
Advise Hadley which offences he could be criminally liable for (you do not need to consider defences here). 

Firstly, Hadley could be guilty of burglary under section 9(1)(a) and s.9(1)(b) of Theft Act 1968. A person is guilty of burglary if he enters a building or part of a building as a trespasser with the intention to steal, inflict GBH or do unlawful damage (s.9(2). 
For someone to be convicted guilty of burglary, the defendant must enter a building or part of a building as a trespasser section 9(1)(a) and s.9(1)(b) of Theft Act 1968. A trespasser is someone in a building or part of a building without permission to be there. It is obvious that Hadley went to Ronan’s house without permission to enter. It is also clear that when Hadley went upstairs into Ronan’s dressing room, he is guilty of burglary under section 9(1)(a), this is because he enters a part of a building as trespasser, and he knows or have been reckless to the fact that he is a trespasser at that stage. In the case of (Walkington[1979]. 1 WLR 1169), the defendant was in a department store when he went behind the unoccupied counter area on the shop floor and opened the cash till drawer. The court held that the area behind the counter was part of a building and that an intention to steal can exist. The fact that the till was empty did not destroy the defendant’s intention to steal. 
Hadley also has the required mens rea for burglary because he intends to steal the bucci trainers, thus at this point he is guilty of burglary under section 9(1)(a).

Secondly, Hadley could be guilty of aggravated burglary under section 10 of the Theft Act 1968. To convict someone guilty of aggravated burglary, there is the need to proof that he commits burglary and at the time has with him any firearm or imitation firearm, any weapon of offence, or any explosive.
According to the scenario question (a), ‘Hadley poured aftershave into the bin in the dressing room and set it on fire. This obviously suggest that he has the aftershave with him at the time of entry. The aftershave can be classed as ‘weapon of explosive’ which means any article manufactured for the purpose of producing a practical effect by explosion or intended by the person having with him for that purpose, per Explosive Section 10 (1)(c) of the Theft Act 1968.
In the case of R v Kelly (1993) Crim LR 763) a screwdriver taken into a property by the defendant became an offensive weapon on proof that he intended to use it for causing injury to the householder at the time of the offence. It was held that the focus of s10 was use during burglary and it was with him upon entry. On the basis of this he may be guilty of aggravated burglary.

Thirdly, Hadley could be guilty of Theft under Section 1(1) of the Theft Act 1968 which states that a person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it.
When Hadley picks up the Kolex watch, he appropriates it under section 3(1) of the Theft Act 1968 which states that ‘any assumption by a person of the right of an owner amount to an appropriation. Hadley then appropriates the watch because he assumes a right of the owner. The Kolex watch is obviously personal property of Ronan and it belongs to another person under section 4 & 5 of the Theft Act 1968. Hadley would be dishonest if he is aware that taking the watch is wrong and any ordinary and decent person would regard it as dishonest (Ivy v Genting Casinos 2017) the Supreme Court held in favour of the defendant. The claimant had cheated and therefore was in repudiatory breach of contract. His winnings were not recoverable. It is also obvious that Hadley intends to permanently deprive the owner (Ronan) of the watch, because his reason for taking it is to keep it.

Also, Hadley could be guilty of criminal damage under s1(1) of the Criminal Damage act 1971. There is the need to proof certain elements under the basic criminal damage. That, there is a property, that belongs to another, defendant’s conduct; destroy or damages that property, defendant does not have a lawful excuse; defendant intends or is reckless to destroying or damaging the property.
Hadley landed onto the wooden bench and snapped it in half, this clearly suggest that the wooden bench is permanently damage and is personal property (s. 10(1), criminal damage Act 1971) and that it belongs to another (s. 10(2), criminal damage Act 1971) Gayford v Chouler (1898) D crossed V's field from one footpath to another, despite being told by the owner not to do so. The divisional court held that trampling grass, or any other vegetation, amounted to criminal damage. Hadley has no lawful excuse for causing the damage and he has no consent of the owner (Ronan) under section 5(2)(a) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971.. In G and R (2003) 'Reckless' in s.1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 is subjective in its meaning. D can only be guilty if he realised the risk of causing destruction or damage of property which belonged to another and then went on to take that risk, thus the offence of basic criminal damage is established.

Lastly, Hadley could be guilty of criminal damage by fire (arson). By pouring the aftershave into the bin in the dressing room and setting it on fire a criminal damage of arson is established under sections 1(1) and 1(3) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The mens rea of basic criminal damage is the defendant intention to or was reckless as to damage/destroy the property by fire. By setting the bin on fire, Hadley intends to damage or destroy it. He should have been aware of the consequence of his conduct. In the case of Woollin (1999) The D was charged with murder. The Crown did not contend that the D desired to kill his son or to cause him serious injury. This is evidence of the necessary intention, and it satisfies the requirements for a conviction under section 1(1) and 1(3) of the criminal Damage Act 1971 for basic criminal damage.

In the event of Freya being charged under s.47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861, advise her of whether she would be able to rely on the defences of intoxication and automatism. 

Defences of Automatism
One of the defences available to Freya which l would like to consider is automatism. This refers to the state of unconsciousness or impaired consciousness in which a person acts involuntarily. Although Freya would prefer to rely on involuntary automatism as her defence because a successful plea results in a complete acquittal and that the prosecution must prove that the D’s conduct was voluntary. However, in this case it would be unlikely for Freya to succeed because the factor which caused Freya’s attack on Mike was an interior factor (Epilepsy) instead of external to the defendant such as concussion resulting from a blow to the head. In the case of Bratty v Attorney-General for Northern Ireland [1963] AC 386. The defendant strangled and killed a young woman whilst giving her a lift. Appeal court dismissed the case and said the trial judge was correct in directing the jury as to insanity. 
Also, self-induced automatism may lead to Freya’s acquittal if the cause is not because of intoxication by alcohol or drugs that are known to be dangerous. The test is whether the defendant knew that her actions or inactions were likely to make her aggressive, unpredictable, or uncontrolled (R v Bailey [1983] Crim LR 353 The defendant was convicted of wounding with intent to cause GBH contrary to s.18 OAPA 1861. It was decided that self-induced automatism, other than that due to intoxication from alcohol or drugs, may provide a defence to crimes of basic intent. According to the scenario, Freya was intoxicated from alcohol and as a result she became aggressive and unpredictable, therefore it would be unlikely for her to rely on defence of automatism.
Defences of Intoxication
It is basically a defence that is available to all the defendants in criminal law cases. It is elaborated that the defendant who put forwards this defence act, must not be held liable for the claimed crime as the person was not stable at the time of committing the crime or did compromise his/her mental state which prevented them from committing the offence or to develop any criminal intent (R v Donovan [1934] 2 KB 498). Freya could use this defence as a weapon because at the time of crime, she was experiencing seizure attack due to which she lost her consciousness and fell on the floor. When Mike went to help her, she was not in a state to perform any intentional body harm to him. 
However there will be Voluntary intoxication in the case of Freya as she willingly drink the gin and toxics despite of knowing all the consequences afterwards. She didn’t get any seizure attack since long time so she never imagined to get one just after drinking gins and toxins, because of which she unintentionally hit Mike. In many countries, the court allows the defendants to forward voluntary intoxication also, only in scenarios of specific intent crime which is against the general intent crime, just to prove that either defendant act was with necessary mens rea which creates criminal liability or either its completely unintentional. Although, the state of intoxication, if a person is under influence of any harmful drug or alcohol, is considered as a crime itself in case they are violating the DWI/DUI rules. Considering the case of DPP v Majewski [1976] UKHL 2, it is unfolded that “voluntary intoxication such as by drugs or alcohol is no defence to crimes”. Moreover, taking the rules of intoxication defence into consideration, Freya would not be able to rely on this defence in being charged under s.47 Offences against the Person Act 1861.
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