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[bookmark: _Toc117183125]Introduction
Two cases are discussed in this research. Here after discussing each aspect of the two cases it is decided who is the real culprit and what his punishment should be. The first case in this research is the case between Ronan and Hadley. This study describes the events that occurred between the two individuals and explains how the law of duress applies to Hadley. The second case is between Freya, Nicky, and Mike (Turchan et al. 2019). This research discusses the problems that the three of them had and how Freya would handle her case if Mike sued Freya for drunken assault.

[bookmark: _Toc117183126]Part-A (First Case Ronan and Hadley)
The first case is about Ronan and Hadley. Ronan is a successful businessman and has a habit of flaunting expensive clothes. He recently purchased a pair of Bucci trainers. Ronan always brags about his Bucci trainers to his friends and tells a lot of stories about it. Amongst his friends is a friend named Hadley who is interested in the Bucci trainers. Ronan suddenly plans to go to the Maldives and leaves home for the airport one day. After Ronan leaves the house, Hadley goes to Ronan's house to steal trainers. Unable to enter the house directly, Hadley went through the garden to the house door and broke the door frame through the cat's flap. Hadley searched the entire house but did not find the Bucci trainers (Cryer et al. 2019). Hadley suddenly finds a "Kolex" watch and steals it (Dickens et al. 2017). Then he goes to the dressing room and pours aftershave into the room bin and sets it on fire. 
Hadley’s crimes in this case included stealing, breaking and entering the house without permission and arson. According to the 1968 act, theft is taking someone's own valuables without permission. For example, a thief enters a person's house and steals a mobile phone without his permission. This is commonly referred to as stealing under UK law. In this case, without Ronan's permission, Hadley goes to Ronan's house to steal the Bucci trainers but when this is not found, he steals a Kolex brand watch. The judge could find Hadley a thief and sentence him in accordance with UK law, as the UK has a history of sentencing thieves to 10 or 14 years in various cases (Barrowcliffe et al. 2016). Under UK law, Hadley could face a fine of any amount or imprisonment for any term if found guilty.
In this case, Hadley entered Ronan's house by breaking the lock of Ronan's house and unable to directly enter the house, broke the lock through the cat's flap and then entered the house. According to UK law, it is illegal to enter a home without the owner's permission and in such a case, if anything is missing from the home, the person is held liable. As Hadley entered Ronan's house without permission by breaking the lock of the door, Hadley is guilty under UK law, and as Hadley stole a watch from the house he is guilty of both burglary and trespassing (Kurilovska et al. 2020). Under UK law, Hadley could be fined any sum of money or jailed for several years for breaking into Ronan's home without permission. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The criminal case here by Hadley is arson. Arson is more serious and dangerous than the other two offenses which are covered by the criminal law. Sections (1) and (3) of the UK Act provided that a person is guilty of setting fire to another person's property or building without reasonable cause will be done and punished under criminal law.  According to the Criminal Damage Rules 1971, it is a highly punishable offense to enter a house without the permission of a person and to set it on fire, and this offense is included in the Criminal Code and the offender is punished. Sections 274 and 285 of Schedule 19 of the UK Act make anyone who burns another person's property, building or other property without permission is punishable with life imprisonment (O’Sullivan et al. 2022). In this case, because Hadley entered Ronan's home without his permission and set fire to the dressing room, Hadley would be sentenced to life imprisonment under sections 274 and 285 of the Schedule 19 offence. Investigating the case, it is revealed that Hadley broke into Ronan's house without permission to steal the trainers. Hadley, unable to find this valuable item, steals a watch and burns down Ronan's dressing room upon arrival. There is no logical reason for Hadley to burn down Ronan's house. So it's clear that Hadley entered Ronan's house for immoral purposes and burned down his dressing room for no apparent reason. As a result, Hadley will be jailed for life under UK law. 

[bookmark: _Toc117183127]Part-B (Second Case of Freya, Nicky and Mike)
The second case is a problem between Freya, Nicky and Mike who are three students at the same university. The student, named Freya, had epilepsy as a child but had not taken any medication for the past 10 years as she had no seizures during this period. Freya and Nicky went to celebrate together at a weekly party where both drank intoxicating gin. They each finished about six bottles of gin. Back at home, Freya suddenly started vomiting and was convulsing on the floor (Hutton et al. 2020). In such a situation, Nicky went to the kitchen to get a bottle to heal him and, seeing the situation, called Mike from the next room. Mike comes from next door to help Freya but Freya punches Mike in the face while unconscious, scarring his face. The culprit in this case is Freya lying on the floor in an epileptic seizure and unconscious Mike touching her and causing the scar. Now it is a matter of course that Mike will file a case against Freya under 47 Offenses Act 1861 that Freya wilfully laid his hands on Mike and physically harmed him.
Now let's have a clear idea of ​​how Freya can deal with her problems. Freya is an epileptic who has not taken any medication for the past 10 years to avoid seizures. Freya can deal with the case that she is not only intoxicated by drinking gin but is an epileptic. Since he is usually an epileptic and has not had seizures in the past 10 years, there is no possibility that he will not have seizures in the future (Haydock et al. 2016). Now as Freya lays on the ground in an epileptic fit, she lays her hands on Mike while he is unconscious. Voluntary intoxication is never a defence to the offense of fundamental doctrine. Therefore, where the accused has voluntarily placed him in such a position that he is unable to form the mental elements of the crime in the country, it will be evidence of a defence to the crime of specific intent. 
Under UK law, it is an offense for a person to voluntarily place themselves in a state of intoxication and injure someone while in that state. Because this person has entered the state of intoxication by his own will, so if he commits a crime in this state, he has to accept the responsibility himself (Murphy et al. 2019). But Freya was an epileptic and drank while epileptic. So intoxication and epilepsy are responsible for his conscious state. Because not only intoxication is responsible for the condition in which he raised his hand on Mike, but he is epileptic and responsible for this condition. So the UK law towards Freya should be somewhat relaxed.  Section 91 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 provides that if a person behaves disorderly in a public place while intoxicated and lays hands on another person then this drunken person shall be found guilty and liable to a fine greater than [F2 level 3 on the standard scale]. Now this rule is issued only to such persons who behave disorderly on the road while drunk and lay hands on another person. But this rule cannot be entirely reconciled with Freya's case. Because not only was Freya a drunken victim of this situation, she was also epileptic. So UK law can punish Freya under Section 91 of the Criminal Justice Act 1967 if it so wishes (Weare et al. 2018). Again the UK government could not punish him under section 91 if he wanted to because not only did he hit Mike while drunk but he was an epileptic.

[bookmark: _Toc117183128]Conclusion
This research presents an overall description of the two cases described in the module and analyzes each case to decide who is really guilty and what the punishment should be. It also highlights how the defendant can handle the case.
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