	
	
	



To address the problem question, it will be highlighted of the areas where Vinnie committed a criminal offence for which he may be held liable. To identify the criminal offence, the actus reus and mens rea will explain what Vinnie did and be supported by other legal cases. Using the IRAC structure to refer to potential offences and provide a summary of potential overall liability.
[bookmark: _Int_WXcmoukT]Vinnie is liable for criminal offence Section 1 (1) Theft Act 1968 the offence stated, “a person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with intention of permanently depriving the other of it”. Vinnie had the intention to permanently deprive the other of it, when he entered the elderly persons bedroom in search of personal property which he had stolen the vintage watch and wanted to sell it.  
The element of actus reus the theft offence includes Appropriates S3 (1) states “any assumption by a person of the rights of an owner amounts to an appropriation, and this includes where he has come by the property (Innocently or not) without stealing it, any later assumption of the right to be it by keeping or dealing with it as it owner.” As Vinnie assumes the right of the owner when he takes the vintage watch with the purpose of selling it. Assumption of the right of an owner include the “right to possess the property, the right to use it, to consume it, destroy it, sell it, give it away, lend it, move it and price it” (R v Darroux, 2018). 
Furthermore, the element of actus reus for theft is Property. According to S4 (1) TA 1968, property includes “money and all other property, real or personal, including things in action and other intangible property”. Personal property includes jewellery, phones, vehicles, TV sets, illegal drugs but does not include land. Vinnie had taken the vintage watch that amounts to personal property. 
Next, element of actus reus for theft is Belonging to another. According to S5 (1) TA 1968 the wider definition for the phrase belonging to another where it states, “Property shall be regarded as belonging to any person having possession or control of it or having in it any proprietary right or interest...”  the vintage watch belongs to the elderly resident as Vinnie works at Mountain View care home. 
The mens rea of Theft Act 1968 with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. According to S6 (2) states “where a person, having possession or control (lawfully or not) of property belonging to another, parts with the property under a condition as to its return which he may not be able to perform, this (if done for purposes of his own and without the other’s authority) amounts to treating the property as his own to dispose of regardless of the other’s rights”. Vinnie had direct intention when he decided to search the bedroom for the money, but he did not find it. Instead, he saw a vintage watch and decided to take it with the purpose of selling it. 
The mens rea of Theft Act 1968 dishonesty. According to S2 (1) of an appropriation of property belonging to another amounts to theft if it is done dishonestly. Vinnies action showed that he was dishonest by the standards of ordinary decent people as his actions were clear that Vinnie did not intend to return the watch (Ivey v Genting Casinos UK Ltd, 2017). 
Vinnie is liable for criminal offence of Criminal Damage Act 1971. According to S1 (1) destroying or damages property “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 offense”. 
The elements of actus reus the criminal damage act 1971. According to S10 (1) “in this Act “property” means property of tangible nature, whether real or personal including money” Vinnie had caused visible damage, when he scratches the side of the car with his key belonging to Louise.
The elements of actus reus the criminal damage act 1971. According to S10 (2)b CDA 1971 “Property shall be treated for the purposes of this Act as belonging to any person - having in it any proprietary right or interest”. Vinnie had interest in causing the damage to the car belonging to Louise which result in reduce its value (R v Fiak, 2005). 
The elements of mens rea the criminal damage act 1971. Vinnie had direct intention and purpose when he damages car belonging to Louise. Vinnie had been reckless as he committed intentionally, when he uses his key to scratch it on a side of a panel.
Vinnie is also liable for criminal damage Act 1971. According to S1 (2) CDA1971 “a person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property, whether belonging to himself or another – intends or is reckless to destroying or damages the property and intends by destruction or damage to endanger the life of another or is reckless to this. Vinnie had committed criminal offence without lawful excuse. 
Vinnie is liable for the Theft Act 1968. According to S9 (1) A, “A person is guilty of burglary if: he enters any building or part of a building as a trespasser and with intent to commit any such offense as is mentioned” 
The element of actus reus the burglary is ‘D entered’ Vinnie had entered a part of a building as a trespasser, elderly persons bedroom. A trespasser, someone who is in a building or part of a building without permission to be there. Vinnie enters without permission as permission needs to be written or verbal from the owner. As Vinnie entered a part of a building, it was intentional entry into a building. (R v Jones and Smith, 1976)
The element of mens rea of burglary under S9 (1) A. Vinnie knew or was reckless regarding the fact and circumstances that made him a trespasser, when he takes upon himself to entre. Vinnie knew or was reckless to the fact that the structure entered was a building a Mountain View care home. Vinnie entered with one of the ulterior motives to steal a vintage watch and cause criminal damage to the Louise car as a carpark is a part of a building of Mountain View care home.
Vinnie is liable for Offences against the Person Act 1861. According to s.18 “Whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound or cause any grievous bodily harm to any person, with intent to do some grievous bodily harm to any person, or with intent to resist or prevent the lawful apprehension or detainer of any person, shall be guilty of felony, and being convicted thereof shall be liable to be kept in penal servitude for life (IMPRISONMENT)”. 
The element of actus reus of S.18. Vinnie acted unlawfully and by any means. Furthermore, Vinnie acted unlawful when any person suffered a wound or GBH, when he shoots the bullet misses the police officer. As Vinnie action caused the wound/inflicted the GBH when the bullet hits Mrs Quinn. 
The element of mens rea for S.18. Vinnie acted maliciously but he choice to ignore, when he puts the gun through the letterbox and aims the gun at police officer and shoots. Next, Vinnie intend GBH or intent to prevent the lawful apprehension or detainer, when Vinnie hears the police banging his front door, as they need to speak to him. Lastly, Vinnie is guilty of wounding or causing GBH intent to someone other than intended victim. (R v Latimer, 1886) 
 Vinnie is liable for the Murder. Involuntary manslaughter “unlawful killing without the intent to kill or cause really serious harm and is under common law”. Subjectively reckless manslaughter (Mitchell, 1983). 
The subjective reckless manslaughter element of actus reus. Vinnie kills Mrs Quinn by his actions and Vinnie was aware it is highly probable that he will cause serious bodily harm, when he takes a gun out and tells that he will shoot. 
In conclusion Vinnie is liable for criminal offences such as Theft Act 1968, Criminal damage Act 1971, Offences against the Person Act 1861 and Murder based on legislations and law cases. The actus reus and mens rea have explained Vinnie actions. 







Reference list 
‘R v Fiak’ (2005) EWCA Crim, 2381, Lexis Plus UK. Available: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/document/documentlink/?pdmfid=1001073&crid=56a98fec-2176-46e6-a769-d722cface613&pddocfullpath=%2Fshared%2Fdocument%2Fcases-uk%2Furn:contentItem:59MP-VG31-DYBP-P0NB-00000-00&pdiskwicview=false&prid=a347cfa0-9ebf-4a59-b134-dfbc1bd2c7ea&ecomp=hg4k Accessed: 26/04/2024.  
Criminal Damage Act 1971, c.48. Available: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1971/48/contents Accessed: 26/04/2024. 
Theft Act 1968, c.60. Available: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1968/60 Accessed: 26/04/2024. 
‘R v Darroux’ (2018) EWCA Crim, 1009, Saga Journals.  Available:https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0022018318790805 Accessed: 26/04/2024. 
Burglary (no date) Lexis Plus UK. Available: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/practical-guidance-uk/burglary?crid=0d4eead3-7f34-4496-b918-cf66ba6d3ba7&pddocumentnumber=1 Accessed: 03/05/2024. 
CPS (2022) Offenses against the Person, incorporating the Charging Standard. Assault S.39 Criminal Justice Act 1988. Available: https://www.cps.gov.uk/legal-guidance/offences-against-person-incorporating-charging-standard Accessed: 03/05/2024.
‘R v Latimer’ (1886) 51 JP 184, Lexius Plus UK. Available: https://plus-lexis-com.ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/uk/cases-uk/r-v-latimer?crid=149bf821-770d-4936-b145-d215f0f3280c&pddocumentnumber=1 Accessed: 03/05/2024.
Offences against the Person Act 1861 (c.100) Section 20. Available: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/Vict/24-25/100/section/20 Accessed: 03/05/2024.
Sentencing Council (2018) Manslaughter explained Available:https://www.sentencingcouncil.org.uk/news/item/manslaughter-explained/ Accessed: 03/05/2024.
 
	
	
	



