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1. Dishonesty-
Bryant and Bryant (2020) state dishonesty is not defined under the theft act (1968). There are however defences/examples of what is not dishonest.
· Consent- belief owner would consent if they knew (Jones 2021).
· Right to law- If he appropriates the property in the belief that he has in law the right to deprive the other of it, on behalf of himself or a third person (Bryant and Bryant 2020).
· Lost- owner cannot be discovered after taking reasonable steps to find them (Jones 2021). Bryant and Bryant (2020) state this defence does not apply if the person in question is a trustee.
The (R V Ivey 2017) case resulted in a new objective test for dishonesty in comparison with the previous two limbed Ghosh test. Bryant and Bryant (2020) explain the objective test considers whether an average honest person would deem the act to be dishonest.

Property
Property under the theft act includes moveable and physical items such as money. It also includes intangible items such as trademark logos (Bryant and Bryant 2020). Jones (2021) states it includes things in action and gives the example of copyrights.
Bryant and Bryant (2020) state the taking of flowers, fungi, fruit or wild plants is only considered theft if they are taken for a commercial reason, to sell or for a reward. If the plants etc have been taken in a way that prevents their return eg being uprooted this is also considered theft. Taking wild animals is only considered theft if tamed (Jones 2021). In order for the taking of animal to be considered theft it must have met all the points to prove, therefore we may argue tamed wild animals are considered property under the theft act 1968.
















2. Bryant and Bryant (2020) state the entry must be more than minimal. Jones (2020) states entry is considered to be walking or climbing into a building or part of a building or using a tool to steal eg fishing rod to get keys. Bryant and Bryant (2020) consider this to be using a tool as an extension of themselves but the item must be used for more than gaining entry.
Jones (2020) states using a child under 10 to steal would count as entry but using them to gain access would not. Putting hand in to gain access rather than steal would also not be considered entry (Jones 2021).

















3. Jones (2021) highlights the law regarding grievous bodily harm with intent under the offences against the person act 1861 section 18. Whosever shall unlawfully and maliciously by any means whatsoever wound or cause grievous bodily harm to any person or with intent to resist or prevent the lawful apprehension or detention of any person shall be guilty of an offence.
Points to prove-
Unlawfully and maliciously
Caused grievous bodily harm or wounded a person with intent to
Do grievous bodily harm or resist/prevent lawful apprehension/detention of self/another 
Bryant states (2020) Under the offences against the person act unlawfully means they do not have any legal justification and the malicious intent does not have to be directed at the victim. There does not appear to be legal justification in this case and the malicious intent or mes rea appears to be present. Bryant states (2020) the suspect must know their actions would cause injury but it not necessary for them to forsee the severity. It may be argued the perpetrator would know throwing a brick at a group of people would result in serious injury.
The College of Policing (2015) defines grievous bodily harm as really serious bodily harm. The injuries would be substantial such as a considerable loss of blood or broken bones. As the victim has hospitalised it may be argued the injuries inflicted upon another person were of a very serious nature.
The examples given of GBH with intent by the College of Policing (2015) are prior attacks, kicking the head of the victim, adaptation of a weapon or article to cause injury eg putting barbed wire around a baseball bat. Planned or repeated attack or the use of an offensive weapon. It may be debated whether a brick would constitute an offensive weapon however there is no defined length for the planning to have taken place, as the brick was thrown with prior knowledge that it would result in harm it could be argued that it was a planned attack.






















4. Victims are referred to external support charities depending upon the crime.
Code of practice for victims of crime suggests an assessment of their needs would be carried out to establish what support they require. The victims receive an enhanced service if the crime was serious, they are a vulnerable or have been previously targeted. Be notified of the option of making a victim personal statement. They should be kept up to date regarding the investigation for example whether the suspect has been arrested, prosecuted, appeals etc and the times and outcomes of court hearings. request a review of the CPS’s decision. A court familiarisation visit can be arranged and they may enter the court through a different entrance from the suspect. A CPS advocate can help answer questions about the court. They can be part of the Victim Contact Scheme if the offender is sentenced to 12 months or more for a specified violent or sexual offence meaning their VPS could be considered by the parole board. They may also complain about the services received and to receive a response from the service (Ministry of Justice 2015).
 








5. The Peace model is a national framework for planning interviews, according to the college of Policing (2015) it stands for
P-Planning and preparation
E-Engage and explain
A-Account, clarify and challenge
C-Closure
E-Evaluation
Lloyd (2021) states an effectively planned interview is likely to gain reliable information that is of good quality. 
When with a witness College of Policing (2020) sate it important to create a rapport, listen and communicate clearly and identify if the person is vulnerable or intimidated and if they have any support needs or require special measures. Having a stage in which the suspect is engaged may help remind interviewers of the importance of this.
It may be argued the evaluation element allows continuous improvement through self-reflection.
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