
AI Statement. 

There is an AI statement as requested, AI’s machine learning capabilities were effective 
& viewed through data analysis. AI has been an unmissable asset through Apples 
internet safari & utilised just for those purposes of perusal. AI is at the top of any google 
search engine when sourcing credible work to cite and reference throughout internet 
browsing and has proven to be quite helpful although has been used to a minimal extent 
throughout this assignment paper. AI is possibly the future for everyone world-wide the 
full breadth of how it works seems to be more challenging to understand than not, due 
to the strict limitation by the university the usage guidelines have been welcomed, 
understood and can be developed over time. However, the work within this assignment 
is of my own and the sources are credible and sourced independently. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Bannister Primary School. 

The advice throughout this assessment paper shall provide best practice and follow 

contemporary legislation set in England & Wales. The assignment will best try 

resolve both incidents involving ‘Bannister Primary Schools’ employees, pupils, and 

prospects whilst under school supervision. For this assignment, the school can be 

identified as the defendant (D) & other parties as (C). Both incidents can be identified 

as part(A) & Part(B). This thesis shall describe the legalities in depth concerning 

‘BPS’ & other parties. This assignment is inclusive of the injuries sustained with 

application of correct tests established through case law & the tort of negligence to 

determine liability in both parts. 

 Part(A). The 1st incident involving the burn injuries suffered by (C) can be 

understood with the fact that there was an injury sustained due to the actions of (D). 

The incident concerns both parties of (D)&(C) with the question of whom is liable and 

what are the legal implications that are ahead. Part(A) involves common laws and 

rulings that are involved in such incidents. ‘BPS’ is seeking advice regarding the 

injuries sustained from (C) by the actions of (D). According to (Giliker, 2014, p.28-30) 

the 1st step in any ‘negligence’ claim is to determine whether a ‘duty of care’ is owed 

to (C)? The courts use the 3-part test inclusive of ‘duty, breach, causation’. Lord 

Atkin’s ‘neighbour principle’ established in the key case of ‘Donoghue v Stevenson’ 

(1932) proves this point & the principle to be considered is within the key case of 

‘Caparo v Dickman’ (1990). The ‘Caparo’ case concluded there had to be a 

‘foreseeability’ of ‘damages,’ ‘relationship’ of ‘proximity’ & the duty was ‘fair,’ ‘just’ & 

‘reasonable’ as an imposition by the courts. The above test can be strengthened by 

the case of ‘Anns v Merton LBC’ (1978), Chen (2025) with ‘Lord Wilberforce’ stating 

that ‘negligence’ carried a ‘prima facie’ ‘duty of care,’ the case was later nullified by 

‘Murphy v Brentwood DC’ (1991) with the idea being rejected later in ‘Caparo,’ Chen 

(2025). The standard of care established within the context above should be higher 

from (D) by summarising the actions of (D) toward (C). It can be identified as a lack 

of ‘duty of care’ as examined in the key case of ‘Paris v Stepney Borough Council’ 

(1951). The case proves the point and can be further examined in ‘Bolam v Friern 

Hospital Management Committee’ (1957), Chen (2025) where the ‘Bolam’ test was 

established. The ‘Caparo’ test links to legislation, the analysis gives structure to the 

components through common law practice. Within the ‘Explanatory Notes,’ 

‘Background’ s. (8)(9)(10) of the (Compensation Act 2006) the enactment provides 

the laws involving ‘duty of care’. The key case to support a ‘standard of care’ is 

‘Nettleship v Weston’ (1971). A duty of care can be well examined through the lecture 

paper of (Sales, 2023, p.1-3). This also supports the decision that the courts decide 

whether a ‘duty of care’ is owed and supports whether a ‘breach’ has been made. 

The (CA 2006) best identifies the laws regarding a breach; The supporting case 



found is ‘Blythe v Birmingham Waterworks Co’ (1856) this case proves the point 

when a ‘breach’ is in question. The case links to the ‘reasonable person’ terminology 

taken from (Giliker, 2014, p.166-167). ‘Giliker’ has also identified the ‘RP’ in terms 

through academic and statute analysis, ‘R v Adomako’ (1994) is a severe case to 

examine, the case is identified with common law & not civil law, providing the 

complete depth of negligence. Although two completely different cases, ‘The test for 

gross negligence manslaughter is the same as the test for negligence in tort’ Chen 

(2025). The case of ‘Adomako’ and summary proves the severity of ‘negligence.’ 

According to the Crown Prosecution Service [hereafter CPS], (2022) gross 

negligence manslaughter was linked to the case of ‘Adomako’ and can be assessed 

and utilised as a pivotal case as to whether the actions of (D) can be seen as 

‘negligent’ with the facts provided involving a gravy spill on Bodhi’s hand from the 

actions of (D) in their line of duty. The ‘CPS’ has also found that ‘Causation’ must 

result from a ‘breach of duty of care’ from (D) causing injuries to be suffered by (C) 

which again is tested through ‘Caparo. The terminology can be strengthened through 

the findings related that’ Negligence’ is established through a breach of duty of care 

and whether (D) is liable due to the ‘factual cause’ of the injuries suffered by (C) 

(Hamer, 2014). This can introduce ‘factual causation’ and further strengthen the 

above summary of the ‘CPS’ leading through to what has actually caused the injuries 

to be sustained in this incident. According to (Cooke, 2019, p.215) factual causation’ 

is the starting point for determining whether there has been a breach of duty suffered 

by (C). According to the (Law Academy, 2024) the ‘but-for test’ provides the correct 

legal methodology when determining causation. The test asks the question ‘but for 

the actions of the defendant, would the damages have occurred’? If no, then this 

would satisfy the test. Yes, would then involve other factors resulting in an 

unsatisfied test for causation. ‘Negligence’ is established through a breach of duty of 

care and whether (D) is liable due to the factual cause of the injuries suffered by (C) 

(Hamer, 2014). Summarising the events, injuries sustained including the ‘factual 

causation’ of the action of (D), ‘BPS’ could potentially be held liable regarding the 

conduct of (D). The case of ‘Barnett v Chelsea Hospital’ (1969), identifies the ‘but-for 

test’ and proves this point. The above analysis provides the answer that (D) may 

face a potential ‘negligence’ claim. through s.1 (1) of the (Law Reform (Contributory 

Negligence) Act 1945). Furthermore, the courts will decide whether there has been a 

‘breach of duty’ by (D) with another question asking whether (D) should be held 

legally responsible for the actions toward (C) as examined in the case of ‘Khan v 

Meadows’ (2021), Piao (2025). Furthermore, are the injuries suffered by (C) too 

‘remote’ in any sense of the danger sustained and the answer would be no, the 

injuries sustained were 1st hand and due to the lack of ‘care’ provided & can rule out 

any possible defences in this incident. The advice would be that ‘BPS’ will need the 

expertise of a solicitor to move forward with a possible negligence claim as it will be 

the courts decision to give final judgement as to whether there has been a ‘breach’ 

made in the line of duty of (D). 

  



 

 

Part(B) involves the incident of both (D) & (C) with injuries suffered by (C) whilst 

attending the premises of (D) as a visitor. The possibility of a vindication of rights 

adding a remedy for such damages to both person & item of clothing can be a 

possibility with corrective justice for (C). Case law does prove otherwise in this 

analysis and can determine liability. 

 In s.1(1) (Occupiers Liability Act 1957) the law enacts that an occupier of a premises 

owes a duty of care toward all visitors within the occupiers’ premises. This includes 

the conditions of the premises being of a safe standard and also the dangers 

foreseen & ‘things done or omitted.’ A Key case in ‘Wheat v Lacon’ (1966) as 

examined by (Brennan, 2022, p. 158) can provide guidance toward the standard of 

care (D) owes to (C). s.2(1)(2) (OLA 1957) also enacts for all visitors attending the 

premises to be reasonably safe ‘in using’ the premises when invited within as 

permitted by the occupier. The duty of care to all visitors is with the exception of ‘in 

so far as he is free to and does extend, restrict, modify or exclude his duty to any 

visitor or visitors by agreement or otherwise.’ This enactment can highlight the fact of 

an agreement between (D)&(C) has been made where (C) has asked (D) with the 

possibility for herself & son Elijah to go into the garden. There is consent from (D) 

providing a possible defence from (C). A case to relate is ‘Ryland v Fletcher’ (1868) 

where strict liability can be established. Shifting responsibility back on to (D). 

 The premises may be seen to be unsafe due to the ongoing building work outside is 

identified with a supporting case in ‘Glasgow Corporation v Taylor’ (1922). The case 

strengthens the incident in Part(B) with an unfulfilling ‘duty of care’ that is owed by 

(D) although, injuries sustained by (C) was of the child’s own doing, according to 

(Parliament, 2000) the case of ‘Jolley v Sutton’ (2000) can reinforce the principle in 

‘Glasgow’. Furthermore, the standard of care again can be established within (9) of 

the ‘EN ‘Background’ (CA 2006) as provided in Part(A). The case of ‘Maguire v 

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council’ (2006) proves this point and also highlights the 

term defective in this incident being a defective of premises.  

The argument from (C) could entail ‘Culpable Omissions,’from the duty of care owed 

by (D), according to (Alexander and Ferzan, p. 66-82) a failure to act can help 

distinguish culpability. This summary can argue the fact that (D) did not fulfil a duty of 

care to (C) with a lack of supervision when entering the garden. However, this can be 

counter argued by the case of ‘Phipps v Rochester Corporation’ (1955). The 

argument is a solid argument identifying that (D) is not solely responsible for the 

supervision of (C), This argument can aid the question of culpability & whether (D) is 

negligent toward the safety of (C). The question to ask again is what would a ‘RP’ do 

in the same circumstance? This can be established in the case of ‘Dunnage v 

Randall & UK insurance Ltd’ (2015). This case proves negligence and the ‘RP’ 

analysis. Legislation enacts within s.2.(3)(a) (OLA 1957) that children will be less 



careful than adults. When (C) had asked (D) to venture outside to see the garden, 

the duty of care and also the responsibility then shifts toward (C) being the mother to 

Elijah. This can be identified in the case of ‘Simonds v Isle of Wight Council’ (2003). 

It can be argued that the school should provide more precautionary levels of safety. 

However, as displayed there is a warning sign regarding the hazardous area. The 

case of ‘Staples v West Dorset Council’ (1995) can prove an argument if there was 

no signage identifying a hazardous area then this could possibly aid the case of 

‘negligence’ in this particular claim. This can be argued further by (C) through s.1(a) 

(Compensation Act 2006) that if proceeding furthered to the courts, then (D) ‘should 

have taken particular steps to meet a standard of care’. The law again asks question 

regarding the safety precautions that should have been foreseen by (D). The famous 

case example provided in ‘Donoghue v Stevenson’ (1932), Chen (2025) there is also 

a case prior to this in ‘Heaven v Pender’ (1883), Chen (2025). The ‘Donoghue’ case 

highlights the ‘neighbour principle’ as identified by (McBride & Bagshaw, 2008, p.72-

73).  

 The case of ‘Smith v Littlewoods’ (1987), Chen (2025) can be utilised as an 

argument from (C) as (D) should foresee any potential danger through competence 

of duty, knowing the building work is ongoing the case of ‘Darnley v Croydon Health 

Services NHS Trust’ (2018), He (2025) strengthens the argument further. Again, 

however, the sign hand painted is a clear indication that there are building works 

underway and not yet finished. The ‘remoteness’ of the injury can determine whether 

the injury sustained was foreseeable with the key case being ‘Pilkington v Wood’ 

(1953) the case established whether damages are to ‘remote’ to ‘foresee’ & in the 

‘special’ circumstances regarding Elijah’s jumper would the jumper have got 

damaged ‘but-for’ the building work underway on school premises and ‘but-for’ Elijah 

falling into the pond? the answer would be no, this can lead toward monetary 

damages potentially owed to (C) from the damaged item of clothing. This can be 

summarised by McBride (2004). There is a ‘remedy’ of ‘compensation’ for (C) as 

established in the case of ‘British Coal Corpn v Gwent County Council’ (1995) that 

could suffice such damages through compensation. The final question to ask would 

be is (D) legally responsible for the damages to (C) in this case I would advise there 

is a partial blame from (D) with the final judgement to made by the courts regarding 

whether (C) ‘breached’ a ‘duty of care’ as a mother toward (C) by leaving him 

unattended. The answer to this incident is that (D) will require the services of skilled 

solicitor to move forward with a potential ‘negligence’ claim ahead with final 

judgement with the court. According to LexusNavigator (no date) there could be a 

‘partial’ ‘defence’ for (D) with ‘contributory’ ‘negligence’ resulting in ‘damages’ 

rewarded to be reduced with burden of proof on (D) with a key case to support in 

‘Davies v Swan Motor Co.’ (1949) the case proves this point & can summarise the 

facts that there is a partial defence that can be available to assist (D) in the legalities 

ahead with a ‘negligence’ claim in question to be decided by the courts. 

 



 

 

References. 

Alexander, L. And Ferzan, K.K. (2018) ‘Omissions and Culpable Riskings: 

Reflections on Crime and Culpability: Problems and Puzzles. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

‘Anns v Merton’ (1978) AC 728, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: https://plus-lexis-

com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-

42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-

materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-

00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumen

tnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4 

(Accessed: 29 October 2025). 

‘Barnett v Chelsea and Kensington Hospital Management Committee’ (1969) 1 Q.B. 

428, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: Barnett v Chelsea and Kensington Hospital 

Management Committee (Accessed: 17 October 2025). 

‘Blythe v Birmingham Waterworks Co’ (1856) 20 JP 247, 25 LJ EX 212, 11 Exch 781, 

2 Jur NS 333, 4 WR 294, 156 ER 1047, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: https://plus-

lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/blyth-v-birmingham-waterworks-

co/?crid=3d189a15-61fa-4b65-8ff4-54c695393397&pddocumentnumber=1 

(Accessed: 17 October 2025). 

Brennan, C. (2021) Concentrate Tort Law. 6th edn. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

‘British Coal Corpn v Gwent County Council’ (1995) 71 P & CR 482, Lexis Plus UK. 

Available at: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/british-coal-

corpn-v-gwent-county-council/?crid=d516f73b-8ce1-471e-b084-

08ab7d1e353c&pddocumentnumber=1 (Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

Caparo Industries plc v Dickman [1990] 2 AC 605, [1990] 1 ALL ER 568, Lexis Plus 

UK. Available at: Caparo Industries plc v Dickman (Accessed: 16 October 2025). 

Chen, W. (2025), ‘Anns v Merton LBC’ (1978) AC 728. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/anns-v-merton-lbc-1978-ac-728/ (Accessed: 

3 November 2025). 

Chen, W. (2025), ‘Bolam v Friern Hospital Management Committee’ (1957) 1 WLR. 

Available at: https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/bolam-v-friern-hospital-

management-committee-1957-1-wlr-582-586-87/ (Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

Chen, W. (2025), ‘Donoghue v Stevenson’ (1932) AC 562. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/donoghue-v-stevenson-1932-ac-562/ 

(Accessed: 3 November 2025). 

https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=1c7cb467-0f73-42ad-8953-39d4f85d4693&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fanalytical-materials-uk%2Furn:contentItem:58HT-9YW1-DXKM-V2H4-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=401321&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=c75bad66-91e8-446f-b537-b96cde6484e4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/barnett-v-chelsea-and-kensington-hospital-man/?crid=4b2e4aad-7913-4be8-aac4-5a6c790eab08&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/barnett-v-chelsea-and-kensington-hospital-man/?crid=4b2e4aad-7913-4be8-aac4-5a6c790eab08&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/blyth-v-birmingham-waterworks-co/?crid=3d189a15-61fa-4b65-8ff4-54c695393397&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/blyth-v-birmingham-waterworks-co/?crid=3d189a15-61fa-4b65-8ff4-54c695393397&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/blyth-v-birmingham-waterworks-co/?crid=3d189a15-61fa-4b65-8ff4-54c695393397&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/british-coal-corpn-v-gwent-county-council/?crid=d516f73b-8ce1-471e-b084-08ab7d1e353c&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/british-coal-corpn-v-gwent-county-council/?crid=d516f73b-8ce1-471e-b084-08ab7d1e353c&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/british-coal-corpn-v-gwent-county-council/?crid=d516f73b-8ce1-471e-b084-08ab7d1e353c&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/caparo-industries-plc-v-dickman_2/?crid=c7f5da14-a927-4172-b1e2-92c61e3117fa&pddocumentnumber=2
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/anns-v-merton-lbc-1978-ac-728/
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/bolam-v-friern-hospital-management-committee-1957-1-wlr-582-586-87/
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/bolam-v-friern-hospital-management-committee-1957-1-wlr-582-586-87/
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/donoghue-v-stevenson-1932-ac-562/


Chen, W. (2025), ‘Heaven v Pender’ (1883) 11 QBD 503. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/heaven-v-pender-1883-11-qbd-503/ 

(Accessed: 3 November 2025). 

Chen, W. (2025), ‘Smith v Littlewood’ (1987) AC 241. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/smith-v-littlewoods-1987-ac-241/ (Accessed: 

7 November 2025). 

Chen, W. (2025), ‘Murphy v Brentwood DC’ [1991] 1 AC 398. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/tort/kinds-of-damage-cases/murphy-v-brentwood-dc-1991-1-ac-

398/ (Accessed: 4 November 2025). 

Chen, W. (2025), ‘R v Adamako’ [1995] 1 AC 171. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/criminal-law/homicide-cases/r-v-adomako-1995-1-ac-171/ 

(Accessed: 17 October 2025). 

Compensation Act 2006, ‘Explanatory Notes,’ ‘Background,’ c.100. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/29/notes/division/3/1 (Accessed: 16 

October 2025). 

Compensation Act 2006, Part 1: Standard of Care, C.29. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/29/part/1 (Accessed: 28 October 2025). 

Cooke, J. (2019) Law of Tort: Foundation Series. 14th edn. Harlow: Pearson 

Education, Limited.  

Crown Prosecution Services (2019) Gross Negligence Manslaughter: Causation. 

Available at: https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/gross-negligence-manslaughter 

(Accessed: 17 October 2025). 

‘Davies v Swan Motor Co’ (Swansea Ltd) (1949) 2 KB 291, Lexis Plus UK. Available 

at: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/davies-v-swan-motor-co-

swansea-ltd/?crid=23a9499b-45ca-467f-b302-10ba9dbf9899&pddocumentnumber=1 

(Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

‘Dunnage v Randall’ (2015) EWCA Civ 673, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: https://plus-

lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/dunnage-v-randall/?crid=431b9810-

6ae1-407d-9198-042cdf9667ad&pddocumentnumber=1 (Accessed: 22 October 

2025). 

Giliker, P. (2014) Tort. Sweet & Maxwell’s Textbook Series. 5th edn. London. Ashford 

Colour Press. 

‘Glasgow Corporation v Taylor’ (1922) 1 AC 44, Lexis Plus Uk. Available at: 

https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/glasgow-corpn-v-

taylor/?crid=0d006a60-84da-44c4-ac87-3845d1766564&pddocumentnumber=1 

(Accessed: 29 October 2025). 

https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/heaven-v-pender-1883-11-qbd-503/
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/smith-v-littlewoods-1987-ac-241/
https://lawprof.co/tort/kinds-of-damage-cases/murphy-v-brentwood-dc-1991-1-ac-398/
https://lawprof.co/tort/kinds-of-damage-cases/murphy-v-brentwood-dc-1991-1-ac-398/
https://lawprof.co/criminal-law/homicide-cases/r-v-adomako-1995-1-ac-171/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/29/notes/division/3/1
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2006/29/part/1
https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/gross-negligence-manslaughter
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/davies-v-swan-motor-co-swansea-ltd/?crid=23a9499b-45ca-467f-b302-10ba9dbf9899&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/davies-v-swan-motor-co-swansea-ltd/?crid=23a9499b-45ca-467f-b302-10ba9dbf9899&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/dunnage-v-randall/?crid=431b9810-6ae1-407d-9198-042cdf9667ad&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/dunnage-v-randall/?crid=431b9810-6ae1-407d-9198-042cdf9667ad&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/dunnage-v-randall/?crid=431b9810-6ae1-407d-9198-042cdf9667ad&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/glasgow-corpn-v-taylor/?crid=0d006a60-84da-44c4-ac87-3845d1766564&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/glasgow-corpn-v-taylor/?crid=0d006a60-84da-44c4-ac87-3845d1766564&pddocumentnumber=1


Hamer, D (2014) ‘The Modern Law Review’. ‘Factual causation’ and ‘scope of 

liability’: What’s the difference? Vol. 77, No. 2, p.1. Available at: https://www-jstor-

org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/24029774 (Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

He, Y. (2025), ‘Darnley v Croydon Health Services NHS Trust’ [2018] UKSC 50, 

[2019] AC 831. Available at: https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/darnley-v-

croydon-health-services-nhs-trust-2018-uksc-50-2019-ac-831/ (Accessed: 3 

November 2025). 

Law Academy, (2024) ‘But-for’ Test | Law of Tort. Available at: 

https://youtu.be/3MB9AUMa9rI?si=ItFIqZ6YNG1Qcg4_ (Accessed: 17 October 

2025). 

Law Reform (Contributory Negligence) Act 1945, c.28. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Geo6/8-9/28/section/1 (Accessed 3 November 

2025). 

LexisNavigator [Lexis+Uk] (no date) Contributory Negligence. Available at: 

https://plus-lexis-

com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-

8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-

guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-

00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumen

tnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45 

(Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

‘Maguire v Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council’ (2006) All ER (D) 347 (Feb), Lexis 

Plus UK. Available at: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-

uk/maguire-v-sefton-metropolitan-borough-council_4/?crid=f63e4a38-e4e9-4e8c-

ac4d-458ffc258c20&pddocumentnumber=1 (Accessed: 22 October 2025). 

McBride, N.J. (2004) ‘Duties of Care: ‘Do They Really Exist?’. Vol. 24, No, 3, p.1. 

Available at: https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/3600562 (Accessed: 5 

November 2025). 

McBride, N.J. & Bagshaw, R. (2008) Tort Law. 3rd edn. Harlow: Dorset Press. 

‘Nettleship v Weston’ (1971) 2 QB 691, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: https://plus-lexis-

com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/nettleship-v-weston/?crid=8134bb62-3eeb-

46dd-9c35-fb6827cd0b26&pddocumentnumber=1 (Accessed: 29 October 2025). 

Occupiers Liability Act 1957, c.31. Available at: 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Eliz2/5-6/31/section/1 (Accessed: 6 October 

2025). 

‘Paris v Stepney Borough Council’ (1951) 1 All ER 42, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: 

https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/paris-v-stepney-borough-

https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/24029774
https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/24029774
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/darnley-v-croydon-health-services-nhs-trust-2018-uksc-50-2019-ac-831/
https://lawprof.co/tort/negligence-cases/darnley-v-croydon-health-services-nhs-trust-2018-uksc-50-2019-ac-831/
https://youtu.be/3MB9AUMa9rI?si=ItFIqZ6YNG1Qcg4_
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Geo6/8-9/28/section/1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=9f13bcc5-cb76-48fe-8975-0b8d428c6951&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fpractical-guidance-uk%2Furn:contentItem:57Y6-14H1-DXRG-7326-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=363732&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=1&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr0&prid=b116857d-22ec-4480-9e96-8841ad63af45
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/maguire-v-sefton-metropolitan-borough-council_4/?crid=f63e4a38-e4e9-4e8c-ac4d-458ffc258c20&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/maguire-v-sefton-metropolitan-borough-council_4/?crid=f63e4a38-e4e9-4e8c-ac4d-458ffc258c20&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/maguire-v-sefton-metropolitan-borough-council_4/?crid=f63e4a38-e4e9-4e8c-ac4d-458ffc258c20&pddocumentnumber=1
https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/stable/3600562
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/nettleship-v-weston/?crid=8134bb62-3eeb-46dd-9c35-fb6827cd0b26&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/nettleship-v-weston/?crid=8134bb62-3eeb-46dd-9c35-fb6827cd0b26&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/nettleship-v-weston/?crid=8134bb62-3eeb-46dd-9c35-fb6827cd0b26&pddocumentnumber=1
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Eliz2/5-6/31/section/1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/paris-v-stepney-borough-council_2/?crid=12b660b3-d6f9-46f7-a4db-858c0376ac1a&pddocumentnumber=1


council_2/?crid=12b660b3-d6f9-46f7-a4db-858c0376ac1a&pddocumentnumber=1 

(Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

‘Phipps v Rochester Corporation’ (1955) 1 QB 450, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: 

https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/phipps-v-rochester-

corpn/?crid=d1c1cb99-4813-4aed-a565-321605054d79&pddocumentnumber=1 

(Accessed: 29 October 2025). 

Piao, Y, (2025) ‘Khan v Meadows’ (2021) UKSC 21. Available at: 

https://lawprof.co/tort/remoteness-cases/khan-v-meadows-2021-uksc-21/ (Accessed: 

5 November 2025). 

‘Pilkington v Wood’ (1952) Ch. 770, Lexis Plus Uk. Available at: https://plus-lexis-

com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/pilkington-v-wood-1952-p-1398-1953-ch-

770/?crid=65eda96d-1ad3-4810-b0ea-f966abde9b5f&pdiskwicview=false 

(Accessed: 4 October 2025). 

‘R v Adamako’ (1994) 3 All ER 79, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: R v Adomako 

(Accessed: 17 October 2025). 

‘Ryland v Fletcher’ (1868) LR 3 HL 330, Lexis Plus UK. Available at: https://plus-
lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/rylands-v-fletcher/?crid=f0698940-674f-
42fd-a3fb-127990db02ed&pddocumentnumber=1 (Accessed: 5 November 2025). 

Sales, P. (2023) ‘Exploring the Interface Between the Common Law of Tort and 

Statute Law: For the Personal Injuries Bar Association’. Available at: 

https://supremecourt.uk/uploads/speech_231129_2c237aa36c.pdf (Accessed: 3 

November 2025). 

‘Simonds v Isle of Wight Council’ (2003) EWHC 2303 (QB), Lexis Plus UK. Available 

at: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/simonds-v-isle-of-wight-

council/?crid=a32af01a-8fc4-450b-80ee-d1f36884bc5a&pddocumentnumber=1 

(Accessed: 22 October 2025). 

‘Staples v West Dorset District Council’ (1995) BLD 4399954343. EWCA Civ 30, 

Lexis Plus Uk. Available at: https://plus-lexis-

com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-

8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-

uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-

00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumen

tnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4 

(Accessed: 22 October 2025). 

UK Parliament (2000). House of Lords: Judgements – Jolley (A.P.) v. Sutton London 

Borough Council. Available at: 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199900/ldjudgmt/jd000518/jolley-1.htm 

(Accessed: 29 October 2025).  

https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/paris-v-stepney-borough-council_2/?crid=12b660b3-d6f9-46f7-a4db-858c0376ac1a&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/phipps-v-rochester-corpn/?crid=d1c1cb99-4813-4aed-a565-321605054d79&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/phipps-v-rochester-corpn/?crid=d1c1cb99-4813-4aed-a565-321605054d79&pddocumentnumber=1
https://lawprof.co/tort/remoteness-cases/khan-v-meadows-2021-uksc-21/
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/pilkington-v-wood-1952-p-1398-1953-ch-770/?crid=65eda96d-1ad3-4810-b0ea-f966abde9b5f&pdiskwicview=false
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/pilkington-v-wood-1952-p-1398-1953-ch-770/?crid=65eda96d-1ad3-4810-b0ea-f966abde9b5f&pdiskwicview=false
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/pilkington-v-wood-1952-p-1398-1953-ch-770/?crid=65eda96d-1ad3-4810-b0ea-f966abde9b5f&pdiskwicview=false
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/r-v-adomako/?crid=1f9da799-bf64-430c-bdaa-65458625dbcd&pdiskwicview=false
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/rylands-v-fletcher/?crid=f0698940-674f-42fd-a3fb-127990db02ed&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/rylands-v-fletcher/?crid=f0698940-674f-42fd-a3fb-127990db02ed&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/rylands-v-fletcher/?crid=f0698940-674f-42fd-a3fb-127990db02ed&pddocumentnumber=1
https://supremecourt.uk/uploads/speech_231129_2c237aa36c.pdf
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/simonds-v-isle-of-wight-council/?crid=a32af01a-8fc4-450b-80ee-d1f36884bc5a&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/simonds-v-isle-of-wight-council/?crid=a32af01a-8fc4-450b-80ee-d1f36884bc5a&pddocumentnumber=1
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4
https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=42affcd7-1030-489f-8c0c-ddccfce7b9c3&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fnews-uk%2Furn:contentItem:4JPJ-KR00-TWWV-D166-00000-00&pdcontentcomponentid=281949&pdteaserkey=&pdislpamode=false&pddocumentnumber=2&ecomp=Lt5k&earg=sr1&prid=be47a368-d593-423d-90a7-03d21b1337f4
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199900/ldjudgmt/jd000518/jolley-1.htm


 

 

 

 

 

 


