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Leo may have a claim under the Occupiers Liability Act 1957 as the accident happened due to the state of the premises. In s1(1) of the (OLA 1957) states, to govern that a premises occupier owes to his visitors in the event of hazards posed by the state of the premises or things done or omitted on them. 
In Wheat v. Lacon (1966), it suggests that an occupier will be a person with sufficient control and therefore in a position to prevent accidents. 
As the wooden fence above the concrete walkway was a fixed structure and that it had rotted, this would have presented a danger to Leo. Under section 1 (3) (a) of the (OLA 1957), states that the responsibilities of a person who occupies or controls any fixed or portable structure are outlined in Section 1(3)(a) of the OLA (1957). The structure that is fixed, as defined in section 1 (3)(a) of the Occupiers' Liability Act 1957, The fence was fixed, and Leo fell over it (Bunker v. Charles Brand (1969). CPL has a common duty of care to visitors as defined in section 2(2) of the Occupiers' Liability Act 1957. Children are less cautious than adults, and the occupier must be aware of children leaning against the fence, as defined in section 2(3)(a) of the OLA 1957. 
Although Leo's parents were with him and would have been responsible for looking after him, as in Phillips v Rochester (1955), Leo’s parents may not have known the fence was not safe. Leo, who is 8 years of age, did nothing wrong by leaning against the fence. Leo is a child, and the fun house would have been fascinating to him. The fact that Leo is a visitor would give him the right to go to those areas in the theme park. 
[bookmark: _Hlk91749244]CPL have a responsibility for Leo, it would have been wise for CPL to have put a warning sign to warn people that the fence was not safe, as defined in section 2(4)(a) of the (Occupier’s Liability Act 1957), and the warning must be sufficiently detailed, and the haseldine v Daw (1941) would provide a defense for the occupier. 
The objective standards are considered by the courts to be the nature and characteristics of the entry, the ag e, the nature of the premises and the extent of the risk. This is stated in section 1(4) of OLA 1984. And courts are very particular about the occupier’s liability, so as society changes, the law does as well. 
It would have been prudent for CPL to post a notice stating that the fence was not safe to lean on, as defined in section 2(4)(a) of the OLA 1957. This may have prevented Leo from having an accident, or CPL could have offered an alternative root for his visitors; this may have prevented any accidents from occurring and would have offered protection to all visitors, as defined in section 1(3)(c) of the OLA 1984. would also have shown that CPL was taking reasonable care of the visitors. By putting a notice up, it could have given CPL enough time to get the fence fixed. As in the Roles v Nathen (1963) case.
CPL could have done regular checks on the fence to ensure there was no damage to it, which would have been easy for them to do. It does not cost anything to check, and it would have minimised the risk. The roof could have been checked. If CPL is inviting people on to their land, then it should be properly maintained and inspected. As in (Taylor v Glasgow Corporation, 1922). 
As defined in section 2(2) of the OLA 1957, the occupier has a common duty of care to ensure that reasonable care is taken in all circumstances to ensure that their premises are reasonably safe for the people whom they invite onto their land. If CPL had put warning signs up, or had done regular checks on the premises, the Tomlinson v Congleton BC, 2003) case would have offered some protection for the occupier, as it would have shown they were taking reasonable care to try to avoid accidents occurring, but because they did nothing to protect Leo, they would have breached their duty of care towards Leo. The occupier’s liability for Millie would come under section 1(3) of the Occupiers' Liability Act 1984. This is because under this act it states that the occupier must keep the non-visitor reasonably safe. This act is for non-visitors, and Millie is classed as a non-visitor because she sneaked in by climbing the fence to avoid paying. 
This act is known as a "3-stage test," and all three would have to be proven for Millie to be owed a duty of care. According to section 1(3)(a) of the OLA 1984, if the occupier is aware of any danger or knows of any risk to the premises, as in Ferguson v Welsh 1987, where the danger arose from the condition of the premises, the occupier is liable.  
The question here is, did CPL know that the lights and the electrics were loose? if CPL knew that they were loose, then they would have obviously known that Millie or anyone else would have come into the vicinity of the danger because the lights and the electrics were on the roof above the ride. 
Millie would have been able to go on that ride. According to section 1(3)(b), the occupier must have known that the non-visitor or visitor might come into contact with the danger, as in (Young v Kent County Council 2005).Furthermore, if CPL had known they could have done something to prevent anyone from being hurt, as section 1(3)(c) states, could the occupier have reasonably offered some protection in all the circumstances of the case, as in Jolley v Sutton London Borough Council 2000). 
CPL could be liable under section 1(3) of the Occupiers' Liability Act 1984, so this then would make CPL liable for Millie, and Millie would be able to recover compensation for the injury. However, she would not be able to recover anything for the damage to her sunglasses. As stated in section 1(8) of the Occupier’s Liability Act 1984, the occupier is not in breach of duty for any broken or lost property. under section 1(3) of the (Occupiers liability Act 1984). 
If CPL did not know that the lights and the electricity were loose, then they would not owe Millie a duty of care, as CPL would not have satisfied all three tests of the OLA 1984 s1 (3) (a), (b), and (c). As stated under section 1(1) of the Occupier’s Liability Act 1984, CPL does not have a duty of care for Millie unless the premises are in need of any work or if the state of the premises could cause any harm to the non-visitor.
If CPL did not know that the lights and the electrics were lose, then they would not owe Millie a duty of care, as CPL would not of satisfied all three test of the OLA 1984 s1(3)(a), (b) and (c). as stated under section 1(1) of the (occupier’s liability act 1984) CPL does not have a duty of care for Millie unless, the premises are in need of any work or if the state of the premises could cause any harm to the non-visitor. 
As defined in section 1(4) of the OLA 1984, the owner has a duty to non-visitors to ensure they are reasonably safe. This, however, is different to the 1957 OLA, where it says occupants do not have a duty to non-visitors. Section 1(1) which applies to the state of the premises and what the occupier should have done or would have done to make it safe. Section 1(3) of OLA 1984 applies to non-visitors. 
The fact that the lights and the electricity were loose means that Millie may not have suffered any injuries if they were secure. Because it was no fault of Millie's, the lights and the electricity came loose. It may have been due to the vibration of the moving ride, or that they were already loose. 
When Millie climbed over the fence, she should have been aware of the danger of the moving waltzes, but Millie’s choice was to jump on it. So, it could be argued that, however, if the waltzes were not moving, she may not have suffered any injuries. This is because the light came down whilst the waltzes were moving. So, it was partly Millie’s fault that she got injured. 
As there was an accident just a couple of days before the accident occurred with Millie, CLP should have been aware that the fairground was in need of maintenance, and as they had the roof checked after the accident with Leo, they could have had the roof checked on the waltzes, then maybe CLP could have prevented any accidents from occurring after that of Leo.
However, CPL may not have been aware of the lights and electrics at the time of the accident because they only started coming loose when the ride was in progress.
CPL should be aware of people climbing over the fence to avoid paying to enter the fairground by putting a warning sign in front of the fence, as stated in section 1(3) of the (occupiers liability act 1984). 
Nia was a visitor to the fairground, so the occupier in section 2(2) (OLA 1957) has a duty of care to make sure Nia was safe while she was in the fairground. It would not be necessary for CPL to have reasonably foreseen any injuries regarding Nia, but rather Nia’s injuries were caused by CPL's negligence on the premises. If Nia had been physically injured, she would have been able to recover compensation for her injuries as she was in the danger zone (Page v Smith 1996). If the lights and the electricity were not safe and CPL could foresee the danger, and they still allowed people to come on to the premises, they would be in breach of their duty to care for their visitors. (Meikle 2018). 
[bookmark: _Hlk89517415]However, if CPL was not aware that the lights and the electrics were loose and they could not have foreseen the danger, they would not be in breach of their duty.
In order to have a claim for psychiatric injuries without any physical injuries, it would have to be decided whether the claimant is a primary victim or a secondary victim. (Jones, 2019, p. 31). 
Primary victims are those who are in the danger zone and have been injured by the fault of someone else. If a person was threatened with being injured, or had reason to believe that they could have been injured at the time of the accident, 
According to Cooke (2018), secondary victims are those who are seen but not in any danger. The courts are very strict on who the secondary victims are. This is to restrict the number of people who will be covered and reduce the potential claims. Some who suffer from psychiatric illness and those suffering from grief are completely different. It would be normal for a person to be depressed and suffer from anxiety when they lose a loved one through having seen them killed in an accident, but anxiety neurosis or reactive depression, on the other hand, is a mental illness. The claimant would have to prove they were suffering from a psychiatric illness and distressed or grieving as part of a normal emotion. (Orr, 2016). 
Owen was at the other end of the fairground, so he was not in any danger himself. Nia is his sister, so they would not be classed as close enough relatives.
The fact that Nia did not get physically injured, although she was in danger of getting physically injured, means that Owen would be classed as a secondary victim. Because the lighting was not secure, which then caused the fire, the question would be how long was the lighting not safe for. When was it last checked, as in the case (Ward v Tesco Stores, 1976), the claimant would have to prove how long the lighting was a danger for. 
A primary victim could recover their loss if the injury was foreseeable, even if they had only suffered psychiatric illness without any physical injury at all. (Furniss 2014). 
In order to be able to recover from psychiatric harm for a secondary victim, he or she would have to prove that firstly, they are closely related, such as husband and wife, or a parent, to the injured person; secondly, that they were on the scene of the accident; and thirdly, the cause of the psychiatric illness was through seeing the accident happen. They must also prove that their injury is definitely "nervous shock". (McKinlay, 2021). 
However, in the case (McLoughlin v O'Brian 1983), they will assist Owen in trying to recover composition for his psychiatric illness. It was held that even though it is considered when questioning reasonably foreseeable for nervous shock, there are no limits to the relationship of the person who saw the accident, whether they were at the scene of the accident, or the nature of the injuries. Also, in the case of Alcock v. C.C. South Yorkshire 1992, the proximation was based on bonds of love and affection, the closeness of which had to be proven in each case, rather than on specific partnerships such as husband and wife. 
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