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Ronan is a successful businessman and likes to flaunt expensive jewellery, cars and clothes. He bought a limited edition Bucci shoes. On Friday, he bragged about his shoes and that he was going to the Maldives for the Holidays. Hadley overheard Ronan hate that he was a poser. After Ronan left the room and Hadley went to the house of Ronan's house to steal those shoes. When Hadley went to the house of Ronan, he tried to enter through the back garden. He jumped the fence and landed on a bench which snapped. To enter the house, Hadley uses a bamboo piece to open the cat flap to hood keys from inside to open the door of the house. From the case analysis, it is identified that Hadley is criminally liable for The Theft Act 1968, as he entered the house of Ronan without permission. From the case, it is further analysed that Hadley was trespassing as he did not have permission to enter the house. According to Gelber and O’Sullivan (2021), trespassing is not a criminal offence. There are offences in which trespassing can become a vital element which can lead towards further offences. From this, it is assessed that Hadley entered the Ronan property, which was trespassing from his side.
After entering, Hadley went to the dressing room, but could not find the trainers, so he stole Kolex. This can be better assessed by R v Jones & Smith [1976]. In this case, the appellants went to one's parent's house and stole televisions. The father provided evidence in Court that his son had permission to enter the house. It was held by Court that the appellants exceeded their permission by stealing and were trespassers (v Cheeseman and Crim, 2019). From this case, it is analysed that an individual who has permission to enter the premise may still be regarded as a trespasser if the individual knows that he is exceeding the permission and being reckless. Hadley, when entering the house of Ronan, was just a trespasser, but when he stole Kolex, he broke the law, and it was a reckless move which can contribute to his conviction for burglary. In the case of R v Hale [1978], two defendants broke into a house and stole jewellery items. After stealing, they realised that the women were at home, and they tied her up. Both of them were convicted of robbery (Chagnon and Chesney–Lind, 2015). Through this case, it is assessed that Hadley entered the property of Ronan and stole Kolex, due to which he can be convicted of robbery under Theft Act 1968. If Hadley was convicted under this act, then he had to pay a penalty of around 6 months in prison or an unlimited fine, or it could be both punishments. 
From the case, it is further identified that Hadley can be charged for Mens Rea. Hadley heard the conversation that Ronan had in the pub on Friday and had the intention of stealing his Bucci Trainers. He knew when he entered Ronan's property that he was trespassing. After stealing the Kolex as he cannot find the Bucci trainer. From the crimes that Hadley has committed, it is analysed that he has satisfied mens rea as he has established all three offences that are intended to steal, intent upon entering and knowing that he is trespassing. From the case scenario, it is further identified that he has satisfied Actus Reus as he entered Ronan's property as a trespasser and stole Kolex as well as inflicted harm to property. 
It is further analysed from the case scenario that Hadley poured aftershave into the dressing room dustbin and set it on fire. Due to this reason, He can be charged with Criminal Damage Act 1971. If this action arises from fire, Hadley would be liable under s.1(3) of this act as he has done criminal damage by Arson. From this act, it is assessed that Hadley has the intention of damaging Ronan's property without a legitimate excuse. Under this act, Hadley can attract a penalty of imprisonment not exceeding 10 years. In the case of R v Hunt [1977], it is identified that the appellant was charged with criminal damage as he set fire to a bed in an isolated room. He was convicted by the Court. The acts of the defendant were not capable of protecting property. Moreover, the lawful excuse that he provided was insufficient (Benedet and Grant, 2020). From this case, it is assessed that the actions of Hadley cannot be justified as he had the intention of damaging the property of Ronan. His actions cannot be lawfully justified, and he can receive severe punishment for his actions.
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Offences Against the Person Act 1861 states that the offence that is committed when an individual recklessly or intentionally assaults another individual causing Bodily Harm. It needs to be proven that the individual has assaulted or caused bodily harm. Section 47 of this act describes Assault occasioning Actual Bodily Harm (Smith and Stockdale, 2015). Freya has been charged with this act. From the case, it is assessed that Nicky and Freya are students who met at university. Freya was diagnosed with epilepsy when she was a child, but in the past 10 years, she did not have a seizure, due to which she has stopped taking medicine. Both students drink gin and tonic before and at the party. After the party, Freya had a seizure attack, and Nicky woke Mike, who lives next door. Mike went to help, but Freya, while having a seizure, punched Mike and gave him a black eye. She later was charged with s.47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861. 
For better assessing the case scenario, case laws would be assessed. In R v Ireland [1997] case, the question is whether the psychiatric injury can be considered bodily harm under s.47 or not. This case marked psychic assault emergence, which is an assault that does not involve immediate force. Fear and harm become a feature of assault (Bettinson and Bishop, 2015). In R v Savage [1991] case, it was never the intention of the defendant to throw the glass and only the bear. The Court held that the unlawful act was deliberate and was aimed against the victim who caused the harm (Bussani and Infantino, 2015). From both these cases, it is assessed that it was never intention of Freya to harm Mike. She had a seizure attack which contributed to throwing a punch and giving Mike a black eye.
From the case analysis, it is identified that Freya was under extreme intoxication, which can become a defence as she was in a state of automatism where she had no conscious control over her acts due to intoxication. Freya can utilise the extreme intoxication defence, which means that she can be acquitted of the crime and avoid criminal responsibility. In the view of Miller (2015), recently, a frequent and populate utilised argument to deny liability for the incident have emerged, which is the automatism defence. This is based on the allegation that an appellant was not in control of their actions at the time when the crime occurred. In the case of R v Sullivan [1984], the appellant was prosecuted for kicking an individual. When the act happened, he was having a seizure. The Court, in this case, ruled that this was classed as an internal factor and this mind disease and stated that the temporary nature or duration of the suspension of the mental faculties of memory, reason and understanding, which is a recurrent issue (Memon, 2017). This case is very similar to Freya's situation as she also punched Mike in a state of suffering from epilepsy which is a mental disease, and due to this reason, the correct defence should be insanity. Under the intoxication defence, Freya can argue that the intoxication of having a seizure prevented her from controlling her actions, due to which she hurt Mike. Automatism involves experiencing an epileptic seizure, which causes involuntary harm (Benbadis and Heriaud, 2015). From the case analysis, it is identified that as Freya hurt Mike during a seizure, she cannot be charged under s.47 of OAPA. She should rely on defences of automatism and intoxication. By relying on these defences, Freya would be of no fault and cannot be blamed for her will and actions. The only requirement is that the appellant is intoxicated so that she did not form requisite mens rea. Freya needs to prove that she was not in control of her actions, and the defence of voluntary intoxication does not resolve the liability of the defendant until or unless it has been proven that she was not in control. By proving intoxication, she may be charged with a lesser sentence or penalty. 
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