
LIVE DEMONSTRATION TEST DOCUMENT: 

1. Explaining a general legal concept.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Exploring legal issues with case facts:  

Input:  

Hypothetical Scenario: 

Parties Involved: 

Plaintiff: AquaPure Technologies, a company specializing in water filtration technology, 

incorporated in Texas with its principal place of business in Florida. 

Defendant 1: CrystalClear Innovations, a competitor in water filtration, incorporated in New 

York with its principal place of business in New Jersey. 

Defendant 2: BlueStream Corp., a large retailer, incorporated and headquartered in California. 

Nature of Dispute: 

AquaPure Technologies alleges that CrystalClear Innovations infringed on its patented water 

filtration technology. Additionally, AquaPure claims that BlueStream Corp., which distributes 

CrystalClear’s products, is secondarily liable for the infringement. 

AquaPure also brings a breach of contract claim against CrystalClear Innovations for violating a 

non-disclosure agreement (NDA) related to a failed merger discussion. 

Furthermore, AquaPure asserts a claim against BlueStream Corp. for unfair competition under 

California state law, alleging that BlueStream engaged in deceptive marketing practices that 

favored CrystalClear's products. 

Case Filed: AquaPure Technologies files the lawsuit in the Federal District Court for the 

Southern District of Florida. 

In this matter, explore the potential jurisdictional issues. 

See response on next page:  

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Drafting General Correspondence  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4. Calculating damages 

 

 

 

5. Demand letters  

Input: Using the case information below draft a settlement demand letter. 

 

Case Facts: 

Date and Time of Incident: July 15, 2023, at approximately 4:30 PM. 

Location: Intersection of Main Street and 2nd Avenue, Springfield. 

Plaintiff: Jane Doe, a 35-year-old software developer. 

Defendant: John Smith, driving a 2019 Ford F-150. 

Description of the Incident: 

Jane Doe was driving a 2020 Toyota Camry and was stopped at a red light at the intersection. 

John Smith, approaching from behind, failed to stop in time and rear-ended Jane's vehicle. 

Weather conditions were clear, and road visibility was good. 

Damage to Vehicles: 

Jane's Toyota Camry sustained significant rear-end damage. 

John's Ford F-150 had minor front-end damage. 

Injuries: 

Jane reported immediate neck and back pain and was transported to Springfield General 

Hospital. 

She was diagnosed with whiplash and a lower back strain. 

Witnesses: 

Two eyewitnesses at a nearby coffee shop confirmed that Jane's vehicle was fully stopped at the 

light and that John Smith appeared to be driving at a high speed. 



Police Report: 

A police report was filed at the scene. 

The report notes potential driver inattention by John Smith and includes statements from both 

drivers and witnesses. 

Additional Information: 

Jane was wearing her seatbelt at the time of the collision. 

John Smith admitted to being distracted by a phone call. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6. Deposition outlines:  

Input:  

Utilizing the case information previously provided, prepare a comprehensive deposition outline 

for Mr. John Smith.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

7. Creating the first draft of a complaint  

Input: Utilizing these case facts please draft a complaint for filing in the circuit court of madison 

county.  

Case Facts for Hypothetical Breach of Contract Litigation 

Parties Involved: 

Plaintiff: XYZ Software Solutions, Inc., a software development company incorporated in the 

state of Illinois, with its principal place of business in Madison County. 

Defendant: ABC Manufacturing Corp., a manufacturing company incorporated in the state of 

Missouri, with its principal place of business in St. Louis County. 

Nature of the Contract: 

On March 1, 2023, XYZ Software Solutions (the "Plaintiff") entered into a contract with ABC 

Manufacturing Corp. (the "Defendant"). Under the contract, the Plaintiff agreed to develop and 

implement a custom software system for the Defendant's manufacturing operations. 

Contract Terms: 

The contract specified that the software system was to be fully operational by September 1, 

2023. 

The total contract value was agreed upon at $500,000, with payment terms as follows: 

$200,000 to be paid upon signing the contract. 

$200,000 to be paid upon completion of the software development phase. 

$100,000 to be paid upon successful implementation and operation of the system for 30 days. 

Performance: 

The Plaintiff completed the software development phase by June 30, 2023, ahead of schedule, 

and duly informed the Defendant. 

The Defendant, however, delayed the project by failing to provide necessary access and 

information for implementation, despite repeated requests by the Plaintiff. 

Breach of Contract: 

Despite completing the development phase, the Plaintiff did not receive the second payment of 

$200,000 as per the contract terms. 

The Defendant has also ceased communication with the Plaintiff since August 1, 2023, and has 

not provided the necessary cooperation to complete the implementation phase. 

Damages: 

As a result of the Defendant’s breach, the Plaintiff has suffered damages including the unpaid 

amount of $200,000, additional costs incurred due to the delay, and potential loss of business and 

reputation. 

Attempts at Resolution: 

The Plaintiff has made multiple attempts to contact the Defendant to resolve the issue amicably. 

However, the Defendant has been unresponsive. 



 

Continued on next page. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



8. Drafting Motions 

Input: [Building off previous prompt] In this same matter, please draft a motion to compel as it 

has been 45 days since the passage of their deadline. We sent correspondence on [date] and date]. 

 

9. Proofing and Clarity  

Input: Please redraft these case facts for inclusion in a complaint, making sure to list any errors 

found. Case Fakts: Personal Injury at Naomi Industries 

Naomi Industries, a large factory, has ben operational since 1998. 

They specializes in manufactoring electronic components. 

On March 15, a inccident occured involvin a machine known as the "Compactor 5000." 

This machine had a history of malfunctioning, but no proper maintainance was record. 

Victim, John Doe, was operating the machin when it suddenly activated trapping his arm. 

Safety protocols were in place but not adequately enforced by Naomi Industries. 

John Doe suffered sever injuries leading to amputation of the arm. 

Witnesses claims that similar incidents had happend but were not reported formally. 

Naomi Industries has a policy for equipment check but it's unclear if it was followed. 

Previous complaints about the Compactor 5000's safety were found in employee emails. 

The machin was last inspected by an uncertified technician. 

Naomi Industries did not report the incident to authorities within the required timeframe. 



Medical records show that John Doe will require long-term rehabilitation. 

 

 

Continued on next page. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10. Document analysis:  

Input: Take a look at this transcript and identify any inconsistencies.  

 

 


