QUESTION 1
A lawful arrest requires 2 elements. A person’s involvement or suspected involvement in the commission of a criminal offence and reasonable grounds for believing the persons arrest was necessary. In Rachels case she satisfied both elements of arrest under section 24 PACE.
As per section 2.2 of the pace code Rachel was informed of her arrest and so was the custody sergeant on arrival at the station. 
I believe her arrest was unlawful because under sections 3.5 she wasn’t cautioned properly whilst her arrest was being made. Because the code was deviated from his arrest breaches code C section 10. The officer is required to record nature of arrest, why the arrest was necessary, caution correctly and anything said by the person at the time of arrest.

QUESTION 2
When making decisions prosecutors must be fair and objective. I don’t believe the case should proceed because of the 2 main aspect of the code for crown prosecutors.
Evidential test: a prosecutor must be satisfied there is sufficient evidence to prosecute. Because there was no camera evidence from the door-to-door camera search and the witness not giving a statement there is not sufficient evidence to prosecute.
Public interest stage: due to the offence not being as serious as some offences, the fact that it wasn’t premeditated, the suspect has no previous criminal convictions she doesn’t satisfy the public interest test.
Even though the full code test was not met I don’t believe the threshold test should be applied there is no evidence to support the charges, the case isn’t serious, Rachel isn’t a dangerous suspect that doesn’t pose a risk to the public.

QUESTION 3
There are a lot of inconsistencies and lack of evidence to support the prosecutors need to remand Rachel jones into custody. Because she has a clean character and has no previous offences and isn’t already on bail there is a weakness in the prosecutor’s argument to remand Rachel on bail. Rachel is not a danger to the public as per the bail annex. 

QUESTION 4
a) I believe the case should be handled in magistrate court. I don’t believe the case is serious enough and there isn’t sufficient evidence for it to handled in a crown court. 
b)  As per determining the offence category I believe Rachel has lesser culpability due to no weapons being used and it was an impulsive/spontaneous short-lived assault and her harm level is in category 3 because although she did wound Mary it isn’t life threatening or a reversable condition. Rachel should receive 26weeks custody suspended sentence because she has a realistic prospect of rehabilitation. 




