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DAVIS HOOT COURT. 

RULES OF THE '89 COMPETITIO~. 
and PROBLEM. 

c.l 

Rules of the 1989 JOHN W. DAVIS MOOT COURT COMPETITION 

Although the John W. Davis Competition is a team activity, the 
members of the Washington & Lee Law School Moot Court Board 
encourage all eligible students to participate even if they are 
unable to obtain a partner. Individuals who were unable to obtain 
a partner have been successful in previous competitions. 

BRIEFS: 

(a) Briefs will be assigned to teams of two members. Each 
team will be assigned one side of the argument to be briefed. ALL 
ASSIGNMENTS WILL BE RANDOMLY SELECTED. No individual may 
participate in the competition after the sign-up meeting on Friday, 
September 1, 1989, except in cases of exigent circumstances witti . 
notification and approval by the Moot Court Board before 5:00 p.m. 
on Monday, September 4, 1989. 

(b) Changing sides is permitted only if another team can be 
found which is willing to switch sides. The Moot Court Board must 
receive written notification of the change before Friday, September 
8, 1989 at 5:00 p.m. The written notification must include the 
team numbers and must indicate that both teams agree to the switch. 
The notification MUST NOT INCLUDE the individual names of the team 
participants. 

(c) Each member of a team is personally responsible for 
writing the Argument section of the brief for one substantive 
issue. Identification of which issue was briefed by which member 
of the team is mandatory and must be made by September 15, 1989 
before 5:00 p.m. Participants must submit in writing their team 
numbers with identification of which individual addressed each 
issue. Identification of issues must be placed in an envelope with 
only the team number written on the outside of the envelope. The 
envelope should be dropped into the question box located outside 
the Moot Court Board Room at any time before September 15. BRIEF 
IDENTIFICATION OF ANY SORT MUST BE MADE ANONYMOUSLY AND BY TEAM 
NUMBERS AT THE TIME THE BRIEFS ARE DUE. The team numbers should 
be placed on the brief's cover page. All other sections of the 
brief should be written by both members of the team. Both an 
individual and a composite sco~e will make up each individual's 
brief score. 

(d) Briefs shall be submitted on 8 1/2" by 11 11 paper. The 
briefs are to be typed, double-spaced and are limited to twentv 
pages in length. The type size character must be 10 letters to an 
inch (pica) or 12 letters to an inch (elite). No other size type 
will be permitted. If a word processing system is used, the brief 
is to be printed "letter-quality" or "near letter quality." "Draft 
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quality" is not acceptable. There will be a 5 point deduction for 
violation of this Brief Dimension Rule. 

(e) The twenty page limitation does include the Title Page, 
Statement of the Case, summary of the Argument, the Argument, and 
the Conclusion. The twenty page limitation does not include the 
Cover Page, Table of Contents, Table of Authorities, Questions 
Presented, and Appendix. There will be a 5 point per page 
deduction for this Brief Dimension Rule. 

(f) The briefs should include the following: 

Cover Page 
Table of Contents 
Table of Authorities 
Title Page 
Questions Presented 

Statement of the Case 
Summary of the Argument 
Argument 
Conclusion 

The briefs may include an appendix, but such determination is 
left open to each team's discretion as an appendix is not required. 
The briefs should generally follow the format proscribed for briefs 
presented to the U.S. Supreme Court. Copies of the Best Brief 
Nominees from past Davis Competitions will be placed on reserve at 
the circulation desk on September 1, 1989. 

(g) All citations must be complete and in the form proscribed 
in Harvard Law Review Association, a Uniform System of Citation 
(14th ed. 1986) (Blue Book). The record should be cited as a slip 
opinion. 

(h) Each team must deliver an original and four (4) copies of 
the brief by 5:00p.m. on Monday, October 2, 1989 to the Moot Court 
Board Room. No briefs should be submitted before 8:30a.m. Monday, 
October 2, 1989. Each copy of the brief must be securely stapled 
in the upper left-hand corner. Penalty points will be assessed for 
late briefs as follows: 

Briefs turned in after: 

Monday, October 2, 1989: 
5:00 p.m ........................... 3 points 
5:05 p.m ........................... 6 points 
5:10 p.m ••••.••..••••••••.......•. lO points 

Tuesday, October 3, 1989: 

5:00 p.m ...........••.......•.••.. 20 points 

No briefs will be accepted after 5:00p.m., Wednesday, October 4, 
1989. 
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ORAL ARGUMENTS: 

(a) Oral arguments shall be limited to a total of fifteen (15) 
minutes per team member. This time limit includes the 
introductions, the time spent by the judges in posing questions 
and the time spent for participants • responses to the judges' 
questions. 

(b) Rebuttal time is limited to a maximum of five (5) minutes 
and · is subtracted from the total time allowed to the individual 
choosing to present the rebuttal. Rebuttal is made only by the 
appellant team. Each team may choose how much time is to be 
allotted and which member may present the rebuttal. Rebuttal must 
be reserved in advance of the presentation of the appellants' oral 
argument. Rebuttal may be made by only one designated member of 
the team. The reserved time is taken from that individual's 
allotted time of fifteen minutes. (For example, the appellant 
presenting the rebuttal may choose to designate three (3) minutes 
for rebuttal, leaving twelve (12) minutes for his/her argument.) 

(c) NO ONE WILL BE ALLOWED TO VIEW THE PRELIMINARY ROUNDS 
(OCT. 16-22) EXCEPT MEMBERS OF THE MOOT COURT BOARD AND THE DAVIS 
COMPETITORS PARTICIPATING IN THAT PARTICULAR ROUND. The 
quarterfinal, semifinal, and final rounds will be open to the 
public. However, participants advancing to the next level of 
competition are not permitted to view any rounds or videotapes of 
that particular level unless they have already presented their 
argument before the judges. Videotapes will be made of each round 
and placed on reserve at the circulation desk. 

(d) All participants are strictly prohibited from discussing 
any questions or statements made during a round until that level 
of rounds is completed. 

OUTSIDE ASSISTANCE: 

(a) Participants may freely discuss the substantive issues of 
the problem with each other and with other students. Consultation 
with the faculty and the members of the Moot Court Board, however, 
is prohibited. 

(b) Participants may utilize LEXIS and WESTLAW to research 
this problem. All participants are urged to comply with the 
library regulations involving this type of research. · 

(c) Written work on the substantive issues chosen by each 
participant must be his or her own product. Consultation between 
teammates on the writing of the substantive arguments is permitted 
only for the purpose of achieving balance, unity, and cohesiveness 
in the brief as a whole. Teammates may not correct any 
grammatical, spelling or other structural flaws in each other's 
presentation of the Argument. 
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(d) Word~processing may be used by participants; however, the 
use of any "Spell-Check", "Cite-Check", or any other computer 
programs designed to correct spelling or citing errors is 
prohibited. 

(e) Each team's composite written product must be solely its 
own. 

(f) If participants have questions regarding the problem, 
those questions should be submitted in writing to the question box 
posted outside the Moot Court Board Room from September 1 to 
September 27, 1989. Questions addressed to individual Board 
members will be discarded and not answered. 

SCORING: 

(a) Oral argument scores will make up 50% of the score used 
in determining advancement in each round. The other 50% of the 
score will be determined by the participant's performance on the 
brief. The brief score, for purposes of advancement in the oral 
rounds, is based on 90% of the participant's score and 10% of the 
team's score on the composite portions of the brief. 

(b) Oral argument and brief score sheets will be available on 
Friday, September 8, 1989 for the participants to pick up. 
However, absolutely no score sheets will be returned to any 
participant after the competition. Moot Court Board members will 
provide each participant with an oral critique of their argument 
after the preliminary round. The Moot Court Board also will return 
a written evaluation of each participant's brief following the 
final round on November 10, 1989. 

RESULTS: 

BRIEFS: 

(a) Between three and five briefs will be designated by the 
Moot Court Board as Best Brief Nominees. The scores for each 
individual's argument sections will be averaged together and will 
comprise 75% of the team brief score. The other 25% will be based 
on the composite parts of the brief. The highest scoring briefs 
will be the Moot Court Board's selection of Best Brief Nominees. 
Faculty members will determine the Best Brief from the nominees. 

(b) No more than five (5) briefs will be selected as Best 
Brief Nominees. 

(c) A list of the Best Brief Nominees will be posted on the 
bulletin board outside the Moot Court Board Room following the end 
of the preliminary rounds. ALL briefs will then be placed on 
reserve at the circulation desk with the Best Brief Nominees 
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identified as such. Participants are prohibited from exchanging 
briefs until after the completion of the preliminary rounds. 

ORAL ARGUMENTS: 

(a) Schedules of each level of grounds will be posted on the 
bulletin board outside the Moot Court Board Room. If a conflict 
arises as to the scheduling of rounds, Steve Mayo or Beth Doyle 
must be notified of such conflict as soon as possible. The Moot 
Court Board reserves the right to enforce the schedule of rounds, 
but will try to accommodate requests for change in the event of 
exigent circumstances. 

(b) The names of the advancing participants will be posted on 
the bulletin board outside the Moot Court Board office as soon as 
possible after the completion of each level of rounds. Those 
participants chosen to advance must initial their names as soon as 
the results are posted to signify that they wish to advance in the 
competition. 

(c) Sixteen participants will be chosen to participate in the 
quarterfinal round. Eight quarterfinalists will be chosen to 
participate in the semifinal rounds. Four semifinalists will be 
designated for the final round. One alternate will be designated 
for the quarterfinal and semifinal rounds. The Moot Court Board 
will contact participants who are eligible for the moot court 
teams. 

AWARDS: 

(a) The Best Brief Award shall be given to the team which 
submits the ·most outstanding brief. Determination shall be made 
by the Moot Court Board and selected members of the faculty. 

(b) The award for best advocate is based on a combination of 
the participant~oral score in the final round and hisjher brief 
score. The oral score will count 50%; the brief score the 
remaining 50%. 

(c) The awards for Best Brief, Best Advocate, and Best Oralist 
will be announced following the completion of the final round. 

JUDGES: 

(a) The Moot Court Board will judge the preliminary rounds 
(October 16-22, 1989) and the quarterfinal rounds (October 26-27, 
1989) • 

(b) A faculty bench will judge the semifinal round on Friday, 
November 3, 1989. 
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(c) Federal judges and scholars will judge the final round on 
November 10, 1989. 

LIBRARY REGULATIONS: 

(a) Davis participants are requested to adhere to all library 
regulations involving shelf-slipping. Please shelf-slip when 
taking a book from the stacks or another's carrel, even if you only 
wish to use the book for copying purposes. 

(b) Participants are also requested to use the reporters in 
the Lower Stacks whenever possible. 

(c) If the participants wish to use the library's word 
processors located in the lower stacks, please sign-up each time 
you use a terminal. No food or drinks are allowed in the computer 
cage. 

QUALIFICATIONS FOR OTHER COMPETITIONS: 

Top ranking finishers will be eligible for the National 
Appellate Advocacy Competition, the Holderness Competition, or 
William and Mary Competition, as well as the National Moot Court 
Competition and the Jessup International Competition. Members of 
these teams receive one ( 1) academic credit for their 
participation. 
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Robbin, Judge 

BRUCE WAYNE, 

Plaintiff-Appellee 

v. 

THE GOTHAM DAILY NEWS, 

Defendant-Appellant. 

No. 89-999 

State Of Gotham Court of Appeals 

Argued April 1, 1989 

Decided April 10, 1989 

ORDER AND OPINION 

On January 10, 1989, The Gotham Daily News published an 

article in its Sunday edition entitled, "CHILD SEX SCANDAL ROCKS 

GRAYSON ADMINISTRATION." The article (see Appendix A), citing 

numerous unnamed sources and medical records, accused Bruce 

Wayne, former Gotham Superior Court judge and current chairman of 

the Governor's Task Force to Restore and Promote Family Values, 

of sexually molesting a twelve-year old girl. Written by noted 

investigative reporter Jack Napier, the story sent shock waves 

through the state capital and greatly embarrassed the Governor. 

Although he vigorously denied the truth of the story, Wayne was 

forced to resign his position as head of the Governor's task 



force on January 12, 1989. Wayne also was forced to resign his 

position as director of three highly profitable corporations. 

Immediately after the story was printed, Wayne asked The 

Gotham Daily News for a retraction. The newspaper refused. On 

January 14, 1989, Wayne filed suit in Gotham Superior Court 

against the newspaper for defamation and sought damages in the 

amount of $23,000. In its answer, pursuant to section 10-4 of 

the General Statutes of Gotham (see Appendix B), the newspaper 

elected to convert the action for damages into an action for 

declaratory judgment. In the alternative, the newspaper moved to 

dismiss the action for damages on the grounds that section 10-5 

is unconstitutional because it allows recovery of monetary 

damages without proof of fault. 

In compliance with Rule 12(f) of the Gotham Rules of Civil 

Procedure, which is identical to Rule 12(f) of the Federal Rules 

of Civil Procedure, counsel for Wayne filed a timely motion to 

strike asserting that the defendant had pleaded an insufficient 

defense in his answer. The motion to strike was based on the 

plaintiff's argument that section 10-4, which allows a defendant 

to trump a plaintiff's choice to pursue money damages by forcing 

a declaratory judgment action, is unconstitutional under the 

state and federal constitutions. 

The trial court granted the plaintiff's motion to strike an 

insufficient defense, ruling that section 10-4 violated Wayne's 

rights under Art. I, sec. 12, of the Gotham state Constitution 

(see Appendix C). Since the lower court decided the issue on 
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state constitutional grounds, it did not address the plaintiff's 

argument that section 10-4 violated the Fourteenth Amendment of 

the u.s. Constitution. 

The trial court also denied defendant's motion to dismiss, 

ruling that New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 u.s. 254 (1964), 

and its progeny did not create a federal constitutional 

requirement that a plaintiff prove fault as a predicate to an 

award of monetary damages. Since the Gotham Rules of Civil 

Procedure do not permit interlocutory appeals, the case went to 

trial as an action for monetary damages. 

At trial the reporter refused to reveal his sources and did 

not produce the medical records cited in his article. It also 

was revealed that in 1976 Judge Wayne gave Napier a very stiff 

jail sentence for drunk driving. 

The jury found the article to contain false facts that 

defamed and injured Wayne's character and reputation and awarded 

Wayne damages in the amount of $23,000. The amount is the sum of 

Wayne's annual salary as Chairman of the Task Force on Restoring 

Community Values ($5,000), and his salaries for serving as 

director on the boards of three major corporations ($6,000 for 

each position) . The defendant did not contest the amount of 

damages on appeal. 

The issues before this court are: 1) whether the statutory 

provision allowing the defendant to force the plaintiff into 

declaratory judgment thereby trumping the plaintiff's decision to 

sue for monetary damages violates plaintiff's rights under Art. 

3 



I, sec. 12, of the Gotham state constitution or, in the 

alternative, whether it violates the Fourteenth Amendment of the 

United States Constitution; and 2) whether the statutory 

provision allowing an award of monetary damages without a showing 

of fault violates the First Amendment of the United States 

Constitution. 

I. The Trumping Issue: 

The first issue raised by this appeal is whether section 10-

4 of the Gotham statute allowing the defendant to trump the 

plaintiff's decision to pursue money damages is constitutional 

under the state and federal constitutions. We hold that section 

10-4 violates Art. I, sec. 12, of the Gotham state constitution. 

Therefore, we affirm the Superior Court's decision to grant the 

plaintiff's motion to strike and hold that the lower court 

properly allowed the plaintiff to proceed in his action for money 

damages. 

The Gotham state constitution guarantees our citizens a 

remedy for reputational injury. We have looked to other state 

courts' decisions for guidance in interpreting Art. I, sec. 12, 

since the question of whether this provision limits the state 

legislature's ability to modify or abolish common law remedies is 

one of first impression in this jurisdiction. 

In Madison v. Yunker, 180 Mont. 54, 589 P.2d 126 (1978), 

involving. a state constitutional provision similiar to ours, the 

Supreme Court of Montana held unconstitutional a statute allowing 

publication of a retraction to be a complete defense to a libel 
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suit. The declaratory judgment provision at issue here is 

analogous to the Montana retraction law because both eliminate 

the plaintiff's cause of action for money damages. In the case 

at bar, the defendant's ability to force the plaintiff into 

declaratory judgment means that Wayne will not receive any 

compensation for his serious economic losses. Therefore, section 

10-4 as applied to the facts of this case, deprives Wayne of a 

meaningful remedy for his injuries in violation of Art. I, sec. 

12, of the Gotham state constitution. Having decided the statute 

fails to withstand scrutiny under the Gotham state constitution, 

it is unnecessary for us to address the question of whether the 

statute violates Wayne's rights under the Fourteenth Amendment. 

II. Monetary Damages without Fault: 

The next issue raised on appeal is the constitutionality of 

section 10-5 of the General Statutes of Gotham whereby monetary 

damages may be awarded without a showing of fault. Section 10-5 

is constitutional. Moreover, it is also consistent with the 

principal purpose of libel law which is to promote the 

restoration of a falsely damaged reputation. 

In New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254 {1976), the 

Supreme Court imposed on the plaintiff the burden of 

demonstrating that the defendant published the defamatory 

statement with "actual malice" in order to recover monetary 

damages • . The Court hoped to preserve the willingness of the 

press to engage in "uninhibited, robust and wide-open" debate by 

diminishing the potential for large damage awards caused by the 
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availability of presumed damages. Id. at 270. The Alabama law 

at issue in Sullivan presumed reputational injury and allowed 

recovery of monetary damages without proof of injury. 

Conversely, the statutory provision at issue requires the 

plaintiff to prove injury to reputation by clear and convincing 

evidence in order to recover monetary damages. In addition, 

unlike the Alabama law at issue in Sullivan, section 10-5 

severely limits the award of monetary damages by allowing only 

provable pecuniary loss as damages, thereby eliminating the 

Court's concerns in Sullivan regarding the chilling effect of 

large damage awards. The statutory provision at issue provides 

the gentle balance between the vital concerns of promoting robust 

discussion and protecting individual reputation. 

Besides removing the Sullivan court's concerns, the statute 

actually offers assistance to the media. As a ~esult of 

Sullivan's actual malice requirement, a plaintiff was allowed to 

intrude into the privacy of the press' investigative, writing and 

editing processes. By shifting the focus of the suit from the 

media's fault to the plaintiff's injury, the statute eliminates 

the need for plaintiffs to invade the defendant's editorial 

process. The statute will also lessen the cost of defending a 

libel suit by eliminating the time-consuming and complex fault 

requirement. Furthermore, the higher burden of proof under the 

monetary ~amages option of the statute will encourage plaintiffs 

to pursue the declaratory judgment remedy, thus removing the fear 

of monetary damages. 
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Additionally, the Court has seen fit to lessen the level of 

media protection in the wake of the Sullivan decision. See,~, 

Dun & Bradstreet, Inc. v. Greenmoss Builders, Inc., 472 U.S. 749 

(1985); Gertz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U.S. 323 (1974). 

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the decision by the 

Superior Court. 

Separate Opinions 

Judge Penguin, concurring in the judgment 

I disagree with the majority's reading of our state 

constitution; however, I concur in the court's judgment that 

section 10-4 is unconstitutional because I think the statute 

violates the plaintiff's federal constitutional rights under the 

Fourteenth Amendment. 

I would not read Art. I, sec. 12, of the Gotham state 

constitution in a manner which essentially prohibits legislative 

modification of common law causes of action and remedies. In 

Jones v. State Board of Medicine, 97 Idaho 859, 555 P.2d 399 

(1976), the Idaho Supreme Court upheld a statutorily imposed cap 

on the amount of damages a plaintiff may recover for medical 

malpractice, holding that their identical state constitutional 

provision allowed the legislature to abolish common law rights 

without providing a reasonable substitute. In my opinion, the 

declaratory judgment proceeding still provides a remedy for the 

plaintiff through a judicial declaration of the falsity of the 
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defendant's statement, and section 10-4 is simply a permissive 

legislative modification of the remedies available to the 

plaintiff. 

Since I am unable to accept the majority's reasoning that 

section 10-4 violates our state constitution, I turn to the 

provision's validity under the Fourteenth Amendment of the u.s. 

Constitution. While the Supreme Court held in Paul v. Davis, 

424 u.s. 693 (1976) that reputation is not a property or liberty 

interest encompassed within the protections of the Due Process 

Clause, the plaintiff has been deprived of other property 

interests which have been recognized by the court. The statute 

also allows the media defendant to deprive the plaintiff of his 

property interests in his cause of action and in his job by 

giving the defendant the ability to trump the plaintiff's 

decision to sue for money damages. See Logan v. Zimmerman Brush 

Co., 455 u.s. 422 (1982); Cleveland Board of Education v. 

Loudermill, 470 u.s. 532 (1985). I would rule, therefore, that 

the statute violates the Due Process Clause of the U.S. 

Constitution. 

I also would hold that section 10-4 violates the Equal 

Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. In Quinn v. 

Millsap, 109 S. Ct. 2324 (1989), the Supreme Court reiterated the 

traditional principle that although state legislatures are given 

consider~ble deference, their legislation must satisfy a minimum 

level of rationality. Section 10-4 of the Gotham statute 

violates the Equal Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution 
I 
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because the legislative classification between libel plaintiffs 

and all other plaintiffs is wholly arbitrary and irrational. 

While the government's interest in protecting the First Amendment 

rights of the press is certainly legitimate, the means the 

legislature has chosen are irrational because the statute gives 

the choice of remedy to the media, the party most adverse to the 

plaintiff's interests. The legislature might as well have said, 

"The Superior Court shall flip a coin to determine whether the 

plaintiff will be allowed to pursue his cause of action for money 

damages." 

The Superior Court, therefore, properly allowed the 

plaintiff to proceed with his cause of action for money damages, 

and I concur in the majority's judgment on this issue, though not 

in their reasoning. 

Judge Riddler, dissenting in part 

Although I agree that section 10-4 violates our state 

constitution, I strongly disagree with that part of the 

majority's opinion which holds that the statutory provision which 

permits an award of monetary damages without a showing of fault 

is constitutional. I therefore do not join their opinion and 

judgment on this issue. 

Firs.t, the majority clearly misreads Sullivan. The Sullivan 

court required a plaintiff seeking monetary damages to prove 

fault because it hoped to reduce the "chilling effect" of large 
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damage awards on the press. As a result, the statutory provision 

that inhibits open discussion by allowing monetary awards without 

a showing of fault violates the fundamental purpose of the First 

Amendment. The majority correctly points out that the post­

Sullivan cases indicate a trend toward lessening media 

protection; however, each case cited by the majority upholds the 

proposition that a plaintiff must prove fault in order to recover 

monetary damages. Consequently, the Court maintains its deep 

concern for the "chilling effect" that large monetary awards will 

have on the press. Despite the statute's elimination of punitive 

damages, the fear of large pecuniary monetary damages will likely 

result in media self-censorship. Finally, since reputational 

harm is such an amorphous concept, there is no significant 

correlation between the award of monetary damages and the 

redressing of reputational harm. Accordingly, the decision by 

the Superior Court should be reversed. 
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IN THE 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF GOTHAM 

October Term, 1989 . 

No.89-999 

THE GOTHAM DAILY NEWS, Petitioner 

v. 

BRUCE WAYNE, Respondent 

The Petitioner, The Gotham Daily News, appeals from the 

State of Gotham Court of Appeals. 

The Supreme Court of the State of Gotham hereby certifies 

the following questions on appeal: 

I. Whether section 10-4 of the General Statutes of the State of 
Gotham which allows The Gotham Daily News to force Bruce Wayne 
into a declaratory judgment action, thereby trumping his decision 
to sue for monetary damages, violates Art. I, sec. 12, of the 
Gotham state constitution or, in the alternative, whether it 
violates the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 
Constitution. 

II. Whether section 10-5 which allows Bruce Wayne to recover 
monetary damages without proving fault on the part of The Gotham 
Daily News violates the First Amendment of the United States 
constitution. 



Appendix A 

CHILD SEX SCANDAL ROCKS GRAYSON ADMINISTRATION 

by Jack Napier 

GOTHAM CITY- The administration of first-term governor Dick 

Grayson suffered a severe setback when reliable sources indicated 

that Bruce Wayne, a former Gotham Superior Court judge, engaged 

in sexual relations with a twelve-year old girl on several 

occasions in 1986. The girl's parents, who requested anonymity, 

revealed that Wayne sexually molested their child while she 

visited Wayne's grandchildren at the Wayne Manor estate. 

Apparently, Wayne lured the girl away from her friends with 

promises of special games and prizes. The parents suspected 

problems after their daughter's last visit to Wayne's home. The 

girl's mother noted, "She went straight upstairs to her room and 

refused to play with anyone, including her brothers. She would 

give one word answers to my questions and ignored her father. 

She even refused to hug him." 

Doctors Discovered Repeated Abuse 

Fearing the worst, the parents consulted a psychiatrist, 

specializing in child abuse. The psychiatrist discovered 

incidents of sexual molestation after extensive therapy sessions 

with the child. Physical examinations by a pediatrician 

corrobora.ted the psychiatrist's diagnosis. In addition, review 

of the pediatrician's records revealed that the girl suffered 

repeated sexual abuse. 

According to the mother, the psychiatrist believes the odds 



that the girl will fully recover from the sexual trauma are slim. 

Unable to fight back the tears, the mother said, "I can't stand 

what this has done to my daughter and my family. My daughter is 

afraid of everyone, including her father and her grandfather. 

She won't let them near her and refuses to be left alone with 

either of them." The parents also expressed their outrage at 

Judge Wayne's conduct. The father lamented, "You think you know 

somebody, trust him, after all his years of public good. That 

animal has taken my baby away from me." 

Grayson Administration Dealt Serious Blow 

Revelation of these sordid incidents, if true, casts a dark 

cloud over the Grayson Administration. In 1987, then-District 

Attorney Dick Grayson rode the theme of restoring family values 

all the way to the Governor's mansion. He stressed that citizens 

needed to return to traditional family values and promised in 

numerous campaign speeches "to rid Gotham of the blight caused by 

drugs and pornography." On his first day as Governor, Grayson 

created the Governor's Task Force To Restore and Promote Family 

Values. 

Pundits Hailed Wayne as Chairman 

To illustrate his commitment, Governor Grayson appointed 

Wayne as the task force's chairman. At the press conference 

announcing the appointment, the governor stated, "Bruce Wayne 

represents the finest of what it means to be an American." At 

the same press conference, Wayne promised, "I will personally see 

to it that Gotham is freed from the suffocating grasp of drug 

dealers, smut peddlers and other criminal influences which 



threaten the tranquility of our citizens and the very core of our 

families' existence." Political pundits applauded the 

appointment of the sixty-six year old former judge. 

Wayne, a Marine corporal, earned the Congressional Medal of 

Honor during World War II. Upon his return from the war, he 

attended law school and began his career as a prosecutor. In 

1955, he was appointed to the Superior Court and earned a 

reputation as a tough law and order judge. Even his critics 

agreed that this father of four and grandfather of two "practiced 

what he preached." He currently serves as a Deacon in the Church 

of the Holy Crusade. Both the Governor and Wayne refused comment 

on the allegations. 



APPENDIX B 

THE LIBEL REFORM ACT 

PREAMBLE: The purpose of this statute is to provide an efficient 

and speedy remedy for defamation. 

SECTION 10-1 

A. One cause of action: One cause of action, for defamation, 

shall exist for any claim based upon a false defamatory 

statement. The cause of action for false-light invasion of 

privacy is abolished. 

B. Publication Defined: Publication means a communication to a 

person other than the person claiming to be injured by the 

communication. 

C. No Distinction Between Media and Nonmedia. The provisions of 

this Act shall apply without regard to whether the publisher of a 

statement secured any financial remuneration for the publication. 

D. False Statements of Fact Required. Any action for defamation 

must be based upon publication of a false defamatory statement of 

fact of and concerning the plaintiff. No action may be based 

upon statements that are expressions of opinion. 
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E. Defamatory Defined. A statement is defamatory if, as 

reasonably construed by the finder of fact, it tends to injure 

the plaintiff's reputation. 

F. Questions for the Court. Whether the statements giving rise 

to the action are capable of being reasonably understood as 

defamatory statements of fact is initially a question of law to 

be decided by the court. If the court determines that the 

statements are capable of being reasonably understood as 

defamatory statements of fact, it shall be for the trier-of-fact 

to determine whether the statements were actually so understood 

by recipients of the statements. 

G. Preemption and Jurisdiction. The provisions of this statute 

are preemptive of applicable prior law governing defamation or 

false-light invasion of privacy. A cause of action under this 

statute may be brought in any state or federal court of competent 

jurisdiction. 

SECTION 10-2: REQUEST AS A PRE-REQUISITE TO SUIT 

A. No action for declaratory judgment or action for damages may 

be brought against any defendant, unless the plaintiff shall 

allege that the plaintiff made a timely request for either a 

retraction or an opportunity to reply, and the defendant failed 

to make a retraction or provide the plaintiff with a timely 



opportunity to reply. A timely opportunity to reply is not a 

satisfactory response to a request for a retraction. 

B. Retraction Defined: A retraction is a good faith publication 

of the facts, withdrawing and repudiating the prior defamatory 

statements. 

c. Reply Defined: A reply is the publication of the plaintiff's 

statement of facts. 

D. Timely Request Defined: A timely request for retraction or 

reply is a request made within thirty (30) days of the 

publication of the defamatory statement. 

E. Timely Retraction or Reply: To be timely, the publication of 

a retraction or reply must be made within thirty (30) days of the 

request. 

SECTION 10-3: DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 

Subject to section 2, a person who is the subject of any 

defamation may bring an action in any court of competent 

jurisdiction for a declaratory judgment that such publication was 

false and. defamatory. 

A. The filing of such an action for declaratory judgment shall 

forever bar the plaintiff from asserting or recovering for any 



other claim or cause of action arising out of the publication 

which is the subject of the action. 

B. No damages shall be awarded in such an action. 

c. Neither fault nor state of mind of the defendant shall be an 

element of such an action. 

D. The plaintiff shall bear the burden by proving by a 

preponderance of the evidence that the publication was false and 

defamatory. 

E. Actions for declaratory judgments in defamation cases shall 

be granted priority over other civil actions in setting trial 

dates, and all cases must be tried within one hundred-twenty 

(120) days of the filing of the complaint. 

F. The court shall award the prevailing party reasonable 

attorney's fees. The court shall have the discretion to deny or 

reduce the award of attorney's fees to any prevailing party who 

litigated frivolous claims or defenses. 

SECTION 10-4: DEFENDANT'S OPTION 

A. A defendant in an action for defamation shall have the right, 

at the time of filing an answer or within twenty (20) days from 

the commencement of the action, whichever comes first, to 



designate the action as an action for declaratory judgment. 

B. Any action designated by the defendant as an action for 

declaratory judgment pursuant to this provision shall be treated 

as if it had been filed originally as an action for a declaratory 

judgment by the plaintiff and shall forever bar the plaintiff 

from asserting or recovering for any claim or cause of action 

arising out of the publication which is the subject of such 

action. 

SECTION 10-5: ACTION FOR DAMAGES 

Subject to sections 2 and 4, a person who is the subject of any 

defamation may bring an action in any court of competent 

jurisdiction for damages. 

A. The plaintiff shall bear the burden of proving injury to 

reputation by clear and convincing evidence in order to recover 

damages. 

B. The plaintiff shall bear the burden of proving by clear and 

convincing evidence that the publication was false and 

defamatory. 

c. No punitive or presumed damages may be recovered in any 

action for defamation. 



D. Recovery shall be limited to reasonable compensation based on 

pecuniary damage resulting from reputational harm. 

E. Each side shall bear its own attorney's fees, subject to the 

applicable rules of civil litigation. 

SECTION 10-6: SEVERABILITY 

A. The provisions of this Act are severable, and any judicial 

decision declaring any provision of this Act invalid shall not be 

deemed to invalidate other provisions of the Act. 



Appendix c 

Art. I, sec. 12, of the Gotham state Constitution states: 

"Every person for an injury done him in his lands, goods, 

person or character, shall have a remedy by due course of law." 


