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[bookmark: _Toc109095467]Introduction
This report presents the law of tort that results in damage or grievous hurt and constitutes an unlawful act for which judges place responsibility. The law of tort refers to the law which includes wrongful injuries. This law works to protect people affected by carelessness, negligence, and recklessness of another person and also compensate people who have been affected by a wrongdoer. The word tort is derived from French, which means twisted, wrong. Along with other pillars of the laws, the tort is one of the main pillars of the legal systems which work with injured people. In simple words, it can be said a person invades another person’s right, which also causes injury to that person, which is called tort. It is only concerned with the injuries and the people who did the wrong. Civil litigation comes under the law of tort as one of the most significant categories though there are three main types of torts available such as claims based on negligence, claims based on strict liability, and claims based on intentional acts. In the next phase, there will be discussed two cases and the people who are injured in the theme park owned by Carlton Parks Limited (CPL). The liability acts for those incidents also be discussed here.

[bookmark: _Toc109095468]Main Analysis
The theme park owned by CPL has some lacking in its system. For that, the people who visited this park sometimes are injured. According to law, they have to take responsibilities who are getting injuries for them. According to Occupier Act, A property owner has a "general responsibility" to all of their guests, except any connection with people to whom he is allowed to and does expand, constrain, alter, or eliminate this responsibility by the contract or anything else. When an occupier hires an external vendor to perform development, upkeep, or major repairs that result in pain to a guest, this same occupier also isn't held solely responsible for the hazard if, under all the conditions, he is safe to participate in doing so and took whatever stages (whether any) was necessary to ensure that perhaps the contractor was performing the task effectively and efficiently (Legislation, 2022). At first Leo and Mille then Nia and Owen suffered from the mismanagement of CPL. 
[bookmark: _Toc109095469]Leo and Mille’s Case
In the case where an 8 years old boy Lio fell on the concrete path, breaking the wooden fence which was previously damaged by the water falling from the roof-side. He also suffered a fractured wrist and collarbone. The theme park was owned by Carlton Park Limited, also known as CPL. To determine the wrongdoer and the liabilities of the wrongdoer, it is needed to find out if the claim is valid or not. Lio was the primary victim in that case as he was the main injured person in that incident. The CPL is the occupier in this case. According to The Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957 Chapter 31, The standard responsibility is a responsibility to exercise appropriate precautions in all the settings to ensure that the client will be probably safe rather than using the facilities for the reasons for which he has been requested or granted permission to be together by the owner. Insofar as he is given the freedom to provide it, an occupier should anticipate that an individual will recognize and protect against any unique hazards associated with his vocation while carrying out his duties. In regards to dangers that a visitor has voluntarily embraced as his own, any occupier isn't required to take any action by the frequently reported code of professional conduct (UK Legislation, 2022). The Occupiers’ Liability Act instituted in 1957 covers the duty of care on occupiers for the visitors to have a safe passage while they are on the particular premises of the occupiers. According to the Occupiers Liability Act (OLA) 1957, if a party holds firm control over particular premises lawfully, it can be regarded as the occupier’s premises. Sometimes, there can be more than one occupier. But it must a legally entitled. The standard duty of care is to safeguard the visitors who are invited to visit the premises to serve a specific purpose. The duty of care can be varied from person to person, such as for children, autistics, aged persons, females, etc. Occupiers Liability Act implies that things done on the premises and done by the occupiers are the concern of the occupiers. Premises can be described as a certain piece of land or buildings. It also includes moveable and immovable properties which cover the house, shop, offices, etc. On the other hand, visitors can be described under three headings. They are those who are invited to certain premises, those who have the right to enter, and those who have implied permission. Furthermore, consultants advise owners to obtain professional defense advice because they have any reservations. After all, this decision could only relate to buildings that have been in operation for a long time and not places in which a condition of deterioration or transitory risks could endanger guests (Millar, 2017). In that case, Carltons Park Limited is the occupier, and Lio and his parents are visitors as they have been implied with permission to enter the premises as they needed to buy tickets to enter the park. In that situation, CPL holds the duty of care to safeguard the visitors. But they failed to provide safety to their visitors, and the duty of care will be imposed on them. According to Law Reform (Contributory Negligence) Act 1945, an occupier may ask that a visitor is injured due to self negligence or due to their careless actions. Though there need to have certain warnings before that. Occupiers must provide a fair warning of potential dangers as a form of common duty of care. There is no definition of an "occupier" throughout the 1957 Act, although it is generally agreed that such an occupier is somebody who has some measure of influence over the facilities without actually needing to "occupy" the facilities. Notably, "the premises" generally refers to boats, cars, planes, and transitory constructions like platforms and staircases in addition to buildings and equipment. Anyone with stated consent inferred approval, or a constitutional right of admission may be considered a "visitor." Across the other side of the spectrum are "experienced guests," who are assumed so under the 1957 Act to be much more aware of the hazards and the precautions that must be taken to protect them from those risks and consequences. The traveler's experience will only apply to their specific area of the profession, therefore it won't necessarily absolve the occupier of all responsibility. The occupier still has to act appropriately. But only under certain conditions, the occupier should fulfill their responsibility. Every one of the factors must be taken into consideration when deciding if maybe the obligation has been completed. For instance, if a sign alerting a visitor to a hazard makes them adequately comfortable, it may be sufficient to fulfill the obligation (Jennings, 2020). Then the court will consider whether the warning was fair or not according to the level of the threat and also check whether the occupier is in the position to issue a warning that will safeguard the visitors. In light of the risks posed by the condition of such property or premises, the individual in control of work premises and who also occupies them has a fiduciary duty to anybody visiting them. In other words, every feasible precaution must be made to prevent harm or loss to other persons. This can entail putting up a number to inform people of potential risks or dangers. The term for that would be occupiers' liability. The appeals court's ruling confirms that occupiers merely need to take proper precautions to guarantee the safety of guests. They are not required to stop all tragedies. To maintain guests' protection, risk management activities should always be conducted regularly. In the case of Lio, Carltons Park Limited didn’t provide any warning about the damaged rotten fence to the visitors. As they were selling tickets for the theme park, it imposed a duty of care on CPL to safeguard the visitors. But Carlton Park Limited failed to provide neither a warning nor safety. Now, Lio’s parents can sue CPL based on vicarious liability. Vicarious liability refers to someone who is held responsible for another person’s deed. To sue based on vicarious liability a claimant must prove certain conditions such as there must be a legal contract between the worker and the employer, the tort was committed while carrying on the duty. Vicarious liability can be imposed on different occasions but it is needed to consider whether the employers were in the best possible condition to avail good practice and manage accidents in the workplace. Accidents are common incidents in the workplace but it must be assured that they are unintentional. In the case of Lio, it must be reassured that the incident occurred due to unintentional carelessness. If it is proved that the incident was well intended, the employer Carltons Park Limited must pay the compensation legally entitled as per the claimant of the defendants.

[bookmark: _Toc109095470]Nia and Owen’s Case 
According to section 2 of the State Law of 1957, the occupier has a legal and ethical responsibility to undertake whatever steps are necessary to ensure that visitors will be fairly safe while utilizing the property for the reasons for which they have been welcomed or given permission through the occupier. In compliance with Paragraph 2, the occupier has a legal and ethical responsibility to conduct appropriate efforts to ensure ensuring visitors will be extremely safe rather than using the property for the reasons for which they'll be encouraged or given permission even by the owner (Trevelyan, 2021). The obligation is to undertake all sensible precautions under the situation to ensure that another person does not be hurt while on the property as a result of the hazard in question. The 1984 Act doesn't always specifically grant the power to avoid the responsibility that the 1957 Act does (according to the restrictions outlined in UCTA 1977). It may also be feasible to eliminate culpability for the fundamental amount of security provided to intruders because it has not been specifically prohibited, or it’s because the legislative was from the view that it will not be conceivable to provide it (Tomlinson, 2022). In the next case where Millie was unwilling to pay for the expensive tickets to the theme park so she decided to jump off the wall to enter the premises. When she jumped over the wall, she fell beside waltzers where she caused a head injury and broken sunglasses. Millie was an unauthorized visitor as she didn’t pay for the tickets but rather choose to jump off the wall. In the case of unauthorized visitors, the Occupiers Liability Act 1984 imposed a duty of care and some responsibilities on the occupiers to ensure the safety of unauthorized visitors.  According to Subsection 1, The precedents set by this segment shall take precedence over common law principles in determining if such an occupier of establishments has a duty to individuals apart from his guests about regard to just about any risk of such persons being injured just on facilities as a result of any hazard resulting from the condition of such premises or from projects executed or overlooked to be done on people, and if not then, what such responsibility is. If the owner of the facilities is conscious of the risks or has a good faith belief that it occurs, he bears a responsibility towards the other party regarding the prevention (UK Legislation, 2020). With the Occupiers' Liability Act of 1957, they have a responsibility to perform precautions to ensure guests' protection while on the premises for such purposes that they've been welcomed or granted approval to be in it. Guests are defined as individuals who gain entry to their assets by invitation or with their authorization and therefore are considered to be guests. When determining the precautions that would also be necessary, they must take into account the level of care that guests on your property are supposed to take to minimize the risk of injury, which could become quite limited because once interacting with kids or even anyone for whom the decision may be impacted by an illness or disability (Fsm solicitors, 2020). Though the Occupiers Liability Act 1957 imposed fewer responsibilities on the occupiers regarding unauthorized visitors. Regarding hazards that the guest has voluntarily acknowledged, no standard of care is due. The legal system decides whether the danger was voluntarily supported or not. This judgment has been loosened concerning hazards that are clear or remote, nevertheless, after a subsequent Appellate court judgment in favor of occupiers. For businesses in the publicly or privately areas, such instances may provide several significant advantages. Now the duty of care is imposed on the authority to ensure if any sustainable danger is there on the premises and the accusation will raise if the authority was aware of the danger available in the park or not, the authority knows about the possibility of danger around the person. This act also imposes on authority that the authority must take reasonable steps to monitor premises and in this matter, the authority failed to do so. There would be a fact if the authority knows about the danger or not. If the authority knew about the danger they must have taken some reasonable steps to restrict or eliminate the danger whether Millie is an unauthorized visitor or an authorized visitor. 

[bookmark: _Toc109095471]Recommendation
[bookmark: _Toc109095472]However a complete hazard identification would undoubtedly be prudent for all individuals who go out and manage land, therefore more documentation there has been in existence of efforts available to minimize danger, the less probable it is that an occupier might be considered to have not behaved in a respectable way. The overall responsibility is therefore fairly straightforward, even though the quality of benefits and appropriate actions to be done will provide a further just basis of observation. There are some CPL that must have been taken to ensure the safety in both the cases above mentioned. In both cases, CPL should have monitored the premises to check the fences and whether the electric poles were in fine condition to be used in such a crowded place or not. In both cases, CPL failed to maintain this. This can be brought back to them based on the law of the tort due to a lack of care for these particular sectors. CPL can be sued on grounds of carelessness for the vicarious liability of their employees assigned to manage this particular task.


Conclusion
Occupiers could perhaps take into account the risk of serious injury to guests and intruders on their assets, which include individuals such as young kids, and make adjustments and provide more road markings caution of dangers even when an injury is reassuringly probable and could only be prevented by the modifications or road signs. Conversely, the obligation placed on occupiers is phrased variously for legitimate visitors and intruders: owners are required to make guarantee a guest is "fairly safe," but the occupier's obligation to a stranger is to make sure he "somehow doesn't cause significant damage." At last, it can be said that the authority of CPL had already known the damages to their theme park. But they could not repair that. So, Leo, Mille, Nia, and Owen have the right to take the amount of their damage from the CPL because they had done it intentionally. CPL has to fulfill their liability towards them according to the act of law in 1957 and 1984. 
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