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Introduction:
The legal responsibility that an individual or any other parties have after committing and criminal offence is known as criminal liability. Understanding this criminal liability is the main objectives of this assignment. This assignment is about the case of Paula and Harriet. Paula and Harriet were charged with two different criminal activities. In this assignment, a proper overview of this case will be found. Related laws of the case will also be explained. After that relatable previous case analyses will be found. The criminal level it is for Paula and Harriet will also be described in this assignment. This assignment will also provide some specific defensive action on behalf of Paula and Harriet in the last section. 

Overview of the case:
An unexpected situation was created at the 40th birthday party of Christine's. For celebrating the birthday of Christine's, her husband arranged a surprise party on their anniversary. He gave her wife an expensive gift. An expensive designer handbag was one of the gifts. One of the friends of Christine's called Paula was highly jealous of the lavish gifts. She was also finding the opportunity to steal the handbag. In one moment, she got her opportunity and steeled the handbag. She hides the handbag in her coat and takes it outside. After that, she put it in her car for retrieving it later. There was another incident that happened at the birthday party of Christine.  Leon and Harriet meet each other for the first time at this party. Harriet used to avoid alcohol as she had allergy problems from drinking alcohol. In the absence of Harriet, Leon spikes the drink of Harriet with vodka. After returning from the washroom, Harriet drink spiked drinks which triggered her hallucinations and disorientation. From her hallucination and disorientation, she felt the house is engulfed in flames and she was trying to escape the place. She started to smash the panes of glass in the kitchen, folding doors, and injuring another guest Daniel. Christine and her husband managed to make came Harriet down and they ended the party for that night.

Related law of the case:
Several legal issues rose during the birthday party based on this case.  
Paula took the designer bag of Christian’s which is part of stealing. Generally, the legal consequences depend on countries jurisdiction.  The penalties and the action are generally varied from country to country (Eboibi and F.E., 2021).  In the United Kingdom, stealing offenses are dealing by the Crown Court. The highest penalties for this offense are 7 years imprisonment and/ or an unlimited fine. The theft act 1968 is also applied in the United Kingdom for reducing stealing.  
Assault is the activity of physically harming someone else. Assault is generally known as a crime and a tort. In this case, Harriett hit Daniel and it causes a broken cheekbone which was the part of assault. Assault law is also dependent based on countries jurisdiction. In the United Kingdom, the maximum sentence is five years of custody or seven years of custody based on the intent of the criminal. Most of the time, it causes six-month imprisonment and a fine.  
Harriet was also charged with property damage. She smashed the glass pans in Christine's kitchen (Laird et al., 2020). Harriet will be charged for the property damage act in the United Kingdom.  In the United Kingdom, the criminal damage act of 1971 is used for property damage.  The highest penalty is imprisonment for the highest 10 years.  
Leon's act was also part of illegal activity as she spiked Harriet's drink with vodka.  This incident may be considered an assault, poisoning, or battery based on the United Kingdom’s jurisdiction. If anyone’s tempered with a drink of someone else, he or she will be charged with three months of imprisonment or £2500 fine in the United Kingdom.  
These are some of the relatable laws of this case. 

Relatable previous case analysis:
In this case, the theft act 1968 was used for finding the solution. Morris was arrested for paying a lower sum for certain goods. He was intentionally switching the price tag which was an illegal offense and part of the law of theft. This case is related with the stealing of Paula.  
This case is also examined based on the theft act 1968. In this case, the surgeon was claimed for the fee for operations higher he could not claim for it. This can also be part of a theft act like Paula (Regina v. Ghosh, 1982 E.W.C.A. Crim 2 (1982). 
Lvey v Genting Casinos and Wheatley and another are also two separate cases that were part of the theft act and it was also completed based on the theft act. 
This case is about the drunken assault of an individual. This case is related to Harriet. The crown court did jurisdiction over this case.  The informed case of this assignment will also be examined with this case.  
This case was about two boys who were responsible for burning a newspaper in the back of a shophouse which ultimately burned down all the supermarket and adjoining buildings.  This case is charged with Section 1 criminal damages (United States v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549, 115 S. Ct. 1624, 131 L. Ed. 2d 626 (1995).  Criminal law was applied in these activities. This case is related to the damages Harriet that she did at the party.  Hard charges will also be considered based on the criminal damage act.  
Some other relatable laws again explain the consequences and have to identify the specific problems of the mentioned case. 

Criminal liabilities for Paula and Harriet:
Paula and Harriet were charged with different Criminal liabilities. Their criminal liabilities will be presented based on considerable laws. 
Paula was involved with stealing but it is one of the basic parts of a criminal offense in the jurisdiction of the United Kingdom. She will be charged with different possible penalties and fines based on aspects and consequences. The intention of stealing Christine’s designer handbag was direct and specific (Robinson et al., 2019).  Paula specifically took the handbag without permission.  These activities will be considered theft based on the theft act 1968.  The value of the designer handbag will also be considered at the time of jurisdiction. Paula also hides the handbag on her coat and after that in her car which is also a considerable factor as an additional offense. it will also be part of tampering with evidence.  Paula was predetermined about her stealing which will also be considered by the court. Paula will be charged with possession of the stolen property, tampering with evidence, and obstruction of justice.  
Harriet was involved in property damage and physical harm to Daniel.  When she was in a state of hallucination, she broke the glass and kitchen Staff.  Her activities will be considered as property damage charges, vandalism, criminal mischief, destruction of property, and many more (Yin, et al., 2023).  In this situation, the property act will be considered.  Harriet, it can be charged with different levels of fines and imprisonment.  Harriet was also involved in assault activities.  Assault, aggravated assault, and some other similar offenses will be considered under the country's jurisdiction.



Probable defensive action for Paula and Harriet: 
Paula and Harriet can talk about some defensive action to revoke or reduce their charges.  
Paula Good raises her point that her intention was not permanently to deprive Christine. She also could claim that she took the handbag temporarily.  
She also could claim that she would return this handbag. If Paula can provide a specific justification for her point,  it will reduce her charges. 
Paula also can claim that she thought she was the owner of the handbag and mistakenly took that handbag. If there were any evidence of Paula’s point, she could reduce her charges.  
Harriet also can claim at some point to defend herself.  
Harriet can claim that she had no intention to consume spiked drinks.  That’s why she was not responsible for damaging all the activities (Tyas et al., 2020).  This claim can reduce her charges if she could prove it in court. If Harriet can prove that hard drink was spiked by others, it will help her to revoke her charges.  
Harriet was not in good condition as she had spiked drink and her mental state was not stable during the incident.  She also can claim that intoxication was another reason for doing all the damage (Morris et al., 2019).  If she could prove this claim, it will help to reduce her charges.  
All these activities are the probable defensive action that Paula and Harriet can take for reducing their charges.  They can also do some help from a professional lawyer. 

Conclusion:
This case is about Paula and Harriet Hoyer accused with the charge of theft and damaging property and assault.  Paula was accused of stealing and Harriet was charged with property damage and assaulting Daniel.  Stealing activities of Paula was involved with the theft act in 1968.  On the other hand, the damages activities of Harriet were part of the Criminal damage act of 1971. Some other relatable laws can help to find out solutions in these types of cases.  Paula and Harriet will be liable for their activities.  They can also take some defensive action for protecting themselves and reducing their charges.  They should take suggestions from professional lawyers. 
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