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Explain ‘novus actus interveniens and breaking the chain.
Corr v IBC vehicles (2008); McKew v Holland & Hannen & Cubitts (Scotland) Ltd (1969) and Jobling v Associated Dairies Ltd (1981).
Negligence as a tort is a breach of legal duty to take care which results in damage to the claimant. (Caldwell, 2017). Damages can consist of economic loss, personal injury, damage to property and Psychiatic damage. The nature in which relationships between parties exist may create legal duties of care. The main and most common examples are an employer to employee, or doctor to patient. In these scenarios, it is clear to establish which party holds the position of power and responsibility. Carelessness by such party which causes harm may lead to legal action, it would be up to the claimant to put a case of damage forward, proving it falls into the category of duty of care. 
Donoghue v Stevenson [1932] developed the neighbour principle. The claimant found the remains of a snail in her drink, which her friend purchased for her. Subsequently action was taken against the company of the drink. Lord Atkin stated, “you must take reasonable care to avoid acts or omissions which you can reasonably foresee would be likely to injure your neighbour”. The ‘neighbour’ can be described as somebody who are closely affected by your acts. 
In some cases, there can be intervening cause, which breaked the chain of causation. It's also called a ‘novus actus interveniens’. The act of the claimant is important. The courts use a test to look at whether the claimant was acting reasonably. Weiland v Cyril Lord Carpets Ltd [1969] 3 All ER 1006 the court held that the defendant acted reasonably in the situation, and as a result the injuries sustained, the defendant was accountable for. Pigney v Pointer’s Transport Services Ltd [1957] 1 WLR 1121, the test of direct consequence for remoteness was applied.
An act or event that breaks the causal connection between a wrong or crime committed by the defendant and subsequent happenings and therefore relieves the defendant from responsibility for these happenings. (Oxford, 2021)
McKew v Holland & Hannen & Cubitts (Scotland) Ltd. [1969] 3 All ER 1621 showed that a defendant will not be liable for injury if the claimants actions amount to a novus actus. In this specific case, the claimant had already suffered numerous injuries to his left leg, meaning it could give way at any time. While walking down a set of stairs with no hand rail aids, he further injured himself, fracturing his ankle. The court had to conclude whether this new intervening act would break the chain of causation. It was decided that the claimant knew of the potential risks, therefore damages were not available. 
Jobling v Associated Dairies Ltd [1982] AC 794 suffered a back injury due to negligence by his employers. Unrelated to this injury, the claimant discovered he had a spinal disease which raised the question whether the employer was liable for loss of earnings. Where the tort is followed by a disabling illness, this must be taken into account in assessing the tortfeasor’s liability. (Cooke, 2019) The courts will examine the whole situation- the employer was only responsible to pay partial loss of earnings up to a point. This was an exception to the normal test for causation. (Baker v Willoughby) It was a significant case, as it showed the courts will not over compensate the ‘victim’ and that vicissitudes in life are expected. The case of Hotson v East Berkshire Area Health Authority [1987] 2 All ER 909 showed that the claimant needs to establish causation proof.
Topp v London Country Buses (South West) Ltd [1993] 3 All ER 448 is an example of breaking the chain of causation. In this case a minibus was stolen which resulted in a death. The claimant tried to sue the bus service since the joyriders could not be tracked. No duty of care emerged, it was a voluntary act, this was a novus actus interveniens.
Corr v IBC Vehicles Ltd [2008] UKHL 13; [2008] 2 WLR 499 this case showed the difference between remoteness of damage and factual causation. The claimants' injuries developed at his prior workplace led to his depression and eventual suicide. The question here was whether the claimant's family had a claim for damages in the form of financial loss from the employers, where the injuries were sustained. Or was this claim of damages too remote. The suicide of Mr Corr was not a voluntary, informed decision. (Lord Bingham)
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