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Firstly,I will be discussing Hadley’s criminal liability under the Theft Act 1968 and the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The offence in which relates to Hadley are burglary, trespassing, theft. The first action, burglary comes under section 9 of the Theft Act 1968 as per the law, if a person will trespass into any building or any part of the building to commit or attempt to commit an offence like stealing or causing grievous bodily harm to someone, will be noted as burglary. To get charged with burglary the three important elements are building, trespassing, action or attempt of the action or intention of the action of stealing or grievous harm. Besides that, the presence of actus reus and mens rea is also required. The autus reas is the action by which the crime has been caused but mens rea is the intention and the psychological involvement in the criminal act.
In the case of Moir V Williams, the concept of the building has been defined as an ordinary or usual structure made with bricks or blocks or stone which is covered by a roof (Mohr v. Williams, 1905). According to the case of Stevens v Gourley (1859), the structure must be of considerable size and should be built with the intention of permanent use or for a considerable time limit. The structures which are movable in structure but made with permanent intentions like offices, stores or workshops also come under the concept of the building (B & S v Leathley,1979).
 Trespassing is entering into a property possessed by someone without his permission with the intention of committing any crime or offence.In the case of HEMMINGS V STOKE POGES the court stated that if a person refused to move from the trespassed land, then he should be ejected from there as a reaction. In this case, Hadley, both mens rea and actus reus were present as he intended to enter into the house.The watch he received from Ronana's building was an act of intention and therefore it can be said that the actus reus occurred with the presence of mens rea. Hadley has reasonable grounds to get charged under section 9 (1) (a) and (b) under burglary under the Theft Act 1968. According to section 9 (3) (a) of the Theft Act, 1968, Hadley will be imprisoned for 14 years for his commitment to burglary as the building was the house of Ronan which is a dwelling.
According to section 1 (a) of the Theft Act 1968, if a person took any property belonging to another to deprive him permanently by a dishonest means for his self-benefit, then it will be considered theft. There are five essential elements of theft and those are Dishonestly, Appropriates, property, Belonging to another and intending to permanently Deprive. According to section 2 (1) if the person has the lawful right to appropriate the property or the person from whom the property is taken away has the consent then the appropriation will not be dishonest. As per the case of Ivey v Genting Casinos, the supreme court has stated that the accused must know that the act which is being done by him is an act of dishonesty and out of the rule.Hadley was known that his actions committed by him is serves a dishonest purpose based on general sense and values (Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK)
According to section 3 of the act, the appropriation will not be an act of theft if the person has the right to keep or deal with the property though it belongs to others or if he holds good faith in dealing with the property or has legal right or interest on that property, then the appropriation will not amount to theft (Legislation.gov.uk, 1968). According to section 4 of the Theft act, of 1968, the idea of property includes money, a real or personal one, things in action and intangible ones also.In the case of R v Turner (1971) the court stated that as the car was bought for repair, it is under the control of the garage and taking it away from there without the permission of the garage owner will amount to guilty of theft for the car owners also (R v Turner (No 2), 1971). According to section 6 of the Theft Act 1968, the person must have a clear intention to deprive the other permanently and that will not include borrowing or the loss of the thing itself. In the case of  R v Mitchell [2008] EWCA 850 the court stated that nothing other than using the vehicles was the intention of the defendant, which is why he will not be liable to guilty. In this case, Hadley has covered all the elements as he has taken the watch of Kolex from the cupboard of Ronan a dishonest means and he has appropriated that property which used to belong to Ronan and he intended to deprive him permanently. Hadley will not be imprisoned for the charges of these sections for not more than 7 years (cps.gov.uk, 2022a). 
According to section 1 (1) of the Criminal Damage Act, 1971, A person commits an action or intends to commit an action by being reckless to destroy or damage the property of another, then the person will be guilty of damaging or destroying property. There are some essential elements which must be present in an action to become an arson and those are property, Belonging to another, Intention to destroy or damage, Reckless and without lawful execution (Legislation.gov.uk, 1971). According to section 10 (1), property includes money, tangible objects and real or personal goods. As per section 10 (2) of the act, the property must be under the control or custody of another or the property must consume the interest of another than the offender or must be under the charge of another. In this case, Hadley destroyed the wooden bench and the dressing room of Ronan which were properties belonging to Ronan which comes under section and were destroyed by Hadley with clear intention by being reckless as he jumped over the fence and which comes under section 1 (2) (a) of Criminal Damage Act, 1971 and set the fire to the aftershave is charged by section 1 (2 (b) of the same act.The case of R v Miller [1983] the court held that the defendant was responsible for causing such a dangerous situation as he had not performed his part of responsibilities which was necessary for the situation and under the reach of the defendant and that is why he is liable for such an incident (R v Miller, 1983).Hadley is responsible for the fire as he wanted might avoid the destruction. Both the actus reus which is participation in the crime and mens rea which is the intention to do the crime are present in this case and that is why Hadley will be charged with the offence of arson under section 1 (3) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971.
[bookmark: _Toc123912299]Defence of Freya
According to section 47 of the Offences Against the Person Act, 1861, if any assault which amounts to bodily harm occurred, then the offender will be imprisoned for 7 years (Legislation.gov.uk, 1861). If Freya will be charged under this section she might not get the defence of intoxication as according to the case of R v Kingston - 1994, if the intention is specific, then a person will not get the defence of drunkenness (R v Kingston, 1994). In the case R v Caldwell (1982), self-induced intoxication also will not amount to any defence and in this case, the drinks which were taken by Freya were completely by her own will and therefore, she will not be able to get this defence (R v Caldwell, 1981). But Freya can get the defence of automatism as there are some essential elements of automatism and those are external factors, involuntary conduct and no fault. Automatism is a kind of mental state where the person gets completely unconscious. It is hard to prove by reasonable doubt. In this case, Freya was under the influence of an external factor which was alcohol and she did not do the act wrong voluntarily as she was having a seizure as she was the patient of epilepsy and in this disease, she does not fault as she was not having any physical problem including seizure for last 10 years and it can be said in her defence that the alcohol she had consumed was by innocent that she had no idea that her past issues will rise suddenly. In the case of Broome v Perkins - 1987, the court stated that automatism is implied involuntary movements of the body which might not remain under the control of the person the same happened to Freya (Broome v Perkins, 1987). But to prove that action was involuntary, an expert medical opinion is required. It can be said that the attack of autism was real but it was self-induced at some point as the consumption was alcohol was made by Freya herself which instigated her to get the seizure attack.  
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