Need to reply to them 
Michael Brandon 
RE: Week 3 Discussion 1 [image: Attachment]

After reviewing the video and case study, choose two (2) of the five (5) discussion questions located at the end of the case. Formulate your response and post to the Week 5 discussion. Respond to a peer who answered at least one (1) different question than you did. 
2. In serving such hot coffee, did McDonald’s act in a morally responsible way? What ideals, obligations, and effects should it have taken into consideration? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]When it comes to hot coffee, McDonald’s was not at all morally responsible with the actions taken. Being the fact that it is a big fast food chain, and all the risks there are in the food industry, McDonald’s should’ve thought about hot coffee accidents in a general risk assesement. I understand that they can’t help how people choose to handle their coffee, but they should’ve thought about every potential accident there could be and have a plan place should it ever happen. Bottom of FormThey should’ve tested the hot coffee and make sure it doesn’t give third degree burns. There’s at least a dozen things they could’ve done to ensure the public’s safety “just in case.” Their cups could’ve been manufactured to be better with easier ways of opening. 
4. Was Liebeck only 20 percent responsible for her injuries? Do you agree with the amount of compensation and punitive damages that the jury awarded her? If not, what would have been a fairer monetary award? 
In my opinion, Liebeck should’ve been responsible for at least 50% of her injuries. It’s common sense that: 1. It’s hot, 2. Because it’s hot, she needed a more sturdy place to open the lid to her cup, and 3. She’s old, and her grip isn’t so good so why not have someone else do it, especially if there is someone else there with her. With the amount that she received through the settlement, I don’t agree with. Yes, she should get something, especially to cover her medical expenses. But it’s outrageous how much she got! I don’t think it should even be over 100k. I’m not an expert at these things, but I think in the end, it was all for the money. 
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Is hot coffee so dangerous, as the jury thought? Should a reasonable consumer be expected to know that coffee can burn and to have assumed this risk? Is a warning label sufficient? Is our society too protective of consumers these days, or not protective enough?
Hot coffee is as dangerous as the jury thought. I think McDonalds coffee can be compared to boiling coffee from my experience. A reasonable consumer should assume that coffee is hot but not hot enough to give you third degree burns. The warning label is not enough the burners are set to high to hold coffee temps for longer. I don't think out society is too protective or not protective enough, we fall in the middle. Society wants capitalism and maintain consumer safety but not force society.  
Was Lieback only 20 percent responsible for the injuries? Do you agree with the amount of compensatory and punitive damages that the jury awarded her? If not, what would have been a fairer monetary award?
No Lieback is not responsible for her injuries at all in my opinion. Before Lieback's incident, the company received over seven hundred complaints about hot coffee burns. The compensatory amount rewarded was excessive, however, I believe the jury was attempting to send a message to the company. 
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