


Introduction          
There are a few offences that we can start to deduct from the case facts. The offences that have possibly been committed are Theft, s.20 Grievous Bodily Harm and Criminal Damage. I will tackle this question be breaking down each offence for the individuals, showing the actus reus and mens rea, as well as search for possibilities for defences and then determine criminal liability.
Paula
[bookmark: _Hlk92215887]After reading the scenario, I believe the most likely offence in question for Paula would be section 1 Theft, theft is a specific intent crime. A definition of theft is found in section 1(1) of the Theft Act 1968, this states that “A person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it “. Starting with the actus reus of the offence, we must consider the ‘Appropriation’, this is also defined under the Theft Act 1968 under section 3 (1), this shows that "Any assumption by a person of the rights of an owner amount to an appropriation, and this includes where he has come by the property (innocently or not) without stealing it, any later assumption of a right to it by keeping or dealing with it as an owner.” Alongside this, we can say that Paula has assumed the rights as an owner. These are the right to possess the property, the right to use it, to consume it, destroy it, sell it, give it away, lend it, move the property and price it, the parameters for the rights of an owner are outlined in (McPherson [1973]). In the case of (Darroux 2018), it was shown that prosecution must prove that there has been an appropriation of another’s property, so from the scenario we can say that there has been an appropriation as Paula decided to move the bag from Christine’s property, then goes on to put it in her car therefore has also assumed the right to possess the bag and deal with it as its owner. In the case of (Wheatley v Commissioner 2006) a conclusion was made that there was the necessity to only prove that one right was being violated, whereas in this case Paula has affected Christine’s right to possess the property, the right to use it and move it.
Another part of the actus reus regards the ‘property’, this defined under section 4(1) as money and all other property, real or personal, including things in action and other intangible property, this is further defined as ‘personal property’ in (Smith 2011), where property is shown as anything owned that is not land, such as tv sets, vehicles and phones. We can also outline that this property belongs to another, as section 5 (1) states that "property shall be regarded as belonging to any person having possession or control of it or having in it any proprietary right or interest”, this would prove that Paula has taken property ‘belonging to another’, therefore we can argue Paula possess all of the actus reus elements of theft. 
Paula must also possess the mens rea if the offence, so an appropriation of property belonging to another amounts to theft if it is done dishonestly, and with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. The leading case for dishonesty subsides n the case of (Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) ltd [2017]), where the court apply an objective test determining if the defendants actions were dishonest by the standards of ordinary people, the case also highlights that it is no longer required that that D must appreciate this fact. We also must prove that Paula has the intention to permanently deprive Christine of her property. Paula does not have to succeed in permanently depriving Christine of the property, Intention to permanently deprive is a matter of fact, for the jury to determine. I would argue that Paula possess all of the mens rea elements as she dishonestly took the bag, also she hid the bag and eventually took it with her in her car. 
I do not believe there are any potential defences that Paula could use for the offence at hand, therefore I would determine that she would be guilty of the offence of theft. 
Harriet 
After reading the scenario, the first offence in question for Harriet would be criminal damage, theft is a basic intent crime. A definition of this is found in in s1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, it defines it as “A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence”. Starting with the actus reus of the offence, we must engage with what is defined as property, it defines property under s10 (1) of the CDA as it being of a tangible nature whether they be real or personal. Furthermore, we must ensure this property belongs to another, we can find this under s10 (2) of the CDA, where it is seen that property belongs to another if they have custody or control over it, the individual has any proprietary right or interest and/or has a charge on it. We can relate this to the case as the glass in the doors were Christine’s property as it was a tangible item and it belonged to her as they were in her house. Another requirement for the actus reus is the conduct, this was set out in the case of (Miller 1983), where it was shown that causing damage does not need to be a positive act and the offence committed via omission and it s shown in the case facts that Harriet smashed the glass in the bifold doors. We must also determine whether it was damage or destruction, I would suggest that it would be classed as physical damage, as it is only a temporary and can be fixed, this was outlined in the case of (Fiak 2005). Finally, to cover all actus reus requirements we must ensure that the D acted without lawful excuse, believe that this was the case as her actions dd not comply with those in s5 (2) (a) & (b).
The mens rea of this offence is proving there was an intention to destroy or damage the property. However, in the case of Harriet I believe she was acting without intent due to being involuntarily intoxicated and suffering an allergic reaction to the alcohol she was spiked with which led to her hallucinating. Due to the alcohol being put there without her knowledge, there is no need to acknowledge whether the crime is basic or specific intent, the defence of involuntary intoxication acts as a complete defence of the crime.
After considering this, I would suggest that Harriet is not guilty of criminal damage, therefore has no criminal liability. 
The last offence in question is for the same individual, however the second offence is s.20 Grievous Bodily Harm, this falls under the Offences against the Person Act 1861, this states” Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other person, either with or without any weapon or instrument, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and being convicted thereof shall…. Be liable to imprisonment for not more than five years.”, highlighted here are factors that unlawfully and maliciously wounding or inflicting grievous bodily harm without intent can lead to imprisonment. 
The actus reus elements, involve that there was unlawful conduct on behalf of the defendant, which can be taken from the case facts, this is found when she hit Daniel in the face. Another element is that another induvial has suffered either a wound or GBH, here we can apply the case of (Smith [1961]) where its defined as really serious bodily harm, for example broken bones, the case facts state that Harriet had broken his cheek bone therefore this can be applied. And finally, it was the defendants conduct that caused this injury, I think that is quite clear as it is stated that she had hit him in the face. 
The mens rea aspect outlines that the individual acts ‘maliciously’, this term is set out in the case of (Savage, Parmenter [1991]), and its further defined as “some physical harm to some person, albeit of a minor character, might result.” Determining this is difficult as an individual when we apply an objective standpoint would usually be able to foresee that punching someone in the face would cause harm, however there is the element that she is intoxicated. So here we could apply the defence of involuntary intoxication. 
Also, I believe we could apply the defence of automatism. This where the loss of control is caused by an external factor and the conduct of the defendant is involuntary and where D is not at fault, this was shown in the case of (Falconer 1990). When we apply this to the case facts, we can see that there is an external factor causing her to lose control and that is the alcohol that has been placed in her drink, the act is involuntary as she is in a state of impaired consciousness, this is shown as she believes she is being surrounded by fire, finally this is not a fault of Harriet as she has been spiked. However, medical opinions will be needed to establish this. 
With these defences applied I believe that Harriet would not have criminal liability for either offence. 
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