The animal acted contra naturam sui generis (contrary to its nature): A dog biting a person without provocation is considered to be acting contrary to its domesticated nature. In O'Callaghan NO v Chaplin, it was established that for an animal to act contra naturam sui generis, it must have acted spontaneously and out of its own volition, not as a result of outside stimuli. Boetie’s unprovoked attack fits this criterion.
3. The damage was caused solely by the animal: Sipho's injury was the direct result of Boetie's bite.
4. The owner was the owner of the animal at the time of the delict: Lerato is Boetie's owner.
Lerato's potential defenses are limited. She cannot argue that she was not negligent, as the actio de pauperie imposes strict liability. However, she could potentially argue provocation by Sipho, but it is clear from the facts that Sipho did not provoke the dog. Another potential defense would be that Sipho was a trespasser. While Sipho was on Lerato’s property, he was there with the implied consent of Lerato to visit Lerato. Therefore, Sipho was not a trespasser.
In conclusion, given the unprovoked nature of the attack and the strict liability imposed by the actio de pauperie, Sipho has a strong claim for compensation against Lerato for his medical expenses and pain and suffering.

Scenario 2: The Unwanted Storage Fees
Mpho's claim against Thabo for storage costs hinges on the legal principle of unjustified enrichment. This principle dictates that no one should be enriched at the expense of another without a valid legal ground. In this scenario, Mpho incurred expenses to store Thabo's vehicle, which Thabo ultimately benefited from, as the vehicle was kept safe.
To establish a claim based on unjustified enrichment, Mpho must demonstrate: (1) Thabo was enriched; (2) Mpho was impoverished; (3) the enrichment was at Mpho's expense; and (4) the enrichment was unjustified (sine causa).
Here, Thabo's enrichment lies in the preservation of his vehicle, preventing potential damage or theft. Mpho's impoverishment is the financial burden of the storage costs. The enrichment was at Mpho's expense as he paid for the secure lot. The crux of the matter is whether this enrichment was unjustified.
Case law provides guidance. In Kommissaris van Binnelandse Inkomste v Willers 1994 (3) SA 283 (A), the court emphasized that enrichment must be without legal cause. In this situation, while Thabo did not explicitly consent to storage, his refusal to accept the serviced vehicle necessitated it. Mpho's actions were reasonable in safeguarding the vehicle, thus creating a quasi-contractual situation.
Furthermore, the Odendaal v Van Oudtshoorn 1968 (3) SA 433 (T) case highlights the concept of "negotiorum gestio," where a person acts in another's interest without prior authorization. Although not a perfect fit, Mpho's actions can be viewed as similar, as he acted in Thabo's best interest by ensuring the vehicle's safety.
Therefore, Mpho has a strong argument for recovering storage costs based on unjustified enrichment. While Thabo's lack of explicit consent is a factor, the benefit he received and the reasonableness of Mpho's actions support the claim.

Scenario 3: Fire in the Midlands
Maria likely has a strong claim against Jacob based on the principles of delictual liability, specifically negligence, in South African law. To establish negligence, Maria must prove that Jacob owed her a duty of care, that he breached this duty, that there was a causal link between his breach and her damages, and that she suffered actual damages.
Jacob's actions, lighting a fire on a windy afternoon despite warnings and the known risk of spreading embers, strongly suggest a breach of the duty of care. The proximity of their farms and the known propensity of the wind to carry embers created a foreseeable risk of harm. The fact that he ignored repeated warnings from Maria further strengthens the argument that he acted negligently.
The causal link is clear: the embers from Jacob's fire directly caused the fire on Maria's property, leading to the destruction of her grazing land and the injury of her cattle. Damages are easily quantifiable, including the cost of veterinary treatment for the injured cattle and the value of the lost grazing land.
Relevant case law supports Maria's claim. In Minister van Polisie v Ewels 1975 (3) SA 590 (A), the court established that a duty of care can arise from a legal duty to prevent harm. In this scenario, Jacob had a legal duty to prevent harm to his neighbour's property. The principle of boni mores (good morals) also plays a role, emphasizing the community's expectation that individuals act responsibly and avoid causing harm.
Furthermore, the concept of culpa (fault) is central to negligence. Jacob's disregard for the foreseeable consequences of his actions, especially after being warned, demonstrates a clear lack of reasonable care. His insistence that it was an accident is unlikely to absolve him of liability, as negligence does not require intentional wrongdoing. Therefore, Maria has a compelling case for compensation based on Jacob's negligent conduct.

