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Part A.
Firstly, I will be discussing which criminal offences Hadley will be liable for. There is more then one offence to consider here, we will at first start with trespassing with the intent to steal. Hadley offence was theft. Therefore, he can be prosecuted Under s.9(1)(a) Theft Act 1996. In which a person commits the offence of burglary if they enter a building or part of a building as a trespasser with intent to commit certain offences. In this case Hadley had intent to steal the trainers but ended up stealing the Kolex watch instead. Regardless of what item was stolen the acts of theft and trespassing were committed.
This can also relate to the case, R v brown, who broke a shop window and stuck the top half of his body through the hole in the window in order to steal the contents and was then convicted of theft, under Section 9 of the theft act 1968. As well as trespassing another criminal offence committed by Hadley was theft, as he stole Ronan’s watch whilst unlawfully entering his building.  In some cases, appeals can be considered if there is not an effective approach of entry. In this case there is clear intention to trespass, and the effective way Hadley entered the building by putting the bamboo through the cat flap to get the keys. Hadley knew Ronan would be on holiday as he overheard him saying this. There is also clear intent of burglary as that was the whole purpose of him trespassing in the first place. So, in this case an appeal is unlikely.
The Actus Reus elements of the theft committed include permanently depriving Ronan of his property which Hadley had stolen for himself. The mens Reu can be the guilty mind element as the act of theft was committed with dishonesty.
In the case R V Ryan 1996 where the defendant was found stuck in the window of a residential house. His head and right arm were inside the house and the rest of his body was outside. He was still convicted of burglary under the theft act 1968 as that was his intention. Regardless of whether he burgled or not he was caught with intent to do so. In this case with Hadley he actually did steal Ronan’s watch so the conviction of theft is very likely.
Another offence committed was arson, as Hadley set the room on fire before leaving. He unlawfully set alight the room, which is another person’s property. With the intention to destroy/damage the property without a lawful excise. According to the criminal damage act 1971 “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.” 
He can also be prosecuted under section 9 (1) (a) of the Theft act which ) requires proof that the entry took place with the intention of: stealing; inflicting GBH; or committing unlawful damage a person commits burglary if they enter a building or part of a building as a trespasser with intent to steal anything from the building, inflict grievous bodily harm on any person therein, or damage the building or anything therein. 
In conclusion there are clear acts of trespassing using the bamboo stick to gain entry. Theft of the watch and arson when Hadley poured aftershave in the bin in Ronan’s room and setting it alight before leaving. Arson contrary to s.1(3) Criminal Damage Act (1971) when Hadley sets fire to the bin in Ronan’s dressing room. An offence committed under this section by destroying or damaging property by fire shall be charged as arson.
This shows complete disregard and recklessness of any further damage or injuries this could have caused. A guilty conviction using all these facts and evidence is highly likely. The prosecution could argue this was done with ill intent and malice.  as he said he hated the fact that Ronan was “such a poser”. These words can be used against him in a court of law to show this act of trespassing, theft and arson was done out of jealousy and/ malice. As Hadley simply did not like the way Ronan portrayed himself. It may also be argued this is not a valid enough reason to commit such crimes.

























Part B.

Dear Freya

In regard to your case of being accused of Assault, you are being charged under section 47 offences against the persons act 1861.This offense is committed when a person intentionally or recklessly assaults another, therefore causing Actual bodily harm.
I am pleased to tell you in your case as you were unconscious at the time of assault, we can rely on the defences of automatism. In your case in particular, this will be self-induced automatism. The most frequent example of self-induced automatism is intoxication arising from the voluntary ingestion of alcohol or prescribed drugs. 
As you were voluntarily intoxicated this may impact your case even though you were unconscious at the time of assault. I understand you did not have seizure for 10 years before this, so it seemed very unlikely. But the prosecution may argue you were aware the seizure may still happen. They may also add if it wasn’t for the voluntary intoxication this situation may not occurred in the first place.
An example of a case where the defendant was convicted for criminal damage and recklessness under the influence of intoxication is MPC v Caldwell. He was intoxicated but claimed to have no recollection. He was also conscious, so automatism did not apply to him. 
As you voluntarily consumed alcohol regardless of the consequences this may be used against you. Because regardless of if you had not had a seizure for years the possibility was still there. You took the risk and got intoxicated without knowing the strength or impact it could have on you or any seizures it may have caused. This is classed as voluntary intoxication. An example of a similar case can be R v Allen (1989). In which the defendant drank a homemade wine of which he did not know the strength of it. This led him to assault another person. He pleaded that he could not be responsible for his actions as he didn’t know the strength. But as he was voluntarily intoxicated, he was convicted, and the appeal made was denied.

What will work in your favour is you had no intention to assault the victim, as you were not conscious at the time, and it was an accident/reflex of you being in a seizure that was beyond your control. In many cases defendants have been found guilty as they voluntarily get intoxicated to commit a crime, this was never your intention. Even though it happened as a result of alcohol that was consumed. You never set out to cause any malice. 
In conclusion if the prosecution cannot prove that you were voluntarily intoxicated in order to commit assault you will not be charged under section 47 offences against the persons act. We would have to get you medically examined to confirm the seizure. Once this is confirmed we can determine automatism and prove your mind was acting imperfectly and you were not in control of your limbs. The prosecution will argue that the intoxication was self-induced, but we will prove anything that occurred after that, in this case assault, was not voluntary and was not done so in your right mind. You had no idea what was happening until after the seizure had finished.
It may come across as reckless as you consumed a lot of alcohol, and they may argue you had no regard for the consequences that followed. Having said that I believe we have a strong case as you have no previous charges against you and once, we get the medical examination we can prove that you were not in a conscious state of mind. You have no previous ABH charges and have a witness who was there and can testify that you were unconscious in court. 
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