 



Introduction
In advising Linda and Michael on potential criminal liabilities is crucial to identify the specific criminal offences they could be liable for by examining how actus reus and mens rea elements of each potential offence have been met, without considering general defences. This analysis will provide a clear understanding of the legal implications and responsibilities associated with their actions.

Main Body
    Aida and Billy returned home from a holiday, and they found out from CCTV that Linda entered their bedroom, and she had taken some of Aida jewellery which falls into the offence of Theft according to Section 1(1) TA [1968], a person commits theft when they dishonestly take propriety that belongs to another individual with the intention of permanently depriving that person of it. This legal definition serves as the foundation for understanding and identifying theft offenses under the law. The first element of Actus Reus shows Linda was completely dishonest when asked about jewellery, according to Ivey v Getting Casinos UK Ltd [2017], second element of AR was the assumption of the rights of an owner according to McPherson [1973] “include the write to possess the property, the right to use it, to consume it, to destroy it, to sell it, give it away, land it, move it and price it”.
    The third element of the AR was the intention of depriving personal propriety falling under the Section 4(1) TA [1968] all propriety that is not land including jewellery, TV sets, vehicle, phones according to Smith (2011) and the fourth elements is belonging to another under the Section 5(1) TA [1968]in law property is considered to belong to an individual who has possession or control over it, or holds a proprietary right or interest in it. with the intention to take the jewellery from Aida.  The Mens Rea aspect of the offense involves direct intention, where Linda had desire and purpose to take jewellery from Aida. This intention is crucial in establishing the criminal liability for the offence of theft. Linda’s actions captured on CCTV and her subsequent denial when questioned about jewellery provide evidence of her intention to permanently deprive Aida of her belongings.
   In conclusion, based on the elements of the Actus Reus and Mens Rea as outlined in the Theft Act 1968 and relevant case law, Linda’s actions of dishonestly appropriating Aida’s jewellery with the intention of permanently depriving her of it constitute the offence of theft. Linda’s behaviour, as captured on CCTV and supported by the legal principles discussed, demonstrates her criminal liability for theft in this situation.
According to Section 1(1) Criminal Damage Act [1971] when someone intentionally destroys or damages another person’s property without lawful reason or care for the consequences, they are breaking the law. This act of harming someone’s else property, whether done with the specific intent to damage it or recklessly disregarding the potential harm, constitutes a criminal offence, apply on the scenario” she had also cut holes in some of Aida’s clothing”. First thing of the Actus Reus is that she damages the propriety belonging to another with no lawful excuse, under the S10(1) CDA 1971 where defines property by tangible items. Lloyd v DPP [1992}
Mens Rea is direct intention, recklessness causing damage or destruction to property belonging to another individual is crucial aspect of understanding the legal implications of property offences.
Conclusion is, damaging Aida’s clothing by cutting holes in them falls under the Criminal Damage Act [1971], where intentionally destroying or damaging another person’s property without lawful reason or care for the consequence is legal offence, like Actus Reus and Mens Rea define the elements. 
Linda entered in Aida and Billy’s bedroom, even that she had the keys at their house to feed the cat. According to Section 9(1)(b) TA [1968] “a person is guilty of burglary if having entered any building or part of a building as a trespasser he steals or attempt to steal anything in the building or that part of it inflicts or attempt to inflicts or attempt to inflict on any person therein any grievous bodily harm” like in the case of Walkington (1979). This scenario falls within the Actus Reus of the offence, the elements involve entering a building as a trespasser and then proceeding to steal. 
The Mens Rea in this situation involves knowing or being reckless that Linda knew she is a trespasser. These elements pertain to the mental state or awareness regarding the trespassing and the nature of the structure, forming the Mens Rea aspect of the offence.
In the conclusion, based on the details provided, Linda’s action of entering Aida and Billy’s bedroom as a trespasser and proceeding to steal align with the Actus Reus of the offence as per Section 9 (1)(b) of the Theft Act [1968]. Additionally, the Mens Rea involves knowing or being reckless that she was a trespasser, forming the mental state aspect of the offence.
After Billy and Aida saw their bedroom destroyed, decided to go to Linda’s house and talk with her about jewellery, but Linda did not want to tell the truth and tensions rise, and she started to be angry and slaps Aida, causing a minor graze. According to Criminal Justice Act 1988 there is statutory definition of what constitutes an assault or battery, these are common law offences, the offences can only be tried in magistrate’s court. When someone throws a punch or slap another person, that’s considered a battery.  Like in the key case of R v Mandair [1994]. In this case, is present Actus Reus because Linda unlawfully wounded Aida by slapping her and maliciously harm. 
The Mens Rea in this scenario is that Linda intended to cause grievous bodily harm. Proof of wounding was by causing a small scratch after she slap Aida. 
 In this situation, based on the Criminal Justice Act, it can be concluded that the Actus Reus is present as Linda unlawfully wounded Aida by slapping her, causing a minor graze. The Mens Rea in this scenario involves Linda intending to cause GBH.
Linda’s husband, Michael, heard they are fighting, he gets angry and pushes Billy without realising that he will fall. Billy hits his head bad which causing bleed on the brain and died after few hours in the hospital. Michael said that he did not realise that his actions could result in serious bodily harm to Billy. Under the Homicide Act 1957 “the offence of murder requires D to unlawfully kills another person under the King’s peace and do so intending to kill or cause GBH (serious bodily harm)”. Vickers 1957

Actus reus is present here with unlawful and dangerous act manslaughter, Michael done an unlawful act by pushing Billy , the act leading to manslaughter and qualify as a criminal offence independently, irrespective of its outcome resulting in a death, It’s crucial to establish that the act was inherently illegal without considering its fatal consequences. 
The Mens Rea present here is that Michael unlawfully killed Billy, which by negligent act was a cause of the death. Mens Rea of murder can be satisfied by an intention to cause GBH and not just an intention to kill. 
Based on the Homicide Act 1957 and the case of Vickers 1957, it can be concluded that the Actus Reus is present with unlawful and dangerous act manslaughter. Michael’s action of pushing Billy led to a dangerous situation where Billy fell and passed away in the hospital. The Mens Rea in this case involves Michael unlawfully causing Billy’s death through a negligent act. 
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