
To be guilty of theft an individual must dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intent to not give it back as said under Section 1 of the Theft Act [1968]. The court would need to identify whether appropriation had occurred and how it would apply to the case. According to Section 3 (1) of the Theft Act [1968] appropriation is "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.” This would apply in Paula’s situation as there was no act of Paula treating the property as if she owned it, and instead hid it from the owner to sneak into her own car. This would lead her to be guilty of appropriation, due to the clear acts of in which she did not assume the property as her own. Criminal Law Assignment 2 (BMLW4005)
Jake Paul Weeks (2101207)

With the information provided by Section 4 (1) of the Theft Act [1968] it is said that some examples of property are money of any currency, personal property and real property which includes land and buildings. The term money was defined in the case of (Boosey V Davis 1988) and the term of personal property comes from the case of R v Smith (2011). The court we need to assess whether the bag was Paula’s property. With the information provided the court would see that the designer bag was a gift to Christine showing that it was Christine’s property, making Paula guilty of this element. In Section 5 (1) of the Theft Act [1968] it states that property is regarded as whoever has possession or control to it as the rightful owner. In this case the bag was given to Christine as a gift giving her control over the property, meaning she was the owner. The control aspect of this element was laid out from the previous case of R v Woodman (1974.) This would once again lead to conclusion of Paula being found guilty.
It would need to be assessed if Paula was acting dishonestly by the court. There isn’t a specific term that can be used for dishonesty; however, this act provides defences that could be enforced if met by the defendant. In Section 2 (1) of the Theft Act [1968] it states the defendant would need to prove that they have the in law right to deprive the owner of it (supported by the case of DDP v Morgan 1976), the others consent to deprive the property or the person who owns the property cannot be found. The court would run the Ghosh test to find out if the defendant was guilty. Following the Ivey v (2017) case a new test was brought out to question the state of the individuals understanding of the facts and they would compare the defendants actions to ordinary decent people to see if they were dishonest or honest. 
There would be an assessment on is there was any intention of Paula looking to permanently deprive Christine of her property. This would be for the jury to determine if there was any intent to permanently deprive the property, even if Paula wasn’t successful in taking the bag in the first place. Once again it would show that Paula is guilty of this offence due to her jealousy of Christine’s bag and wanting to deprive it from her. The actus reas requirements for this would be appropriation, property and belonging to another. After assessing these three elements the requirements would have been met as the appropriation of property belonging to another individual has occurred. 
The judges would also investigate if the mens rea requirements have been met for the investigation, that being dishonesty and the intention of permanently depriving the individual of their possession. After also going into detail with these two elements the requirements for the mens rea would have also been met, with Paula having the intent of acting dishonestly and permanently depriving Christine of her property.

Due to Harriet being spiked it caused her to hallucinate and act accordingly. Due to her having the impression that the house was on fire she attempted to smash large glass panes and hit Daniel in the face causing a broken cheek bone. Unless it can be proven that she was spiked with vodka, she could be held accountable of criminal damage and GBH.
In Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act [1971] it is stated that Criminal Damage is when “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.” To take a deeper look into this case the actus reas would need to be identified for this incident. In this case, it would be without a lawful excuse or destroys or damages property belonging to another. In S10(1) of the Criminal Damage Act [1971] it is said that property includes tangible items, real or personal. This would fit the criteria of the smashed glass panes caused by Harriet. This shows that Harriet does in fact destroy someone else’s property, however she has a lawful excuse for doing so due to her being spiked. This would be crucial for Harriet to claim her innocence due to the spiking that she had went through. I believe in this case due to the spiking and the reaction that came from it that she would be innocent as she has a lawful excuse to explain the situation.
The mens rea would be evaluated as well with it being in this instance, intention to destroy or damage property and to know or be reckless to the fact that the damage or destruction is to property belonging to another. With this knowledge the court would need to decide on if Harriet had the intent to damage any property. From the provided information we know they Harriet acted under the reaction of the spiking to her drink which caused her to hallucinate. From this we can gather that there wasn’t any intent to damage anything as she was under the impression that there was a fire in the building and attempted to get out. Overall, I think that in this case that Harriet would not be guilty as there was no intent to break anything.
Section 20 in the Offences Against The Person Act (1861) provides a definition of grievous bodily harm reading whoever unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other person shall be guilty of misdemeanour. It would need to be evaluated if the defendant has committed an unlawful conduct to the victim. In this case, Harriet would be found guilty of this element. The actus reas for this scenario would be the defendant with or without a weapon and the defendant unlawfully causing a wound or GBH to another individual. The term of GBH was stated in the case of R v Bollom (2004.) Harriet although spiked did in fact create a wound due to her breaking Daniels jaw, leading her to be guilty in this regard. The mens rea for this offence would be maliciously, with this definition coming after the case of R v Savage (1991.) It was told by the House of Lords that for section 20 the defendant must see that their actions of violence can cause harm before they do it. You could argue that this may apply to Harriet in her situation, however due to the condition she was in when the incident took place it would be harsh to call Harriet guilty in this element. To conclude it would appear that Harriet would be have met all requirements to be found guilty of the offence of grievous bodily harm and has also met some of the criteria for Criminal Damage. Although Harriet has met all the criteria to be guilty however due to the involuntary intoxication that occurred during the situation, she would not be guilty for she committed offences. Involuntary intoxication can act as a defence no matter what the crime is. If it was voluntary intoxication then the defendant could not argue about having the mens rea for the crime only when intoxicated, as shown in the case of DDP v Beard (1920.)
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