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        Firstly it will be talked about when Hadley jumped over Ronan’s House fence and broke the bench that he landed which is known as being Criminal Damage according to Section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, which says "A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence.” (Criminal Damage Act 1971). There are five elements of criminal damage, there is property, that belongs to another, Defendant’s conduct, destroys or damages the property, Defendant does not have a lawful excuse and Defendant intends or is reckless to destroying or damaging property. 
        The same actions were seen in the case of R v Miller [1983] 2 AC 161 where Mr Miller fell asleep intoxicated with a lit cigarette causing the house to catch on fire creating 800 pounds worth of damage (R v Miller, Law Teacher, 2021) even though that was not his intention the recklessness around his actions showed enough to the judge to charge him with criminal damage. In this case, even though Hadley did not intend to break the bench in Ronan's yard, his recklessness in doing so and later going in to steal and commit arson is enough for the judge to charge him with criminal damage. 
        The mens rea for this situation is in place due to Hadley intending to destroy or damage the property or being reckless by trying to gain access to the property with intent to steal and create arson later on. The actus reus is viable as well due to Hadley causing damage to a “tangible item, real or personal”, in this case the bench and he did caused damage to it by breaking it which occurred from his reckless actions of trying to gain access to the property. After breaking the bench, Hadley wanted to gain access to the house which he did by using a piece of bamboo found in the garden to insert through the cat flap and hook the keys from the inside which is classed as Burglary according to Section 9, 1 (a) of the Theft Act 1968 “he enters any building or part of a building as a trespasser and with intent to commit any such offence as is mentioned in subsection (2) below; or”(Theft Act 1968).
        As it is said in the legislation already, it doesn’t matter if his body did not enter the premises but once he uses an object to gain access to the goods inside the property or to gain access to the property itself it is classed as burglary. Same as in the case of [R v Brown 1985] where the defendant broke a window from a shop and only stick half of his body inside the shop to steal from the property, that is an effective entry, and as long as an effective entry is in place, a burglary has been committed. There are two elements for burglary, entering a building or part of a building as a trespasser with intent to commit theft, grievous bodily harm or criminal damage or having entered as a trespasser, stealing, or inflicting/attempting to inflict grievous bodily harm, is this scenario Hadley entered the building as a trespasser with intent to steal.
        The mens rea is there for the actual offence in this case burglary with intent to commit theft due to Section 9(1)(b) of Theft Act 1968 because of Hadley knowing that he was a trespasser once he set up his mind that he wants to steal from Ronan when he overheard him at the bar, plus he knew that the structure was a building in this case, clearly a house which is a building, and the intent to steal was there at the beginning of the whole scenario when he set it up in his mind. The Actus Reus is there as well, and it is confirmed due to Hadley entering the structure as a trespasser and the fact that he was aware of it. Next offence that was done by Hadley was when he was inside the house looking for a pair of trainers to steal and instead found a watch which he stole, this is classed as Theft due to Section 1(1) of the Theft Act 1968 which states "A person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it“ (Theft Act 1968). The elements of theft are, defendant’s dishonesty, appropriates, property, belonging to another, with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. 
        In this case the mens rea was established at the beginning where Hadley already wanted to steal the trainers that Ronan was talking about to his friends, but in the end, Hadley couldn’t find the trainers so instead took a watch. The dishonesty can be tested using the “Ghosh Test”, but the facts are clearly stating his dishonesty because of his intent that were set up at the beginning and the fact that he kept on going with his intents without hesitation, not that hesitation would have made any difference but as a matter of fact he did not have any hesitation along the way .The actus reus is viable as well due to him already wanting to deprive Ronan of his good/property at the time when Hadley overheard Ronan. 
        Next offence committed by Hadley is Arson, classed under Section 1 (3) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. This piece of legislation states “An offence committed under this section by destroying or damaging property by fire shall be charged as arson” (Criminal Damage 1971). This happened when after he stole the watch he poured after shave into the bin and set it on fire which led to creating damage to the property by fire. The elements are the same as criminal damage which of course applies to him in this situation because of these actions being the second Criminal Damage offence committed by him within this scenario. 
        The mens rea in this case is the recklessness of Hadley’s intention to create the fire, knowing that creating an unprotected fire within the premises of the house will cause damage to it. Secondly it will be discussed about Freya’s charge which is Assault occasioning Actual Bodily Harm, under Section 47 Offences Against the Person Act 186. This legislation states “The offence is committed when a person intentionally or recklessly assaults another, thereby causing Actual Bodily Harm. It must be proved that the assault (which includes “battery”) “occasioned” or caused the bodily harm” (Offences against the Person Act 1861). As it was stated in the legislation the offence needs to be committed intentionally or recklessly, in this case neither of them can apply du to Freya’s condition and the circumstances when the offence occurred. It is stated in the scenario that Freya was diagnosed with epilepsy when she was younger, but her condition eased over time, and she did not have to take medication anymore which could mean that she was just careful about her lifestyle, and she did things that could not trigger her condition. 
        In the given day Freya had a lot of alcohol without the intention of harming anybody but to have some fun and have a good night, so the intoxication even though has a difference on her condition should not have any impact on the case because of the intention of having a good night and with no intention to harm others. It was proven that alcohol even in small amounts can be a trigger of a seizure for people with the condition of epilepsy, “Many people with epilepsy are at a high risk of seizures after drinking three or more alcoholic beverages” Schachter (2022) was a useful source of information. In my opinion a doctor should do a thorough investigation of Freya’s condition to prove that she was in a state of insanity when the offence occurred. Freya punched Mike when she was having a seizure therefore no control over her body. What is a seizure, well a seizure is “Uncontrollable jerking movements of the arms and legs. Loss of consciousness or awareness. Cognitive or emotional symptoms, such as fear, anxiety or deja vu” (Mayo Clinic, 2021).
        For Freya to be criminally liable for the charges brought upon her she should be medically sane, and she should have been in control the whole time when the offence happened. Freya was under the influence of alcohol which was done by her. An insanity plea is the appropriate defence where D’s Mind has been affected by an internal factor, for example epilepsy (Criminal Procedure Insanity Act 1964). In this case Freya’s act have been involuntarily and it is called a plea of automatism, there are two types of automatism “non sane automatism” which refers to an involuntary action that was not because of disease of mind and “insane automatism” which refers to an involuntary action that was caused by a disease of mind. In this case insane automatism is the type of plea that applies due to Freya’s condition.
        The elements of offence in this case are “ an external factor” which is Freya’s condition, which results in involuntary conduct by Freya because of the “external factor” where Freya is not at fault because of her condition, same happened in the case of [Falconer 1990] where the defendant was in a state of dissociation due to a series of psychological problems at the time of committing the criminal offence, at the time of committing the offence the defendant was held to be in a state of dissociation and did not remember the criminal act that they committed.
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