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 Occupiers are always liable for accidents that occur on their property



The Occupiers Liability Act, also known as the OLA is an important piece of legislation that addresses the responsibilities and duties of those who own or control property. The aim is to ensure the safety and protection of individuals who enter or use these premises. Let's dive into the details of this act and explore its significance in promoting a secure environment for everyone involved.

The United Kingdom parliament passed the Occupiers Liability Act, which addresses the occupiers duty of care to guests and trespassers. This is done to address potential liabilities resulting from mishaps brought on by unsafe or faulty property conditions. An individual or business that occupies a piece of property as either the owner or a tenant is defined as an occupier under the Occupiers Liability Act. If the party has adequate control over the premises, they will be considered an occupier for the purposes of the statute. It is conceivable for the premises to be occupied by more than one person. According to the statute, a premises is any permanent or movable construction including vessels, vehicles, or aircraft. This also includes both permanent and temporary structures such as scaffolding and ladders. The act came into force on 1st January 1958 there were two main acts related to the Occupiers Liability Act, Occupiers Liability Act 1957 and Occupiers Act 1984 however they have different key provisions.
The primary focus of the Occupiers Liability Act 1957 (OLA 1957) is the duty of care owed to all authorised visitors to guarantee their reasonable safety for the reason they are on the occupiers property.S.1 The occupiers duty of care to take reasonable precautions for the safety of visitors and individuals other than themselves. According to this statute, the occupant is responsible for any harm or death that occurs to a legitimate guest on the property. S.2(1) The occupier is responsible for providing all of his visitors with ‘the common duty of care’, with the exception of any situations in which he is free to agree to expand, restrict, modify, or exclude the obligation. In the case of 'Salmon v Seafarer [1983] the court determined that the occupants were liable for the typical risks and hazards involved in the course of the firemans employment. Where an occupiers negligence creates a situation where a special or exceptional risk arises they would be liable for the injuries caused.
The Act also states the occupier is not required to physically occupy the premises. As a result, multiple occupiers for one premises are possible. ’Wheat V Lacon and Co Ltd [1996]’ The manager rented the room, and the pub was owned by the brewery, Lacon & Co. The term occupier refers to "a person who had a sufficient degree of control over premises to place him under a duty of care to those who came lawfully on to the premises."           	
[bookmark: _GoBack]Children are classified as visitors peer the act S.2 (3)(a) this act is in respect of children the duty of the occupier is to ‘be prepared for children to be less careful than adults’. Since children lack the maturity of adults to comprehend the warning signs on the property the occupier has a duty to exercise reasonable caution while dealing with children in order to prevent mishaps. ‘Glasgow Corporation v Taylor’ [1922] concerned the death of a seven-year-old who had consumed toxic berries from a park bush. Glasgow Corporation the occupier of the premises was held accountable by the House of Lords who determined that the berries which resembled cherries or blackcurrants constituted an "allurement" to the youngster                               	The Common Duty of Care, which requires all authorised guests to use the same degree of caution, must be followed. According to S.2, ‘the occupier shall take such care as in all the circumstances of the case is reasonable to see that the visitor will be reasonably safe in using the premises for the purposes for which he is invited or permitted to be there’.                                                                                                                 	    According to the act, the occupier is permitted to impose rules on guests, such as what they are and are not permitted to do on the property such as signboards and barriers alerting people to potential dangers must be erected for the visitors safety. S.2(4)(a) states that an occupiers warning about a danger should not be interpreted as releasing the occupier from liability if the visitor is harmed by it and the warning was sufficient to keep them reasonably safe under all the circumstances. ‘Rae v. Mars (UK) Ltd’, it was determined that in situations where the danger was unusual or extreme erecting a barrier or providing more notice was required.           	The Occupiers Liability Act 1984 (OLA 1984) which mainly focuses on responsibility of occupiers to take reasonable precautions for the safety of trespassers with respect to any risk of harm resulting from a danger arising from the condition of the premises or from actions taken or not taken on them. S.1(3) ‘The duty is owed in all cases where the occupier has reasonable grounds to believe that a trespasser may be in danger or may come into danger, and when the occupier is aware of the danger’.’British Railways Boards v Herrington [1972]’. The claimaint, aged 6, was electrocuted on a railway line after passing through a gap in a fence It was discovered that the local stationmaster was aware of the state of the fence and the fact that children were passing through.The House of Lords held that the railway company owed a duty of common humanity to trespassers, including the injured child. This decision recognised changing circumstances and the need for occupiers to take reasonable precautions to protect trespassers, particularly children, from harm.	                                                                                                                                     	In certain circumstances, an occupier has a duty of care to trespassers. According to the Act, an occupier is required to take reasonable steps to prevent damage or injury caused by the state of the premises or any activities taking place on them.‘White v The Council of the City and District of St. Albans [1990]’ the claimant stumbled into a trench after taking a shortcut across the defendants fenced-off land, he argued that the defendants were liable because they didn’t take reasonable steps to prevent someone from entering the hazardous. The judge found the purpose of the fencing was to deter people from going into the levelled surface from the highway. The Court of Appeal held that an occupier who took steps to exclude the public from his dangerous premises should not be deemed to have the necessary knowledge that people were in the vicinity as required by S.1(3)(b).              	However, there is ‘Acceptance of risk’ someone might be regarded as a trespasser if they knowingly take the chance of entering someone elses property. As a result the property owners duty of care towards them may be reduced. It's still crucial for property owners to refrain from purposely hurting trespassers, the first priority should always be safety. In the Volenti non fit injuria defence in which the intruder assumes all liability. S.1(6) states that ‘no duty is owed to any person in respect of risks that person voluntarily accepts as his’. ‘Ratcliffe v Mc Connell [1999]’, was inebriated when he leaped into a swimming pool with posted warning signs and he suffered serious injuries when he hit the bottom. The Court of Appeal determined that the claimant should have known about the risk and had accepted it by acting because of the circumstances (jumping into a clearly shallow pool with warning signs during the winter).                                                                            	The Occupiers Liability Act is a crucial piece of legislation that establishes the duties and responsibilities of occupiers however the Act also faces various criticisms pointing out areas where improvements could potentially be made. These include: Perception of unfairness: critics argue there is a perception that the act may be unfair to occupiers in certain situations as the duty of care owed to visitors can be inconvenient, and occupiers may be held liable for accidents even if they take reasonable precautions. Other critics argue The Complexity: that the act can be complicated and difficult for laypeople to understand particularly with regard to the distinction between invitees and licensees and the different levels of duty owed to each type of visitor. Significant arguments have been in favour of the Act for the reason it provides accountability by imposing a duty of care and the Act holds property owners responsible for any negligence or hazards on their premises and ensures that they take necessary precautions to protect visitors                                                                          	While reform is essential for addressing societal issues and bringing positive change, The Occupiers Liability Act (OLA) aims to ensure the safety and protection of individuals however reform can be made in specific areas for instance having specific guidelines and safety standards tailored to children needs and behaviours could help ensure that premises are safe and age-appropriate for young visitors. 
The Occupiers Liability Act (OLA) due to its ability to hold occupiers responsible for maintaining a safe environment, the Act is essential in guaranteeing the security and safety of people on other peoples property. By dissecting this act, we can look at how it fosters accountability and proactive steps to reduce mishaps and injuries. The act also specifies how occupiers should assess their potential liability for accidents and injuries, as well as the factors that influence the level of care expected of them. This legislation is an important tool for protecting the safety of visitors, trespassers, and occupiers. Contributing to a more secure and protected society in the long run.
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