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a) The Case of Ronan v Hadley:
Advice to Hadley on which offences he could be criminally liable for:
In this case, the primary offence that relates to Hadley is Burglary.
This is set out under as per Section 9 (1) (b) Theft Act 1968, The Actus Reus elements of Section 9 (1) (b) TA 1968 are ‘Entered, a building or a part of a building, as a trespasser, actus reus of theft/GBH. Corresponding to this, Hadley entered Ronan’s back garden, as a trespasser and broke into the house to commit a theft. 
The Men’s Rea for Burglary is that the Defendant must have the knowledge of recklessness as to entering as a trespasser. The Men’s Rea of Section 9 (1) (b)TA 1968 are ‘Intention/recklessness to enter as a trespasser, Intention to commit the ulterior offence’
Here, Hadley entered into the back garden of Ronan recklessly as a trespasser by jumping over the back fence and landing on the wooden bench, breaking it,  as in the case of R v Jones and Smith – 1976 wherein the Defendants had been only given unreserved permission to enter the house, by the father of one of them, however had stolen 2 TV sets from the house. Similar to this, Hadley used excess permission to enter Ronan’s house, by breaking into the house, by using a bamboo stick through the cat flap on the door to unlock it and stole Ronan’s Kolex watch. This certainly constitutes a trespassing offence which relates to the case of The Calgarth [1926] where the container carrying tug of a large ship used the navigation area beyond its license.  These facts are sufficient for Hadley to be guilty under Section 9 (1) (b) TA 1968. 
Hadley can also be found guilty under Sec 9 (1) (a) TA 1968, for the offences of ‘Entry’ and ‘trespass’ as in the case of R v Collins [1973] where a drunken defendant climbed up the window of the victim and committed a rape offence.
Hadley’s trespassing into Ronan’s Garden by jumping over the fence and breaking the wooden bench, holds him liable for ‘trespass’ as in the case of R v Brown [1985] where the Defendant broke the window of a shop with half of his body stuck inside and rummaging for valuable contents of the shop.

However, considering and by pouring aftershave into the bin in the dressing room and setting it on fire, he can also be found guilty under Section 9 (2) TA 1968.
Section 9 (2) TA 1968 also shares the same elements of Actus reus and Men’s rea as that of Sec 9 (1) (b) TA 1968 except the part - ‘doing unlawful damage’.
Under Sec 1(1) and Sec 1(2)(a) Criminal Damage act 1971, Hadley can be held liable for the criminal damage offences in the scenario wherein Hadley, without lawful excuse, damaged the wooden bench in the garden recklessly that belonged to Ronan. Here, according to the elements of the Actus reus, the wooden bench belongs to Ronan, and without a lawful excuse, Hadley destroyed Ronan’s property and the Men’s rea being the recklessness, just as in the case of Samuel v Stubbs (1972) where the Defendant jumped on a Police officer’s cap and dented it, thereby damaging it recklessly.
Under S1(3) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 (Arson S1(3)), Hadley can be held guilty for setting Ronan’s dressing room bin on fire, as in this case the actus reus is Hadley destroying Ronan’s property by fire and men’s rea is destroying intentionally/recklessly by fire, as in the case of R v G [2004] wherein 2 minors burnt the collected newspapers at the back of a department store, and the fire gradually spread to the roof of the shop after they left. However, the age-factor of the defendants makes a huge difference on the liability, in comparison with Hadley’s case. This is also relevant to the case of R v Sangha [1988] where the Defendant intentionally set the basement mattress on fire in a block of flats, however the flat was empty then. Another similar case is R v Caldwell [1981] wherein the Defendant set fire to a hotel to take revenge on the hotel manager, however none were harmed fortunately.
[bookmark: _Int_j2Oj4mAC]Hadley can be liable for Aggravated burglary according to Section 10 (1) ( c) TA 1968, as Hadley entered Ronan’s house as a trespasser; committed burglary; picked Ronan’s aftershave (which is flammable); poured it into the dressing room bin and set it on fire, as in the case of R v O’Leary (1986) where the Defendant never had a weapon when entered the house, however picked a kitchen knife later to commit burglary.

Liability conclusion:
Therefore, considering the various acts of Hadley from the scenario and the case laws discussed above, it can be concluded that he is liable for the offences of burglary, criminal damage, aggravated burglary and arson under the sections mentioned above.


b)  The Case of Freya:
Advice to Freya:
Facts known: Freya had been diagnosed with epilepsy when she was a child, but she had not had a seizure for the past ten years. Therefore, she is no longer required to take any medicine.
Freya and Nicky consumed excessive amounts of alcohol, following which Freya vomited and had a seizure on the floor. Freya, whilst in seizure punched Mike that came to help her, causing him to have a black eye.
Advice: 
In our case, the charge imposed is S.47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861. 
S.47 OAPA 1861 refers to Assault occasioning Actual Bodily Harm. 
According to S.47 OAPA 1861, the offence is committed when a person intentionally or recklessly assaults another, thereby causing ABH. It must be proved that the assault
S.47 OAPA 1861 act defines ABH as ‘any assault occasioning actual bodily harm’.
The men’s rea in this case is intention or recklessness. The actus reus is either assault/battery with ABH.
In our case, the elements of recklessness with Freya is a questionable fact which can be explained by the case of R v Majewski [1977], wherein the Defendant assaulted the pub owner and a police officer, and he raised a defence that he was under the influence of drinks & drugs. The trial judge advised voluntary intoxication cannot be a defence even if it causes automatism and convicted him under the basis of recklessness.  However, in our case, the elements of recklessness cannot be proved as there is no evidence proving Freya’s alcohol consumption has led to any offences in the past or she has had a seizure in the past (last 10 years). Moreover, Freya has neither received any medical advice regarding the intake of alcohol relating to epilepsy problem, nor to continue her medication for the same. Hence Freya cannot be declared reckless, for the voluntary intoxication.
Likewise in the case of R v Kingston [1994], the Defendant was involuntarily drugged by a friend and forced to perform a sexual act on a 15-year-old boy. The trial judge allowed the appeal and reinstated the case after advising that the Defendant, although involuntarily intoxicated, had the necessary intent to commit the offence, and this was not sufficient to cancel the elements of his men's rea. However, in our case, though Freya was voluntarily intoxicated, she lacks the required men’s rea which is a major defence.
Although Freya committed an assault/ battery (which is punching Mike), this actus reus was not done voluntarily and it was due to the nature of a disease she had, which controlled the functioning of her brain, as in the case of R v Whooley [1998], the lorry driver who had a sneezing fit which lead to multivehicle collision and the judge allowed the defence of automatism. Considering this, Freya certainly can raise the defence of automatism.
In our case although Freya was inebriated, her seizure caused the assault which is a defence of automatism which relates to the case of R v Quick [1973], wherein the Defendant was a staff nurse and assaulted a patient, raised a defence of automatism as he was hypoglycemic due to intake of excessive insulin in the empty stomach, and he also consumed alcohol before the assault. However, appeal was allowed, and conviction was quashed. Similar to this, is the case of Broome v Perkins [1987] wherein the Defendant caused a car collision due to his hypoglycemic state and the cases of Watmore v Jenkins [1962] & Hill v Baxter [1958] wherein the Defendants drove erratically due to their hypoglycemic state and sudden illness respectively. However, in both cases their appeal failed.

Liability conclusion:
Hence, considering the case laws discussed above, it can be concluded that Freya cannot be liable for the assault offence under S.47 Offences against the Person Act, as Freya cannot be declared reckless, for the voluntary intoxication due to the facts discussed above. Henceforth she can raise the defence of intoxication. Freya also certainly lacks the required men’s rea for the offence, as the assault was only an involuntary performance of action made by her muscles without the mind making conscious decision to act. Therefore, with medical evidence of her epilepsy-seizure issue, which is a bodily disorder, Freya with no doubt can raise the defence of automatism and prove she is not guilty.
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