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Criminal law is a system that deals with taking punitive actions against offenders. The purpose of the task is to view two given cases through the lens of the criminal law of the UK. The discussion is going to analyse the given event and apply relevant laws to determine the potential criminal liability imposed on the offender. In the given scenario, Hadley, the offender, in this case, committed an offence against Ronan. In addition to breaking into Ronan's property in his absence to steal one of his possessions, Hadley also set one of the rooms on fire. Furthermore, Hadley also stole a Kolex watch, thereby depriving the owner of that particular possession. Both of the acts are considered criminal offences and are punishable under the UK’s criminal law set up. The discussion will provide adequate justification for selecting the applicable Acts and the entire discussion will be backed up with evidence from case laws. 
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In the given context, two criminal liabilities can be imposed upon Hadley one of which is related to burglary and the other one is related to criminal damage. The definition of burglary has been set forth in Section 9 of the “Theft Act 1968”. As per the definition, an individual is said to have committed burglary if he enters a building or a part of a building as a trespasser with an intention to carry out offences or to steal or attempt to steal belongings from the building or with an intent to cause bodily harm to a person. As provided by section 9 of the “Theft Act 1968”, the concerned Actus reus is to trespass on a building or a part of a building. 
In the provided case, Hadley committed the Actus reus by deliberately trying to enter Ronan’s building whilst the owner was absent. As in the case of the R V Brown [1985] Crim LR 212 (where the defendant was convicted of burglary after attempting to steal goods from a shop and smashing the windows of the shop for the same. Although the defendant did not technically break into the store, the court held him criminally liable given the entry was effective if not substantial) Hadley had broken into Ronan’s house to steal his pair of Bucci trainers and left the house with a stolen watch. 
The mens rea of burglary entails that the defendant must be aware of the fact that they entered the building as a trespasser or be reckless as they trespass. In the given case, Hadley was completely aware that he was trespassing on the building in the absence of Ronan. Furthermore, the intention was to commit theft from Ronan’s house. Therefore, the defendant can be convicted under Section 9 of the “Theft Act 1968”.
Apart from deliberately entering Ronan’s building, Hadley can also be convicted under section 1(1) of the “Criminal Damage Act  1971”. Here, Section 1(2) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 is not applicable as the action did not endanger anyone’s life (Grevling, 2020). The actus reus of simple criminal damage under section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 consists of “destroy or damage, property, and belonging to another” (E-law resources, 2023). In the given case, Hadley snapped the wooden bench into pieces while attempting an entrance to the building and intentionally set a room on fire. The defendant damaged a property, which refers to any tangible property as defined by Section 10(2) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971”. In addition, the property damaged by the defendant essentially belonged to another individual. Mens rea of simple criminal damage entails the intention to destroy or damage property that belongs to another (E-law resources, 2023). In the given case, Hadley intentionally damaged the property belonging to Ronan similar to the “R v Smith [1974] QB 354” case. In the “R v Smith [1974] QB 354” case, it was held that the offender must fulfil the mens rea to be convicted under section 1(1) “Criminal Damage Act 1971”. However, in the given scenario, the defendant, Hadley,  carried the intention to commit a theft from Ronan’s building. Therefore, his actions qualify as criminal liability under section 1(1) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971”. 
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As found from the above evidence from the relevant Acts and case laws, the offender in the mentioned case can be convicted under section 9 of the “Theft Act 1968” for committing burglary and section 1 (1) of the “Criminal Damage Act 1971” for deliberately setting Ronan’s room on fire. 
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Criminal law is the legal body that determines criminal offences and regulates the apprehension charging and trial of suspected individuals. Moreover, it also determines the penalties and modes of treatment applicable to convicted offenders. As per the scenario, it has been noticed an offence has occurred against another person during the state of intoxication. Therefore, it has been considered under “section 47 Offence against person Act 1861”. Therefore, a proper trial will be held by the prosecution and defence regarding whether the accused is completely guilty or not. It will showcase the potential criminal offence and defence aspect of this particular scenario. Moreover, a complete presentation of the laws that will be highlighted by the offence act that has taken place
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The scenarios that involve Freya, Nicky and Mike showcased that Freya punched Mike when she was on the floor. The main point of the situation was that both Freya and Nicky were intoxicated and doing something unlawful under the influence of substances like alcohol comes under criminal activity. However, it is also identified that Freya has been diagnosed with epilepsy and it has impacts like anxiety and depression. Therefore, a trial will be conducted to determine whether Freya is guilty or not. It is because she has been charged with the “Section 47 Offences Against Person  Act 1861”. According to this act, it implies when an individual intentionally or recklessly assaults another person thereby causing actual bodily harm (legislation, 2023). In this context, the act done by Freya is also considered an under this act and charged as accused in this case. However, in defence, the prominent point is that under the plea of Automatism Frys should be getting released from the particular offence against the person. It is because Freya did not have the intention to do the act of punching Mike. Hence, under the plea of Automatism Freya can be defended in this case.  
In the given case study, the defendant, Freya, was convicted under section 47 of the “Offences Against the Persons Act 1861” (OAPA 1861). Section 47 of the said Act entails Actual Bodily Harm (ABH). The Act holds that commitment to bodily harm is punishable regardless of whether the assault is serious, permanent or not. The Actus reus of under the OAPA 1861 consists of an individual’s act of causing bodily harm to another individual. The bodily harm caused can be committed with or without weapons or instruments (E-lawresources, 2023). In the concerned case, the defendant, Freya, has committed the defined actus reus. As specified by the case, Freya punched Mike in the face causing him to have developed a bruise on his eye. 
On the other hand, the mens rea of actual bodily harm consists of recklessness and intention while attempting to assault an individual. However, in the given case, Freya can not be convicted under this Act as her act was not reckless. For example, in the case of “R v Spratt [1990] 1 WLR 1073”, the conviction of the defendant was quashed given that his act lacked recklessness. Similarly, in the given case, the criminal liability of Freya can be quashed based on the fact that she did not commit the act recklessly. On the other hand, it has been established that Freya's act can not be defended on the grounds of intoxication as it has long been established that a “drunken intent is still an intent”. Furthermore, in the given case, intoxication was self-induced in the given case, therefore, the convicted can not be defended on the grounds of intoxication. However, Freya can be defended on the basis of automatism. Automatism is defined as an act that is committed in a state of unconsciousness or impaired consciousness. In the given case, the convicted was suffering from an epileptic shock while committing the concerned act. Given that the prosecution has to prove that the defendant’s act was committed voluntarily, the conviction can be quashed based on the fact that Freya was in a state of unconsciousness while she punched Mike. A “plea of automatism” can be issued to defend Freya in this case. 
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In conclusion, it can be summarised that in the given case, the act committed by Freya can be classified as unintentional. As identified, Freya was undergoing an epileptic shock while she punched Mike. As a result, the charges against the convicted can be quashed due to the absence of recklessness. A “plea of automatism” can be used in the defence of those convicted in the given case study. 
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