


Vinne has committed multiple offences according to the scenario which will be addressed by chronological order with the use of law, case law, Actus reus and Mens rea to detail what he could be liable for. One of the first offences that Vinnie could be liable under is trespassing and burglary as he entered the old man’s room. According to the Theft Act of 1968 Section A the offender can be liable for punishment by entering a building as a trespasser with intent to commit offences. Case examples of burglary can be found with R v Collins [1973] (Burglary entry as a trespasser) and R v Brown [1985] (Burglary and the meaning of entry) which can relate to this current case as the breach of someone’s living space without proper authorisation or permission can lead to prosecution. Firstly, in Vinnie’s case we must establish the Actus Rea. The actus rea is the guilty act of a defendant and his/her actions during the offence date, in this situation Vinnie’s actus reus was him entering the room as a trespasser despite already working as an employee to the care home however it’s already been noted that someone can exceed their permissions while being inside of said care home thus it can constitute as burglary or trespassing in this given situation with the case of case of R v Jones & Smith [1976] show casing that the defendant exceeded his permissions by stealing which shows that the actus reus is satisfied on the defendant’s part since Vinne later picks up the antique watch before leaving the room without any form of lawful excuse. On top this another factor to consider is the defendant’s men’s reus which states for burglary that the defendant must know that they’re a trespasser which can be seen as Vinne’s entire motive to enter the victim’s room was to steal the large sum of cash thus allowing to establish his mens reus with the previous case of R v Collins where the defendant was charged with Section 9 of the Theft Act 1968 Subsection 1 A on the grounds that he entered her home as a trespasser to commit a malicious act.  

Now focusing specifically on the fact that Vinnie stole the elderly man’s watch to later sell for financial gain. Here it can be stated that Vinnie committed another offence under Section 1 of the Theft Act 1968 which states that the defendant can be liable for theft if he dishonestly appropriates property from another intention to permanently deprive the victim. It can be stated that Vinnie actus reus of theft was him appropriating ownership of the watch by physically taking it without the consent of the owner while his mens rea was his intention to deprive the owner of permanently by selling it for financial gain with the case of with R v Woodman [1974] further enforcing that taking a property of another without their consent will lead to criminal prosecution. 

Moving on its found that Vinnie has committed more offences. To summarise the defendant felt disgruntled after he heard that his co-worker Louise reported him to management so out of revenge, he decided to damage her motor vehicle by scratching the doors with his key. Criminal damage Act of 1971 Section 1 states that a person who damages or destroys property of another without lawful excuse is liable for punishment. In this situation Vinnie’s actus reus was the action of damaging the car that didn’t belong to him.
 
Afterwards we know that Vinnie has committed more offences after he finds out that a co-worker (Lousie) has reported him to management thus causing the defendant to act with malice. With that being said Vinne would damage the co-worker’s car by scratching the car doors with his own keys which would make him liable for punishment as the Criminal damage Act of 1971 Section 1 states that a person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence. Firstly, one must establish the actus reus for the defendant and his conduct during this incident. 

The guilty act was conducted in public when Vinnie scratched the car doors with his keys with his conduct resulting in damages to the motor vehicle with the circumstances showing that said vehicle belonged to a different person (e.g Lousie) which shows the result that the car has now been vandalised by the defendant. Another thing to consider is how the damages would affect the victim; not only the car now looks like it’s in a ruined state there’s also the consideration that Vinnie caused that property’s value to decrease when he scratched it with the case of Roper v Knott [1898] showcasing that intentional damaged to a product of value is something that can impact on an owner or retailer however it should also be considered that the vehicle is still operational and like the case of Roper v Knott the product that was damaged wasn’t fully useless. Moving on the establishment of the men’s rea or the guilty mind should be another point of focus as firstly it needs to be established whether the defendant did the offence out of malicious intent or out of recklessness with both being able to put the defendant under a guilty charge.  It’s already known that the defendant became disgruntled thus contributing to his act of carrying out the crime intending to deprive Lousie of a commodity which is further enforced by the Criminal Damage act of 1971 section 2 which states that a defendant can be guilty of intending to damage a property that belongs to another which as stated previously that Vinnie had the intent to damage the victim’s motor vehicle.  The case of Roe v Kimberlee [1986] the court ruled that even temporary damage of a property with non-reckless intent can still rule the defendant as guilty. 

Moving forward the next events happen several days later when the police arrive to his property before demanding to speak to Vinne which prompted him to respond by aiming a firearm out of the letterbox before firing a shot which missed the LEOs and killed Mrs Quinn (an innocent bystander) moments later.  The offences that Vinnie could be liable under in this situation are numerous with the first being carrying an illegal weapon with Section 16 of the Firearms Act (1968) stating that it’s an offence to have in possession any firearm or ammunition with intent to endanger alongside the offences which involves the Offences Against a Person’s act, Murder and Manslaughter. 

To put it simply Vinnie’s Actus reus elements consist of him owning a firearm before using it to threaten and later attempting to murder or cause bodily harm to the police officers with relevant case law such as of R v Coles [1994] (stating even under “duress” the defendant’s threats were still unlawful in eyes of the court), and R v Pommell [1995] (Defendant not surrendering a firearm) while more serious crimes such as murder needs to be addressed in more detail.  According to Lord Coke unlawfully killing a reasonable creature who is under the monarch’s peace with malice is liable for murder with the guilty action of murder being the unlawful killing of Mrs Quinn while manslaughter can be categorised in two situations whether it was with involuntary or voluntary manslaughter. In turn for manslaughter to happen there must be a dangerous criminal act with the case of R v Lowe [1973] supporting this point; meanwhile the overall mens rea of the defendant’s mind and intent with Vinnie believing that the police arrived at his property to arrest him in connection with whatever happened in the care home so out of desperation he breaches both the OAPA 1861 section 16 and Firearms Act 1968 section 16 by having malicious intentions to threaten a human life which corresponds to the guilty actions with him aiming his weapon out of the letterbox to attempt murder or bodily harm.  To further add on the Mens rea for murder itself is having the intention to kill or cause bodily harm to the victim with to R v Cunningham [1982] and R v Inglis [2010] being relevant cases as Vinnie did intend to kill those policemen while it can also be argued that he committed manslaughter with is intentions being directed at the police. The case of as R v Davies [1975] states that the defendant lost control due to a provocation thus committing voluntary manslaughter while in the case of R v Franklin [1883] The defendant did not foresee his actions ending up killing a bystander in which case Vinnie was provoked to have resorted to use his weapon but didn’t foresee accidentally killing Mrs Quinn however provocation is only usable if the dead did anything to the defendant in which case we have no mention that Mrs Quinn provoked him during or before the incident took place so it’s most likely that Vinnie will be trailed under murder. 

Other offences where the defendant could be liable for is injuring the victim. Vinnie’s gunshot must’ve caused a wound thus injuring her on the scene which could bring him guilty under the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 Section 20 states “Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously wound or inflict any grievous bodily harm upon any other person, either with or without any weapon or instrument, shall be guilty of an offence and liable, on conviction on indictment, to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 7 years.”  In this case Vinnie actus reus would’ve caused a grievous body of harm to Mrs Quinn and could make be prosecuted on the charges of injuring the victim as well with the case of R v Latimer [1886] having similar circumstances while the mens rea could be attributed to the circumstances in which the defendant acted malicious in trying to attack the police officers with his firearm. 

In conclusion Vinnie has been shown to be triable under multiple of offences with the use of displaying MR and AR to prove that his offences would link to the stature or laws that have been put in place, additionally the use of past case laws helped in further establishing the links. In turn it’s found that Vinnie would be guilty of owning a firearm, causing criminal damage, trespassing and burglary, criminal damage, threating behaviour, murder and possibly grievous bodily harm.
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