6

[bookmark: _Hlk129434072][bookmark: _Toc138891400][image: ]

Assignment Title: 	Scenario question 
Module Name: 	Criminal Law
Module Code:		BMPL4009
Program of Study:	Law Portfolio  
Student Name: 		Ali Fayyaz
Student ID #: 		2243570	
Lecturer Name: 		Ms. Zita Draper








[bookmark: _Toc138879728]

The case scenario has some complexity that includes numerous individuals and their actions along with their potential criminal liabilities. There are numerous factors to consider before we conclude with their potential criminal liability or their defenses. 
Case details
Before we move on to the potential liability of the offenders and their respective defenses, it is important that we briefly describe the scenario. Christine recently turned 40, and her husband planned a surprise birthday celebration for her at their house. Christine was thrilled to show off the expensive presents she had received, including a luxury handbag, during the party. Christine's friend Paula, on the other hand, had always been envious of the lavish gifts Christine got from her husband. When no one was looking, Paula slipped the fancy purse inside her coat and walked away silently.
Wary of being caught, Paula hid the handbag underneath her car when she heard someone approaching. Her intention was to retrieve the handbag and put it in her own car later, once the party had finished.
Meanwhile, two other guests at the party, Leon and Harriet, had recently met each other. Harriet had a specific reason for abstaining from consuming alcohol at the party - she had an allergy to it. However, while Harriet briefly excused herself to use the restroom, Leon maliciously spiked her drink with vodka, unbeknownst to Harriet. When Harriet returned and consumed the drink, she began experiencing hallucinations. In her altered state of mind, Harriet believed that the house was engulfed in flames and became desperate to escape. She began slamming the big glass panes of Christine's bi-fold doors in her frightened attempt to escape. Unfortunately, she accidentally cracked Daniel's cheekbone during this violent rage by striking him in the face.
Christine and her husband managed to calm Harriet down and requested that all the guests leave the premises to diffuse the situation. As the guests departed, Paula noticed the designer handbag still hidden beneath her car. She quickly retrieved it, placed it in the footwell of her own vehicle, and drove home with it.
This comprehensive overview of the scenario should help in better understanding the sequence of events and the actions taken by the individuals involved.
[bookmark: _Toc138891403][bookmark: _Toc138879731]Potential Criminal Liabilities
[bookmark: _Toc138891404][bookmark: _Toc138879732]Paula's potential criminal liability
Paula might be charged with stealing because she took Christine's handbag on purpose without asking permission with the aim to keep it for good. Theft (Section 1, Theft Act 1968) (UK Public General Acts, 1968) in the UK may deem this act to constitute theft. We can also refer to the landmark case of R v Morris [1984] (Law Teacher, 1983)here, which also established an important principle known as the "prohibited act theory." However, the ultimate decision about guilt or innocence would rest with the courts, who would take into account the particular facts and available proof.
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Theft (Section 1, Theft Act 1968)
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Paula took the designer handbag without permission and intended to permanently deprive Christine of it.
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Paula had the necessary dishonesty and intention to permanently deprive Christine of the handbag.
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Harriet could potentially face criminal liability for criminal damage for smashing the glass panes in Christine's kitchen. Under Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, it is an offense to destroy or damage property belonging to another person without lawful excuse. Harriet's hallucinations and resulting actions could be seen as the cause of the damage. In the scenario, Harriet, under the influence of alcohol spiked by Leon, began suffering from hallucinations and subsequently caused damage to Christine's property by smashing the glass panes in the bi-fold doors.
Harriet here can also be charged with a common Assault charge i.e. Battery under Criminal Justice Act 1988 (CPS.GOV.UK, 2022) as seen in the case of Gayford v Choulder [1898] (IPSA LOQUITUR, 1898) where the defendant Mr. Choulder, without lawful justification or consent, intentionally struck Mr. Gayford with a blow to the face, causing injury.
When analyzing Harriet's potential criminal liability for the offense of criminal damage, the case of R v Cunningham - 1957 (The Law Teacher, 1957) could be relevant in determining her Mens Rea (mental state). The case established that "maliciously" in the context of the offense can include both an intention to cause harm or recklessness as to whether the harm would be caused.
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Criminal Damage (Section 1, Criminal Damage Act 1971) (Legislation.uk.gov, 1971)
Battery Criminal Justice Act 1988 (CPS.GOV.UK, 2022)
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Harriet caused damage to Christine's property by smashing the glass panes in the bi-fold doors.
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Harriet's Mens Rea requirement would be either the intention or recklessness in causing the damage. The specific evidence and circumstances surrounding the incident would determine which level of Mens Rea applies. These will be the potential criminal liabilities of both individuals. Now we will discuss each of the potential defenses that can be used by them. 
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Paula may claim that she had no intention of permanently denying Christine access to the purse. If she had intended to remove the bag and retain it for herself, this defense might not hold up.
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Paula may claim that she thought the purse was hers in error or that she had been given permission to steal it. Once more, the exact evidence and circumstances surrounding the incident would determine the strength of this defense. 
If Paula genuinely believed she had permission to take the handbag or made an honest mistake regarding its ownership, she may argue this as a defense. However, the strength of this defense would depend on the specific circumstances and evidence presented.
Harriet's potential defenses:
Harriet engaged in destructive behavior while experiencing hallucinations after consuming a spiked drink. Her actions resulted in damaging the property (smashing the glass panes) and causing injury to another guest (Daniel). Harriet's potential defenses may include:
Automatism: 
Harriet might raise the defense of automatism, which describes a situation in which a defendant's acts are uncontrollable and involuntary. Harriet may be able to argue that she lacked the required control or awareness to be held criminally accountable for her conduct if she can show that they were the product of an involuntary act, such as the hallucinations brought on by the tainted drink.
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Harriet can contend that her behavior was caused by involuntary intoxication. She may be able to make the case that she lacked the essential purpose or Mens Rea to commit the offenses if she can demonstrate that she was not aware that the drink she consumed included alcohol and that doing so caused her hallucinations and subsequent behavior. It's crucial to remember that voluntary intoxication normally isn't a defense unless it eliminates the precise purpose necessary for a specific offense.
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Harriet can potentially assert her lunacy as a defense. This defense contends that the defendant's mental condition at the time of the offense made it difficult for them to comprehend the nature and significance of their acts or to discern right from wrong. Harriet could be able to use insanity as a defense if she can show that her hallucinations were a sign of a mental illness that impaired her ability to comprehend the effects of her conduct.
Mistake or Lack of Intent:
Harriet could argue that she genuinely believed there was a fire and acted out of a reasonable belief for her safety, thus lacking the necessary intent to commit the offense. Again, the strength of this defense would depend on the evidence and circumstances.
Final Words:
It's important to remember that criminal culpability and defenses can be intricate, and the result of any court case depends on the particular circumstances and supporting evidence. Automatism, intoxication, and insanity are three possible defenses for Harriet in the given scenario. But how well these defenses work would depend on the particular facts, the applicable laws, and other factors.
Paula and Harriet must seek the counsel of an experienced criminal defense attorney given the complexity of criminal law. A lawyer may evaluate the particular facts, jurisdiction, and legal principles involved in their case and offer correct advice that is specifically catered to their unique circumstances. They may assess the strength of prospective defenses and represent Paula and Harriet in court, ensuring their rights are upheld and the best result is sought.
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