Q. A
Firstly, I will be discussing the liability of Hadley’s case and his offences. He went to Ronan’s house with the intention of stealing the Bucci trainers. A person is charged with theft when they take something which belongs to someone else with the intent of robbing them of it permanently. 
The words "thief" and "steal" should be properly understood. S.1 of the Theft Act of 1968 has this term. All types of property, including money, as well as tangible and intangible items, are regarded as property. Many items will fit under the parameters of this definition since it is so broad. The concept of property is widened by the inclusion of the terms "things in action" and "intangible goods," which cover rights like those attached to equity or property rights(LawTeacher, 2018). 

Burglary is a crime according to Section 9 of the TA of 1968. There are two burglary offences listed in section 9, sections 9(1)(a) and (b).
· Hadley knew he was trespassing
· He has full intention of stealing without any doubt which means he had direct intention.
· Actus Reus: Enters a property or a section of a property as a trespasser.
· Mens Rea: At the point of entrance, the intent to steal, cause criminal damage, and being negligent or knowing he was trespassing.

Hadley arrived at the scene, which is Ronan’s house, he proceeded to enter from the back garden. He is trespassing which makes him liable for sections 9(1)(a) and (b) of the Theft Act 1968. 

For example; the case of R v Brown (1985). The defendant, Brown, broke a shop window and inserted his upper body through the gap to seize the goods. His lower body was still outside the store. Under Section 9 of the Theft Act of 1968, he was found guilty of burglary as the entry was effective. Entry may be deemed to have taken place even if the suspect did not access the premises using his complete body (Teacher, L, 2021). 

Hadley was aware it was a building. According to the S.9 (4) of TA 1968 states that in the definition of building any vehicle or vessel even inhabited at the time of crime still counts as a building or part of the building, as the definition given in Stevens v Gourley (1859). Hadley knew that he did not have permission to enter the premises. 
Upon arrival, Hadley jumped over the fence and landed on the wooden bench, breaking it. This made him liable for the S.1(1) CDA 1971.

He proceeded to enter the house using a bamboo stick to hook the keys from inside. In 
R v Davis (1823): The accused tried to enter a building. Before pausing, he made it as far as shoving in a windowpane. During this, a portion of his finger could be made out inside the structure. The defendant was accused of burglary, but he claimed that since he had not "entered" the premises, he was innocent (Loquitur, I, 2022). 
Hadley committed a break-in. The Actus Reus of the offence was satisfied when he entered with a bamboo stick. According to s.9(1) of the 1968 Act, Hadley's partial entry within the premises marked entry. As stated in R v. Horncastle (2006), D used bamboo stick with hooks on the end to hook keys from inside the hallway in the building. The tool is used as an extension of D’s body.

With intention of stealing the Bucci trainers which he could not find, Hadley saw a Kolex watch and made up his mind to steal that item instead. Here, he is liable for Sec.9 1(A) and Sec.9 1(B) Theft Act 1968 as he attempted to steal property (items)which do not belong to him from Ronan’s house.
Hadley poured aftershave into the bin (s.1(1) CDA 1971) and set the bin in the dressing room on fire. Criminal Damage Act 1971 arises through fire which makes Hadley liable for it (CPS, 2022). 
Hadley is also responsible for criminal damage by arson, or as it is more popularly known, arson, under s.1(3) of the CDA of 1971 when there is property destruction or damage that falls under Section 1(1) (Minor vandalism) or Section 1(2) (Aggravated Crime) of the Act (LawTeacher, 2018).

As in Cadwell (1982), D had an appeal that harbored hostility toward the manager of the hotel he was working in. In his anger, he lit the hotel on fire after being drunk one night. He was convicted of s.1(2) of the CDA 1971. The defendant said that he had not thought about harming any lives because he was intoxicated (Chen, W, 2022). Hadley had clear intentions of damaging the property without any second thoughts.  

According to Roper v. Knott (1898), this is sufficient for the property to just lose value rather than become completely worthless (LawTeacher, 2018). 
The most important factor is that the property and all the items belong to Ronan whom Hadley not only trespassed but also damaged and stole items from there. He is liable for both Sec 4(1) TA and Sec 5(1) TA 1968.
Hadley is liable for trespassing, criminal damage, theft and arson and even if he pleads not guilty, his plead will be rejected as shown in all the mentioned law cases. His intentions and acts all indicate that what he did is a crime and needs to be punished. He cannot rely on any defense.
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Q: B
I will now discuss Freya’s case. She has been charged under s.47 OAPA Act 1861. On the night of being heavily intoxicated, when Freya punched Mike, she was having a severe seizure. She was not in her senses and nor did she have any control over her muscle movement, as defined by Lord Denning in the case of Bratty v A-G for N. Ireland (1963). He states, ‘automatism is an act which is done by movement of the muscles and without any control of the mind’. 

The fact that she was voluntarily intoxicated does not make her completely immune from the charges. Where self-induced automatic state is caused by the external factor of intoxication, D cannot use the defense of automatism as mentioned in R v Lipman (1970). Taking LSD, the Hallucination led D to think he was being attacked by snakes and suffocated and strangle his girlfriend. 

But when a person is in a state where he/she cannot recall the crime after being voluntarily intoxicated, this can be a defense to the crime up to some extent (Guidance, L, 2018). She can rely on the defense of automatism and intoxication. 

A defense may fall under more than one category because there are many different types of defenses in law. These varieties include:
· Complete defenses: Defendant can completely rely on it to shield against all liabilities.
· Defenses that only partially succeed: lowers the charge.
· Special defenses: applicable only to specific types of crime.
· Excusatory defenses: No proof related to the crime done by the defendant.
· Justificatory defenses: When the defendant justifies his/her crime (LawTeacher.net, 2018).
As shown in the case of, R v Clarke [2009], due to a hypoglycemic crisis while driving his car and having type 1 diabetes, Clarke struck two pedestrians on a pavement. He was found guilty of reckless driving that resulted in death. The court concluded that Clarke would have had little time to become aware before the attack took place after taking Clarke's deteriorating health into account further. (LawTeacher.net, 2019).

A case law of R v Quick [1973] relates to Freya’s case. Here, D suffered from hypoglycemia which caused him to attack a patient. He collapsed and could not recall any memory of the incident.  He was found liable for s.47 OAPA 1861. He raised the defense of automatism.

Another case slightly severe to Freya’s case, according to the DPP v. Majewski [1977] law case, D had been heavily drinking and taken drugs. He got into a fight in a pub and ended up attacking the landlord and the arresting police officer. He was charged with s.47 OAPA 1861 and assault. The conviction was upheld, and his appeal was dismissed. Although he claimed to lack the mens rea, the crime was of basic intent and so intoxication could not be relied on as a defense. (Commission, L, 2009).

A different piece of case law, MPC v. Caldwell [1982] AC 341, had an appeal that harboured hostility toward the manager of the hotel he was working in. In his anger, he lit the hotel on fir after being drunk one night. Currently, there were ten guests staying at the motel. Fortunately, the fire was swiftly put out, preventing any injuries to the occupants. After being convicted of s.1(2) of the CDA 1971, the appellant contested the finding of the required level of negligence. The defendant said that he had not thought about harming any lives because he was intoxicated (Chen, W, 2022).

Freya can rely on the defense of intoxication as although she was voluntarily intoxicated, she was in a state of mind where she could not recall any memory of the incident. As well as this, she was in a state of a seizure and so it would have been more difficult for her to form the necessary mens rea. The defense may be available to some extent. She can also claim the defense of automatism as the external factor had triggered her medical condition which resulted in a seizure where she had total loss of voluntary control over her muscle movement and caused her to punch mike.
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