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After conducting research, Mr. Hadley's probable violations have been determined. If the required components are proven, Mr. Hadley will be found guilty of four offences. These crimes include arson, criminal damage, burglary, and theft.
Section 9(1)(a) of the Theft Act of 1968 defines three distinct ways to commit the offence (entering with the intent to steal, commit severe bodily injury, or cause unlawful damage), each of which can be committed by entering a residence (a "domestic burglary") or another building. Because different punishment rules apply depending on whether the structure in question is a residence, section 9(1)(a) effectively establishes six separate offences.Each of these crimes is committed once D enters the property as a trespasser with the requisite intent, regardless of whether he commits the intended theft, serious bodily harm, etc. Courts have frequently considered the same meaning of 'building' while interpreting numerous statutes. a The term's meaning varies depending on context. 5 and Ming Lias have been determined to be buildings with alternative functions. A common and accepted definition, according to Lord Fasher Mil, is a brick or stone structure covered by considered a building for purposes of the burglary offence, it is not necessary that the structure be made of brick or stone. Regardless, all dwellings are safeguarded. As a result of their building material, the Act expressly encompasses inhabited vehicles and vessels. For a structure to be considered a building, it must have some degree of permanency. It is commonly believed that a tent cannot be considered a building, even though it has occupied the same spot indefinitely. A structure may be a building despite its fragile construction.
Criminals can damage land, which cannot be stolen. When conduct destroys land, theft policies do not apply. D could commit a crime by turning 4s into a vegetable garden. Second, intangible property can now be stolen but not criminalised. We have not included immaterial goods in the category of property to which harm should constitute an offence because the existing legislation connotes physical damage in their commission. 39 Thus, easements, earnings, patents, and copyrights are not criminally liable. D need not have entered the building far enough to achieve his illegal goal. D breaks into V's fourth-floor apartment through the ground-floor window. Thus, entering is neither "effective" nor "substantial." It is intolerable that such a critical actus reus feature of a serious crime be evaluated by a jury. The best course of action would be to embrace the common law rule: any entry, no matter how small, should suffice.
There is a separate offence for harming or damaging property through the use of fire.  Despite the Law Commission's conclusion that this was superfluous, Parliament favoured a specific offence in the Act. 194In accordance with Section 1(3) of the Act, a person is charged with arson if they commit an offence under this section by destroying or injuring property with fire. And according to section 4, it is punishable by life in jail. The retention of a separate offence may have been desirable in order to provide a more appropriate designation and express public concern over the offence. Particularly concerning is the prevalence of arson in certain property types, such as schools. The clause is mandatory: "shall be charged with arson." When D burns or damages property by fire, it seems appropriate to charge him with an offence under section 1. (3). 195 When there is also an accusation of endangerment, there should be distinct counts of arson with the intent to endanger life and arson with reckless disregard for the endangering of life.
If it has been established that the defendant committed crimes and the actus reus and mens rea requirements have been met, the defendant's case may be reviewed in both the magistrate court and the high court, depending on the criminal damages. The sentencing that the defendant if proven guilty to all 4 counts ,regarding criminal damage the maximum punishment it is 10 years , in relation of theft the maximum penalty it is 7 years ,for domestic burglary, the law, as set by national assembly states that: The max penalty in the magistrates' courts is a £5,000 fine and/or 26 weeks' in prison. ❖ In the Crown Court, the maximum sentence is 14 years in prison. The sentencing guidelines vary from a community restitution order to six years in prison. Section 4 of the Crimes and Disorder Act of 1971 imposes a maximum sentence of life in prison for severe criminal damage and aggravated arson. 



Under s. 47 of the 1861 Act, actual bodily harm (ABH) is defined as 'any assault occasioning actual bodily harm'. The actus reus is either assault or battery plus actual bodily harm. This offence is triable either way, being in the Magistrates Court, or the Crown Court. ‘Whosoever shall be convicted upon an indictment of any assault occasioning actual bodily harm shall be liable to imprisonment for not more than five years’. Upon hearing the claimed facts, the Magistrates deliberate whether or not to accept jurisdiction for a trial in the Magistrates Court. Depending on the nature of the allegation, if the facts of the case are deemed to be so severe, the magistrates will reject jurisdiction and the case will be transferred to the crown court for trial. Where D satisfies the elements of section 47,20 or 18, she will nevertheless avoid liability if she has a specific defence of ‘consent’ or ‘belief in consent’. D may also avoid liability by relying on one of the general defences. Where D has caused ABH, the courts have been reluctant to allow a defence to simple assault or battery (the base offence) to undermine liability. In these circumstances, a line of authority has emerged that prevents D from relying on what appears to be an effective defence to the underlying offence, if she anticipated the possibility of committing ABH. When D attempts to use a defence for the base offence, she will be restricted to the defences available for the more severe offences.  As D does not foresee the chance of causing ABH or greater, V’s effective consent to assault or battery will prevent section 47 liability. V has consented to the assault or battery, and there is no reason (no further fault from D) that justifies treating that consent as invalid. As D does not anticipate the possibility of causing ABH or greater, V's consent to assault or battery will exempt her from section 47 liability. V has consented to the assault or damage, and there is no reason (no further fault by D) to invalidate this consent. This is confirmed in Meachen. There is an obvious and well-documented link between intoxication, particularly alcoholic intoxication, and crime. Intoxicants can lower inhibitions, warp moral and practical judgements, encourage unpredictable behaviour, and so on. In short, D’s conduct when intoxicated may not be a reflection of her character when sober. Being intoxicated is not, however, and never has been, a defence to criminal offences. D’s claim that ‘it was the drink’ may provide some moral mitigation, and may become relevant at sentencing, but it is not an answer to a criminal charge. If it were, there would be a lot more space in prisons! The intoxication rules only become relevant where, as a result of intoxication at T1, D lacks the prescribed mens rea for the crime charged at T2. A person is simply willfully intoxicated if he or she chooses to consume substances that he or she knows or should know are intoxicating. In reality, the situation is a bit more convoluted. It is vital to differentiate cases in which the defendant has consumed alcohol or illegal drugs from those in which the defendant has consumed legal substances, such as prescribed medications. When a defendant knowingly ingests alcohol or a controlled substance, he or her is considered to be voluntarily intoxicated. This law applies even if the defendant believed he or she was drinking a low-alcohol beverage. This was made obvious in Allen,** where the defendant drank homemade wine from a friend that he believed had minimal alcohol. In fact, it included a substantial amount of alcohol. He was deemed voluntary. irrationally intoxicated It would have been completely different if he believed he was sipping a non-alcoholic fruit punch that contained alcohol (or drugs). In such a scenario, the defending ant would be drunk without its will. Similarly, a person who was compelled to consume alcohol or drugs against their will would be considered drunk against their will. A person who is addicted to drugs or alcohol is considered to have taken the substances voluntarily unless they can demonstrate they had no control over their use.
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