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Theft is defined as an act where a person appropriates property that belongs to another in a dishonest manner and has the intention of depriving the other party permanently of it. (Steel, 2019). In order to establish that the accused is guilty of theft, the actus reus and the mens rea of the accused have to be proven. In this case, previously William Brown was a bar secretary of the rugby club where his duties were checking and ordering stock levels, banking and checking the takings and payment of suppliers. It was alleged that he stole cash and cases of gin and wine worth £3,000 from the takings during the beer festival that had taken place in the club. The stock that was stolen comprised of two cases of gin and ten cases of wine. It is alleged that they had been covered up by stock records that were false.
Actus Reus
 In this case, actus reus refers to the appropriation of property that belongs to another individual. Under Theft Act 1968 section 3 (1), appropriation refers to when a person assumes an owner’s rights. This includes instances where an individual comes across a property either innocently or not innocently and later assumes ownership rights through dealing with it or keeping it as an owner. It also applies in instances where there is transfer of interests or rights in a property for a certain value to an individual who acts in good faith and ownership rights are assumed by the person who believed that acquisition of the property will defect the title of the transferor. In the case of R vs Morris (1983), the court held that appropriation did not need one to assume ownership rights, the defendant interfering adversely with the rights through switching of labels which is an act that is only meant for the owner of the property.
According to section 4 of the Theft Act 1968, property is defined as moneys and all other types of property, person or real, which includes property that is not tangible and objects that are in action. Section 5 of the Theft Act 1968 stipulates that an individual should be in possession or have control over the property that belongs to another person. Also section 5 (3) of the Act states that in instances where the ownership of the property is given to another person and he or she is instructed to deal with it in a particular manner, there is an assumption that the property rights still remain with the giver. In the event where the person receiving the property acts in a manner that is contrary with the instructions given by the giver, such an act will be assumed to be theft. This was demonstrated in the case of Davidge vs Bennett (1984), where the accused was given money by her flat mates to make payment of the gas bill that they shared. Instead, the accused did not pay the gas bill, she used the money for shopping and vacated the premise. The court held that she was guilty of theft because she acted contrary to the instructions given to her on the use of the money hence did not perform her obligations of paying the gas bill.  
Mens Rea
In order to establish mens rea in a crime of theft, the following elements need to be proven dishonesty and the intention to deprive another individual of their property permanently. On the element of dishonesty, section 2 of the Theft Act 1968 provides situations when one is considered to have acted in a dishonest manner. This includes where a person appropriates property with the intention of depriving the right of another person of it. It also involves a situation where a person appropriates property with the assumption that he or she would have been given consent to the ownership and use of the property if the owner was aware of the appropriation. In this case, William Brown is accused of falsifying the stock records which is deemed to be a dishonest act. In addition, it refers to a situation where a person appropriates property with the belief that the owner of the property will not be found through taking steps that are reasonable. In the case of R vs Ghosh (1982), the court provided a two-stage test that can be used in determining if the accused acted in a dishonest manner. The two-stage test includes: did the defendant act in a dishonest manner based on the ordinary standards of people who are reasonable and honest and was the defendant aware that he or she was dishonest based on those standards? On the element of the accused having the intention to permanently deprive one use or ownership of their property, the victim does not have to be permanently deprived of his or her property. The defendant should have the intention of depriving the victim ownership of the property. 
Procedure of Magistrate Court and Crown Court
The Magistrates Courts Act 1980, section 19, provides the procedure that are to be followed by a magistrates’ court  when making a decision whether a case pertaining to a particular case is triable or not triable and the accused has not plead guilty hence should be tried summarily or on indictment. Therefore, it is a requirement for the court to be informed concerning or put into consideration any of the defendant’s convictions previously when determining if the sentencing powers that are available to it are sufficient. William Brown has not been convicted previously. He is known to be of good character and serves in the Territorial Army. 
The court is to consider the representations that are adduced by the defence or prosecution together with the allocating guidelines that are embedded in the Sentencing Guidelines. In addition, under section 20 (3) of the Magistrates’ Court Act 1980 allows defendants who are adults that have indicated a plea of not guilty or have not provided an indication as to plea to seek indication from the Magistrates court the likelihood of a custodial or non-custodial sentence after guilty plea within the magistrates’ court. 
Section 50A, 51, 51A and 52 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1988 governs the procedure of sending indictable cases to the Crown Court. In instances where the accused is sent to the Crown Court for trial, the court will ask if the accused has the intention of making a guilty plea in the Crown Court. In the event where the defendant will plead guilty, the Magistrates court will put in place arrangements that will enable the Crown Court to take the plea of the defendant soon and in instances where the defendant is likely to not plead guilty or does not have an answer, the court will put in place arrangements for case management hearing within the Crown Court. This is perceived to be an imperative stage as it has implications on the type of preparation that will be undertaken by the team of the prosecution and case-listing early. In addition, it is an indicator for the defence to plead guilty at an early stage.
In the event where William is found guilty, the plea in mitigation will include character evidence which aims to prove his good character. This includes being known by people as a man of good character and his occupation in the Territorial Army that requires one to have high integrity. In addition, his undertaking of postgraduate, a net income of 12,000 euros per annum and inherited 50,000 euros from his grandmother.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Magistrate Court 
There are both advantages and disadvantages of having William Brown’s case before the Magistrate’s court. If William Brown has the intention of pleading guilty, having their case in the Magistrate’s court is preferable as they are likely to receive a lower penalty. Also, there is a higher likelihood of the case to be heard by the court soon. The magistrates’ courts procedures are simpler. In the event he is convicted, the cost of the court and sentence will be lower than that of the Crown Court. Some of the disadvantages of Magistrates court include: the rate of one being acquitted is lower as compared to the Crown Court. In addition, there is less likelihood of the magistrates to accept defences that are political. Also, magistrates can have prejudice against community activist associated with certain campaigns which are disruptive within the community. In most instances, magistrates have not undertaken legal training hence may have limited knowledge concerning the law. Also, matters may attract larger penalties as they are likely to be exaggerated. When William Brown is acquitted in the magistrates’ court, the prosecution can appeal on the grounds of a point of law. When the appeal made by the prosecution is successful, William Brown will be convicted and sentenced. In addition, the magistrate’s court does not absolute power in ensuring full disclose of evidence being adduced by the prosecution.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Crown Court
The following are some of the advantages of the Crown Court, the rate of the William Brown being acquitted is higher. (Matthews, 2020). There is a high likelihood for juries within the court to accept defense that is political compared to believing the police. When one is acquitted and the prosecution lodges an appeal and it is successful based on a point of law, the acquittal of the accused will not be overturned. The disadvantages of the Crown court include a lot of hearings and William Brown may incur a lot of expenses such as travel. The duration of the court proceedings is longer compared to magistrates’ court. If William Brown is convicted, there is a high likelihood of sentencing and court cost that are higher as opposed to the Magistrates’ court.
Sentencing of Theft
Theft is a crime that is triable in the Crown Court that attracts a maximum penalty of imprisonment for seven years and/or a fine that is not limited. While in the court of the magistrate it attracts a penalty of imprisonment for six months and/or fine that is not limited. (CPS, 2019).  William Brown is being accused of theft. 
An offence that is indictable, attracts the punishment of imprisonment, summary only offence, entailing driving disqualification that is discretionary or obligation or is an indictable only offence should be forwarded to the Crown Court. According to section 51 (4) Crime and Disorder Act 1988, in the event where an adult who has been charged with a summary only offense, discretionary or obligatory driving disqualification or an offence that is punishable with imprisonment is sent for trial goes before the Magistrate’s court, the court can send the accused to the Crown Court for trial purposes in instances where the offence is an indictable offence. An either-way offence is related in instances where the charge pertaining to the either-way offence can combined with the similar indictment as the charge of an indictable-only offence. In the event where a summary offence is related when it emerges from situation that are similar or in connection with those lead to indictable-only offence. A summary only offence that is transferred to the Crown Court are deemed to have been adjourned under section 10 of the Magistrate’s Court Act 1980 and the resumption place and time had not been fixed. The crime that William Brown is being accused of is the theft which falls under the category of summary offence. The case will be sent to the Magistrates’ court. 
Legal Aid
According to section 11 of the Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act, 2012 the following factors will determine William Brown qualifies for legal aid. Some of the factors include: the cost implications of providing the services and the benefits to be obtained, resource availability, appropriateness of providing those services, magnitude and nature of the circumstance, act or omission, the prospects of the success of the accused in the case, accused’s conduct in connection with the services, individual’s conduct during legal proceeding or any other proceeding that aims to resolve disputes pertaining to legal duties or rights and public interest. In the event where William Brown is found guilty at trial, an appeal can be lodged on the following grounds: the judge made an error of the law, the evidence or the facts of the case adduced in the court did not inform the judgement of the case or the judge is deemed to have abused his or her discretion. 
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