Christine had recently turned 40 and her husband had arranged a surprise birthday party for her at their home. On the night of the party, Christine was very keen to show her guests the expensive gifts she had been given for her birthday, one being a designer handbag. One of Christine's friends, Paula had always been extremely jealous of the lavish gifts that Christine’s husband bought her and when no one was looking, she put the handbag inside her coat and took it outside. When Paula heard someone coming, she placed the handbag underneath her car with the intention of putting it into her car when the party had finished. 
Also at the party were Leon and Harriet who had been recently introduced to one another. Harriet didn't drink alcohol due to the fact that she was allergic to it. When Harriet had popped to the toilet, Leon spiked Harriet's drink with vodka. When Harriet returned and drank the drink she began suffering from hallucinations. Harriet thought that fire was engulfing the house and in an attempt to get out, she began smashing the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen. She also hit one of the other guests (Daniel) in the face, causing a broken cheek bone. Christine and her husband managed to calm Harriet down, and asked everyone to leave. 
Upon leaving, Paula picked up the designer handbag from underneath her car, placed it in the foot well and drove home. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Advise Paula and Harriet of their potential criminal liability, along with any defences that may apply.

    First of all, with Paula. Paula was invited to the party; therefore, she is a guest and not trespassing. The crime involved with Paula is that Paula steals an awfully expensive handbag that was given to Christine by her husband for her 40th birthday. It states that Paula has ‘always been jealous’ of the gifts that Christine receives from people over the years. This indicates an intent to steal that she is aware of the valuables surrounding her for when she has entered the house of the host. This simply shows that men's rea is present from the lines ‘Paula had always been extremely jealous of the lavish gifts that Christine’s husband bought her.’ This clearly shows that Paula wants some of the gifts just by the use of ‘extremely jealous’ when Christine shows off her gifts. The brief above also shows that Paula is somewhat aware of the consequences and behavior she is acting for when she looks around to make sure no one is watching her while she steals the handbag. Therefore, the intent to steal is present in this situation.
    The actus reus is also present in this situation for when she ‘put the handbag underneath her coat’ and ‘placed the handbag underneath the car.’ Therefore, she is trying to be cautious about stealing the handbag and ends up doing so by the end of the party when she puts the handbag in her car. Therefore, both actus reus and men's rea are present in this situation, with there being no defenses towards her cations that would influence her to be doing this action of intent to steal and therefore there is criminal liability.
    In Harriet's case, actus reus is present for when ‘she began smashing the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen’ and ‘She also hit one of the other guests (Daniel) in the face, causing a broken cheek bone.’  It's easy to state there is an act of some sort, with damage to the property being present and gbh which leads to a broken cheek bone. Therefore, an actus reus is present so far due to disruption that it has caused in the party.
    However, there is no men's rea because there was no intent at all to cause these situations to happen. Harriet was unaware of her circumstances at this time of the situation, due to being spiked by Leon at the party, she was not drinking alcohol because she is allergic to it.
    Therefore, this would come under her defenses, which is present because she has a medical condition for her to be unable to consume alcohol, therefore if she was spiked, she wouldn’t have known of her circumstances, and it would have been put under investigation to how she was spiked in the first place for the case to only be dropped for Harriet. Therefore, if there is no means rea for Harriet, and the defenses that can help her in the case, she cannot be liable for criminal liability. A case that can support this is fiak (2005).
