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Part A
In the present context, Hedley intended to steal the Bucci trainers belonging to Ronen. With an intention to steal, Hedley trespassed into the property of Ronen. He get into the house and reached at the dressing room of Ronen, however, the Bucci trainer was not present in the dressing room and instead of that, Hedley found the ‘Kolex’ watch of Ronen, which was stolen by Hedley and he also poured after shave in the bin of the dressing room and set it on fire before he left the house. It is important to ascertain the offences committed by Hedley which attract criminal liability. 
Considering the present case, it can be stated that Hadley has committed three different acts, namely trespassing into the building of Ronan, secondly he stole the ‘Kolex’ watch of Ronen and thirdly, Hadley criminally damaged the property of Ronen. In the context of the present scenario, it can be regarded as a clear instance of burglary as stated in section 9(1)(a), which states that, burglary has been committed by the defendant, if it is found that the defendant has entered into a building or a part of a building in the form of a trespasser, with the intention to do the following:
· Steal anything from such building
· Inflict grievous bodily harm to any individual present in such building
· Make unlawful damage to the building
Hence, the following elements are required to be established in order to prove that a burglary has been committed:
Actus reus:
Enters:
It is important to establish that the defendant should enter into a building .  It is not necessary that entry must be substantial, even if a part of the body enters into the building the same will be considered as an entry.  In case of R v Ryan (1996), it was found that the defendant has been able to manage his head and right arm inside the property, which was held has sufficient by the court.
Building or part of building:
It is important to prove that the defendant has entered into a building or part of a building. There is no statutory definition of building in the Theft Act 1968, hence the ordinary meaning of the word should be considered. Section 9(4) of the Act states that even a vehicle or vessel which is inhibited should also be considered as a building such as a caravan.
Part of a building:
This can be considered as a part of the building where entry is prohibited. In the case of R v Walkington (1979), it was stated that a part of the building should be separated from the main building which can be stated as the part of the building.
Trespasser:
It means entering into the building of another person without the permission of the owner. Trespassing can also considered as entering in a building with the permission of the owner, however, to do an activity which has not been permitted. In case of R v Jones & Smith (1976) it was found that there were two defendants entered into a building which belonged to the father of one of the defendants. They stole two televisions from the building as a result of that they were made liable for burglary. It was found that the father of the defendant provided permission to enter into the building, however, the activity they committed inside the property exceeds the permission, hence, the same has been held as trespassing.
Mens Rea:
Intent upon entry:
It is important to establish that the defendant had intent to steal, inflicting grievous bodily harm to any person in the building or committing criminal damage,  while he was entering into the building or part of a building as a trespasser. It is necessary to consider that the intent was developed at the point of entry. 
Section 1(3) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 states that, an individual should be charged for criminal damage by arson if such individual destroys or damages the property with fire. Considering damage caused to the property by fire, the mens rea should be an intention to damage the property or recklessness to damage the property.
In the present case the first two acts committed by Hadley namely, trespassing and stealing will be considered as burglary under section 9(1)(a) of the Theft Act 1968, however, he had no intention to do criminal damage to the property at the time of entering into the building, hence, the sme should not be covered under this Act. However, the act of damaging the property with fire will be considered as a criminal act under section 1(3) of Criminal Damage Act 1971.
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In the existing scenario, it has been found that Freya and her friend Nicky went to the foam party where they consumed alcohol. After returning to the student’s hall Freya started vomiting and when Nicky found her Freya was experiencing a seizure attack. In order to control the situation, Nicky called Mike for support. When Mike tried to support Freya she punched him in the face which caused a black eye to Mike. Freya was diagnosed with epilepsy when she was a child and she has not experienced any seizures in the last ten years as a result of that she stopped taking the medicines for epilepsy. The issue associated with the present context is that whether Freya will be able to take the defence of intoxication and automatism, if a charge is brought against her under section 47 of Offence Against the Person Act 1861.
Section 47 of the Offence Against the Person Act 1861states that an individual will be charged with criminal liability if he/she assaults another person thereby occasioning bodily harm (ABH). The offence according to section 47 of the Offence Against the Person Act 1861 covers both assault and battery that can cause actual bodily harm to the innocent person who is the victim. In case of DPP v Smith (2006) the defendant cut the ponytail hair of the victim, it was held by the court that hair is a part of the body and hence, the sme can also be harmed, therefore it was held that damaging the hair of another person would constitute ABH. In the case of Donovan (1934), the court defined ABH, where it stated that ABH includes and hurt or injury done specifically to interfere with the health and comfort of the victim.
Automatism is regarded as an action done by the body muscles, where there is no control exercised by the mind. The defence of automatism is applicable to the defendant, if it is found that the defendant has committed the actus reus involuntarily and at the same time the mens rea is absent in the offence. It can be considered that the defendant has committed the actus reus voluntarily when it is found that the automatism is self induced. It is considered as a condition where the defendant is aware of the fact that the actions taken by the defendant would put the defendant in an automatic state. In such case no defence will be available for the defendant.
Secondly, the application of defence varies in terms of offences of basic intent and offences of specific intent. Offences of specific intent are considered as those offences where mens rea is necessary, such as murder. For instance grievous bodily injury as covered under section 18 of the Offence Against the Person Act 1861 can be regarded as offence of specific intent. On the other hand, offences of basic intent include offences that are made recklessly.
Self-induced automatism can be a defence in case of offences of specific intent, in case there is lack of mens rea present. Considering commission of offence of basic intent, the defence of automatism will not be applicable if the defendant has entered into the automatic state recklessly, such as the automatic state has been developed through consumption of alcohol or drugs, the same can be found in the case of DPP v Majewski (1977).
The same principle is also applicable to defence of intoxication. The defnece will be applicable to the defendant in case of offence of specific intent, where mens rea is missing. However, for offences of basic intent, voluntary intoxication cannot be considered as a defence, as the defendant has chosen to be intoxicated recklessly. In case of R v Lipman (1970) the defendant got intoxicated voluntarily and he had an illusion that he was being attacked by snakes, in order to fight with the snakes he hit victim, which caused the death of the victim. The court rejected the defence of intoxication.
In the present case, Freya will not be able to take the protection of intoxication and automatism as she was intoxicated voluntarily and this triggered the seizure, hence, it can be considered that this is a case of self-induced automatism. The offence committed by Freya was of basic intent and it was done recklessly. Hence, neither of the defences will be applicable to her if she is charged under section 47 of the Offence Against the Person Act 1861.
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