1 - At issue is whether Gopher is liable to Leo Lion for negligence.
To succeed on negligence a plaintiff must prove i) duty, ii) breach iii) causation and iv) damages. Generally persons do not have a duty to rescue those in peril unless they have a special relationship with the person in danger. One such special relationship occurs when an employed individual has a special duty to protect those who are in danger. 
Here, the facts indicate Mr. Gopher is a full-time certified lifeguard. Otter Club hired Mr. Gopher. When they hired Mr. Gopher they failed to perform a background check to know he was fired from his previous lifeguard job. Given however, that Club hired Mr. Gopher as a lifeguard, we can reasonably see employee status, and his job title as lifeguard makes it clear that he owes a special duty toward people who use the pool. Here, an eight year old, Cub, wandered onto the property and slipped into the deep end of the pool. While in most circumstances, the law would not require a bystander to rescue a wandering child in danger, here it would be otherwise because Gopher is an employee with the specific job duty of rescuing persons who use the pool.
Therefore, because Gopher had a special relationship due to being an employee with a specific duty to rescue swimmers in peril, then Gopher is liable for negligence. 
2  - At issue is what claims may be brought against Ms. Fox.
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A When Ms. Fox allowed her son to use her car knowing he had received a speeding ticket. 
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At issue is what claims may be brought against Otter Creek due to Gophers inaction.
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At issue is what claims can Mrs. Crow bring on behalf of herself and on behalf of Mr. Crow's estate? 
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