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A,
In my opinion, I would like to discus Hadley criminal liability and any defences that could apply to him. The offence in which relates to Hadley is theft. This is set out under section 1 the theft act1968, dishonestly, appropriates ,property , belonging to another with the intention of permanently depriving the other of it. There are five elements to the theft. Dishonesty, appropriates, property belonging to a another and intention pf permanently depriving. 
Section 3, the theft act 1968, Hadley takes the kolex watch with intention of him being the owner, as seen in the case R v Morris [1983] 3 WLR 697. The defendants were convicted of theft under s.1 of the Theft Act 1968 after switching the labels on products in a supermarket to obtain a lower price. One of the defendants was caught before he paid, while the other was only caught afterwards.
S.1 of the Theft Act defines theft as dishonestly appropriating the property of another with intention to permanently deprive. S.3 of the Act defines ‘appropriation’ as ‘[a]ny assumption by a person of the rights of an owner’. The defendants argued that switching labels on the products and paying a lower price did not amount to appropriation.
Hadley also trespassed, burglary actus reus under section 9(1)(a) The actus reus of a burglary under section 9(1)(a) is surprisingly straightforward: unauthorised entry into a building or portion of a building. However, complications have emerged within this: A) Entry: If any part of D's person crosses the threshold, she is said to have "entered" the building or a portion of it.
The mens rea of "trespass" under Section 9 of the Theft Act of 1968 may be knowledge or recklessness regarding exceeding authorization. The actus reus of trespass may involve performing access for a purpose outside permission. Following case R v Jones & Smith [1976]. The appellants had exceeded their permission by stealing and were thus trespassers.
Arson section 1 [3] Mens rea- \must be shown that d intended to or was reckless as to damage or destroy by fire, simple offence. A person who violates this provision by destroying or injuring property with fire is charged with arson.
Following a case- R v Sangha [1988] 2 All ER 385. Sangha set fire to two armchairs and a mattress while the apartment was uninhabited and occupied by squatters. According to section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act of 1971, Sangha was prosecuted for arson since he damaged the apartment with the fire and was irresponsible in threatening lives. Sangha's attorney contended that there was no case to answer because his client knew that no one was in the house at the time and so there was no risk to life. This was denied, Sangha was found guilty, and he later appealed the verdict.
Criminal damage act 1971, A person is guilty of an offence if, without justification, he or she destroys or damages the property of another with the intent to do so or with reckless disregard as to whether the property would be destroyed or damaged.
Following case ‘ Roe v Kingerlee [1986] Crim LR 735. The level of conduct found to constitute criminal harm was a matter of fact and degree that the justices determined using common sense. In applying the case of Cox v. Riley [1986] Crim LR 460, it was also determined that criminal damage need not be permanent. In the current case, the graffiti on the walls was deemed sufficient to constitute criminal damage; consequently, the initial decision that this was not the case was erroneous. However, taking into account the harm inflicted, it was acceptable to deny the appeal. This case indicates that graffiti can be considered damage under the Criminal Damage Act of 1971, despite the fact that it can be painted over or washed away.
B,
Freya had no control, it was not her fault as she had automatism. Freya has no defence since she was not in her right mind because she was experiencing a seizure. D is in fault as she voluntary intoxication.
The offence is committed when a person assaults another knowingly or recklessly, causing Actual Bodily Harm. The assault (which includes "battery") must have "occasioned" or caused the bodily injury.
R v Bailey [1983] 1 WLR 760. The appellant (B) was found guilty of intentional wounding. He asserted the defence of hypoglycemia-induced automatism for failing to consume food following an insulin injection. At trial, the jury was instructed to dismiss the automatism defence since it is inapplicable to self-inflicted incapacity.

R v Majewski [1977] AC 443
Voluntary intoxication no defence to offences of “basic intent” such as assault
 Automatism is the general defence against liability based on the fact that D did not act with the volition typically required for criminal liability, although it cannot be used if D's condition was self-inflicted (e.g., by the voluntary use of alcohol).
To establish that D's conduct was actually his, the prosecution must prove that D's action was voluntary (he was in adequate control of his bodily movements).
A D's claim that they acted unconsciously is known as a plea of automatism.
Automatism R v Falconer (1990) 171 CLR 30
Did not to the actus Reus because they were unwilled or unconsciousinvoluntary
This is caused by trauma, that the ordinary person is not likely to withstand.
Transient, and due to some external cause
‘Disease of the mind’: Legal not medical concept (Porter (1933))
Now, the courts will frequently rely on the Mental health Act 2008 (NSW) definition of mental illness.
It requires a medical expert's judgement to establish.
D voluntarily consumes alcoholic beverages or illicit drugs
Self-induced automatism is not a defence for basic intent crimes (i.e., crimes that can be committed irresponsibly) – Quick 1973
When D is responsible for deliberately inducing a state, he may have a defence to a crime with specific purpose.
Bailey [1983]
Lipman [1970]
The defence of automatism will not be viable if the defendant's own actions created the automatism, such as excessive alcohol use or drug usage. As a general rule, defendants are found not guilty of either specific and basic intent offences. The only time the specific/basic distinction is relevant is when the defendant has acted recklessly in becoming a robot. Whether or whether the defendant was careless depends on the circumstances of each individual case in relation to the defendant's awareness of the risk involved.
Criminal Incompetence, Drunkenness, Automatism, and Insanity In the vast majority of voluntary drunkenness instances, no specific rules are necessary to condemn D. This is because the most common effect of alcohol is that D intentionally commits an act he would not have committed if sober:" the fact that the defendant's mind was affected by alcohol to the extent that he acted in a way he would not have acted had he been sober is of no help to him, provided the requisite intent was present. A intoxicated intent is nevertheless an intent". (Sheehan & Moore [1975] 2 All ER 960 in accordance with Lane LJ) Note that this is an excellent starting place for analysing a problem question! Intoxication is not a valid "Defence"
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