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[bookmark: _Toc172913595]Introduction
This study addresses Linda and Michael's criminal liability in a scenario. For removing Aida's jewellery and destroying her dress, Linda is investigated under the Theft Act 1968 and the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The analysis examines theft and criminal damage actus reus and mens rea, supported by case law. Michael's actions that killed Billy can be identified under gross negligence and unlawful act manslaughter, marking legal principles and court decision.
[bookmark: _Toc172913596]Potential Criminal Offences for Linda
[bookmark: _Toc172913597]Theft: Legal Framework and Analysis
Linda's theft of Aida's jewellery breach Section 1(1) of the Theft Act 1968. Stolen property is unfairly taken to permanently damage. Theft involves appropriation, property, and belonging.
Any assumption of the owner's rights, including possession, is appropriation under Section 3(1). When Linda take the diamonds without Aida’s permission, meets the appropriation criteria since she obtained ownership. Assuming the owner's rights are enough to define appropriation in R v Morris [1983]. In R v Gomez [1993], the House of Lords determined that dishonest appropriation is permitted even with the owner’s permission. Linda took the jewellery without Aida's consent, satisfy the appropriation condition. According to Section 9(1)(b) of the Theft Act 1968, burglary occurs when a trespasser steals or attempts to take property in a building, making it arguably a burglary. She was not trespassing in the building.
Section 4(1) of the Theft Act 1968 defines property as money and all other property, real or personal, including things in action and intangible property. As personal possessions, Aida's jewellery match this criterion.
Section 5(1) of the Theft Act 1968 stipulates that property belongs to another if that person possesses custody, control, or a proprietary right or interest in it. Aida had possession and proprietary rights, making the jewellery hers. Linda taking the jewellery, meets the requirement that they belong to someone else.
Theft requires dishonesty and an intent to permanently deprive the owner. Section 2 of the Theft Act 1968 defines dishonesty vaguely but sets standards. In the case of R v Ghosh [1982], the test for dishonesty was established, considering whether the defendant's conduct would be regarded as dishonest by the ordinary standards of reasonable and honest people and if the defendant realised that their conduct would be regarded as dishonest by those standards. 
But more than that, there is a new case law used in evaluating dishonesty, and that's the Ivey test. The Ivey v Genting Casinos [2017] case eliminated the subjective component of the Ghosh test, determining dishonesty just based on the conduct would be considered dishonest by the standards of reasonable and honest people. Linda's removing Aida's jewellery and making holes in her clothes were likely dishonest. CCTV evidence suggests Linda knew her activities were dishonest.
Section 6(1) of the Theft Act 1968 indicates that a person has the purpose to permanently deprive if they treat the property as their own to dispose of regardless of the other's rights. Linda took Aida's jewels without intending to return them and damaged her dress, showed her desire to permanently take them.
[bookmark: _Toc172913598]Criminal Damage: Legal Implications
Linda's making holes in Aida's clothing is criminal damage under the Criminal Damage Act 1971, in addition to stealing. The actus reus of criminal damage involves destroying or damaging another's property, but the mens rea requires intentional or accidental damage or harm. Linda's planned act of cutting the clothing in this setting meets the crime's actus reus and mens rea components.
The case of R v Smith [1974] is critical for understanding the standards for criminal damage. The court ruled that the damage must be less important instead of permanent. Linda's cutting holes in the clothing caused more than minor damage, meeting the actus reus standard. Additionally, her voluntary activities demonstrate a strong dislike for the property's state.

[bookmark: _Toc172913599]Analysis of Theft and Criminal Damage
Linda's actions in stealing the jewellery and damaging the clothing showed her complete disregard for Aida’s property rights. According to Hall (1968), theft requires proving appropriation and intent. The evidence captured on CCTV supports both elements, demonstrating Linda’s intention to permanently takes the goods from Aida possessions. The case of R v Ghosh [1982] further elaborates on the test for dishonesty, which is subjective and objective. Linda’s actions fail the Ghosh test as they would be considered dishonest by the standards of reasonable and honest people. However, there’s a new law case to use here instead of the Ghosh test, which is the Ivey test. It’s based on Ivy v Genting Casinos [2017], which eliminated the subjective component of the Ghosh test. Under the Ivey test, the determination of dishonesty is based only just on the conduct and would be considered dishonest by the standards of reasonable and honest people, Linda’s own belief about the legality or morality of her actions.
In the context of criminal damage, Linda’s decisions and actions are consistent with the legal principles indicated in the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The case of R v Cunningham [1957] illustrates the recklessness standard, which is evident in Linda’s dislike the condition of Aida’s clothing.
[bookmark: _Toc172913600]Comparative Case Analysis
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]The law on theft provides a framework for examining Linda's activities. In R v Turner (No 2) [1971], the defendant was convicted of theft after withdrawing his car from a garage without paying for the required repairs. This case showed the possession does not need property to be in another's legal custody, ownership and control are sufficient. Linda's appropriation of the jewellery meets the theft criterion, regardless of her connection with Aida.
Regarding criminal damage, the case of R v Fiak [2005] demonstrated that Fiak had sustained damage for the purposes of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. Linda's actions, which caused irreversible damage to Aida's clothing, crossed the limits. Her purposeful actions are clearly compatible with known and accepted legal law.
[bookmark: _Toc172913601]Potential Criminal Offences for Michael
[bookmark: _Toc172913602]Manslaughter: Legal Framework and Analysis
Michael's actions in causing Billy's death to show the important question of manslaughter responsibility. This may be studied in two ways: gross negligence manslaughter and unlawful act manslaughter.
[bookmark: _Toc172913603]Unlawful Act Manslaughter
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]The foundational decision of R v Church [1966] clarifies the theory of illegal act manslaughter, stating that unlawful conduct must be dangerous and result in death. The conduct must be absolutely dangerous which can be view by a reasonable person, illegal in its own right, and directly responsible for the death. Michael's push is considered illegal behaviour, especially abuse, under the Criminal Justice Act of 1988. The use of illegal force in the event of abuse satisfies the actus reus criterion. In contrast, Michael's intention in pushed Billy, satisfies the mens rea requirement.
His act is clearly showed, which means that any person would expect some sort of harm to be from such an activity, true intention of the actual purpose of causing serious injury. According to the case in R v Newbury and Jones [1977], which held that the defendant is not obligated to predict the exact harm that would occur. The act of pushing Billy, which resulted in his death from a cerebral haemorrhage after striking his skull, clearly comes within the definition of illegal act manslaughter in Michael's case.

[bookmark: _Toc172913604]Final Thoughts and Legal Advice
[bookmark: _Toc172913605]Conclusion on Michael’s Case
Michael's actions that led to Billy's death put him in danger of being convicted of involuntary manslaughter. The evidence supports gross negligence manslaughter as well as illegal conduct manslaughter. Michael's push, which was characterised as an assault under the Criminal Justice conduct of 1988 in the context of illegal conduct manslaughter, was objectively dangerous and directly caused Billy's death, as determined in R v Church [1966]. Michael breached his duty of care to Billy under the law of gross negligence manslaughter, and his conduct was highly negligent, as defined in R v Adomako [1995].
[bookmark: _Toc172913606]Conclusion of Linda’s Case
Linda knows clear the accusations of stealing and criminal harm. Her intentional damage to the clothes and premeditated appropriation of Aida's jewelleries satisfies the statutory elements for both actions. The Criminal Damage Act 1971 and the Theft Act 1968 provide legal justification for these charges, supported by substantive evidence such as CCTV evidence.
[bookmark: _Toc172913607]Final Recommendations
Michael and Linda should fully cooperate with their legal experts and the court process. They must be prepared for the legal consequences of their acts and investigate all options for minimising their penalties. It will be critical to have legal assistance to ensure their rights are protected and they get a fair trial. 
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