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It will be approached the criminal offence in the first scenario given where Hadley stole from Ronan burning his house in the beginning and more offences happening. Firstly Hadley jumped over the fence of Ronan’s House and landed on a bench that broke when he landed which is classed as Criminal Damage according to Section 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” (UK Goverment, n.d.). There are different elements within Criminal Damage such as, “There is property belonging to another”, “Defendant’s Conduct, destroys or damages property belonging to another”, “Defendant does not have a lawful excuse for his actions” and “Defendant’s intent or recklessly causing damages or destroys the property”. In this scenario the elements of Criminal Damage are very clear due to the mens rea that was set up at the beginning even though the intention was not to break the bench creating the criminal damage he still did it due to his reckless actions of trying to break in and steal which it will be discussed later on. But the elements of criminal damage in this scenario are the defendant’s conduct and the recklessness which diverted to a criminal damage action to a property belonging to another. One case where a few similarities can be taken into consideration is the case of [R v Miller 1983] where Mr. Miller went to sleep with a lit cigarette causing the house he was sleeping in to burn and creating damages worth over 800 British Pounds. Even though Mr. Miller intent was to just go to sleep and did not intent to create the damage, his reckless action of going to sleep with a lit cigarette is enough for him to get charged, same as in this scenario where even though Hadley did not have the intent of breaking the bench on Mr. Ronan’s Property his reckless action of trying to break in and trying the steal from Mr. Ronan’s Property is enough for him to get charged with Criminal Damage. Second offence committed by Hadley is him trying to get inside of the house using a bamboo stick that was found within the premises which he inserted through the cat flap to hook the keys from the inside for him to get access to the property. This offence is classed as Burglary according to Section 9,(1)(a) of the Theft Act 1968 where “A person is guilty of burglary if, he enters any building or part of a building as a trespasser and with intent to commit any such offence as is mentioned in subsection (2) below; or” (UK Goverment, n.d.). Elements of Burglary are, “Entering a building or part of a building with intent to commit theft, grievous bodily harm or criminal damage” and “having entered as a trespasser, stealing or inflicting/attempting to inflict grievous bodily harm”, in the given scenario Hadley entered as a trespasser with intent to commit theft and criminal damage later on. The offence of burglary happened right at the beginning when Hadley inserted the bamboo stick inside the property, for a burglary offence it does not matter if the whole body entered the property as long as he gained access to it or stole something from it using an object or something that is attached to his body, in this case the bamboo stick. This offence somehow happened in the case of [R v Brown 1985] where the defendant broke into a shop, smashed the window enough for him get half of his body inside of the premises for him to steal from the tills same as in this case Hadley used a bamboo stick to gain access to the property so not his body but something that was attached to it and then entered with his whole body, it is a bit different but the same concept. Third offence that was committed by Hadley is after he got access to the house and was looking for a pair of “Bucci” trainers to steal but because he could not find them, he found a “Kolex” watch instead and stole it. This offence is classed as theft according to Section 1 (1) of the Theft Act 1968 where “A person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it” (UK Government, n.d.). There are different elements of theft such as “Defendant’s dishonesty”, “Appropriates”, “Property”, “Belonging to another” and “Intent of permanently depriving the other of it”. In this scenario all the elements can be found within Hadley’s actions, he set up his mind at the begging when he developed this plan in his head, the plan to steal from Mr. Ronan, he was going to steal the “Bucci” trainers but because he could not find them he stole a “Kolex” watch instead and had the intent to permanently deprive Mr. Ronan of his watch. The whole incident can be tested using the Ghosh test in case it is needed or if there is any doubts but in this case the actions and the intent are quite obvious. And the fourth offence committed is the Arson he has done in the house. So, after Hadley took the “Kolex” watch, he went to the dressing room where he poured some after shave in a bin and set it on fire which of course has done some damage to the house if not damage it all. This offence is classed as Criminal Damage due to Section 1 subsection 3 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 which states, “An offence committed under this section by destroying or damaging property by fire shall be charged as arson” (UK Government, n.d.). The offence can’t be argued too much as this is the second count of criminal damage in this scenario and it was clearly due to his intent as he was aware of what he was doing due to the information provided. 
In the second scenario it will be discussed about Freya who got charged with Assault occasioning Actual Bodily Harm under Section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 which states “The offence is committed when a person intentionally or recklessly assaults another, thereby causing Actual Bodily Harm. It must be proved that the assault (which includes “battery”) “occasioned” or caused the bodily harm” (UK Government, n.d.). It is known that Freya was diagnosed with epilepsy which in this case can be classed as an Insanity because of her condition, even though it is stated she did not have a seizure or any more problems in the last 10 years and that she is not taking any medication anymore, which can be the result of her taking very good care of herself and keeping her away from things, actions or places that can trigger a seizure due to her condition. In that night she did consume alcohol, but it was only for her own pleasure she had no intent to create any harm to herself or others but later on she ended up on the floor having a seizure and punching her friend, due to the seizure that she had. First thing that will be argues is the fact that being diagnosed with epilepsy means that consuming alcohol can be a trigger for a seizure. A seizure is when the brain is transmitting a lot of electrical pulses towards the muscles making them to move or shake uncontrollably and it can have an effect on consciousness as well (John Hopkins Medicine, n.d.), and being under the influence of alcohol can trigger a seizure a lot easier even after one or two alcoholic beverages (epilepsysociety, n.d.). Elements of the defence are “D has a disease of mind”, “Which leads to a defect of reason” and “which in turn means that D does not know the nature and quality of his act, or that if he does, he does not know that the act is wrong”. In this case, Freya does have a disease of mind which is Epilepsy which did lead to a defect of reason because of the seizure which cause the unwanted punch which turn means that Freya does not know the nature and quality of her act because of the state she was in. Besides this the legislation of Section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 states that “the offence is committed when a person intentionally assaults another”, Freya had no intention to assault her friend but because of her uncontrollably state she did hurt him while he was trying to help her. There is no motive for Freya to want to punch her friend and from this perspective that the scenario is given, if Freya was to be intoxicated and if she did not have a seizure there would have been no assault in place therefore Freya can rely on the Automatism Plea. Automatism is “Automatism is an act done by the muscles without any control by the mind. It is a complete defence and the defendant is acquitted when found not guilty. This defence is available for defendants whose actus reus is done not voluntarily. And they are missing the required mens rea for the offence.” (CollegeLaw, 2014).
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