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Executive summary 
This research paper examines Barry Bottleman’s legal liability under UK tort law, specifically regarding negligence and the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957, as the organiser of the Time Stomp Festival. Several people, including Sara Peterson, Jack Smith, their mothers Mary and Janice, and a bystander, Bob, suffered serious bodily and psychological damage in the June 14th, 2023, event that involved a firework malfunction and resulting panic.
Barry has a responsibility of care to all legitimate participants. According to the research, it is evident from the application of the Caparo test that the connections were close, the harm was predictable, and the imposition of a duty was fair and reasonable. Poor planning, a lack of trained staff members, insufficient safety facilities and a lack of medical response are all examples of the breach, which is below the level that a reasonable event planner would have expected. Using cases such as Barnett v Chelsea & Kensington and the Waggon Mound (No.1) makes it possible to establish both factual and legal causation by connecting Barry’s failure to the injuries.
We looked at victim classifications under the legislation related to psychiatric injuries. According to Page v Smith, Sarah and Jack are both considered primary victims; “the former has suffered physical harm, while the latter has developed PTSD.” As secondary victims, Mary and Janic fit into the criteria of Alock v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire because of their intimate bonds and direct awareness of the horrific events that followed. Bob suffered psychological injury despite his good intentions; he could bring up difficult problems regarding foreseeability and limitations of duty.
Although potential defences like volenti non fit injuria, contributory negligence, and novus actus intervenies are taken into consideration, Barry is unlikely to be cleared due to the injury being proven predictable and preventable. Lastly, the research points out structural weaknesses in the laws governing crown management and fireworks regulation. To stop such accidents in the future, it suggests measures such as requiring pyrotechnicians to have a license, permitting crowd control guidelines, and enforcing health and safety regulations during public gatherings.
In conclusion, Barry Bottleman will likely be accountable for negligence as he failed to provide a safe environment, which resulted in physical and psychological harm. to close gaps in regulation and improve public safety at large gatherings, legal measures are required.
[bookmark: _Toc197106834]Introduction 
According to the House of Commons (2021), Music festivals are expected to provide attendees a safe and enjoyable experience. However, the consequences can be devastating when safety procedures fail. The tragic events that occurred at Leeds “Time Stomp” festival on June 14th, 2023, constitute a reminder of the possible risks associated with poor event management. The festival, owned by Barry Bottleman, attracted thousands of attendees, including Sarah Peterson, Jack Smith, and their families. However, a firework malfunction led to chaos, resulting in a stampede that caused severe injuries and long-term psychological trauma for those involved.

This analysis will assess whether Barry Bottleman, as the event organiser, could be held legally liable for the injuries sustained by Sarah, Jack, Mary, and Janice. The discussion will explore the legal principles of negligence, duty of care, breach of duty, causation and occupiers’ liability. Additionally, it will evaluate two key legal issues arising from the potential claims and consider possible reforms to enhance safety regulations at large-scale events.
[bookmark: _Toc197106835]TIME STOMP FESTIVAL
[bookmark: _Toc197106836]Research plan 
On June 14th, 2023, a tragic incident occurred at the Time Stomp Festival in Leeds. It involved a firework malfunction, causing panic and a stampede among attendees, including Sarah Peterson, Jack Smith, and their mothers. Sarah and Jack were injured in a chaotic dance near the stage, Sarah suffered severe injuries such as being kicked in the head and becoming unconscious which resulted in the loss of her left arm. The fleeing crowd swept away Jack who now suffers from post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). Mary and Janice intervened in a chaotic scene, rescuing Sarah from further harm. Despite her family’s protests, Bob, a bystander transported her to the hospital. The tragic event led to significant emotional and psychological consequences, including Mary developing an anxiety disorder, Janice suffering from clinical depression, and Bob struggling with alcoholism and psychosis. 
[bookmark: _Toc197106837]Who?
The main individuals involved in the incident include:
· Barry Bottleman, the festival organiser and owner of Bottle Man’s Festivals.
· Sarah Peterson, who suffered severe physical injuries.
· Jack Smith, Sarah’s boyfriend, developed PTSD.
· Mary Smith (Jack’s mother) and Janice Peterson (Sarah’s mother), who suffered psychiatric harm. 
· Bob, a bystander who attempted to help but suffered from psychological consequences afterwards. 
· Over 1,000 festival attendees were present at the event.
[bookmark: _Toc197106838]What?
A stampede occurred at the Time Stomp Festival due to a malfunctioning fireworks display that caused panic in the crowd. The crowd rushed toward the exits, trampling Sarah, resulting in severe injuries, including burns, amputation, and paralysis. Jack was swept away by the crowd, suffering superficial injuries but later developing PTSD. Mary and Janice suffered from psychiatric injuries after witnessing the traumatic events. Bob, a bystander who assisted Sarah, later suffered from alcoholism and psychosis due to the psychological effects of the event.
[bookmark: _Toc197106839]When?
The incident occurred on the 14th of June 2023 during the opening day of the Time Stomp Festival in Leeds. The firework malfunction happened at 6:45 pm, midway through the final act of the festival. The stampede lasted for approximately 20 minutes before emergency assistance was provided. 
[bookmark: _Toc197106840]Where?
The event took place in Leeds, at the Time Stomp Festival. The incident specifically occurred near the stage where Sarah and Jack were dancing and later spread throughout the festival area as people rushed towards the exit. 
[bookmark: _Toc197106841]Why?
The primary cause of the incident was the firework malfunction, which led to a panic-induced stampede. Possible contributing factors include a lack of crowd control measures, poor emergency response planning, failure to ensure firework safety and insufficient security personnel to manage the situation. 

By analysing the five Ws of the incident, it becomes evident that Barry Bottleman, the organiser of the Time Stomp Festival, may be held legally liable for negligence, particularly under the occupiers’ liability law and event safety regulations. This report links to tort law, meaning the legal principles involved are a duty of care, breach of duty of care, causation and foreseeability (LexisNexis, 2019).
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November

	19/11/2024
Start the assessment plan (due 29/11/2024)
	19/11/2024
Look for sources
	
	
	

	
December

	Looking at starting the research assessment
	
	
	
	

	
January

	start looking at the findings in this report
	Look for more sources which relate to this assignment
	
	
	

	
February

	Find more sources
	Have a start on the findings
	
	
	

	
March

	March 29th 
Start writing the research plan into the actual report 

	March 30th 
Start looking for case laws 
	
	
	

	
April
	Start writing legal advice for Barry.
	Finish writing about the duty of care. The test linked with it and the case study. 
	Start writing about breach of duty of care and case laws established within it.
	Write about causation and harm 
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In order to determine possible negligence resulting from the event at the Time Stomp Festival on June 14th, 2023, this study follows a legal research method, focusing on the examination of the primary and secondary legal sources. The main goal is to determine if Barry Bottleman, as the event organiser, could potentially be held legally responsible for the physical and mental injury that different people sustained under UK tort law, specifically negligence and the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957.

To determine how legal principles are applied to facts like the incident, primary legal source, including relevant case laws such as the Donoghue v Stevenson [1932] case, Caparo v Dickman [1990] case, the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957 and the Health and Safety at work etc. Act 1974, statutory provisions will be critically examined. In addition to supporting the interpretations of these laws, secondary sources such as academic explanations, legal textbooks, and journal articles will provide understanding of current standards of obligation and foreseeability in the public event context.

To understand the context of the facts and relate them to relevant legal standards for example the Caparo three-part test for duty of care, the standards of care and questions of causation and remoteness of injury, the research will also look at the “five Ws” (Who, What, Where, When, Why). The legal treatment of mental harm, third-party interventions, and emergency response duties will receive particular focus. 
This methodology is appropriate for determining responsibility in a legal context as it enables an approachable and critical analysis of the incident’s application of accepted tort principles. Since the research is only based on a possible scenario and legal analysis, evidence collection is not a part of it.
[bookmark: _Toc197106844]Legal Advice on Barry Bottleman’s Potential Liability
[bookmark: _Toc197106845]Liability in Negligence
Under UK Tort Law, Barry Bottleman, as the organiser of the Time Stomp Festival, may be liable for the physical and psychiatric injuries sustained by Sarah, Jack, Mary, and Janice under the law of negligence and the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957.  

In UK tort law, negligence is a legal concept that arises when someone breaches a duty of care, causing damage or loss to another person. It is one of the most common torts (civil wrongs) and is used to hold people or organisations legally responsible for careless actions that result in harm (LexisNexis, 2023). This was established in the case of Donoghue V Stevenson [1932]. 

In this case, Mrs Donoghue went to a café with a friend. The friend bought her a bottle of ginger beer. The bottle was made of dark glass, so the liquid could not be seen. After drinking some, Mrs Donoghue poured the rest and discovered a dead snail inside. She fell ill and sued the manufacturer, Mr Stevenson, claiming he had been negligent in making a product that harmed her. The House of Lords ruled that the manufacturer owed her a duty of care. As a result, this case established the “neighbour principle” which became the basis of the modern law of negligence in the UK common law. This case also introduced the duty of care concept, forming the basis for tort claims in negligence. (UOLLB, 2024b).

The Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957 is a UK law that sets out the legal duty that an occupier of premises owes to lawful visitors. It is part of tort law and deals explicitly with injuries or damage that occur on someone’s property. The act says that the occupiers have a duty of care to make sure that visitors are reasonably safe while on their premises. (UK Government, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc197106846]Duty of care
Barry has an obligation to protect the safety of all lawful guests as the host and organiser of a public event. This responsibility includes crowd management, emergency protocols, and the appropriate planning of firework displays. A duty of care arises when a person or organisation is obligated to take actions to prevent foreseeable harm to other people who could be impacted by their decisions or behaviours (LexisNexis, 2023).

In cases of negligence when the rule of law has not established the duty of care, the Caparo three-part test is a legal test used in UK tort law to determine whether a duty of care exists. It arises from the House of Lords case Caparo Industries plc v Dickman [1990] (Buckley, R. 2019). In this case, Caparo Industries purchased shares in Fidelity plc ( a different company) based on publicly available financial statements which demonstrated the business’s success, Dickman (the auditor) had created these accounts carelessly and later Caparo learnt that Fidelity was in financial difficulties. After purchasing further shares, they lost money. According to the House of Lords, Caparo was not owed a duty of care by the auditor (Chen, W.,2020).

A duty of care may be owed when all three requirements are met within the Caparo test. (UOLLB, 2024a). This includes foreseeability. This refers to the question of whether a reasonable person in the defendant’s circumstances might have foreseen or expected that their actions or inaction might negatively impact another individual. (Scott, H., 2019). Another requirement includes Proximity. The term “proximity” describes how close or direct the claimant and defendant’s connection is. (Kramer, A., 2003). The last requirement includes fair, just, and reasonable. This suggests that even when foreseeability and proximity are met, the court considers public interest and legislative objectives when deciding to impose a duty of care (UOLLB, 2024a).

[bookmark: _Toc197106847]Breach of Duty of Care
Barry’s situation raises several duty breaches. Firstly, the fireworks’ malfunction points to a lack of reasonable care in planning a high-risk event; it implies that the equipment was not properly examined, appropriate supervision was not provided, or that experienced specialists were not recruited. (Rospa, 2024).  A firework malfunction happens when it does not work as planned, such as when it misfires or explodes without warning, causing a danger of harm or destruction. (Joe 1, 2024).  This might lead to a duty of care violation under negligence, responsibility under the Consumer Protection Act 1987 for faulty items, or non-compliance with safety rules such as the Health and Safety at Work, etc. Act 1974 and the Firework Rules 2004. (gov.UK, 2025). Secondly, the lack of proper barriers, well-marked exits, and qualified security officers to control panic and guarantee public safety are all examples of poor event planning, which resulted in the stampede. (HSE, 2015). Lastly, there was a significant lack of first aid and emergency workers on the scene, as seen by the emergency response failures, especially the fact that Sarah was crushed and left unattended for 20 minutes. Combined, these factors show several violations of duty of care due to attendees, especially in a situation where predictable danger was not adequately addressed. (Bona, E., 2017).
According to UK tort law, a breach of duty of care occurs when someone does not act with the level of care required in events where a duty of care is in place. It is the second key component of a negligence claim, following the demonstration of a duty of care. (Johnson, J., 2022). The court uses specific requirements to determine whether a negligent breach of duty has occurred, asking if the defendant used the degree of care that would have been anticipated of a reasonable person under the circumstances. Several important considerations are used while determining this. (LexisNexis, 2025). 

Firstly, the likelihood of harm is considered; a higher level of care is needed in situations where there is a significant chance of injury. (e-lawresources, 2014). An example can be seen in the case of Bolton v Stone [1951]: a cricket ball that had been hit out of a cricket ground hurt the claimant, Miss Stone. According to the evidence, these kinds of incidents were uncommon, happening just a few times over the years. Miss Stone filed a claim for negligence against the cricket club, claiming that they had not taken enough safety measures to avoid a predictable injury. Since the danger was so small, a reasonable person would not have taken further precautions to avoid it, the House of Lords ruled that the cricket club was not negligent. (UOLLB, 2024d). 

Secondly, the courts expect more safeguards when the consequences of injury might be very severe, therefore, the seriousness of the possible harm is important. (SentencingCouncil, 2025). An example of this can be seen in the case of Paris v Stepney Borough Council [1951]: Mr. Paris, the claimant, worked as a garage-hand and was blind in one of his eyes. His company neglected to give him safety goggles, causing him to have an accident while working that blinded his remaining good eye. Mr. Paris filed a claim against his employer for negligence. The House of Lords ruled that the council had been negligent, highlighting the need for a greater degree of care because the employer was aware of Mr. Paris’s vulnerability. The court indicated that while deciding on the proper degree of care, the seriousness of the potential harm is a crucial consideration; in cases where the consequences of an accident are very severe, more measures need to be taken. (UOLLB, 2024e).

Thirdly, precautions’ cost and performance are evaluated, meaning defendants are not supposed to conduct actions that are out of proportion to the danger. (Scheel, K., 2023). An example can be seen in the case of Latimer v AEC Ltd [1953]: the claimant was a worker who was hurt after slipping on a manufacturing floor that had turned slippery due to the severe floods. To lower the danger, the employer covers a large portion of the floor with sawdust, but not all of it. Latimer filed a negligence claim, stating that the manufacturing facility should have been shut down until the floor was secure. The House of Lords dismissed the claim, concluding that the employer had not violated their duty of care. The court held that employers are not obligated to take extreme or unreasonable actions, such as stopping the entire factory, where the risk can be adequately controlled, and the only reasonable safeguards are needed to prevent injury. (UOLLB, 2024e).

Lastly, common practice or professional standards are taken into consideration, especially where specific skill or knowledge is involved. Liability is often avoided when the defendant acts by a responsible body of professional opinion. (LexisNexis, 2025). An example can be seen in the case of Bolam v Friern Hospital Management Committee [1957]: during electroconvulsive treatment (ECT) for mental disorder, the claimant suffered a fracture since no muscular relaxants were administered. He said the hospital was careless for not warning of the danger or giving relaxants. Since the hospital followed a procedure that was approved by a trustworthy authority of medical opinion, the court determined that there had been no duty violation. As a result, the “Bolam test” was created, according to which a professional is not considered negligent if their activities follow a practice that is approved by a responsible body of experts in that area, regardless of what other professionals may think. (Chen, W., 2020b). 

These factors highlight the courts’ adaptable, context-sensitive methodology for assessing duty breach, which achieves a balance between social policy, practicality, and justice. (expertcourtreports, 2024)

According to UOLLB (2024c), the key facts in the case of Blyth v Birmingham Waterworks Co [1856] are that a fire hydrant was placed next to Mr Blyth’s house by the Birmingham Waterworks Company, the hydrant burst after an abnormally strong frost, causing floods and damage to Blyth’s home. Blyth filed a claim for negligence against the water provider, arguing that they had neglected to properly maintain the hydrant. However, there was no breach of duty of care due to the frost being unusual and unexpected, the company could not have been expected to take precautions, meaning there was no negligence found. 
This case established the original definition of negligence as “doing something that a prudent and reasonable man would not do or failing to do something that a reasonable man guided by those considerations which ordinarily regulate the conduct of human affairs, would do.” (tutor2u, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc197106848]Causation and Harm
In UK tort law, causation is a crucial component in proving negligent liability as it connects the claimant’s injury to the defendant’s duty breach. It consists of two parts: factual causation and legal causation. (Scordato, M., (2022). 
A crucial need for negligence claims is factual causation, which determines if the claimant’s injuries were brought on by the defendant’s breach of duty. (UOLLB, 2024g). The “but-for test” is used to evaluate this, asking if the harm would have happened without the defendant’s actions or inactions. If factual causation is not proven, the defendant cannot be held accountable if the injury would have occurred otherwise. Chelsea & Kensington Hospital v Barnett [1969] is a key case in this issue (UOLLB, 2024h). where a patient died from arsenic poisoning after a hospital neglected to treat them. The hospital’s breach was not the true cause of death, the court said, since the patient would have died even if the staff had acted appropriately. To guarantee that responsibility in cases of negligence is only imposed where the defendant’s actions were a genuine and effective cause of the harm sustained,  factual causation is essential. (Chen, W., 2020c).
The second step in establishing causation in a negligence claim is legal causation, often known as remoteness of damage. It focuses on whether the injury sustained was a reasonably foreseeable result of the defendant’s duty breach. A defendant will not be held accountable for damages that are too distant or unforeseen, even if factual causation is proven. (UOLLB, 2024g). This principle was established in the case of Waggon Mound (No.1) [1961], given that the court determined that even though oil had been carelessly dumped into a harbour, the fire damage that resulted was too far to be foreseeable. Furthermore, the type or category of harm must have been. Predictable rather than the exact way it transpired. Legal causation is essential for limiting responsibility to those consequences of a breach that the law considers ‘just and fair’ to make up for. (UOLLB, 2024i).

[bookmark: _Toc197106849]Sarah – Primary victim (Physical injury)
Under UK tort law, a person who was directly engaged in a negligent incident and who later experienced actual bodily harm is considered a primary victim with physical injuries. A primary victim who suffered physical harm does not need to satisfy any extra-legal requirements beyond the typical requirements for negligence, such as proving that the defendant owed a duty of care, breached that duty, and caused the harm in question, unlike claimants pursuing compensation for psychiatric injury alone. These victims are eligible for compensation due to their injuries as they were thought to have been in a predictable physical danger. (LexisNexis, 2025). For example, Sarah in the Time Stomp Festival case would be considered a major victim and be eligible to get compensation under negligence law if safety precautions failed at a public event and someone was hurt.

Sarah is a primary victim since the reckless occurrence at the Time Stomp Festival caused her to sustain direct bodily injuries, such as burns to her face, paralysis, and the loss of her left arm. Her serious injuries had a major negative influence on her quality of life, resulting in an extended hospitalisation and the loss of her work. Sarah meets the legal and factual causation elements for a negligence claim since she was on the scene and near the hazard. It is clear from using the “but-for” test developed in Barnett v Chelsea & Kensington Hospital [1969] that Sarah would not have suffered these injuries if the organiser had taken precautions and avoided the firework malfunction. As a result, she has established a legal basis to pursue damages as a primary victim by the negligence standards.

[bookmark: _Toc197106850]Jack – Primary victim (Psychiatric injury)
A person who was directly involved in a traumatic event brought on by the carelessness of another and who was in physical danger, even if they were not physically hurt, is considered a primary victim with psychiatric injuries. These people may endure mental health issues such as anxiety, sadness or post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) because of the incident. (SMQ-Admin, 2021). Page v Smith [1996] is a significant case that clarifies this. The House of Lords ruled that an individual can also claim for psychological suffering even in the absence of physical harm if they were a foreseeable victim of physical harm. The law does not require that the primary victim’s mental harm be predictable apart from their physical harm. (Chen, W., 2020d).

In Tort Law, Jack is the primary victim as he was there at the Time Stomp Festival and observed the horrific events firsthand, which caused him to suffer from post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). The law established in Page v Smith [1996] affirms that the primary victim can still get damages for psychological suffering even though Jack did not sustain any physical injuries, if they were in physical risk and a duty of care was owed to them. Jack is entitled to compensation for his suffering since his psychological disability was a direct effect of his involvement in the tragedy and was a predictable result of the careless planning and safety failings. 

[bookmark: _Toc197106851]Mary and Janice – Secondary Victims
In UK tort law, a secondary victim is a person who witnesses or has a strong connection to a traumatic occurrence and experiences psychological suffering while not being physically present at the scene or in the risk. Bystanders or the primary victim’s loved ones are frequently secondary victims (LexisNexis, 2024). To successfully file a claim for mental harm, they need to fulfil the strict criteria set down in Alock v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire [1992]. Firstly, the claimant needs to be closely related to the principal victim, for example, a husband, parent, or child, in terms of respect and affection. Secondly, the claimant must have been there at the scene or soon after, demonstrating closeness in both time and place to the occurrence or its immediate aftermath. Thirdly, rather than through media reports or third-party testimonies, the psychological harm must be the direct outcome of the traumatic incident being seen with their sense. Lastly, the damage needs to be brought on by a sudden and shocking incident that would lead a person of average strength to have a recognised mental condition, such as post-traumatic stress disorder or clinical depression. (Lawprof, 2020).

Mary and Janic can be considered secondary victims of negligence since they meet the requirement outlined in Alovk v Chief Constable of South Yorkshire [1992]. They both had acknowledged mental health conditions. Mary had general anxiety disorder, while Janice developed severe depression after seeing the traumatic event’s consequences. Based on their mother-child relationship, they are said to have a tight bond of love and affection with Sarah, the main victim. They also met the condition of proximity in time and location since they were there at the time and used their own senses to immediately observe Sarah’s shocking injuries. The sudden and horrific incident that caused their mental injury complied with the guides established in McLoughlin v O’Brian [1983]. As a result, the psychological distress they experienced most certainly satisfies the requirements for a valid secondary victims’ claim in negligence. (Ignachlov, B., 2023).

[bookmark: _Toc197106852]Potential Defences
Barry has several options for limiting or avoiding responsibility for the harm he suffered at the Time Stomp Festival. Novus Actus intervenies is one potential defence, which contends that the line of causation was broken since the faulty fireworks were caused by an unforeseen third-party effort, such as a manufacturing flaw. (Atkins, H., 2024). Contributory negligence is another argument that may be used against Bob for moving Sarag against advice, but it would only lessen Barry’s responsibility if it could be demonstrated that Bob’s actions made her condition worse. (ThompsonsSolicitors, 2022). Barry might make the case that participants willingly acknowledged the hazards of attending the event by arguing volenti non fit injuria. However, the guests did not agree to the risks of serious damage brought on by faulty fireworks and insufficient safety precautions, therefore, this argument is unlikely to be successful. (LexisNexis, 2024b).

[bookmark: _Toc197106853]Conclusion:
Barry’s failure to carry out his duty of care as the Time Stomp Festival organiser is likely to result in him being held negligently responsible for Sarah, Jack, Mary, and Janice. Barry’s poor planning and lack of necessary safety procedures, including malfunctioning fireworks, poor crowd management, and inadequate emergency response measures, were directly responsible for their injuries and psychological suffering, which were predictable. Both factual and legal causation criteria under UK tort law are satisfied by the injury that resulted from these failings, which violated the level of care required at such public gatherings.
[bookmark: _Toc197106854]Evaluation of Issues and Reform Suggestions.
[bookmark: _Toc197106855]Issue 1: Lack of Firework Regulation and Supervision
One of the main causes of the panic was the malfunctioning fireworks. The Fireworks Regulations of 2004, now in effect, mostly regulate private usage and sales, not the control of public displays at major occasions.
[bookmark: _Toc197106856]Reform suggestions:
A legal requirement that licensed pyrotechnicians handle firework, mandatory risk assessment with local authorities’ approval prior to displays, and the creation of a centralised reporting system for firework-related incidents to improve accountability and foster future learning are al examples of reform that should be implemented to improve safety at public events.

[bookmark: _Toc197106857]Issue 2: Weak Regulations Regarding Crowd Control
The rush reveals serious weaknesses in crowd management. Compliance is frequently viewed as best practice rather than a legal requirement, even despite the Health and Safety Executive’s (HSE) recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc197106858]Reform Suggestions:
Reforms that address crowd management concerns should set legally binding minimum requirements, such as suitable security-to-attendee ratios and well-defined escape plans. Along with a new licensing system that includes routine inspections for major events, event planners should be legally obligated to supply crowd safety officers and medical personnel on-site.
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