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Let me begin by discussing Hadley's criminal liability. As far as Hadley is concerned, he has committed burglary, trespassing and criminal damage. He had the intention to break into Ronan's house to steal trainers. Hadley had used a piece of bamboo to put through the cat flap to hook the keys from inside, according to section 9 of the theft act 1968, it is illegal to steal anything. Accordingly, a person is guilty of burglary if he, as a trespasser, enters any building or part of a building with the intent to commit any such offence.
There are several types of theft crimes, including robbery, burglary, handling, and going equipped. A theft offence is defined as one of the following under The Theft Act 1968. They all incorporate the concept of theft or stealing as one of the elements of the offence. The elements of burglary are, entering a building or part of a building as a trespasser with the intent to commit theft, bodily harm or criminal damage, having entered as a trespasser, stealing or inflicting or attempting to inflict grievous bodily harm.
Entry, even partial entry is sufficient; where the defendant hides a part of their body within the building, this can amount to burglary, as we have seen in R v Brown Vincent, (1985) CRM LR 212 and R v Ryan (1996) 
The statute does not define the term "building" comprehensively, but Section 9,7a 1968 specifies that it includes any inhabited vehicle of the subsection under which uninhabited vehicles and vessels will not be considered building for purposes of The Theft Act 1968. Trailers attached to articulated lorries were not deemed buildings since they retained the character of vehicles regardless of any modifications or the intention to keep them statutory.
Unless the building is brickwork or stonework, the Theft Act 1968 does not require that it be constructed of bricks or stonework. Almost all structures are permanent in some way. The term "building" refers to a structure that consists of more than one piece, such as an apartment block
If it is established that the defendant knew the mental element of the offence, they must have known they were trespassers when they entered the building.
It does not matter whether someone enters with the occupier's permission or not, if they enter for a purpose that is outside the scope of the permission granted, they are still considered trespassers. It was authorized by their father for the defendant to enter his house with the intent of stealing two television sets. Although their father had permitted them to enter, he did not allow them to enter to steal from inside.
The Criminal Damage Act S1(1) A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence.
The elements of the offence, Property that belongs to another are destroyed or damaged by the defendant's conduct. If the defendant does not have a legally admissible excuse for destroying or damaging property or if he or she intends to do so recklessly.
In s10(1) of the Criminal Damage Act of 1971, the property is defined in a similar way but not identically to the property for theft in s4 of the Theft Act of 1968. In addition to tangible property, which can be either real or personal, there is the property for criminal damage that is tangible. A piece of land cannot be stolen, but it can be damaged by criminals. Wild creatures that have been tamed or are ordinarily kept in captivity, and creatures where that have been reduced to possession can be the subject of a charge. The issue of wild creatures reduced to possession arose in Creswell v DPP; Currie v DPP [2006] where it was held that wild badgers in the vicinity of traps put down by a government department were not property belonging to another for the purposes of criminal damage. This was because they had not been reduced to possession until they entered a trap. Before they entered the traps, the government department had no control over the badgers. The defendant had damaged the traps and then claimed that they had done so in order to protect the property (badgers). This argument failed.
Property belonging to another is defined as belonging to that person if the following conditions are met in the possession of or under the control of, any proprietary rights or interests are contained in it, the item has a charge attached to it or if a building is demolished, it is referred to as being destroyed. Damage is When a property is damaged, it is usually physical, affecting the senses. It is also possible to establish damages where the property has become unfit for its purpose or has lost its value due to unforeseen circumstances. The nature of the property may determine whether physical damage is considered damage under the statute. The scaffolding was scratched, but this is not considered damage (Morphitis v Salmon 1990).
Grayford v Choler 1898 illustrates a case where the grass was trampled down with only minor physical damage. It is possible to sustain physical damage permanently or temporarily. A police station cell wall was covered in mud due to the defendant's Wellington boots in Roe v Kingerlee (1986). The court held that physical damage to property can be temporary if the owner takes some steps to restore it to its former state. If it is Unfit for its intended purpose, as before, this can be either temporary or permanent, depending on the property. Property must be interfered with in some way in order to be rendered unfit for its intended purpose. If it is a Reduced value, according to the nature of the impairment, the impairment can be permanent or temporary. The value of a property can be impaired even if it is still fit for purpose and not rendered useless by the addition of water (Roper v Knott 1898).
A person's intention can be direct or oblique, meaning that it is either the Defendants' intention to damage or destroy property or that, barring any unforeseen circumstances, it is virtually certain that the defendants conduct will destroy or damage property. It is still possible for the prosecution to prove that the defendant was reckless as to whether his conduct would damage or destroy property. This is even if it cannot prove that defendant intentionally damaged or destroyed it.
However, on the other hand, we have the case of Freya, if Freya is to be charged under s.47 offences against the person act 1861 is it possible for her to rely on the defences of intoxication and automatism. 
Intoxication must be voluntary for the defendant to be intoxicated, Whether Freya became intoxicated because of alcohol, drugs or medication does not matter. Defendants who knowingly abuse any of these substances that are generally known as dangerous when they lead to intoxication will be deemed to have committed voluntary intoxication. There is no doubt that dangerous drugs or alcohol fall into this category. There are several types of medication abuse, and each has its own potential for abuse. 
Whether or not someone is aware they are ingesting a dangerous drug or alcohol, even if they underestimate its power, they are voluntarily intoxicated. A defendant cannot simply avoid liability by arguing that, though they had the MR of the offence, if they had not been intoxicated, they would not have formed it. If voluntary intoxication does not result in the defendant not possessing the MR, voluntary intoxication may provide them with a defence in cases of specific intent charges. Even if the defendant escapes liability for a specific intent crime, they will usually still be found guilty of a basic intent crime.


Whenever someone acts while unconscious or impaired, their movements are involuntary. It is the prosecution's responsibility to prove that Freya’s conduct was voluntary for the conduct to be said to have been truly hers. To prove Freya's inability to control her behaviour, it must be shown that a factor outside her control contributed to it, which in her case was alcohol consumption. People whose automatism is not caused by alcohol or prescribed drugs may not be charged with crimes of specific intent. Alcohol or prescription drugs aren't the cause of automatism.
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