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[bookmark: _Toc197105374]Executive summary 
This report presents a comprehensive legal analysis concerning the potential liability of Mr. Barry Bottleman, the organiser and owner of the Time Stomp festival, in light of a serious incident that occurred on 14th June 2023 in Leeds. The festival, which drew in excess of 1,000 attendees, was marred by a significant failure in the management of crowd safety and pyrotechnic control. A malfunction during a scheduled fireworks display triggered widespread panic, resulting in a stampede that led to substantial physical and psychological harm to several individuals.
Those directly affected include Sarah Peterson, who sustained severe injuries namely, facial burns, the loss of her left arm, and permanent paralysis from the waist down; her partner Jack Smith, who now suffers from post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD); and their mothers, Mary Smith and Janice Peterson, who have both been diagnosed with serious psychological illnesses as a result of the events. Bob, a member of the public who intervened to assist, has also experienced ongoing psychological distress, including psychosis and substance dependency.
The report evaluates Mr. Bottleman’s potential legal responsibility under various principles of tort law. These include negligence, occupiers’ liability pursuant to the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957, vicarious liability in relation to any third-party contractors involved, and the rules governing claims for psychiatric harm. Particular consideration is given to whether the duty of care owed to attendees was breached, and whether reasonable precautions were implemented to mitigate foreseeable risks associated with large-scale public events.
In addition, the report critically examines two key legal concerns:  the sufficiency and enforcement of event safety standards, especially where potentially dangerous elements such as fireworks are involved, and the allocation of liability where independent contractors may have contributed to the negligent conduct.
Finally, the report concludes with a set of reform proposals aimed at improving legal protections and preventative frameworks for future events. These include introducing stricter licensing and risk assessment obligations, requiring the presence of trained emergency personnel at large public gatherings, reforming the law on psychiatric injury especially for rescuers and making public liability insurance a statutory requirement for organisers. The report also emphasises the urgent need for accessible mental health support for victims impacted by such traumatic incidents.
This report endeavours to offer a critical and informed legal perspective on liability, accountability, and reform in the context of mass injury events within the public entertainment sector.

[bookmark: _Toc197105375]Introduction 

Music festivals and large-scale public events are a staple of modern entertainment culture, offering attendees opportunities for leisure, artistic expression, and communal experience. However, these mass gatherings also create a heightened risk environment that demands robust safety planning, careful operational oversight, and full legal accountability. As such, the law imposes a range of duties on event organisers, particularly when activities involve hazardous elements such as pyrotechnics, electrical staging, or large, fast-moving crowds. In these contexts, even a minor lapse in planning or communication can trigger significant harm, both physically and psychologically, to attendees and those present.
The incident that took place on 14th June 2023 at the Time Stomp festival in Leeds illustrates the severe consequences that can result from a failure to adequately anticipate and manage these risks. The malfunction of a fireworks display during a headline performance sparked panic among the crowd, leading to a stampede and widespread chaos. In the aftermath, several individuals suffered grave injuries, including permanent disability, psychological trauma, and long-term health deterioration. These outcomes call into question the adequacy of the safety protocols in place and raise pressing concerns about the organiser’s responsibility in law.
This report focuses on the legal position of Mr. Barry Bottleman, the individual behind the Time Stomp festival and its principal organiser. It aims to examine whether Barry’s conduct through action or omission gives rise to civil liability under various branches of tort law. The analysis will be grounded in key legal doctrines, including the duty of care, standard of care, and foreseeability of harm, while also incorporating relevant statutory frameworks, such as the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957. Additionally, this report will explore vicarious liability, particularly where third-party contractors may have played a role in the fireworks malfunction, and the legal treatment of psychiatric injuries, a developing and often controversial area of law.
Unlike criminal liability, which requires proof of intent or recklessness, civil liability under negligence focuses on whether reasonable precautions were taken to prevent foreseeable harm. The nature of this case, involving both primary and secondary victims, raises further questions about how the law distinguishes between different types of claimants, and whether such distinctions remain fit for purpose in today’s legal landscape.
Beyond the immediate legal questions, this incident offers a platform for a broader discussion about regulatory reform. It reveals the limitations of existing safety inspection regimes, the lack of mandatory psychological aftercare for trauma victims, and the potential gaps in insurance coverage where liability is contested. As such, this report also seeks to engage with policy considerations, including the growing need for legal clarity and consistency in the regulation of high-risk public events, and the moral imperative to better support those affected by such tragedies.
Through legal analysis and critical evaluation, this report will seek not only to determine the extent of Barry Bottleman's liability but also to assess whether current laws are adequate to address the realities of modern event management and its associated harms.


[bookmark: _Toc197105376]Four Ws Analysis: 

[bookmark: _Toc197105377]Who was involved?

The central parties involved in the incident at the Time Stomp festival on 14th June 2023 were a combination of organizers, participants, and unintended victims. Barry Bottleman, as the owner and organizer of the festival through his business Bottleman’ Festivals, played a principal role. His responsibilities for the safety and welfare of over 1000 attendees positioned him at the core of the legal investigation. 

Among the directly injured were Sarah Peterson, a participant who suffered devastating physical including a burn to her face, amputation of her left arm, and permanent paralysis from the waist down. Jack Smith, Sarah boyfriend, who sustained minor physical injuries but developed severe post-traumatic stress disorder like PTS. Marry Smith, Jack’s mother, who now suffers from general anxiety disorder, after witnessing the chaos and her son’s disappearance. Janice Peterson, Sarah’s mother, who developed severe clinical depression following the trauma of seeing her daughter unconscious and bloodied. Bob’s a bystander and r5escuer, who, after intervening to assist Sarah, fell into a pattern of alcoholism and psychosis, showing the toll such acts of courage can take. 
The participation of the unnamed professional contractors responsible for managing the firework display is also essential. Their actions or failures directly impact Barry’s possible duty. Ultimately, emergency services, while not immediately available during the incident, constitute a component of the larger system that failed to prevent the impact of the malfunction. 

[bookmark: _Toc197105378]What happened?

The catastrophic chain of events was triggered by a firework malfunction during the final musical act at approximately 6:45p.m. Fireworks, instead of exploding safety in the sky, were misdirected into the crowd. The unexpected danger caused panic among attendees, resulting in a mass stampede towards the exists. Sarah and Jack originally stayed on the grass border near to the stage, only comprehending the importance of the situation when the noise started. Sarah, paralysed by panic, was quickly overwhelmed by the oncoming volume. 

During a 20-minute period of repeated trampling, she sustained severe injuries, including trauma induced unconsciousness and injuries. Jack’s psychological damage was permanent as a result of his being dragged away by the rushing crowd while attempting to assist Sarah. Meanwhile, from the stands, Mary observed the unfolding chaos. She was protected from additional harm by her brave involvement. Janice, hearing the screams and believing them to be Sarah’s, fought her way back to the stage area only to find her daughter ion a horrific state, triggering her own psychological collapse. In a desperate act of goodwill, Bob lifted Sarah and transported her to the hospital without waiting for an ambulance. Despite his intentions, the emotional aftermath of his actions contributed to his mental deterioration. The chain of events illustrates both physical consequences and the serious psychological trauma caused on those caused on those who are both directly and indirectly affected. 

[bookmark: _Toc197105379]Where did it happen? 

The tragic incident unfolded at the Time Stomp festival grounds in Leeds, specifically the grass border near the stage where Sarah and Jack were dancing when the fireworks malfunctioned, and where Sarah was ultimately injured. The Higher Stands where Mary and Janice initially observed the performances before rushing down during the chaos. The exit points were crowded a d inadequately managed; these became bottlenecks where panic intensified, contributing to the trampling and injuries. 
The location itself had a crowded open air festival setting was inherently risky , especially when combined with live fireworks. The layout management of crowd movements, and proximity of the crowd to firework discharge areas all became critical failings that increased the dangers. 
The physical setting magnified the risks posed by inadequate safety planning and crisis management protocols. Moreover, it raises serious questions about whether Barry and his team undertook sufficient site assessments, risk evaluations, and crowd control measures, as would be expected under relevant health and safety legislation. 


[bookmark: _Toc197105380]Why did it happen?

The immediate cause was the malfunction of the firework display, but underlying systemic failures made the disaster almost inevitable. These include the insufficient safety planning as Barry had a duty to conduct thorough risk assessments, particularly concerning inherently dangerous activities like fireworks. 
There is no evidence from the scenario that sufficient emergency protocols, trained marshals, or crowd control barriers were in place to prevent or manage a panic-driven stampede. 
However, negligent Contractor Management even if the fireworks were operated by independent contractors, Barry cannot simply delegate all responsibility. Under doctrines like non-delegable duties Woodland v Essex County Council, he had an obligation to ensure competent performance of inherently hazardous activities. 
Although essential, the implementation of collaborative planning sessions, the screening of workers for competence, and the enforcement of safety standards were allegedly absent. 
Failure to Prepare for Emergencies as the large-scale public events must have contingency for mass evacuations and emergency medical assistance. A 20-minute period where Sarah lay trampled without organized aid is indicative of serious shortcomings. Inadequate communication for example failure to immediately halt music and announce evacuation instructions likely exacerbated the crowd panic.
Foreseeable Human Reaction to Danger is a well-documented phenomenon that sudden, uncontrolled threats such as misfired fireworks create irrational crowd behaviour, including stampedes. Therefore, it was reasonably foreseeable that any error in the fireworks display could result in injury, thereby heightening Barry’s duty to take appropriate preventative measures. 

Lack of Proximate Medical Assistance is another example because Bob’s intervention, though commendable, highlights the critical absence of immediate medical services at the event. Timely access to first responders could have significantly reduced the severity of the injuries sustained. 
In conclusion the disaster at the Time Stomp festival was the outcome of a foreseeable and preventable series of negligent acts, systemic safety deficiencies, and inadequate emergency response measures. As the event organizer, Barry Bottleman holds substantial responsibility under established tort law principles for the physical and psychiatric harm suffered by attendees. The experiences of Sarah, Jack, Mary, Janice, and Bob demonstrate the profound and multifaceted consequences of organisational failure in the context of public events. The 4Ws analysis not only identifies the immediate causative factors but also exposes broader legal concerns relating to duty of care, occupiers’ liability, and contractor management. Addressing these failures through legal accountability and comprehensive systemic reform is essential to prevent the recurrence of similar tragedies at future events. 


[bookmark: _Toc197105381]Research Plan 
A detailed and structured research plan was established at the outset of this report to guide the legal analysis of Barry’s Bottleman’s potential liability arising from the events at the Time Stomp festival. Given the multifaceted legal issues presented by this incident, including severe physical and psychiatric negligence and occupiers’ liability, particularly within the context of public event management in the United Kingdom. 

The investigation commenced with an examination of foundational legal principles governing negligence in English law. A key starting point was Donoghue v Stevenson [1932] AC  562, where Lord Atkin introduced the neighbour principle, laying the groundwork for modern duty of care concepts. This was supplemented by Caparo Industries plc v Dickman [1990] 2 AC 605, which articulated the threefold test of foreseeability, proximity, and whether it is fair, just and reasonable to impose a duty. These cases collectively provided the analytical lens through which the relationship between Barry Bottleman and festival attendees was assessed. 

To deepen the understanding of premises liability, the research considered broader health and safety obligations imposed by the Health and Safety at work Act 1974. This UK legislation imposes duties on those managing workplaces and public spaces to safeguard health, safety, and welfare, so far as is reasonably practicable. Its relevance to the case study was profound, given that the festival constituted a temporary workplace and place of public congregation. The Act’s requirements for proactive risk assessments, maintenance of safe systems of work, and emergency preparedness provided a compelling measure against which Barry’s actions and omissions could be legally scrutinized. 

This comprehensive and multi-layered research plan enabled a thorough legal analysis that addressed both doctrinal consistency and contextual relevance. By incorporating statutory law, case precedent, academic critique, and practical guidance specific to UK law and safety regulations, the report was able to produce a detailed and credible evaluation of the legal responsibilities carried by Barry Bottleman. Furthermore, it set the foundation for proposing meaningful legal reforms at preventing similar incidents in the future, thereby ensuring that the report addressed both the retrospective analysis of liability and the prospective improvement of public safety standards in the events industry.


[bookmark: _Toc197105382]Methodology 

The mythology underpinning this report was predominantly doctrinal, grounded in the principles of black-letter legal analysis. This methodological approach was chosen to ensure that the research maintained a hight level of precision, objectivity, and observance to established legal norms. The doctrinal method involved an exhaustive, systematic review of authoritative primary and secondary legal materials, facilitating the construction of a logical, evidence-based argument concerning Barry Bottleman’s potential liability. 
Primary sources were carefully analysed to uncover the applicable legal principles governing negligence and occupiers’ liability. Key statutory instruments such as the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957 provided the statutory framework for evaluating Barry’s obligations as an event organiser. Significant judicial precedents, including Donoghue v Stevenson [1932] AC 562, which established the seminal neighbour principle, and Caparo Industries v Dickman [1990] 2 AC 605, which articulated the three-fold test for imposing a duty of care, were critically examined. These cases served as foundational pillars for understanding the duty of care owed by organisers of public events and the standards against which breaches would be assessed. 

In addition, judicial interpretations were closely examined to appreciate the evolution and defined details within tort law, particularly concerning issues of foreseeability, causation, and psychiatric injury. Case law such as Bolton v Stone [1951] AC 850 duty to guard against foreseeable risks, Wagon Mound No. 1 [1961] AC 388 remoteness of damage, and Alcock v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire Police [1991] UKHL 5 psychiatric harm claims were considered essential in providing a comprehensive analysis of liability in mass gathering contexts. 

Secondary, sources played a vital role in supplementing the primary legal analysis. Academic textbooks, notably Markesinis and Deakin’s Tort Law offered theoretical insights and critical evaluations of tort law principles. Peer-reviewed journal articles from the Journal of Personal Injury Law and recent commentary on public event safety were rigorously consulted to incorporate contemporary perspectives and highlight practical challenges in applying legal standards to dynamic, large-scale events. These academic resources ensured that the analysis was both sound and attended to emerging trends and debates within the field. 

In recognition of the importance of a comparative dimension, the research incorporated an analysis of regulatory frameworks operative within the United Kingdom, with particular emphasis on the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974. This statute imposes a general duty upon employers and event organizers to secure, so far as is reasonably practicable, the health, safety, and welfare of individuals attending their premises or activities. The Act requires the undertaking of comprehensive risk assessments, the proactive identification of hazards, and the implementation of appropriate control measures. Its focus on preventive strategies and the enhancement of organizational accountability was examined to provide alternative methodologies for improving public safety and reinforcing the responsibilities of event organizers.
A structured methodology, aligned with the conventions of UK legal writing, was adopted, employing the IRAC (Issue, Rule, Application, Conclusion) framework to ensure the coherent and logical development of arguments. The IRAC method, widely recognized within UK legal education and professional practice, facilitates clarity, analytical rigor, and systematic reasoning. Accordingly, each legal issue arising from the "Time Stomp" incident was addressed in a methodical manner: the pertinent legal principles were identified, critically examined with reference to relevant statutes and case law, and applied directly to the factual matrix, culminating in a reasoned and evidence-based conclusion.
Overall, the doctrinal research methodology enabled a thorough, balanced, and legally robust examination of the issues at hand, culminating in well-supported conclusions regarding Barry Bottleman's potential liability and the necessary legal reforms to prevent future tragedies at public events.
To ensure that the legal arguments presented throughout this report met the standards of academic and professional methodical approach expected within the United Kingdom, a structured analytical approach was adopted using THE IRAC which means Issue, Rule, Application and Conclusion methodology. This framework facilitated a logical, well structured, and methodical organisation of legal reasoning, allowing for complex tort law principles to be applied clearly and effectively to the factual matrix of the Time Stomp festival incident. The IRAC method, widely employed across UK legal education and practice, supported the objective of maintaining a high standard of clarity, analytical depth, and practical relevance throughout the report.



[bookmark: _Toc197105383]Research and Findings 

Under the three stage Caparo test, a duty of care is owed where harm is foreseeable there is proximity between the parties, and it is fair, and reasonable to impose a duty. All these criteria are satisfied in this case. The first would be foreseeability which is the use of pyrotechnics in a crowded environment creates an obvious risk. The malfunction and subsequent panic were foreseeable. Second will be proximity, which is that Barry, as the event organizer, had a direct relationship with attendees. Furthermore, fairness would be another as the primary authority responsible for the event, it is fair to expect Barry to uphold a high standard of care. The standard of care, obtained from Blyth v Birmingham Waterworks, requires the reasonable person to anticipate and prevent likely harms. The lack of sufficient emergency planning, crowd control, and fireworks safety oversight clearly fell short of this standard. Barry must be proven to have owed a duty of care, that duty was broken, and that the plaintiffs suffered predictable harm as a result of the breach in order for his negligence responsibility to be demonstrated. 


Starting in Donoghue v Stevenson [1932] AC 562, this three-part framework is still essential to contemporary negligence law. According to Lord Arkin’s neighbour principle, which was established in that historic case, one must exercise reasonable caution to refrain from doing anything that could harm one’s neighbour, who is defined as the person who is most directly and intimately impacted by one’s conduct. There is no question that Barry owed visitors a duty of care in the setting of a public event like Time Stomp. Public event planners are supposed to take proactive measures to guarantee attendees’ safety. In Caparo Industries plc v. Dickman [1990] 2 AC 605, The House of Lords developed a more advanced three-part test for determine duty and the first is the harm must be foreseeable; second, the parties must have a close relationship; and third, the imposition of a duty must be fair, just, and reasonable. This further strengthened the principle. In this case, all of thwse requirements are met. 


Firstly, it is likely that there could be fatalities or major injuries if emergency protocols, crowd management, and fireworks displays are not properly handled. Secondly, Barry’s relationship with the festival attendees is obviously close, he charged them to enter, invited them into the location, and took charge of the event. Lastly, it is perfectly acceptable, fair, and equitable to place a duty on someone who has voluntarily taken responsibility for a potentially dangerous public event. Barry should act with the same level of causation as a reasonable event planner in the similar situation. The well-known definition of negligence in Blyth v. Birmingham Waterworks Co. (1856) 11 Ex 781 was the failure to take a reasonable action or the taking of an action that a wise and reasonable man would not take. Because of this, Barry’s behaviour needs to be evaluated in light of risk assessment, industry regulations, and fundamental safety guidelines for public gatherings. Evidence in this case indicates that Barry did not use crowd control techniques, verify that fire escape routes were clear, or include qualified safety professionals. These failings point to a serious duty violation. Even low probability incidents need to be avoided when there is a significant risk of injury, as the case of Bolton v. Stone [1951] AC 850 shows. The chance of injury was not remote nor unexpected given the explosive mix of fireworks, alcohol, and crowded areas. 


Additionally, causation must be proven in both law and fact. If Barry has taken reasonable precautions, like hiring professional pyrotechnicians, setting up secure viewing areas, or having trained administrators at the location, the risk of injury would have most likely been significantly lower. Furthermore, the damage must not be a significant distance away, according to the decision in The Wagon Mound (No. 1) [1961] AC 388, liability may only be shown for damage that was fairly anticipated. This instance is hardly because trampling and firework injuries are both common hazards at crowded social events. The number of victims does not reduce Barry’s responsibility. In Haley v London Electricity Board [1965] AC 778, the House of Lords determined that duty of care must include all foreseeable consumers of a location, including those who are vulnerable. Barry’s gross irresponsibility harmed all attendees, including young people to older people. In summary, Barry’s numerous safety oversights were a clear breaking of his duty oof care to festival attendees. The injury that ensued was both predictable and causally related to his actions. Therefore, Barry is subject to substantial liability for the terrible consequences of the Time Stomp incident, as all elements of negligence seem to have been met. 




[bookmark: _Toc197105384]Reform Suggestions 

A thorough and urgent reform of the legal framework governing public event safety is necessary to address the deficiencies revealed by the Time Stomp festival incident. In the first instance, legislation should impose stricter licensing requirements for high-risk activities, particularly those involving fireworks displays. Only individuals possessing professional certification and having undergone comprehensive audits ought to be permitted to manage pyrotechnic events. This regulatory approach should be reinforced 22 by the introduction of mandatory pre-event statutory safety inspections designed to promote proactive risk management. These inspections should not merely be checklist exercises but involve detailed assessments of crowd control strategies, fire safety protocols, and contingency planning for emergencies such as stampedes or explosive misfires. 

Secondly, it is submitted that all public events anticipating attendance in excess of five hundred people should be legally required to engage a dedicated team of emergency responders, comprising both trained medical personnel and accredited crowd management specialists. The immediate availability of such expertise would significantly mitigate the severity of injuries sustained in emergency situations. This requirement should be incorporated within licensing conditions and enforced through random inspections or post-event audits, with penalties imposed for non-compliance. Furthermore, designated safety officers should be on-site throughout the event with real-time authority to stop the event should emerging risks be identified. In the case of Time Stomp, the absence of such system arguably allowed a malfunctioning fireworks display to escalate into a full-scale tragedy. 

Thirdly, the law concerning psychiatric injury demands substantive reform to afford fairer avenues for compensation to both rescuers and primary victims. The restrictive principles established in White v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire Police [1999] 2 AC 455 have unjustifiably curtailed legitimate claims; a more flexible, context sensitive approach is therefore warranted, particularly in respect of rescuers who suffer distinct psychological harm. In that case, rescuers were denied compensation unless they met the stringent criteria applicable to primary or secondary victims. This has led to a gap in legal protection for individuals like Mary, who bravely intervened to shield Sarah from future harm. Future reforms should acknowledge the unique psychological toll borne by immediate responders and adopt an inclusive approach similar to that proposed in the Law Commission’s past consultations, potentially creating a distinct legal category for rescuers, entitled to claim where injury is foreseeable and where their conduct was reasonable in the circumstances. 

However, it is proposed that the procurement of public liability insurance be made a statutory obligation for organizers of large-scale events. This measure would ensure that victims of proven negligence receive timely and equitable compensation. Taken together, these reforms are imperative for enhancing public safety, safeguarding victims’ rights, and reinforcing the accountability of event organisers.  Insurance providers could severe an additional regulatory function by mandating risk assessments and safety training as a precondition to coverage. This would introduce a dual layer of accountability legal oversight from public authorities and commercial from insurers. 

In sum, these reforms are not only logical but morally necessary. The current regulatory framework has failed to keep pace with the growing scale and complexity of public events. By adopting a more rigorous and anticipatory legal architecture, comprising stricter licensing, mandated safety personnel, expanded psychiatric injury protections, and compulsory insurance, the law would better safeguard the public, reinforce organiser accountability, and ensure that those harmed by organisational failing are justly compensated. The Time Stomp tragedy stands as a reminder of the cost of inaction. 



[bookmark: _Toc197105385]Conclusion 
The events that transpired during the Time Stomp festival on 14th June 2023 present a powerful example of how lapses in legal compliance, ethical responsibility, and operational planning can culminate in severe harm at large-scale public events. The physical and psychiatric injuries sustained by Sarah Peterson, Jack Smith, Mary Smith, and Janice Peterson reflect the profound consequences of insufficient safety protocols, inadequate crowd control, and a failure to respond effectively to foreseeable hazards. Following a detailed legal analysis, it is probable that Barry Bottleman, as both the organiser and occupier of the premises, would be found liable in negligence for the injuries suffered by the individuals involved.
Tort law imposes a duty of care on occupiers and event organisers to safeguard attendees from reasonably foreseeable harm. The evidence points to a significant breach of this duty specifically, the failure to manage fireworks safely and to implement appropriate emergency procedures. Sarah’s life-changing injuries, including paralysis and amputation, are a direct and foreseeable outcome of these omissions. Likewise, Jack, although not physically incapacitated, has been diagnosed with post-traumatic stress disorder, thereby qualifying as a primary victim under the principles articulated in Page v Smith [1996] 1 AC 155.
Mary and Janice’s claims raise the more contentious issue of psychiatric harm in secondary victims. Despite the stringent requirements laid down in Alcock v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire Police [1992] 1 AC 310, their close familial ties to Sarah, their presence at the scene, and their direct experience of the traumatic aftermath lend persuasive support to their eligibility for compensation. These cases highlight the restrictive and, at times, outdated nature of the current legal approach to psychiatric injury, which can prevent legitimate claims from succeeding.
Furthermore, this report has identified two areas where legal reform is critically needed. First, the narrow judicial interpretation of secondary victim claims requires modernisation to better reflect contemporary understandings of psychological trauma. A statutory reform that recognises close relatives who are directly affected by catastrophic events would promote fairness and consistency. Second, there remains no direct civil remedy for individuals harmed by breaches of health and safety legislation. Introducing such a mechanism would bridge the gap between regulatory enforcement and individual access to justice, while also reinforcing deterrence against negligent event management.
In conclusion, the Time Stomp incident demonstrates both the real-world implications of inadequate event safety practices and the limitations of existing tort law in responding to mass-casualty scenarios. While Barry Bottleman is likely to be held liable under current legal standards, the claims of Mary and Janice reveal systemic deficiencies in how the law treats secondary victims. This case reinforces the urgent need for a dual response: greater regulatory vigilance by event organisers, and meaningful legal reform to ensure that all victims, physical and psychological, receive the protection and remedies they are entitled to under the law
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