Criminal Law (BMLW4000)
University: Trinity Saint David
Answer
Introduction 
Firstly, what is the meaning of criminal liability? This is defined as the legal responsibility of an individual in which the use of bad decisions results in breaking the law.
And in various cases (not being all), criminal liability hinges on two elements; one being the Actus Rues (the actual act or omission that violated the law) and the Mens Rea, which is the guilty state of mind of an individual to intentionally commit a crime.

Considering both Paula & Harriet’s scenario and their potential criminal liability, the best manner to solve the numerous issues raised, would be to move through each part chronologically while stating their defence. 

The first matter to be considered is Paula’s behaviour when Christine husband bought her an expensive gift. Paula’s clear intention was theft as she waited for nobody to be there before committing the act showing a sign of mischief knowing what she is doing isn’t socially acceptable and is wrong. She continued to place Christine Birthday gift (handbag) underneath her own vehicle.
Under section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 provides that it is an offence to, without lawful excuse, to intend or be reckless with another individual property whether the property will be damaged or not. To emphasize the element of the offence will be review Paula’s actions causing the actus reus of an attempt to be more than preparatory or a coincidence. This is where the jealousy will be used as a form to show that it has been a long fuel of envy on her behalf only as Christine didn’t hesitate to invite her to the birthday party showing criminal liability, as prosecutions must prove “beyond a reasonable doubt” that you did not only commit the crime, but you had intentions to do it.
While under police custody for this offence Paula legal time will likely advised to plead guilty as the abundance of evidence against her is a lot and the court can prove the actus reus of the theft. The category of this offence is Either way offences in which it will be tried in a Magistrate court & Crown Court.
Seeing as the Criminal damage act isn’t physical done to the property, but the intention is a case statue like this could imply the Juvenile V R 1978 in which the defendant spat on a police officer’s raincoat, which was easily wiped off; However, this was held that it didn’t amount to damage within the 1971 Act. Another would be Morphitis V Salmon 1990 whereby the action of the scratch was done to a scaffolding pole, but it did not affect the value or usefulness and thus the damage had not been proved.

Now considering decision & outcome taking to account that the Theft Act defines theft as dishonestly appropriating the property of another with intentions to permanently deprive a person. And in section3 of the Act the Act defines ‘appropriation’ as (a)any assumption or thought of a person to be the rightful owner. Morris [1983] the defendants argued that switching labels on the products and paying a lower price did not amount to appropriation because they still paid but the problem lays in the ‘entitlement of someone else property’
prosecutors might only charge the s.15 offence in such a situation, rather than both the s.1 and s.15 offences. In the United Kingdom the maximum sentence you can be charged is seven years but as this is a misdemeanour, I would say Paula will be fined or if she does go to jail it will be less than a year.
 But seeing as there was no witness and no evidence of Paula taking the bag she might still have the defence of claiming the intent wasn’t to steal but a defence would advice that she return the item, suggest it was unintentional in hopes charges get NFA (no further action).



Meanwhile, Harriet’s case is different as she was a victim of being spiked by Leo meaning her defence is straightforward as she only committed those offenses under hallucinations so the men rea of the crime can be proven. However, it will be advised that in certain situations exceptions are made like “strict liability” is enforced, meaning that you can be held liable for a crime regardless of your intentions. An example of this is being convicted of selling cigarettes to a minor whether or not you knew the person’s age.
Under section 20 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, a person commits an offence if they maliciously inflict grievous bodily harm or wounding their victim. Inflicting for these purposes simply means causing  and wounding requires a victim’s skin to be cut. The men’s rea element of the offence, maliciousness, requires a defendant to have acted with intent or recklessness. There appears no intent in this context, but in order for recklessness to be satisfied, it is only necessary for the defendant to be reckless as to some degree of harm to the victim.
Drink spiking in the United Kingdom with alcohol or drugs can make an individual seriously vulnerable therefore Leo would be charged for his involvement and spiking a person’s drink carries a maximum 10-year prison sentence.
We have seen in the past that; everyone is accountable in the eyes of the law seeing as Hardman V Chief Constable of Avon and Somerset where a scenario of drawing on the pavement with water-soluble crayons was still capable of constituting criminal damage.  So, Harriet would be charged with a battery caused by when she hit one of the other guests Daniel in the face, causing a broken cheekbone. And to the criminal damage ‘she began smashing the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen’ which will further the analogy with the judgment that the Actus Reus of the crime so the physical movement to harm another qualified. 


Statics of victims of being spiked commenting crimes in the United Kingdom ‘Sky News has found a 108% increase in reports of drinks spiking to UK police forces since 2015’, considering wherein 2022 and its unclear as various sites have different figures just shows how uncommon this is.
When scrutinizing its clear in this context, that when Harriet ‘smashing the large panes of glass in the bi-fold doors of Christine's kitchen’, she was damaging property that belonged to another and thus satisfied the actus reus of criminal damage. The issue in this context, once again, falls to the Men Rea of this offence. It was mentioned above that this element requires the defendant to either intend the damage or be reckless to it these elements were also discussed above and, whilst it is submitted that the damage to the bus shelter may not be sufficiently certain to constitute indirect intent, it is likely that Andrew would have been aware of the risk of damage to property when he threw the punch and would 
A key defence that could be used in this case would be the fact that you cannot be found to have intended the assault, the matter moves to whether she was reckless to do it as she was in her stable self. In order to be reckless defendant must be aware of the risk and ignore it and that makes them liable for their actions. Although the position is subjective, it is also a matter for a jury to decide and therefore, it seems clear that the jury will necessarily view the matter on the basis of whether it believes the defendant as being aware.
Even though individuals apply unlawful force to another person they will be liable for common law battery. A practical defence are that there are two interlinked possibilities in this respect, the first instance being an individual Is permitted to use force as protection as reasonable circumstances, and in section 23 law and evidential sufficiency of the alternative is a person is permitted to use reasonable force in the prevention of crime.
The Criminal Damage Act 1971 does not define the damage and therefore the matter has been left to the courts largely as a question of fact.[10] Despite this, it is clear that damage need not be permanent in order to satisfy the Act[11] The men’s rea element is easily satisfied here because there can be no doubt that Harriot didn’t intend her actions and therefore, but she has still injured someone so she will be liable for criminal damage and Leo will be charged as well.

In conclusion, Despite Paula’s case being intentional & Harriet’s, unintentional the criminal liable of both remain Once introduced to Crown Court Magistrates’ Court, they need to pre-plan and know their individual alibi because when heading Magistrates Court, both will be either guilty or not guilty. And as for Leo he will definitely be charged as he was the main factor and catalyse toward Harriet abnormal behaviour in which in court, he will face the judgment. And Paula is criminally liable for her actions as she was aware of actions, so her matter of judgment is up to crown court and who she stole from if they want to press charges, while Harriot isn’t criminally liable as she was a victim and didn’t intentionally behave that way to cause harm to Daniel cheekbone.
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