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Lesson plan 

Non-fatal offences 
Craig Beauman 

The big picture Students are researching common assault in 
relation to non-fatal offences. This is to be used 
in an essay or to help answer a scenario-type 
question on non-fatal offences. OCR students will 
develop the skills required for their 2017 G154 
exam paper. 

Objectives LO1: for students to develop an understanding of 
the constituent parts of common assault. 

LO2: for students to be able to describe the 
definition of common assault in relation to the 
hierarchy of non-fatal offences. 

LO3: for students to be able to apply the 
definition of common assault to a given scenario 
and conclude liability. 

AfL LO: for students to achieve their individual 
targets on this topic on their differentiated 
tracking sheets. 

Engagement Complete a wall display — definition of common 
law timeline  

Add to the class exemplar folder 

One-to-one demos 

Stickability Five key points on common assault 

Eight key cases on common assault 

ILAC or IDEA method of tackling scenario 
question  

Attainment for learning Use individual tracking sheet for common assault. 

Students should know their minimum target grade 
and their aspiration grade and how to ‘bridge the 
gap’. 

Tackle the question: ‘Common assault needs a 
thorough statutory definition and not one that 
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needs interpretation by the judiciary.’ Discuss 

Learning episodes Task 1: demonstration/discussion (teacher led) — 
what have we found out?  

Task 2: demonstration/discussion (student led) — 
what is the law’s response to situations? 

Task 3 demonstration/discussion (teacher led) — 
what does our research tell us about Sandra’s 
situation?  

Differentiation Support students: grade A*/A; C/D and E/U — 
add to exemplar folder on topic. 

Absenteeism/reluctance to engage etc. 

Male/female attitudes to parts of consent. 

Refer to individual target sheets. 

Task within tasks (e.g. engagement). 

Common assault: brief notes for flipped learning 
Students should get into three groups. Allocate each task to one of the groups one to complete before 
the class. Each task must be understood by each group but only the group it is allocated to will carry 
out the task.  

Task 1: summarising the law 
Students in this group should answer the following questions: 

1 Common assault is made up of two summary offences. How are they defined? Where would you 
find definitions of these two offences? 

2 Can an assault be committed by an omission? 

3 Under the actus reus of assault, how has ‘apprehend immediate unlawful force’ been interpreted by 
the courts? 

4 Using a case or cases, explain whether words can negate an assault. 

5 For a battery to be committed there must be ‘force’ applied. Why is ‘force’ a misleading part of the 
definition?  

6 A battery could be committed by using a trap, such as digging a hole and covering it up. List another 
five ways that a battery could be committed by an indirect act? 

7 In which two ways can the mens rea for common assault be committed? 
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Task 2: summarising the cases 
Students in this group should complete the following table. The first case is completed to get you 
started.  

Case name Summary of facts Area of importance in 
common assault 

Ratio decidendi 

Constanza (1997) D wrote over 800 
letters to V and made 
numerous phone calls. 
V considered last two 
letters to be threats  

Actus reus of assault 
— the interpretation of 
‘immediate’ 

Assault occurred 
due to fear of 
violence 

Ireland (1997) 

 

 

 

 

  

Lamb (1967) 

 

 

 

 

  

Smith v CC of Woking 
(1983) 

 

 

 

  

Tuberville v Savage 
(1669) 

 

   

Light (1857)  

 

 

 

 

  

Collins v Wilcock 
(1984)  

 

   

Fagan (1969) 

 

 

 

 

  

Martin (1881) 

 

 

 

  

DPP v Santana-
Bermudez (2003) 
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Task 3: the scenario 
Students in this group should discuss the following scenario and make notes on the law involved: 

Sandra is in a park when she spots her ex-boyfriend’s new girlfriend, Tara. Sandra shouts at Tara and 
says: ‘If it wasn’t so hot, I’d come over there and smash your head in!’ Tara smiles sarcastically at 
Sandra and walks off. Annoyed, Sandra runs up behind Tara and grabs her hair. Sandra shouts at 
Tara and says: ‘You cow!’ and tries to punch her. Tara moves and the punch misses her. Sandra 
produces a knife, which frightens Tara. Tara jumps back, hitting her head off a wall and causing 
severe bruising. 
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