
Vinnie, who works at Mountain View care home has been arrested following a number of incidents, including the attempted stealing of money of residents, damaging the property of a coworker, owning a firearm, threatening a police officer and killing one of his neighbors.
The first act committed by Vinnie, is Theft, as he attempted to steal the personal belongings of a resident. The definition of theft is contained in s.1(1) of the Theft Act 1968, being: “A person is guilty of theft if they dishonestly appropriate property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it”. This definition provides us with the elements of this offence. Its actus reus has three requirements: That the property was appropriated, and the rights of the owner assumed which is defined in section 3(1) of the Theft Act, as well as the property belonging to another which is defined in section 5(1) of the Theft Act. Appropriation, as per s.3(1) requires that the defendant must have assumed the rights of the owner, such as the right to move, take, or use the item, which was attempted by Vinnie, however failed due to an inability to find the item. The property did, however, belong to another as per section 5(1). The Mens Rea of the offence has two requirements: Dishonesty, and the intention to permanently deprive. Dishonesty is determined by the updated common law test established in Ivey [2017], which requires both that the court consider the defendant’s actual state of knowledge or belief as to the facts, which would clearly be that the money would be owned by the resident as Vinnie is an employee of the home. The court must also consider whether the conduct would be considered dishonest by the standards of the ordinary person, which it almost certainly would be due to the age of the victim, Vinnie’s position of power over them as an employee of the care home as well as Vinnie’s prior knowledge of the owner. Vinnie would be considered dishonest under the test considered in Ivey [2017]. The Mens Rea of theft also requires that the defendant have an intention to permanently deprive the victim of their property, which is decided by the jury, however, is defined in s.6 of the Theft Act and would be satisfied by Vinnie’s actions. Vinnie would likely be found guilty of theft were it not for his inability to actually find the property he intended to take.
The next offence that Vinnie may have committed is that of criminal damage. Criminal damage is defined in S.1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971: “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”. The types of property that can be considered in an offence of criminal damage are defined later in s.10(1), notably tangible items, such as a car. It was also clear that Vinnie had prior knowledge of the owner. Criminal damage can be committed either through destruction of property or through its damage, which can include physical damage as seen in Gayford v Chouler [1898] and Roe v Kingerlee [1986], rendering the item unfit for purpose (Lloyd v DPP [1992]) or impairing its value (Roper v Knott [1898]). It is likely that Vinnie will be found to have permanently damaged the property and has impaired its value. The actus reus of criminal damage also requires that the defendant have no lawful excuse as to the crime. Sections 5(2)(a) and 5(2)(b) provide specific defenses, which are that the defendant believed that the person entitled to connect to the damage had either consented or would have consented, which could not be the case as it is made clear that Vinnie and the owner of the vehicle have a poor relationship, as well as it being unreasonable to do so; and the protection of property having caused damage to other property inadvertently, which would not be the case as it was clearly intended damage. Criminal damage is a basic intent crime, meaning it can be committed with a mindset of direct or oblique intent, or subjective recklessness. Vinnie would likely be seen as having direct intent, as Vinnie had done this in anger, making the direct aim or purpose of dragging the key across the car to cause damage.
Vinnie has also likely committed the offence of assault. The definition of Assault is found in Fagan v Metropolitan Police Commissioner [1968]: “The defendant will commit an assault where he intentionally or recklessly causes the victim to apprehend immediate unlawful violence”. The actus reus of assault has 2 elements, being that there was conduct on the part of the accused and that these actions caused the victim to apprehend immediate unlawful violence, or a battery. As seen in R v Ireland and R v Burstow [1998], the defendant must undertake some act, which in the case of Vinnie would be the brandishing of the firearm. It is also required that the act undertaken by the defendant causes the victim to apprehend or fear unlawful violence as seen in R v Constanza [1997]. It would be the normal and natural response to fear immediate violence if someone brandishes a weapon. The Mens Rea of assault is that of basic intent, meaning that both direct intention, indirect intention and recklessness would suffice. It is clear due to the brandishing of a weapon that it was Vinnie’s aim or purpose to cause fear of immediate violence, showing him to have direct intent. 
Finally, Vinnie may have committed murder by accidentally shooting a neighbor. The definition of Murder was stated by Lord Coke in the 17th century “Unlawfully killing a reasonable person who is in being and under the king’s peace, the death following within a year and a day with malice aforethought”, however this is interpreted today as unlawful killing outside of war, and in doing so intending to cause death or grievous bodily harm. The actus reus of murder requires unlawful killing; the actual conduct of the death, which is demonstrated in Gibbins and Proctor [1918] and is satisfied by Vinnie killing the neighbor, Mrs. Quinn. The actus reus also requires that the act cause the death, which can be committed by acts and omissions such as in Gibbins and Proctor [1918]. It is also important to note that any acceleration of death would satisfy. It is made clear that Mrs. Quinn’s death was caused by the gunshot. The mens rea of murder is specific intention to cause grievous bodily harm or death. This is satisfied by indirect intent as it would only require that causing grievous bodily harm or causing death would be a virtual certainty, and that a reasonable person would consider it to be so. Additionally, it is irrelevant that Vinnie was attempting to attack a police officer due to the doctrine of transferred malice set out in Latimer [1886]. 
In Conclusion, Vinnie has likely committed Criminal Damage, Assault and Murder. 
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