AS LAW 02 NEGLIGENCE REVISION NOTES
Duty of Care
· 3 part test established in Caparo v Dickman
· Part 1 – was the harm reasonably foreseeable in that situation?
· Kent v Griffiths reasonably foreseeable a man having a heart attack will suffer more harm if ambulance is late
· Part 2 – was there proximity in time/space/relationship?
· Doesn’t include family/friends
· Bourhill v Young no proximity as she miscarried after hearing crash not seeing it
· Part 3 – is it fair, just and reasonable to apply a duty of care?
· Emergency services usually exempt as matter of public policy
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Capital and Counties not exempt as by turning off sprinklers they caused more damage
