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Part a
In the present scenario it has been found that, hadley has arrived at Ronan’s house to steal his Bucci trainers. Haley also tress passes into the dwelling house of Ronan when the later was not present, then Hadley stole the Kolex watch belonged to Ronan which was there inside the dressing room of Ronan and then he poured after shave in the bin and set it on fire to cause damage to the property. The issue in this scenario is to determine the offences for which Haldey will be criminally liable.
According to section 9(1) of the Theft Act 1968m a person will be considered as guilty for burglary if it is found that he enters into any building or part of a building in the form of a trespasser and he has the intention to commit any offence as provided in section 9(2) of the Act. Section 9(2) of the Theft Act 1968 states that, those offences can be stealing anything in the building or part of the building or inflicting any grievous bodily harm to any person present in the building or doing any damage which is unlawful in nature to the building or anything therein. 
There are multiple elements of Burglary that must be established in order to determine the criminal liability. These include the following:
Entry:
It is important to establish that the defaulter has entered in the building or entered any part of his body into the building. In both the cases, the act will be considered as burglary, it was held in the case of R v Brown (Vincent) (1985) Crim L.R. 212.
Building:
The second important element is that there must be a building, where the defaulter has trespassed into. According to the provisions of section 9(4) of the Theft Act 1968, inhibited vehicles and vessels are also to be considered as buildings.
Trespasser:
It must be established that the defaulter has trespassed into the building. In this regards it is important consider that, in order to establish trespassing, it must be proven that the trespasser was well aware about the fact while committing the offence of trespassing. It was found in the case of R v Jones [1976] 3 All ER 54, where the defendant entered into his father’s to steal two television sets, was considered as trespassing although he had a general permission from his father to enter into the house. This was held because the defaulter did not have the permission to enter into the house for stealing.
Steal:
This is an important element. If it is found that the burglary has been committed on the basis of stealing of anything in the building, then it will be necessary to establish the elements of theft, as provided in the section 1 of the Theft Act 1968. According to section 1 of the Theft Act 1968, the term theft is regarded as dishonest appropriation of property belonging to another with an intention to primarily deprive of the other for it. 
In the present scenario, it has been found that Hadley has trespassed into the building of Ronan. Hadley has entered into the building without the permission of Ronan and with an intention to theft. Therefore, he will be criminally liable for the act of trespassing into the building of Ronan. Hadley has stolen the Kolex watch belonging to Ronen, this can be considered as a dishonest appropriation of property belonging to Ronan with an intention to primarily deprive off the other for the same. This also amounts to a criminal offence. Lastly, Hadley has poured aftershave in the bin of the dressing room inside the building and set fire on it to intentionally damage the property, therefore, this can be considered as a case of criminal damage caused to the property, which is provided in section 9(2) of the Theft Act 1968. Therefore, this can also be regarded as a criminal offence.
Considering the above scenario, all the acts committed by Hadley, namely, trespassing in the building belonging to the Ronan, with an intention to steal things, which is the watch of Ronan and causing criminal damage to the building of Ronan, these all amounts to acts which can create criminal liability against Hadley.
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In the present case, it has been found that Freya was diagnosed when she was a child with epilepsy, however, she has not experienced any seizure for the last ten years, as a result of that she stopped taking medication for epilepsy. However, she was aware about the fact gat she was diagnosed with epilepsy. She drank considerable amount of alocohol with her friend Nickey at the foam party and when she returned she started vomiting, eventually she had a seizure. When her friend Nicki found her in such condition, she called Mike for help. As Mike tried to help Freya, she punched Mike in the face causing Mike to have a black eye. However, Freya was in the state of seizure when she punched Mike. The issue in this case is to determine whether Freya can take the defences of intoxication and automatism if she is charged under section 47 of the Offence Against Person Act 1861. 
Section 47 of the OAPA 1861 call for offence of assault occasioning bodily harm (ABH), according tot eh provisions of this section, if any person is convicted upon an indictment of any assault occasioning any bodily harm shall have the criminal liability under this section and such individual should be imprisoned for not more than five years. The offence under this section of the OAPA 1861 is committed in the form of an assault or battery that can lead the victim to suffer from actual body harm. In the case of R v DPP (2003) it was found that the defendant kicked the appellant and as a result of that, the later lost consciousness, as a result of that, the court held the defendant of ABH.
There can be defences that the defendant can avail in order to protect himself/herself from the criminal liability. One of the defences is the defence of automatism. This option provides defence to the defendant, when he/she was not in a position to control his/her action or he/she was not aware about the action.
However, things change in case of self-induced automatism, this is considered as a situation, when the defendant was aware that his/her conduct would possible put him/her in an automatic state. For example, when an individual drinks alcohol by knowing that this can put him in a automatic state. The offences can be of basic and specific intent, the specific intent offences are those, which requires a specific intention or mens rea to commit a crime. On the other hand, the crimes of basic intent are of general criminal intent and there is no specific intention present.  ABH can be considered as a crime of basic intent and the defence of self-induced automatism cannot be considered for crimes of basic intent. If it is found that the self-induced automatic state of the defendant has been caused due to consumption of intoxicants, the same cannot be considered as a defence. It was stated in the case of DPP v Majewski (1977) that if the defendant was anware of the fact that the actions of him would likely put him in an self induced automatic state, where he might commit an offence, then it will be considered that such individual was not reckless and hence the defence of automatism will be applicable. In the present case, Freya drank heavily on the foam party which caused her to enter into the state of automatism, therefore, it can be stated that this is a self induced automatism caused due to intoxication and Frey had been reckless. Therefore, it will not be possible for Freya to take defence of automaitsm
Considering defence of intoxication, it can be stated that, the case of Freya can be considered as voluntary intoxication as she was aware of the fact that drinking alcohol in a considerable volume can put her in a state of intoxication. And as it is also clear that the crime she committed of basic intent, therefore, she will not be able to avail the defence of intoxication, as voluntary intoxication in case of ABH, which is a crime of basic intent is not considered as a defence. Voluntary intoxication can be considered as a choice which has been made recklessly to become intoxicated and it is also assumed that defendant is aware of the risks. 
Hence it is clear that Freya will not be able to avail the defences of automatism or intoxication if she is charged under section 47 of the OAPA 1861.
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