


Part A
Hadley committed several potential criminal offenses according to UK law. The first offense is burglary, defined as trespassing into any enclosed space or area to commit a criminal act (Government of UK, 2022). In this case, Hadley entered Ronan’s house as a trespasser and intended to steal the Bucci trainers, so he committed the offense of burglary. The second offense is theft, which entails improperly obtaining someone else's belongings to never return them. In this case, Hadley took the Kolex watch, which did not belong to him, to permanently deprive Ronan of it, so he has committed the offense of theft. The third offense is criminal damage, which involves maliciously destroying or damaging another's property. In this case, Hadley set fire to the bin in Ronan's dressing room, which is property of Ronan, so he has committed the offense of criminal damage. 
Here, Hadley has violated several sections of UK criminal law. In this case, Hadley took the Kolex watch to permanently deprive Ronan of it, so he violated Section 9 (1) of the Theft Act 1968. Secondly, Hadley set fire to the bin in Ronan’s dressing room, which is the property of Ronan, and hence, he has violated Section 9 of the Criminal Damage Act. The third section is Section 9 of the Burglary Act, which states that if any individual unlawfully enters a building or section of a structure to commit any crime, then they are guilty of the offense of burglary (Legislation of UK, 2004). In this case, Hadley entered Ronan’s house intending to steal trainers, so he violated Section 9 of the Burglary Act 1968. 
Moreover, to prove a person guilty of a crime two terminologies are used, and these are used to judge the action of the person. One is Actus reus meaning ‘guilty act’ and refers to the physical act of committing a crime (Robinson, 2017). In this case, Hadley did commit actus reus as he entered Ronan’s house to steal the Bucci trainers, took the Kolex watch, and set fire to the bin in Ronan’s dressing room. In all of these acts, Hadley was physically present when he violated the criminal law, so Hadley did commit actus reus. The second is Men's rea meaning ‘guilty mind’ and refers to the mental element of a crime, which is the intention to commit a crime (Robinson, 2017). To be legally convicted of a crime, an individual must possess the intent to commit it. In this case, Hadley did commit Mens rea as he has the intention to enter Ronan's house without his permission and stole Bucci trainers when entering Ronan’s home. Thus, his actions of entering into someone's house without permission in order to steal something show that Hadley has the intention to commit a crime. Hence, Hadley did commit Men’s rea.
The case of Hadley being guilty of entering into Ronan’s place, stealing his watch, and destroying his property is supported by a few case laws. In the case of R v Gough (1993), the House of Lords established that burglary requires an intention to commit an offense at the time of entry (Hanif, 2005). In this case, Hadley entered Ronan’s house to steal the Bucci trainers, so his actions would fulfill the criteria for burglary established in this case law. Moreover, in the case of R v Gomez 1993, the House of Lords determined that in order to be defined as theft, the thief must have had an explicit goal to forever take away property from its rightful owner at the moment it was taken (Hanif, 2005). In this case, Hadley took the Kolex watch intending to deprive Ronan of it, so his actions would fulfill the criteria for theft established in this case law. Lastly, in the case of R v Savage 1991, the House of Lords established that criminal damage requires an intention to destroy or damage the property (Hanif, 2005). In this case, Hadley set fire to the bin in Ronan’s dressing room to destroy it, so his actions would fulfill the criteria for criminal damage established in this case law. Hence, Hadley is liable for the criminal offenses he has committed, which include burglary, theft, and criminal damage. 

Part B
Freya could have been charged with the offense of common assault according to UK law. The potential criminal offense Freya could be charged with is battery. The battery is an offense under section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988 that occurs when someone deliberately or negligently inflicts physical pain on another person (Government of UK, 2022.). In this case, Freya punched Mike while in a seizure and caused him to have a black eye. This constitutes battery and, therefore, could potentially be a criminal offense.
Moreover, Freya can also be charged under section 47 Offences against the Person Act 1861 because she caused physical harm to another person. Section 47 states, "If anyone is found guilty of unlawful and maliciously wounding or causing harm to another person, the court will decide their punishment with regards to penal servitude for up to ten years or imprisonment for two years at most. This sentence could include hard labor as an additional penalty” (Ministry of Justice, 2022). Therefore, Freya could be charged under this act for causing physical harm to another person. Moreover, to prove a person guilty of a crime two terminologies are used and these are used to judge the action of the person. In this case, Freya punched Mike while in a seizure and caused him to have a black eye. This constitutes battery, and she was also physically present at the place of possible offense, therefore, Freya did commit an actus reus.  Secondly, it is unclear whether Freya acted with intent or recklessness; however, given the fact that she was in a seizure, it is likely that she did not act with intent. Therefore, it is unlikely that she committed a mens rea. 
Freya could potentially use intoxication and automatism as defenses against the offense that she could likely be charged with in section 39 and section 47 if she did not intentionally punch Mike. Intoxication is when an individual consumes an intoxicating substance that renders them substantially incapable of forming the intent to commit a crime. Intoxication is a defense where the defendant can argue that they were too intoxicated to be aware of their actions or the consequences of their actions (Loughnan & Wake, 2016). In this case, Freya had consumed a large amount of alcohol before the incident, which could be used as a defense that her intention was not actually to punch Mike. Moreover, automatism is when a person commits a criminal act without conscious control or awareness. Automatism is a defense where the defendant can argue that their actions were involuntary and that they were not aware of their actions or the consequences of their actions (Chmielewski et al., 2020). This defense could be used in Freya's case as she was in a seizure at the time of the incident, suggesting that her actions were involuntary. If Freya were to mount a defense of intoxication or automatism, she would need to present evidence that she was either impaired by drugs and/or alcohol at the time in question or else demonstrate through medical records her condition of automatism resulting from some mental illness or physical disorder. If Freya can successfully prove that she was in a state of intoxication or automatism at the time of the incident, then she may be able to successfully defend herself against any charges brought against her. However, she would still need to prove that she did not intend to hit Mike. Freya could do this by providing evidence or testimony from witnesses that she did not have the necessary intent to punch Mike at the time of the incident. Furthermore, Freya can also rely on any other evidence that could demonstrate that she did not have the necessary intent to punch Mike, such as security footage of the incident. Freya’s case can be justified by the case of R vs. Hardie (1984), the defendant, who was suffering from epileptic seizures, was accused of deliberately setting fire to a shed. The court found that the defendant had not acted with intent, as he was unaware of his actions due to his medical condition. This case supports the argument that Freya has not done this intentionally, as she was in a seizure at the time of the incident. 
Based on the facts given, it is likely that Freya will be found liable for battery. In this case, Freya punched Mike while in a seizure and caused him to have a black eye. This constitutes battery, and therefore Freya could be found liable for this offense. However, Freya may be able to use the defenses of intoxication or automatism, as she had consumed a large amount of alcohol before the incident and was in a seizure at the time of the incident, and her intention was not actually harming anyone.
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