CRIMINAL  LAW 

PART A
The offences that Hadley can be accused are :  theft ,burglary and criminal damage.
Theft Act 1968 ,s(1): ”A person is guilty of theft if he dishonestly appropriates property belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it.” There are 5 elements of theft: dishonesty ,appropriates ,property, belonging to another and intention to permanently deprive the other of it”.
Under Theft Act section 4(1) Property provides: “ Under this category money and other properties are included, real or personal ..” as Hadley is taking the “Kolex” watch like in Oxford v Moss[1978] where a student took exam paper and returned it.
 TA1968,s5(1)  belonging to another is defined as: “ property is considered to belong to any person who has the right, interest possession or control of it ”  as the “Kolex” watch is belonging to Ronan and in the case of Turner (NO 2) (1971) where D took his care from a garage who was repairing it and then he didn’t pay for it. D was convicted of theft .The MR of the Theft offence is: Dishonesty and under S2(1) of TA 1968 describes three examples in which D in NOT dishonest if he appropriates the property believing  that : a) he beliefs he has the right in law to deprive the owner , for his own behalf or for another person  (Morgan[1976])where D invited other men to have sexual intercourse with  his wife and if she seems to have resistance it means nothing .The other defendant had intercourse with the V but later on she accused them of rape as she gave evidence that she didn’t agree . The three men were convicted with rape and the V husband also convicted of consenting the rape .
c) D cannot be discovered by the owner of the property due to taking reasonable steps. What being dishonest  has developed at common law .Current law case example : Ivey and Genting Casinos UK Ltd [2017]             Development of common law test for dishonesty : Gilks (1972) subjective . 
Felly [1973]  objective ,Ghosh [1982] objective and subjective ,Jouman [2012] ,Hayes [2015].
The second offence that Hadley, s could be accused is: burglary and under TA 1968 S 9 (1)  person is guilty if : a) enters on a part of the building or whole building as a trespasser intending to commit any offence and b) once inside the building intents to steal part of all of it from the building or if he is inflicting or trying to inflict any GBH to any person . The AR  is :D entered  a building   so Hadley entered in the building like in Davies [1823] describes the case of a man and a  woman where  after a fight he was refused to enter in the house. He broke the glass and managed to climb into the house and he forced his ex to have sexual intercourse. At the trial the judge described the act as very brutal behaviour .He was sentenced in total with 5 years of imprisonment.  Burglary contrary to s9(1)(b)of TA1968 D entered as a trespasser R v Walkington (1979)  , with the intent to steal ,inflict GBH or cause criminal damage to the property by snapping into half the wooden bench and then poured aftershave into the bin in the dressing room and then set it on fire. Another offence he could be accused of is criminal damage  described in CDA 1971 s1(1) as: “ when a person destroys or damages a property belonging to another without lawful excuse with the intention of destroying it and damage it or being reckless to do it he will be accused of an offence “ as Hadley snapped the wooden bench and also set up the dressing room on fire  The elements of the offence are: there is a property, belongs to another ,D, s conduct destroys or damages the property , D does not have a lawful excuse ,D intends or is reckless to destroy or damaging the property .The AR elements are: destruction / damage property ,belonging to another ,without lawful excuse and the MR elements are: intention to damage / destroy property belonging to another . CDA 1971,s 1(3)says that: any destruction or damaged property under this section by fire is considered arson. The AR depends whether D is charged with basic or aggravated offence .Addition requirement of damage /destroy by fire. And the MR must be shown that D intended to or was reckless as to damage /destroy the property by fire( simple offence).

PART B 
In this part we will be discussing whether Freya can be charged under S47 Offences Against the Person Act .As defences we have: Intoxication and automatism .The intoxication rules are:the D,s intoxication must be voluntarily and Freya did intoxicated herself voluntarily with alcohol , example of another case is : (Hardie
[1985])  The act “of assault” is no defined or give details of the level of the injury required for the court to be able to find that an assault had caused ABH.ABH is defined as: an act that causes a person to suffer unlawful violence .The act doesn’t need to be serious or long term ,is an eighter way offence so that means that the D can choose to the case to be heard in the Magistrates Court or the Crown Court .For ABH , a defendant will receive minimum a high level community order or at maximum a five year custodial sentence .
There are 5 types of defines : general defences , specific defences ,partial defences , justificatory defences and excusatory defences and in the case of Freya automatism and intoxication falls under general defences .
Intoxication rarely provides a defence and there are 2 types of intoxication : voluntary and involuntary. Voluntary intoxication where D knowingly abuses any of these substances provided they are generally known to be dangerous in the sense of leading to intoxication .The courts usually don’t accept voluntary intoxication as a reason to a have a criminal behaviour . so it was Freya choice to consume drugs and alcohol even though the intention of harm was not present .
Automatism is applied when D is claiming that has been acting involuntarily and is called a plea of automatism .The elements of the offence are: an external factor (alcohol) results in involutary conduct by D ,where D is at fault  and self- induced automatism is no defence to crime of basic intent an example is Quick (1973)where the D was accused of occasioning ABH ,he pleaded automatism as a defence saying that his hypoglycaemia was the trigger. The first instance court said that the evidence they had could only indicate a plea of insanity.
He changed his plea to guilty .A proof was requested from the appellant, s doctor showing that insulin have been prescribed and in this case would be an external factor and not a result from a disease. His plea or automatism was accepted by the jury.
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