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I will start discussing Hadley’s criminal offences which are burglary and arson , both serious criminal offences . The first and the main matter to be discussed in Hadley s behaviour when he went to Ronan’s house is burglary.His intention in this scenario is to steal the bucci trainers from Ronan after he overheard the victim bragging about his new trainers and the fact that he was going on holiday.
Knowing that Ronan had left the house to go on holiday ,he went to the victims hoise to steal the trainers.
The first criminal offence Hadley is guilty of is  Burglary under S.9 of the theft act 1968 which states that a person is guilty of burglary if:
 a.he enters any building or part of a building as a trespasser and with intent to commit any such offence as mentioned
b.having entered any building or part of a building as a trespasser he steals or attempts to steal anythingin the building or that part of it or attempts to inflict on any person there in any grevious bodily harm.
Similar cases of entry can be seen in R v Collins (1973) 3 WLR 243 where the defendant was charged with burglary because he had climbed a ladder to an open window where a woman was sleeping or R v Ryan [1996] Crim LR320 where the defendant was discovered in the early hours of the morning stuck inside the window of an elderly person’s house.
The elements of this offence will be detailed below as there will be a couple more offences commited,others than burglary.
Firstly, while making his way into the house, Hadley jumps over the fence then lands on a wooden bench and ends up smashing it, therefore he was damaging property belonging to another .Section 1 of the Criminal Damage act states that it is an offence to, without lawful excuse, damage property belonging to another, intending or being reckless to whether the property will be damaged.
It is clear in this context that when Hadley broke the bench , he was damaging property belonging to another and thus satisfied the actus reus of criminal damage. The mens rea in this situation is not intended but recklessness. 
Hadley then  makes his way into the house, looking  to steal the trainers, but because he cannot find them, he picks up Ronan’s expensive watch. Furthermore ,Hadley is liable for theft under Section 1(1) of the Theft Act 1968 (TA 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.” Property in this case is the “kolex” watch, which is included under Section 4(1) TA 1968 as personal property assuming that he is owning that item(watch) as seen in the case of R v McPherson[1973]Crim LR191, CA where the defendant took two bottles of whiskey from the shelf and put them in her bag, without any intention of paying for it. The mens rea in this approach is satisfied as the appropriation is intentionally depriving Ronan of his goods which falls under S6 of Theft act.
In order to be found guilty of theft ,the prosecution must prove that Hadley entered the structure without permission and with the intention to commit a crime, which can easily be proven in this case.
A similar case is DPP v J(2002),where the defendant stole a pair of headphones ,snapped them and returned them. 
Given the facts of this scenario,actus reus is present because Hadley met all the elements of theft which are 1)apropiation 2)of property 3)belonging to another. This appropriation is defined by Lord Roskill in R V Morris as”assumption of any of the rights of the owner:.
Hadley is also criminal liable to arson under s1(3) which is :an offence commited under this section by destroying or damaging property by fire. Mens rea can be easily proved here because the intention of destroying was clearly there from the moment Hadley picked up the aftershave and poured it into the bin .
Therefore, it can be easily proven that Hadley was aware that he is committing the crimes stated above and he is liable to be prosecuted for burglary, theft and arson .
Second case to be discussed is Freya’s liability of being charged under s.47 Offences against the  Person act 1861 , after she had punched Mike whilst having a epileptic seizure.
Freya was diagnosed with epilepsy as a child but she had not had a seizure for the last ten years , therefore she was not required to take any medication.
She had a bottle of gin with Nicky before going out and she also had six double gin and tonics.After she returned home, Freya started vomiting . Nicky went to bring her a glass of water but when she returned she finds Freya having an epileptic fit.Panicked,Nicky went and woke Mike up who was sleeping next door. When Mike went to assist Freya which was in a seizure she punched him in the face that caused him a black eye.
It is known that alcohol consumed in big amounts can increase the risk of having seizures. In this case and given the fact that Freya didn’t have a seizure in a long period of time, she just wanted to have a bit of fun and she drank a bit more than a person with her condition is supposed to.
Intoxication itself is not a defence to a crime but when a person is intoxicated through drink or drugs and commits a crime , the intoxication level may be such as to prevent the defendant forming the necessary mens rea of the crime. Similar cases of lack of mens rea can be found in DPP v Beard[1920] AC 479 where the defendant raped and killed a young girl stating that he was so drunk that he was unable to comprehend the severity of his act .
Automatism is a defence that can be used if a person was not in control of their actions at the time of the alleged offence ,due to some external factors such as seizure or concussion. This type of defence can be raised in cases where the accused did not have the required intent or knowledge to commit the crime ,due to their lack of control. 
In Freya’s case ,the intoxication was voluntary ,as she consumed the alcohol for fun and without being aware that this will cause her a seizure. She , however punched Mike as a result of automatism .In conditions like this, the movements of a person’s body or limbs are involuntarily. A case that can be used to the defence of automatism is Watmore v Jenkins[1962] 2Q B 572 where the defendant , who was diabetic crashed with a car that was parked whilst having a fit.
In my opinion ,Freya can rely on self-induced automatism as a defence because ,as stated above , automatism is the act done by the muscles without any control by the mind. The actus reus was not voluntarily when she punched Mike , and mens rea in this case is the fact that Freya was being reckless with her drinking .It is clear that Freya did not intend to cause any harm to Mike and this was just a result of involuntary conduct because she was unconscious.
 In her case , it must be shown that she was unable to control her conduct due to an external factor which is alcohol consumption for this matter.
As a personal note, she was not aware that a fun night out that included some drinks over the limit of her health condition ,would take such a turn and she would end up being charged with an offence.
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