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[bookmark: _Toc123834114]Introduction
This report is based on two case studies, i.e., Ranon and Hadley, and another one is Freya and Nicky. This report will advise Hadley on which offences he could be criminally liable for against the crime of stealing and breaking into Ranon's house, and harming the property. In the second case study, this report will advise Freya on whether she would be able to rely on the defences of intoxication and automatism.
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In the light case study of Ronan, the Hadley had commenced different crimes, i.e. theft and hurting someone else's property, both the wooden bench and aftershave (Ormerod, 2015). Hadley can be criminally liable for different offences against the theft and hurting others' property he will be liable for:
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Hadley could be charged under Section 25 of the Theft Act 1968. Possession of items that might be used in a home invasion, theft, or fraud while not at one's dwelling is termed criminal activity as per the Theft Act 1968. As stated by the Theft Act of 1968, this is strictly prohibited. According to the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime, and Policing Act of 2014, "low-value shoplifting," defined as the theft of goods from a merchant worth less than £200, is to be pursued according to quite different rules ().
Hadley could be charged under Section 8(1) TA 1968 that defined "the use of force or threats of force against another person with the intent to accomplish, or to assist another in committing a theft” is crime. Thus, it is illegal to ruin, deface, or otherwise degrade another person's property; this is known as vandalism, malicious trespass, or criminal damage done by Hadley (Ormerod, 2015).
Theft must be a violation of some right of the owner. In Pitman v. Hehl [1977], it was held that fraud had happened when the defendant sold the plaintiff's furniture. The disputed question is whether appropriation must occur without the owner's consent, as stated by Lord Roskill in Morris [1983]. This case in point offered further information. 
Similarly, the House of Lords ruled in R v. Gomez [1992] that it includes situations in which another person has consented to the appropriation if the agreement was achieved by fraud. Therefore, it is critical to remember that "appropriation" happens when the rights of a property-owner are assumed. The House of Lords ruled in R v. Hinks (2001) that stealing might occur without any dishonesty and that appropriation was legal. In the court's opinion, whether or not the defendant is dishonest is the most important question.
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Whoever knowingly or carelessly hurts or destroys another person's property without cause is guilty of a crime. This crime may be tried in any case (Van Erp, 2019). According to Section 1(1) of the Criminal Harm Act of 1971, it is a criminal to purposefully or negligently damage or destroy another person's property without a reasonable justification. Thus, Hadley can face the consequence of this crime which carries a ten-year maximum jail penalty (Betts, 2019).
Section 4 of the Theft Act 1968 describes the property in excessive deepness, stating:
Criminal culpability may not attach if the destruction or damage is not irreversible. This is established in the case of A v R [1978] Crim LR 689 where the offender fought in a raincoat. Slobber is easily removed from the coat since it is water-resistant. Accordingly, no damage was done to the property, and no criminal activity was seen.
R v Pembliton (1874) LR 2CCR 119, the accused hurled many stones at the crowd. He tried to get the crowd to spread out. A rock hit the window and shattered it. A legal attempt was made to overturn his criminal damage conviction.
An overturning of the conviction His mens rea for a crime against a person could not be extrapolated to include an intent to damage property.
Concluding, in Pitman v. Hehl [1977], Hadley could be criminally liable for selling the ‘Kolex'. Lord Roskill in Morris [1983] will apply as Hadley has taken the watch without the consent of the Ronan. R v. Gomez [1992], no agreement was found. Thus dishonesty was apparent in the case. A v R [1978] Crim LR 689 do not apply as the offender did not fight to steal. R v Pembliton (1874) LR 2CCR 119, applied as an offence that set the dressing room on fire.  
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Freya has been charged with s.47 Offences against the Person Act (1861), as she had been accused of assault occasioning genuine physical harm. She hurt Mike. However, she has some space to rely on defences of intoxication and automatism. Contrary to this, Freya had been diagnosed with epilepsy, but she was not on medication because, for a long time, she had not faced seizures (Fitz-Gibbon, 2016).
Where the offender Freya is accused with a criminality undercharged with s.47 Offences against the Person Act 186. Several options are available to Freya when she is under investigation for a possible violation of section 47 of the Offences in contradiction of the Person Act (1861). Several types of defences are available under the law, and a given defence may apply to more than one area. 
Several solutions have been proposed for the issues of intoxication, automatism, and legal defence, which may be indicative of the complexity of such arguments. It is possible to employ the defence of automatism if the accused did not knowingly conduct the crime; in this case, the defendant such as Freya would have to prove that he or she was unable to exercise volition over the offence (s) and committed them instead out of involuntary impulses- refer to as in R v. Falconer (1990). More details can be found in Milloy v. R [1993]. The term implies a total, as opposed to a temporary, loss of voluntary control and purpose.
Freya could use "insanity" as a valid legal defence. In the 1920 case of Beard, an intoxicated man who raped a girl, Lord Birkenhead introduced the concept of specific purpose into case law with his judgement (DPP v Beard, 1920). This decision establishes "insanity" as a valid legal defence against criminal accusations, regardless of whether or not the insanity was the product of drunkenness. If the accused can't remember the details of the crime because he was too intoxicated to remember them, he may be ruled not guilty.
The defence of automatism is, as was previously said, quite general and may be utilised by Freya. There are two categories of automation: sane and insane. What defence applies depends on whether the defendant's actions were motivated by internal or external reasons. Think about the linked cases of Hennessey and Quick, where both defendants had diabetes and were found guilty.
Freya could rely on insanity-by-proxy defence, take the case of R v. Hennessy as an example (1989). Forgetting to take insulin and going days without eating led to hyperglycemia for the defendant in 1 WLR 297. The court ruled that the defendant's insanity-by-proxy defence was reasonable since his actions were motivated by an intrinsic factor (poor control of his blood sugar levels). Similarly, Case in Point: R v. Quick (1973) 9 S. Ct. 910 The accused defendant was charged with assault. He took insulin, then ate and drank, leading to a spike in his blood sugar. The court ruled that the defendant's non-psychotic automatism defence was appropriate since his behaviour was influenced by an outside factor (insulin).
The plea of insanity is accepted, and the defendant is found not guilty. The M'Naghten guidelines, established in the M'Naghten case, outline the standards that must be met in the event of a successful defence (8 ER 718, 1843). 
The disease of the Mind: The idea of what constitutes a mental condition is legal rather than medical, as stated in R v. Sullivan [1984] AC 156. A person with psychomotor epilepsy kicked the victim in the head during an epileptic episode. Since this definition is so broad, it includes diseases like diabetes that doctors would be reluctant to label as mental illnesses. When a person's capacity to think, remember, and understand is impaired due to a condition that is not precipitated by a traumatic event, terms as mental illness. 
Also, the Equality Act 2010 protects people with epilepsy, regardless of whether or not their seizures are under control or whether they consider themselves handicapped. 
Milloy v. R [1993], Freya may safeguard herself using sections 18 and 20 of the criminal charges against the person act 1861. The court of appeal had to assess whether epilepsy qualified as a "disease of the mind" under the criteria given by R v. M'Naghten (1843) 8 ER 718, and if so, whether insanity is a legitimate defence for persons with epilepsy. With reference to R v. Hennessy, Freya’s defence is plausible as her conduct were motivated by an inherent motive. Case in Point: R v. Quick (1973) 9 S. Ct. 910 serves that Freya's behaviour was non-psychotic automatism, that was, the act against being inebriated. R v. Sullivan [1984] AC 156. It is suggested that Freya may seek assistance with a case ruling that implied that epilepsy is not brought on by anything external but rather is a mental condition; it comes inside the M'Naghten criteria.
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