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Background:  
 

1. This hypothetical relates to an appeal to District Moot Court (Qld) from the decision of a 
Local Court Magistrate. 

2. The appellant, Reginald (“Reggie”) Blade is a member of an organisation called ANTI-GM, 
which is a “genetic engineering action group”. ANTI-GM often protest against genetically 
engineered food; and while this is often done online, they do also protest in-person from 
time to time. 

3. On 10 June 2017, Reggie was involved in a protest at University Campus. The University had 
started selling genetically engineered salmon at its modest cafeteria as part of their student 
meals. With a student card, meals were only eight-dollars. 

4. Ben Murphy, the USC Security Officer, at the time, asked Reggie to leave campus. Reggie 
shook his head and said “No thanks. Do you know what they’re selling in there (pointing to 
the cafeteria)? Franken-food, that’s what! Instead of leaving, I’m going to call some of my 
vegan friends.”  

5. Reggie then took out his mobile phone and began dialling. Murphy tried to grab the mobile 
phone and a struggle over the phone resulted.  

6. After a few minutes, Reggie and Murphy both calmed down and Murphy let go of the phone. 
Murphy then asked Reggie to accompany him to the ‘Guard Station’ so that he could fill out 
an incident report. Reggie went with Murphy and stayed in the ‘Guard Station’ for 
approximately 1.5 hours. 

7. Reggie brought proceedings in the Local Court Magistrate against Ben Murphy, on the basis 
that Ben did not have lawful authority to detain Reggie. Specifically; 

7.1 Reggie sought $50,000 in compensation damages for false imprisonment, plus 
$15,000 for aggregated damages for injured feelings and $10,000 in exemplary 
damages 

8. The following evidence was provided: 

8.1 Once in the office, Ben asked Reggie to wait while he got his notebook from his 
locker. 

8.2 After 5 minutes, Ben returned with his notebook and asked Reggie a series of 
questions (e.g. name, address, and other personal details). The interview took 
25 minutes in total. 

8.3 Ben thanked Reggie for his time and said that he had to go check something 
with his boss and would be back in a few minutes. He closed the door on his way 
out. After speaking to his boss, Ben forgot all about Reggie and went home for 
the night. Reggie waited for 1 hour before realising that Ben probably wasn’t 
coming back. 

8.4 Reggie then got up; the door was shut but unlocked so he was able to go home. 
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9. Magistrate Westwood found that Reggie was not falsely imprisoned, stating that: 

9.1 “I have considered the evidence from both parties and can only conclude that 
Reggie was not falsely imprisoned. His liberty was not restrained at any time. 
Further, there was lawful justification for the detention of Reggie”. 

10. Counsel for the Appellant and Respondent have been invited to make submissions to the 
District Moot Court on the following issues on appeal: 

10.1 Was Magistrate Westwood correct in finding that Reggie was not restrained 
at any time?  

10.2 Was Magistrate Westwood correct in finding that the detention of Reggie 
Blades was lawfully justified at common law?  

10.3 Accordingly, is Ben liable for false imprisonment? 

 

Do not make submissions as to contract or criminal law, or in relation to available remedies or 
quantum of damages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


