


0 1  ·  T H E  F I C T I O N A L  D I S P U T E

Reyes v. Northgate Delivery Co.
At 18:47 on 14 October 2025, at the signalised intersection of Alder Avenue and 9th
Street, a Northgate box truck turned left across the northbound lanes and was struck on

its right side by a sedan driven by the plaintiff, Dana Reyes. Dusk, dry pavement, posted
limit 35 mph. A transit bus was stopped in the opposite left-turn pocket. The plaintiff’s

injuries are not in dispute; fault is.

The defense account: the truck driver came to a complete stop, waited for a green

arrow, and turned lawfully; the sedan was travelling at least 52 mph and could have
avoided the truck at any lawful speed. The case, they say, is about the plaintiff’s speed.

The plaintiff’s account: the green arrow had ended twenty seconds earlier; the truck
rolled into a permissive left turn on a flashing yellow arrow without stopping, across a

lane the driver could not see because the bus was blocking it; the sedan was doing 41 in a
35 and braked the moment the truck appeared, 1.1 seconds before impact.

DESIGN EXERCISE · THE PLAINTIFF

Posture: jury trial (fictional). Objective: convert five data sources — survey, signal-
controller log, city camera, the sedan’s EDR and the truck’s fleet telematics — into one 3D

model the jury can trust, and answer the speed question before the defense asks it.

3.8 SECONDS · SPECULATIVE CASE STUDY · LOLIMARI.COM ALL PARTIES, EVIDENCE, AND DATA ARE FICTIONAL
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Five clocks, one timeline
Every demonstrative in the set is generated from a single kinematic model rather than
drawn by hand: the truck’s path is fixed to its 1 Hz telematics and the surveyed turn

geometry, the sedan’s to its 0.5 s EDR speed trace integrated back from impact, and both
are placed on the surveyed intersection. The signal log and the camera timestamp are

aligned to the same NTP clock. Change one number and every panel changes with it —
which is exactly what an opposing expert will test.

t −3.8 s Truck front bumper at the stop bar, 4.5 mph and accelerating. Sedan
69 m out at 41 mph.

t −1.9 s Truck nose crosses the centre line at 8.7 mph. Sedan 35 m out,
hidden by the bus.

t −1.1 s First moment each driver can see the other. Sedan 19.5 m out.

t −0.7 s Truck enters northbound lane 1.

t −0.35 s Sedan brakes (EDR), 0.74 s after first sight.

t = 0 Impact, 18:47:12.4. Sedan 35 mph, truck 13 mph.

The honest rule the set obeys: nothing is estimated from memory. Where testimony and
record disagree, both are shown at the same scale with the source named, and the jury is

left to see the gap for itself.

The sightline exhibit is the system’s signature: a driver’s-eye render computed from the

truck’s eye height, showing that the bus hid 97 metres of the very lane the driver was
turning across — and that for 2.7 seconds neither driver could have seen the other.

The speed exhibit concedes what must be conceded. At the posted limit the collision
still happens, at 25 mph instead of 35; only a sedan 10 mph under the limit avoids it. The

defense’s 52 mph is tested and ruled out by the crush evidence. Speed set the severity;
the turn created the collision.

3.8 SECONDS · SPECULATIVE CASE STUDY · LOLIMARI.COM ALL PARTIES, EVIDENCE, AND DATA ARE FICTIONAL



EXHIBIT 1 · THE SCENE, AS SURVEYED — 3.8 SECONDS BEFORE IMPACT FICTIONAL DATA



EXHIBIT 2 · THE TURN, FRAME BY FRAME FICTIONAL DATA



EXHIBIT 3 · LINES OF SIGHT — YOU CANNOT YIELD TO WHAT YOU CANNOT SEE FICTIONAL DATA



EXHIBIT 4 · THE SIGNAL — TESTIMONY v. RECORD FICTIONAL DATA



EXHIBIT 5 · THE SPEED QUESTION — AVOIDABILITY AT FIVE SPEEDS FICTIONAL DATA



0 8  ·  T H E  F U L L  D E M O N S T R A T I V E  S Y S T E M

One model, every exhibit

VISUAL SYSTEM

Truck orange   Sedan blue   Bus, not a party   Analysis
Barlow + Barlow Condensed + JetBrains Mono · one procedural 3D model, every camera

surveyed · vehicles simplified to scale boxes so nothing reads as a photograph.

D-1 · The scene, as surveyed — establishing aerial with callouts

D-2 · The turn, frame by frame — four fixed-camera moments + timeline

D-3 · Lines of sight — driver’s-eye render + plan-view blind wedge

D-4 · The signal — signal head, camera frame, controller log, telematics

D-5 · The speed question — five speeds, one truck, honest answer

D-6 · The EDR, explained — teaching exhibit on the sedan’s recorder

D-7 · The turn, animated — 3.8 s real-time sequence for opening and closing

D-8 · What the bus hid — blind-zone sweep, second by second

D-9 · Testimony overlay — deposition lines placed on the timeline

3.8 SECONDS · SPECULATIVE CASE STUDY · LOLIMARI.COM ALL PARTIES, EVIDENCE, AND DATA ARE FICTIONAL
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Independent speculative case study
This study was created independently to demonstrate litigation-graphics strategy for a
motor-vehicle collision at trial. All parties, the intersection, the signal plan, the vehicle

data, the camera frame and the testimony are fictional and reconcile by construction:
one kinematic model generates every position, speed and time shown.

No client engagement, verdict or result is claimed or implied. The deliverable is the
communication system itself.

Method: fictional record built first (survey, signal timing sheet and controller log, EDR
trace, fleet telematics, camera frame); a physics model written to reconcile them; a

procedural 3D scene rendered from surveyed camera positions; the system designed
outward from the two exhibits the case would turn on — the sightline and the speed

question.

DESIGN & STRATEGY · LOLI MARI MONTALVO · 2026

LOLIMARI.COM

3.8 SECONDS · SPECULATIVE CASE STUDY ALL PARTIES, EVIDENCE, AND DATA ARE FICTIONAL


