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This report is an investigation of the two case studies that are closely associated with a criminal offence under the UK court of law. Various sections, provisions and law enforcement tools will be assessed in this tool specifically related to the case studies. 
[bookmark: _8ck23bvtd9tt]

Part A
The case of Hadley is associated with an unethical course of action undertaken by Hadley out of hatred towards Ronan for being a poser. There are several crimes committed by Hadley and the most critical is trespassing on others' property without owners’ prior knowledge or information. While trespassing Hadley has also caused several damages to the property owned by Ronan where he broke a wooden bench in the garden, stole the Kolex watch and set the dressing room on fire. This led to several properties and financial damage to Ronan and can claim justice and compensation for the loss suffered. 
For the criminal offence committed by Hadley, he is mainly liable for the two laws incorporated by the UK government. The two laws are “Criminal Damage Act 1971” for property damage and “The Theft Act 1968” which was incorporated against obtaining someone’s property through deception. 

“Criminal Damage Act 1971”
Under this law, the UK government encompasses that the offenders would be lawfully found to be guilty of property destruction and damage if it is caused through intentional or unintentional action. This law mainly consists of three sections and the punishment and legal penalties for the offence rely upon the application of these sections (Statute Law Database, 2021). The three sections under this law are “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: This section covers the offence of criminal activity by the offender through damages or destroys the property belonging to another individual (The Crown Prosecution Service, 2021). It also encompasses the activities or actions of an individual being reckless that would potentially lead to property damage. Hadley is liable to be found guilty under this section because of various property damage like breaking a bench in the garden and setting the dressing room on fire. He will also be charged with arson for causing property through the use of fire during criminal activity. 
Section 2: This section covers the criminal offence causing a potential threat to damage the property that causes fear to an individual. This threat is associated with causing property damage and destruction that can lead to the potential threat to the other people or individuals at the site (Button et al., 2022). However, Hadley is not liable for this section because of his action of secretly sneaking into Ronan’s property and causing damage which did not lead to possible harm for any individual.
Section 3: This section is associated with an individual’s intention to possess another's a property in order to damage them and cause loss to the owner. The law also views it from the perspective of possessing and damaging the property and causing damage that can be or is potentially life-threatening for the other individual (Marcou, 2021). Through analysing the case it can be outlined that Hadley is liable for the legal penalty because of stealing a Kolex watch which might be intended to be damaged or destroyed. Even if the act was not life-threatening, the possession of a watch for causing destruction is a serious offence under this section leading to the criminal offence for Hadley. 
The “Criminal Damage Act 1971” also encompassed the provision of application two elements that can determine the implementation of punishment for the criminal damage offence in the UK. These elements are actus reus and mens rea which determines the intensity of punishment and penalty for the offenders. Actus reus mainly outlines the provision of strict punishment for the offenders if the crime is committed intentionally and in a sound mind. While men's rea minimises the intensity or strictness of punishment on the ground of committing a crime which was a mere outcome of the unintentional activity. These elements were incorporated after the “Woolmington vs DPP” case in 1935” where Reginald Woolmington was convicted for killing his wife Violet (casemine, 2021). During the process Woolmington proved the act to be unintentional and pleaded mercy under the court of law for his innocence and unintentional crime. 
However, the punishment under the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” encompasses is associated with life imprisonment or the imprisonment of a maximum of 10 years. The violation of Section 1 is associated with life imprisonment and the violation of any other sections is associated with the imprisonment of a maximum of 10 years. Hadley’s case concerns Section 1 and Section 3 of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” and since the crime was purely intentional he is also liable for Actus reus. Thus, Hadley is liable for 12 months imprisonment for arson and intentional damage to others’ property. 
[bookmark: _rkr20rbsty8b]
Part B
In the second case, Freya has been charged with Section 47 for an offensive action against a person. Freya was previously diagnosed with epilepsy disease and for the past 10 years, she had not taken any medication. Recently during the freshers' foam party at the local nightclub, she was highly intoxicated due to double gin and tonic intake. Due to high intoxication, she was vomiting and Nicky came to relieve her and took assistance from Mike. Out of an epilepsy attack, Freya had hardly punched Mike which caused him a black eye which concerns the offence against another person’s physical and emotional harm. 
“s.47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861”, advocates “Assault occasioning Actual Bodily Harm (ABH)” for committing intentional or reckless assault against a person leading to actual bodily harm (Bettinson, 2022). Here bodily harm concerns the hurt that is calculated in the form of health and comfort interference caused by the act of an offence by the convict. For the bodily harm caused by Freya to Mike, she is convicted of an assault offence for which she can be liable for a maximum of 5 years of imprisonment by the court of law. 

Defense
In the defence, Freya can appeal for Men's rea as a battery for causing unintentional harm to Mike which was an unintentional outcome of her epilepsy attack. Under Section 47, there is a provision of men’s rea where the assault can be proven as a battery which is only regarded as unlawful physical contact (lawresources, 2021). Here physical harm is not required to be proved but only harm caused by physical contact is regarded as an offence. The application of men's rea in the current context can be referred from the incident of “Woolmington vs DPP case in 1935” where Woolington successfully defended himself for the murder conviction (Crosby, 2022). He successfully appealed for acquaintance because the double barrel gun accidentally fired when he only intended to threaten her to win her back. 

Intoxication and automatism defense
Freya can appeal for men’s rea under the ground of intoxication and automatism through which she can prove her innocence and unintentional battery before the court of law. As per UK law intoxication has been categorised into voluntary and involuntary intoxication (cps.gov.uk, 2021). Voluntary intoxication is associated with the intentional use of intoxicants like alcohol and drugs that impact the sound mind and consciousness of an individual. Involuntary intoxication is associated with the unintentional use of intoxicants that has been unconsciously spiked into consumptions like eatables, drinkables and air that had affected her consciousness. Voluntary intoxication can never be a defence for a convict or offenders because of their intentional use while involuntary intoxication can be used as the defence by the convict or the suspect. 
The UK court of the law outlines automatism as an act done by a body without the intentional use of the mind. This automatism has been categorised into external factors and self-induced automatism. External automatism concerns the exceptional stress caused by external factors without an intent of an individual to be exposed to such factors and can be used by the defendants (McDermaid, 2020). While self-induced automatism is associated with the intentional exposure of an individual towards the environment that can impact their physical or mental automatism. Self-induced automatism can also be used by the defendant on the ground of specific intent which concerns other than causing harm or violating the criminal law. 
In the current case, there is less chance that Freya can rely upon the intoxication and battery aspect. This is mainly because she was voluntarily intoxicated without any external influences. However, she can appeal for automatism where her action was an outcome of epilepsy which is a nervous system disorder leading to abnormal activity of the brain. However, she might be criticised for voluntary intoxication that triggers the epilepsy attack and she was fully aware of the situation. In such a case, she can claim for specific automation where her intoxication intent was not to harm any individual or person present at the party. 
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Conclusion
This report has successfully studied the provisions and implementation of “The Criminal Damage Act 1971” whose punishment implementation depends on the violation of its three sections. An analysis of defence against the provision of intoxication and automatism has been studied against the implementation of “s.47 Offences Against the Person Act 1861”. The provision of “Actus Reus” and “Mens Rea” has been thoroughly analysed under the shadow of the current case studies. 
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