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[bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]Introduction 
This report is about criminal law and will highlight different points related to crime and laws. This report will help to understand which law can be claimed for any criminal activity such as damages to property. Additionally, it will also show which law can support men's rea criminal activity of the individual. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.3znysh7]

[bookmark: _heading=h.2et92p0]Part A 
In the first case of  Ronan and Hadley, it can be seen that Ronan has taken some unethical behaviour which is strictly prohibited by the law of the United Kingdom. The action that Hadley had done
 was because of hatred towards Ronan which resulted in criminal activity. It is because Hadley committed different crimes and the most critical crime was trespassing on Ronan’s property without his knowledge or information. Additionally, Hadley also caused various damages to the property of Ronan which includes stealing the Kolex watch, setting the dressing room on fire and breaking a wooden bench. As a result, it caused huge damage to the property which Ronan can claim as criminal activity and ask for compensation and justice. 
Hadley is considered liable to different criminal laws developed by the government of the United Kingdom. One of the laws is the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971”. This law developed by the government of the UK suggests that the person that damages or destroys the property belonging to someone else is guilty of an offence. “The offence is triable either way” a suggested by the Magistrate’s Court Act 1980 and the individual can face a maximum of 10 years’ imprisonment (Łuczaj et al., 2021). There are three sections of “The Criminal Damage Act of 1971” which includes “Destroying or damaging property under Section 1, Threats to destroy or damage property under section 2 and Possessing anything with intent to destroy or damage property under Section 3”. Section 1 describes that if the person destroys or damages the property of another party, or even intended to destroy any property, the individual will be guilty to the crime. Section 1 of this law also describes a property which have tangible nature and required proof of damage made to the tangible property (Robinson et all., 2019). Thus, the property includes lands, furniture and other tangible assets of the owner. 
Section 2 of “The Criminal Damage Act of 1971”, states “two offences of threatening to destroy or damage”.  The threat made by the individual is associated with causing damage and destruction to the property which results in causing a potential threat to the individual or people who are present in the scenario. Section 3 of “The Criminal Damage Act of 1971” suggests “possessing anything with intent to destroy or damage property (b)to destroy or damage his own or the user's property in a way which he knows is likely to endanger the life of some other person; shall be guilty of an offence”. Thus, this law also sees if the damage and destruction caused by the individual are life-threatening to other individuals present in the scenario or not (Collins et al., 202`). Thus, the individual can be liable for the punishment as per the damage and how threatening the damage is. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]From the above statement of the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971”, it can be seen that Ronan is liable to the criminal law of the United Kingdom as his action caused several destructions. He is also liable for the theft of the Kolex watch which Ronan needs to be guilty of as a crime. The law also has two elements which include “actus reus and mens rea”. Ronan is liable to actus reus as his acts were intentional as he intended to damage the property of Hadley.  Additionally, he is also liable to damage the different properties of Hadley. Thus, Hadley can claim the justice he needs as per the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971” of the UK (Bradford and Tiratelli, 2019). Claiming this justice through this law can make Ronan guilty of his acts such as damaging property and stealing the property. Hadley can charge Section 1 and Section 2 of the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971” as Ronan entered into the property of Hadley within the prior information and knowledge of Ronan and destroyed and damaged many properties including stealing his property. Thus, as per Section 1 of the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971”, Ronan is liable and guilty of destroying or damaging property. The property that Ronan damaged and destroyed includes a wooden bench which is tangible in nature. Thus, Ronan is guilty of the crime of damaging the bench as per Section 1 of the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971”. Additionally, Hadley can also charge section 2 of the “Criminal Damage Act of 1971” as he also intended to steal the “Bucci trainers” owned by Hadley. Thus, Hadley can charge this law which can result in imprisoning Ronan for at least 2 years (Christensen, 2019).

[bookmark: _heading=h.tyjcwt]Part B
In the second case, Freya who has been diagnosed with epilepsy disease has been charged under “s.47 Offence Against the Person Act of 1861”. She was charged with this law as she punched Mike which caused a black eye. This act occurred as Freya which was diagnosed with epilepsy and Nicky met at freshers' week at university decided to go to the party. Before going to the party, both of them drank a bottle of gin and hand another “six double gin and tonics each”. However, when returning from the party, Freya started to vomit and fell unconsciously to the ground. Nicky called Mike who was in the next room to get help. But, Freya punched Mike in the face whilst having a seizure and resulted in him getting a black eye . Thus, this resulted in Freya being charged with “s.47 Offences Against the Person Act of 1861”.  
As per “s.47 Offences Against the Person Act of 1861”, it is the action of assault which results in causing “Actual Bodily Harm (ABH)”. This law also suggests that the offence is caused when an individual recklessly or intentionally harms another individual which results in causing “Actual Bodily Harm”. However, the action must be proven as an assault which caused bodily harm to another individual (McDermaid, 2020).  
However, Freya can claim the “defences of intoxication and automatism” as the physical bodily harm caused by Freya was unintentional. It is because Freya was a patient with epilepsy which she has been diagnosed with for the past 10 years. She was also unconscious when the assault or the act of bodily harm occurred. Thus, the act of Freya can also be considered as men’s rea as the act or the assault was unintentional or not meant to hurt Mike. Thus, Freya can claim the “defence of automatism and intoxication” which can help her to prove herself innocent and the act as unintentional before court. It is because the automatism states “a general defence that can be pleaded in relation to all crimes”. There are generally two types of automatism which include “non-insane automatism and insane automotism”. Automatism is applied when “the cause of the defendant’s behaviour was internal or external”. Intoxication can also be claimed as it is “restricted to referring only to intoxication by alcohol and dangerous drugs” (Ashley, 2020). Thus, the individual can be classed as involuntarily intoxicated if they are not aware of consuming an intoxicant such as spiked drinks. However, intoxication is only considered a defence if the action of the individual is deprived by intoxication which makes his ability to form the committed offence as men's rea. However, if the action or encounter of the individual does not form the men's rea, then the action of the individual can be considered as an offence and will be guilty of the offence regardless of any intoxication (Jadhav-Patil and Kumbharikar-Bhale, 2020).  
Thus, in the case of Freya, where she punched Mike in the face, resulting in causing a black eye, she can claim the “defence of automatism and intoxication”. This defence can help Freya not to be guilty of her action as the action or encounter was unintentional and Freya was in an intoxicated state. Additionally, she can also claim herself to the “defence of intoxication and automatism” as she was a patient of epilepsy from a very young age. However, she has not had a seizure for the past ten years and was not taking the required medication because of it. As a result, the drinks such as bottles of gin and tonics resulted in affecting her disease and caused seizures and vomiting. However, Freya cannot rely on the defence of intoxication as she was “intoxicated without any external influences”. Although, she can use automatism as a defence to her action that resulted in bodily harm was the outcome of her disease which impacts the nervous system and results in abnormal activity (McKenna, 2019). Thus, automatism can act as a defence for Freya and her action.  
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The report above has concluded with “criminal law” and has covered different points related to crime and law. The report has first shown the law that the individual can claim for damaging the property. Additionally, it has also shown how the defence of “intoxication and automatism” can support the men’s rea activity. 
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