Question 1 response:
As Rachel Jones’ solicitor, I would assess the lawfulness of her arrest based on the provisions of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 and PACE Code G. Given the information provided in the case study, I would consider whether PC Roberts had lawful grounds to arrest Rachel Jones and whether he complied with the required procedures during the arrest. 
According to PACE Code G an arrest can be made if there are reasonable ground to suspect that a person has committed or is committing an offense. The arresting officer must also have reasonable grounds to believe that the person’s arrest is necessary for one of the specified reasons, such as to ascertain the person’s name or address, prevent physical injury to the person or others, prevent the person from causing loss or damage, or protect public health. PACE Code G, paragraph 10.1, outlines the requirement for a caution to be given to a person when they are arrested. Failure to properly caution the suspect could affect the admissibility of any subsequent statements made by the suspect. In this case, the bodycam footage from PC Roberts shows that he did not properly caution Rachel Jones. This procedural error could potentially impact the admissibility of any statements made by Rachel after her arrest. However, it is important to note that statements made before being cautioned might still be admissible under certain circumstations. 
PC Roberts’ arrest of Rachel Jones could potentially be lawful if he had reasonable grounds to suspect that she had committed an offense and believed her arrest was necessary to prevent further harm, loss or damage. However, it is crucial to consider the specific reasons PC Roberts relied upon for the arrest and whether those reasons align with the grounds for arrest outlined in PACE.
The statement made by Rachel (“she deserved it”) after her arrest could potentially be admissible as evidence, even though she was not properly cautioned. The circumstances under which this statement was made and its relevance to the case would need to be further examined. 
The lawfulness of Rachel Jones arrest hinges on whether PC Roberts had reasonable grounds to suspect her involvement in an offense and whether he believed her arrest was necessary for one of the specified reasons. The failure to properly caution Rachel and the statement she made post-arrest are also important factors to consider in evaluating the legality of the arrest. 
Question 2 response: 
Applying the Code for Crown Prosecutors to the case study involves following a two-stage test: the evidential stage and the public interest stage. 
The evidential stage: 
At this stage, the prosecutor need to assess whether there is sufficient evidence to provide a realistic prospect of conviction.
a) Identification of issues: the case involves an allegation of assault causing grievous bodily harm to Mary Thomas. The available evidence includes bodycam footage of the arrest which might capture the aftermath of the alleged assault, and a statement made by Rachel Jones after her arrest.
b) Witness statements: The material indicates that Mary Thomas has refused to give a statement, and house-to-house enquiries revelead no witnesses to the alleged assault. Lack of witnesses statements and cctv reduces the direct evidence available.
c) Bodycam footage and statement: The bodycam footage shows Rachel Jones’ arrest and her statement “she deserved it”. This footage might provide some evidence of the altercation and Rachel’s statement might be considered an admission.
d) Realistic prospect of conviction: Given the lack of direct witness statements and cctv, the available evidence primarily consists of the bodycam footage and Rachel’s statement. It may be challenging to prove the assault beyond a reasonable doubt based on this evidence alone. 
Public interest stage: 
At this stage, the prosecutor needs to assess whether it is in the public interest to proceed with the case.
1) Factors favouring prosecution: 
· The severity of the alleged offense: assault causing grievous bodily harm is a serious offense.
· The alleged admission by Rachel Jones in her statement.
· The potential impact on the victim, Mary Thomas, including physical injury and potential scarring.
2) Factors against prosecution:
· Lack of direct witness statements and cctv footage reduces the strength of the case
· Mary Thomas’ refusal to provide a statement limits the victims’s evidence.
Question 3 response:
Bail submissions on behalf of Rachel Jones
Your Honor,
I stand before the court as Rachel Jones’ solicitor to respectfully oppose the prosecutor’s application for remanding my client into custody. We firmly believe that the circumstances of this case and Ms. Jones’ personal history support the granting of bail. I request the court’s consideration of the Bail Annex in this matter.
1. Clean Character:
Ms. Jones has an unblemished record and is of clean character. This fact indicates her strong commitment to abiding by the law and respecting court proceedings. Her clean character suggests that she is unlikely to abscond or breach bail conditions.
2. Residential Stability:
Ms. Jones is a long-term resident at her current address, 1 Acacia Avenue. She lives with her two sons, who also reside at the same property. This demonstrates her strong ties to the community and provides a clear reason for her to remain in the jurisdiction during the proceedings.
3. Employment and Financial Stability:
Ms. Jones is gainfully employed as an occupational therapist at a local nursing home. Her employment requires a clear enhanced level disclosure and barring service (DBS) check, emphasizing the importance of her adherence to bail conditions and court appearances. Furthermore, Ms. Jones’ stable employment reflects her ability to contribute positively to society and her financial stability.
4. Lack of Flight Risk
Ms. Jones’ deep connections to her family and community underscore her lack of incentive to flee. Her association with her sons, who also reside at the same property, demonstrates her commitment to familial responsibilities and familial ties.
5. Reaction to Arrest:
We acknowledge the statement made by Ms. Jones upon arrest. However, it is important to highlight that emotions can run high in such situations, and this statement should be viewed in the context of the immediate aftermath of her arrest. Her lack of prior criminal history and her personal characteristics suggest that this statement should not be overemphasized in assessing her likelihood of complying with bail conditions.
6. Lack of Witness Statements and Evidence:
The absence of witness statements and conclusive evidence, as highlighted in the case study, raises questions about the strength of the prosecution’s case. This uncertainty should be taken into account when considering the necessity of remanding Ms. Jones into custody.
In light of the aforementioned factors, we respectfully submit that remanding Ms. Jones into custody would be disproportionate and unnecessary. She poses minimal flight risk and is eager to cooperate fully with the court proceedings. We propose that stringent bail conditions, such as regular reporting to the police station, surrendering of travel documents, and electronic monitoring, would effectively address any potential concerns while allowing Ms. Jones to maintain her employment, familial obligations, and personal well-being.
Your Honor, we trust that the court will consider these compelling reasons for granting bail and ensure that Ms. Jones’ fundamental right to liberty is upheld throughout these proceedings. Thank you for your consideration.
Question 4 response:
a) Suitability for Magistrates Court: In order to determine if the case is suitable to be dealt with in the Magistrates Court, we need to consider the Sentencing Guidelines and the nature of the offense. In this case, the charge against Rachel Jones is causing grievous bodily harm contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861.
The Sentencing Guidelines provide criteria for considering whether a case is suitable for the Magistrates Court or should be sent to the Crown Court. Some factors to consider include the level of harm caused, culpability of the offender, and the offender’s previous convictions.

1.Harm: The case involves a single punch that resulted in a laceration to the victim’s face. While the injury is described as superficial, it might leave a scar. Given that the injury falls within the spectrum of injuries contemplated by section 20 offenses, it is likely suitable for the Magistrates Court.
2.Culpability: Rachel Jones’ culpability in this case is a single punch during a verbal altercation. There is no indication of premeditation or excessive use of force, which suggests a lower level of culpability.
3.Previous Convictions:The case study states that Rachel Jones has a clean character with no prior criminal record. This factor weighs in favour of the case being suitable for the Magistrates Court.
Based on the factors considered, the offense appears to be suitable for the Magistrates Court as it falls within the lower level of harm, and Rachel Jones’ culpability and lack of previous convictions align with the criteria for a case to be dealt with in the Magistrates Court.
b) Sentencing Submissions as the Prosecutor:

Your Honor,
I stand before the court as the prosecutor to provide submissions on the sentencing of Rachel Jones, who has entered a guilty plea to the charge of causing grievous bodily harm contrary to section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. Rachel Jones’ plea demonstrates her acceptance of responsibility for her actions.

1. Level of Harm:
The victim, Mary Thomas, suffered a laceration to her face as a result of the assault. Although the injury is described as superficial, it has the potential to leave a scar, which could have lasting impact on the victim’s physical appearance and well-being.
2. Mitigating Factors:
a) Early Guilty Plea:Rachel Jones entered a guilty plea at the first opportunity, demonstrating remorse and acceptance of her wrongdoing.
b) No Prior Convictions:Ms. Jones has a clean character with no previous convictions, indicating that this incident is an isolated incident in her otherwise law-abiding life.

3. Aggravating Factors:
a) Use of a Ring:The injury was caused by a punch with a ring, which exacerbated the harm and caused a laceration.
b) Emotional Impact: The altercation took place during a confrontation with Mary Thomas. Although emotions were high, physical violence is not an acceptable response to verbal disputes.
4. Victim Impact:
The victim, Mary Thomas, endured physical harm that required medical attention and may lead to a lasting scar. The emotional distress and potential psychological impact of the incident on the victim must also be considered.
5. Sentencing Guidelines:
Considering the Sentencing Guidelines for assault causing grievous bodily harm, the seriousness of the injury and the use of a ring to cause the harm are factors that push the offense toward a higher level of culpability and harm. However, the early guilty plea and Ms. Jones’ clean character mitigate the overall seriousness of the offense.
6. Sentencing Proposal:
In light of the factors presented, a community-based sentence with an emphasis on restorative justice could be appropriate. This could involve a combination of a curfew, community service, and participation in programs aimed at addressing anger management and resolving conflicts without resorting to violence.
Your Honor, I urge the court to consider both the seriousness of the offense and the mitigating factors in crafting a sentence that appropriately reflects the harm caused, holds the offender accountable, and promotes rehabilitation.
Thank you for your consideration.


