

In examining the presented fictional scenario, each criminal offence will be scrutinised based on the unfolding narrative events to determine the potential legal guilt of the individual, Vinnie.
Initially, Vinnie's financial struggles due to the cost-of-living crisis force him to seek solutions for his rent payments. To alleviate his financial burden, he enters the bedroom of an elderly resident but finds no money. However, he comes across a vintage watch and decides to take it to sell for cash. The primary legal infraction potentially attributable to Vinnie is burglary under Section 9(1)(a) of the Theft Act (1968). The actus reus for burglary, as outlined in Section 9(1)(a), involves unlawfully entering a building or any portion thereof as a trespasser. In the case of ‘R v Collins’ [1973], the entry notion was elucidated to require effectiveness and substantiality. Consequently, Vinnie's ingress into the elderly person's bedroom would meet the criteria for entry in the context of burglary. The subsequent aspect of the actus reus pertains to the definition of a building. According to the precedent set in ‘Stevens v Gourley’ [1859], a building necessitates a certain degree of permanence. The elderly person's bedroom exhibits a degree of permanence, meeting the criteria to be considered a building. The ultimate component of the actus reus entails being a trespasser. Trespassing encompasses not only the absence of permission to occupy a building but also surpassing permission that may have been granted. Drawing from ‘R v Smith and Jones’ [1976], it could be argued that Vinnie exceeded his authorised scope. Despite having permission to enter the bedroom as a care home worker, he lacked permission for theft. Thus, Vinnie fulfils the actus reus criteria for burglary under Section 9(1)(a) of the Theft Act (1968). The mens rea for burglary includes entering premises with ulterior motives like theft, GBH, or criminal damage. Vinnie's intent to steal, supported by ‘R v Hale’ [1979], could be argued as his motive. Section 9(1)(b) of the Theft Act (1968) stipulates that if an individual enters any building or part thereof as a trespasser and subsequently steals or attempts to steal any item within the building or that specific part or inflicts or attempts to inflict grievous bodily harm on any person present therein, they are liable under the provisions of the Act. Vinnie's appropriation of the watch would qualify as theft. The actus reus of theft, as defined in Section 1(1) of the Theft Act 1968, states that an individual is guilty of theft if they dishonestly appropriate property belonging to another with the intention to permanently deprive the owner of it. Appropriation, as outlined in Section 3(1), involves assuming ownership rights. Vinnie's action of taking the watch with the intention to sell it adequately fulfils the criteria for appropriation, as exemplified in the precedent set by the case of ‘R v Darroux’ [2018]. In Section 4(1) of the Theft Act 1968, property is defined as tangible, natural, or personal items. The watch appropriated by Vinnie would be classified as tangible property. Furthermore, under Section 5(1) of the Theft Act (1968), ownership by another individual is defined as possession or control, as established in the case of ‘R v Woodman’ [1974]. Vinnie's appropriation of the watch, which rightfully belonged to its owner, satisfies the actus reus of theft as outlined in Section 1(1) of the Theft Act (1968). The mens rea for theft, as described in Section 1(1) of the Theft Act (1968), entails the intention to permanently deprive the owner of the property, accompanied by dishonesty. Section 6(1) of the Theft Act (1968) establishes that the intention to deprive permanently is akin to an outright taking or disposal, as demonstrated in ‘R v Velumyl’ [1989]. Vinnie intends to permanently deprive the elderly person of their watch, which is evident in his plan to sell it. The mens rea involves the element of dishonesty. While Section 2 of the Theft Act (1968) does not explicitly define dishonesty, Vinnie's awareness that the watch did not belong to him and his decision to appropriate it would constitute dishonesty, as affirmed in the case of 'Ivey v Genting Casino UK Ltd' [2017].
The second potential offence for which Vinnie could face criminal liability is basic criminal damage, as outlined in Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971). This section states that "a person who, without lawful excuse, destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged, shall be guilty of an offence." The actus reus of this offence consists of destroying or damaging property belonging to another without lawful excuse. Sections 5(2)(a) and 5(2)(b) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971) specify that "without lawful excuse" means that the defendant either believed they had consent or that consent would have been given or thought that the property, whether belonging to themselves or another, was in immediate need of protection, as illustrated in ‘R v Hunt’ [1987]. Vinnie lacked a lawful justification since he neither believed he had consent nor anticipated Louise's consent regarding the scratches on her car. Furthermore, he did not perceive any immediate necessity for the vehicle's protection. Section 10(2) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971) pertains to the act of destruction or damage. The case ‘R v Hussain’ [2008] establishes that property does not have to be rendered entirely unusable; a decrease in value is sufficient to constitute damage. Vinnie scratching Louise's car may not render it unfit for its intended purpose, but it would decrease its value, thus meeting the criteria for criminal damage. Under Section 10(1) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971), property, as elucidated in ‘Currie v DPP’ (2006), encompasses tangible items, such as Louise's car, which qualifies as real property. The final aspect of the actus reus is ownership by another, delineated in Section 10(2) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971). Since the car belongs to Louise, it is deemed property belonging to another. Thus, Vinnie satisfies the requirements of the actus reus of criminal damage. The mens rea under Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971) involves intending to harm or destroy property or being reckless about it while knowing it belongs to another. Vinnie intentionally scratched Louise's car with his keys, showing direct intent for visible harm. He also knew the car belonged to Louise. Hence, Vinnie meets both the actus reus and mens rea of criminal damage, making him criminally liable for the offence.
The third potential offence for which Vinnie may be held liable is assault under Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act (1988), which defines assault as the defendant intentionally or recklessly causing the victim to apprehend immediate or unlawful personal violence. The actus reus of assault involves the defendant causing the victim to fear immediate unlawful personal violence, necessitating some conduct on the part of the defendant. ‘R v Ireland’ [1997] establishes that the conduct element requires the defendant to make a gesture intending to cause unlawful personal violence. In this scenario, Vinnie's statement to the officer to step away from the door or he will shoot fulfils this requirement. The apprehension of immediate unlawful personal violence typically entails the victim fearing an imminent threat of harm. In this case, it would be reasonable for the officer to fear that Vinnie will indeed shoot him, thereby satisfying the actus reus requirements of assault. The mens rea of both battery and assault involves the defendant's intent or recklessness. Assault must result from intention or recklessness and cannot occur through omission. It can be contended that Vinnie directly intended to induce the officer to apprehend immediate unlawful personal violence to compel the officer to leave, thereby fulfilling the requirements of assault and rendering Vinnie criminally liable. The final potential offence for which Vinnie could face criminal liability is murder. Murder, as a common law offence, lacks a specific statutory definition but is delineated through modern interpretations and precedents established in cases such as R v Woollin [1999]
Murder is the unlawful killing of another individual under the king's peace to cause grievous bodily harm or to kill. In Vinnie's case, a lack of self-defence justification renders his actions unlawful. Additionally, the term "person" refers to a human being who has been born and is not brain dead. The concept of "under the king's peace" pertains to killings not occurring in wartime, as exemplified in the case of ‘R v Gibbins and Proctor’ [1918]. In Vinnie's case, since he wasn't involved in wartime activities, the context applies, fulfilling the actus reus for murder. The mens rea requires intent to kill or cause serious bodily harm. Vinnie's act of pointing the gun through the letterbox and shooting at the police officer indicates his intention to kill, as established in the case of ‘R v Cunningham’ [1982]. Although Vinnie intended to kill the police officer, his actions resulted in the death of Mrs. Quinn, indicating a lack of mens rea for her murder. However, the legal principle of transferred malice allows for transferring intent or malice from the intended victim to another individual. In the context of Vinnie's actions, although his initial intent was directed towards the police officer, the harm caused to Mrs Quinn could result from transferred malice. ‘R v Latimer’ [1886] is a seminal case illustrating murder with transferred malice. Vinnie may potentially face criminal liability for this due to the transferred intent, as his actions led to the murder of Mrs. Quinn. 
In summary, Vinnie could be criminally liable for burglary under Section 9 of the Theft Act (1968), elemental criminal damage under Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act (1971), assault under Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act, and murder with transferred malice.
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