Question 1
After reviewing the report, it was found that there were no witnesses or CCTV footage of the alleged assault. Therefore, there is insufficient evidence to prove the defendant's guilt or lawful arrest. Additionally, the defendant has an enhanced level Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) check, which is required to maintain her employment and registration with the Health Care Professions Council. As a result, she has a clean character.
It appears that PC Roberts failed to provide Rachel Jones with appropriate caution, which is in violation of Pace Code G
As stated in 3.3 A person who is arrested, or further arrested, must be informed at the time 
if practicable, or if not, as soon as it becomes practicable thereafter, that 
they are under arrest and of the grounds and reasons for their arrest.
It seems that PC Roberts did not inform Rachel Jones about this information. Instead, he simply assumed that Mary was telling the truth. This information includes the reasons behind the arrest and the caution that was given.
1.2 The exercise of the power of arrest represents an obvious and significant 
interference with the Right to Liberty and Security under Article 5 of the 
European Convention on Human Rights set out in Part I of Schedule 1 to the 
Human Rights Act 1998. 
1.3 The use of the power must be fully justified and officers exercising the 
power should consider if the necessary objectives can be met by other, less 
intrusive means. Absence of justification for exercising the power of arrest 
may lead to challenges should the case proceed to court. It could also lead 
to civil claims against police for unlawful arrest and false imprisonment. 
When the power of arrest is exercised it is essential that it is exercised in a 
non-discriminatory and proportionate manner which is compatible with the 
Right to Liberty under Article 5. See Note 1B. 
1.4 Section 24 of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (as substituted by 
section 110 of the Serious Organised Crime and Police Act 2005) provides 
the statutory power for a constable to arrest without warrant for all 
offences. If the provisions of the Act and this Code are not observed, both 
the arrest and the conduct of any subsequent investigation may be open to 
question. 
1.2 The exercise of the power of arrest represents an obvious and significant 
interference with the Right to Liberty and Security under Article 5 of the 
European Convention on Human Rights set out in Part I of Schedule 1 to the 
Human Rights Act 1998. 


Question 2 
Based on the prosecutor's refusal to provide a statement and the results of house-to-house inquiries, it has been discovered that there were no witnesses to the alleged assault and no CCTV footage is available.
When deciding whether there is enough evidence to charge, Crown Prosecutors must consider
whether evidence can be used in court and is reliable and credible, and there is no other material
that might affect the sufficiency of evidence. Crown Prosecutors must be satisfied there is enough
evidence to provide a "realistic prospect of conviction" against each defendant.
Prosecutors cannot direct the police or other investigators. However, prosecutors must have
regard to the impact of any failure to pursue an advised reasonable line of inquiry or to comply with
a request for information, when deciding whether the application of the Full Code Test should be
deferred or whether the test can be met at all.
 Prosecutors should identify and, where possible, seek to rectify evidential weaknesses but,
subject to the Threshold Test (see section 5), they should quickly stop cases which do not meet the
evidential stage of the Full Code Test (see section 4) and which cannot be strengthened by further
investigation, or where the public interest clearly does not require a prosecution (see section 4).
Although prosecutors primarily consider the evidence and information supplied by the police and
other investigators, the suspect or those acting on their behalf may also submit evidence or
information to the prosecutor, before or after charge, to help inform the prosecutor’s decision. In
appropriate cases, the prosecutor may invite the suspect or their representative to do so.
Prosecutors must only start or continue a prosecution when the case has passed both stages of
the Full Code Test. The exception is when the Threshold Test may be applied (see section 5).
4.2 The Full Code Test has two stages: (i) the evidential stage; followed by (ii) the public interest
stage.
4.3 The Full Code Test should be applied:
a. when all outstanding reasonable lines of inquiry have been pursued; or
b. prior to the investigation being completed, if the prosecutor is satisfied that any further
evidence or material is unlikely to affect the application of the Full Code Test, whether in
favour of or against a prosecution.
4.4 In most cases prosecutors should only consider whether a prosecution is in the public interest
after considering whether there is sufficient evidence to prosecute. However, there will be cases
where it is clear, prior to reviewing all the evidence, that the public interest does not require a
prosecution. In these instances, prosecutors may decide that the case should not proceed further.
4.5 Prosecutors should only take such a decision when they are satisfied that the broad extent of
the criminality has been determined and that they are able to make a fully informed assessment of
the public interest. If prosecutors do not have sufficient information to take such a decision, the
investigation should continue and a decision taken later in accordance with the Full Code Test set
out in this section
The Evidential Stage
4.6 Prosecutors must be satisfied that there is sufficient evidence to provide a realistic prospect of
conviction against each suspect on each charge*. They must consider what the defence case may be,
and how it is likely to affect the prospects of conviction. A case which does not pass the evidential
stage must not proceed, no matter how serious or sensitive it may be.
Is the evidence reliable?
Prosecutors should consider whether there are any reasons to question the reliability of the
evidence, including its accuracy or integrity.
Is the evidence credible?
Prosecutors should consider whether there are any reasons to doubt the credibility of the
evidence.
4.14 Prosecutors should consider each of the following questions:
a) How serious is the offence committed?
The more serious the offence, the more likely it is that a prosecution is required.
When assessing the seriousness of an offence, prosecutors should include in their
consideration the suspect’s culpability and the harm caused, by asking themselves the
questions at b) and c).
Third condition - The seriousness or the circumstances of the case justifies the
making of an immediate charging decision
5.8 The seriousness and the circumstances of the case should be assessed in relation to the alleged
offending and should be linked to the level of risk created by granting bail.

Question 3 – Ms. Jones has pleaded not guilty, exercising her right to a fair trial and the chance to defend herself against the accusations. This principle ensures that she shouldn't be deprived of her freedom unless there are compelling reasons to do so..


Question 4
Ms. Jones pleaded guilty at the earliest opportunity, demonstrating remorse and an acknowledgement of her wrongdoing. This plea has spared the victim from the stress of a trial and reflects well on her willingness to take responsibility. Neither Ms. Jones nor her sons have prior criminal records. This can be seen as indicative of her character and potential for rehabilitation. While not an excuse for the offense, it's worth noting that Ms. Jones was in a state of distress and anger following the discovery of drugs in her residence. The sentencing guidelines for this offense recommend a range of potential sentences, considering the gravity of the injury inflicted and the overall circumstances. Given the specific details of this case, including the pre-existing tensions and the impact on the victim's professional commitments, the court should consider a sentence that reflects the seriousness of the offence while also taking into account Ms. Jones' plea and her lack of previous convictions.In light of the facts presented, a custodial sentence would be appropriate in this case. While Ms. Jones has demonstrated remorse through her early guilty plea, the seriousness of the offense, the impact on the victim, and the need to deter such behavior should be central to the court's deliberations.
