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[bookmark: _Toc124232889]Introduction 
A working knowledge and understanding of the general principles of criminal liability and the ability to apply criminal law to a given set of facts are important skills for legal professionals, as well as for individuals who may find themselves involved in the criminal justice system. These skills help to ensure that the law is applied consistently and fairly, and that individuals are held accountable for their actions. This assignment consists of two parts which require the application of criminal law in the given scenarios. Having the ability to apply criminal law to a given set of facts is important because it allows individuals to understand their legal rights and responsibilities, and to ensure that the criminal justice system is fair and just. It also helps to ensure that individuals are held accountable for their actions and that society is protected from criminal behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc124232890]Part A: Hadley Scenario 
Hadley may be criminally accountable for the incidents mentioned. Theft, criminal damage, and arson are included. To counsel Hadley on the precise crimes, he may be charged with, it's necessary to examine the elements of each crime and how they're defined by law.
[bookmark: _Toc124232891]Burglary
Section 9 of the Theft Act 1968 defines burglary as trespassing with the purpose to commit a crime. To prove Hadley's guilt, it must be shown that he trespassed into Ronan's residence with the purpose to commit a crime. 
Hadley entered Ronan's residence by hooking the keys through the cat flap with bamboo. This would undoubtedly be enough to prove he was trespassing. From the facts, it's unclear what Hadley planned to do inside the residence. As he was purportedly looking for 'bucci' footwear when he entered the property, he might be prosecuted with stealing them. The prosecution could potentially establish that Hadley intended to commit theft or criminal damage, as he stole a watch and set fire to the dressing room. 
The court may analyse the burglary's circumstances and evidence of premeditation or preparation to determine Hadley's purpose. In Miller [1983], the defendant entered a shop as a trespasser after hours with the goal to steal cigarettes because he had scoped out the premises and brought tools. In contrast, in Shama [1996], the defendant did not have the essential intent to commit an offence when he trespassed after hours because he did not know the shop's layout and did not carry any instruments.

[bookmark: _Toc124232892]Theft 
The offense of theft is defined under section 1 of the Theft Act 1968 as the appropriation of property belonging to another, with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. Hadley took the Kolex watch from Ronan's house without his consent, intending to permanently deprive Ronan of it. This satisfies the elements of the offense of theft.
In the case of Miller [1983], the court established that the test for dishonesty is an objective one, based on the standards of ordinary, honest people. In this case, it is likely that a court would find Hadley's actions of sneaking into Ronan's house and taking the watch without permission to be dishonest. As for the required intent to permanently deprive, in the case of Shama [1996], the court ruled that taking property with the intention of eventually returning it does not negate the intent to permanently deprive. In this case, it is unlikely that Hadley had any intention of returning the watch to Ronan, so it is likely that the required intent to permanently deprive would be present.
[bookmark: _Toc124232893]Criminal Damage
The offense of criminal damage is defined under section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 as the intentional or reckless destruction of or damage to property belonging to another. Hadley intentionally set fire to Ronan's aftershave, damaging the bin and potentially causing further damage to the dressing room. This satisfies the elements of the offense of criminal damage.
In the case of Yaqoob [2005], the court established that recklessness occurs when a person is aware of a risk that their actions will cause damage, but they go ahead with those actions anyway. It is likely that a court would find Hadley's actions of setting fire to the aftershave to be reckless, as it is unlikely that he did not realize that his actions could potentially destroy or damage the property (the bin and potentially the dressing room).
[bookmark: _Toc124232894]Arson 
Arson is defined under section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 as the intentional or reckless destruction of property by fire. Hadley intentionally set fire to the aftershave in the bin, which could be considered arson.
To convict Hadley, the prosecution must prove both his intent (mens rea) and his actus reus (the banned conduct) for each crime. To be convicted of these crimes, Hadley must have committed them. The prosecution must prove that Hadley stole Ronan's Kolex watch dishonestly and permanently. The prosecution can then prove Hadley's guilt. 
Hadley might defend herself with one of numerous arguments. Duress is a viable defence when a person is compelled into committing a crime by being threatened with immediate injury or death if they do not. Hadley could use the duress defence if he can show he was forced to do the crimes. 
Necessity is another possible defence when a person commits a crime to avert greater harm to themselves or others. Hadley could use the necessity argument if he can show that his actions prevented a worse harm. 
When considering these possible defences, Hadley may not be totally exonerated from criminal guilt. Instead, they could reduce the defendant's punishment or partially defend him. 
Hadley may be liable for burglary, theft, criminal damage, and arson for the acts reported. The prosecution must prove both that Hadley committed the forbidden actions and had the appropriate intent. Hadley may use duress or necessity to diminish his culpability.
[bookmark: _Toc124232895]Part B: Case scenario of Freya
It is possible that Freya will be able to use the defences of intoxication and automatism if she is charged with assault that results in actual bodily harm under section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861. This provision of the law addresses assault that results in actual bodily damage. 
[bookmark: _Toc124232896]Intoxication:
 According to section 2 of the Crimes Act of 1961, a person is not to be regarded as having the capacity to form the necessary intent for a crime if they are suffering from a disorder of the mind caused by intoxication. This is because intoxication can cause a person to act in a way that is inconsistent with their true intentions. This indicates that Freya may be able to rely on the defence of intoxication if she was so drunk at the time of the offence that she was unable to form the necessary intent for the crime of assault causing actual bodily harm. This is because she was unable to form the necessary intent for the crime of assault causing actual bodily harm while she was under the influence of alcohol. 
In the case of Miller [1983], the court established that the test for intoxication as a defence is an objective one, based on the standards of ordinary, sober people. In this case, it is clear that Freya consumed a significant amount of alcohol before the incident and was likely intoxicated at the time of the offense. However, it is important to note that the defence of intoxication is not available if the defendant voluntarily got drunk with the intention of committing a crime. In this case, it does not appear that Freya had any intention of committing a crime, so it is likely that she would be able to rely on the defence of intoxication.
[bookmark: _Toc124232897]Automatism
Automatism is a defence to criminal liability that may be available if the defendant was not conscious of their actions at the time of the offence, due to a physical or mental condition. Automatism is a defence to criminal liability that may be available if the defendant was not aware of their actions at the time of the offence. If Freya was having a seizure at the time of the infraction and was not aware of what she was doing, she might be able to use the defence of automatism to exonerate herself from the charges. 
In this case, it is clear that Freya was having a seizure at the time of the offense, which could potentially be considered a state of automatism. However, it is important to note that the defense of automatism is not available if the defendant's actions were the result of self-induced intoxication or if the defendant had a history of epilepsy or other medical conditions that could have caused the automatism. In this case, it appears that Freya had a history of epilepsy, but had not had a seizure for the past ten years and was no longer taking medication. It is not clear from the given facts whether Freya's seizure was related to her epilepsy or was caused by the alcohol she consumed. If it can be shown that the seizure was not related to her epilepsy and was instead caused by the alcohol, it is possible that the defence of automatism could be successful. However, if it can be shown that the seizure was related to her epilepsy and was not caused by the alcohol, it is likely that the defence of automatism would not be successful.
It is worth noting that the defences of intoxication and automatism are not mutually exclusive, and Freya may be able to rely on both defences in her defence. However, the ultimate success of these defences would depend on the specific facts and circumstances of the case and the ability to provide sufficient evidence to support the defences. It is recommended that Freya seek legal counsel to advise her on the specific defences available to her and to assist her in preparing her defence.
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Crimes Act 1961.
Criminal Damage Act, 1971
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Pittwood [1902]
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