When addressing such question, we must consider whether there is one offence, or a series of offences committed. We too need to consider other elements which amount to the offence in question. 
The crucial issue within this scenario is that there has been a series of different offences committed by Polly. This meaning that Polly could be dealing with many outcomes and charges. However, with the right defences used this could reduce Polly to a much less harsh sentence. 


[bookmark: _Int_HMjM6eZl]When beginning to look at the facts, it appears that the first offence committed by Polly is verbal abuse and harassment under the Public order Act 1986 upon Roxanne. After becoming paranoid whilst seeing Mohammed flirting with Roxanne, Polly then went ahead to Roxanne and called her a ‘bitch’ and gestured her middle finger. The language used by Polly can be seen as insulting words/ behaviours which could be argued that under section four of the Public Order Act, Polly is trying to distress Roxanne. 

[bookmark: _Int_4pg8FZ4d]Polly like the case of DPP v Majewski 1976 could argue the defence of voluntary Intoxication. This is where the intoxication prevents the mens rea of the offence from being established. Polly voluntarily became intoxicated but can argue due to her condition, the alcohol didn’t mix well and caused her to act out in a rage where she was not in control of her body. A reasonable being the same age and sex of Polly whilst intoxicated more than likely would have reacted the same way.


Moving on, Like the case of R v Sangha 1988 where he set fire to a mattress in a block of flats, Polly severed Roxanne’s brake cable on her moped. Polly could be facing the offence of aggravated criminal damage under section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. This section states that aggravated criminal damage of property is a being with an unlawful excuse to damage the property of another being. For Polly to exercise this, we must look at the mens rea and actus reus element. 
To satisfy the actus reus element all Polly needs to do is carry out the unlawful act, which as we know from the facts she already has. To satisfy the mens rea element Polly must have intended to destroy or damage property or be reckless to this or, know or be reckless to the fact that the damage or destruction is to property belonging to another.
[bookmark: _Int_Di9P1SRw]It is evident when looking at the facts that Polly intended to do this as she picked up a broken glass in the carpark. 
 
Furthermore, by also having the brake cables severed not only has Polly aggravatingly damaged Roxanne’s property, but she has also put Roxanne's life at potential danger. This is as Roxanne is unaware of the severed brake and uses the moped for transportartion. More so, this could pose the risk of a charge of attempted murder. The average being would foresee that doing such a thing puts the other being's life at an elevated risk of death. If Roxanne was to ride her moped home and attempt to break, it would not work causing Roxanne to crash and have a considerable risk of death.

Polly could argue the defence of automatism. Automatism is when the inability to control one's conduct is affected by an external factor. In this case Pollys external factor would have been alcohol assumption. She can argue that the alcohol consumption affected her ability to control her conduct and that then brought on her schizophrenic paranoia. She can also say that if it wasn’t for the alcohol assumption bringing on this paranoia, she would never have slashed the brake cables putting Roxanne’s life at risk and would have just gone right past.


Polly then went on to smash Mohammed over the head with a glass ashtray in which he died instantly upon contact. Polly could be facing GBH,Homicide or manslaughter.

The fourth possible offence committed is GBH as Polly like the case of R v Kemp 1972, smashes Mohammed across the head with a glass ashtray while with the Kemp case it was hammer. GBH is when an Individual unlawfully or maliciously wounds or causes any grievous bodily harm to another being with the intentions to do so. 
When looking at the facts Polly clearly had the intention and act to cause serious harm to Mohammed. 

Polly could argue the defence of insanity. She could say due to her schizophrenia she lost consciousness of her body which sent her into a paranoid spiral where she lost control entirely. 
This is common in people who suffer from schizophrenia. For this though she would need it to be medically recognised. This could easily be done due to her condition already being diagnosed and in her records. Alongside this, the alcohol consumption mixing with her schizophrenia does not mix well together. This then would be what sent her into a downwards spiral of paranoia then following up with Mohammed flirting and snapping.


Following on, the GBH has potentially amounted to homicide. With homicide the means rea and actus reus elements need to be heavily considered. 
When reading the facts, Polly for sure exercises the elements for the actus reus as previously mentioned she smashed Mohammed against the head with a glass ashtray. 
On the contrary though, although the outcome was virtually certain it can be argued that Polly does not exercise the element of mens rea as she had oblique intent which is set out in Woolin 1998. This is as Polly did not commit the act with the intention to kill Mohammed, but only to harm him. 
The reasonable being would have foreseen that smashing Mohammed across the head with a glass ashtray could lead to death, but someone with the condition that Polly has would not foresee such consequence. 
So, Polly does not satisfy the full grounds for homicide.

Looking at the facts of the case, like the case of R v Brennan 2014 Polly did savagely attack Mohammed. Nevertheless, Polly could argue the partial defence of diminished responsibility in which would reduce her sentence down to voluntary manslaughter. For this to happen though, there is a four-step test which Polly needs to satisfy. 
The first being abnormality of mental functioning, the second being a medically recognised condition, the third substantial impairment and the fourth an explanation for the conduct.
Polly does have a medically recognised condition that being schizophrenia. This can be argued that due to her condition, it sent her into a fit or paranoid state which then substantially impaired her ability to recognise what she was doing. This will also be due to Schizophrenia being a form of abnormality of mental functioning as it effects the persons capability to engage/ function like your average being.

[bookmark: _Int_EReoCusJ]In addition, Polly could argue the defence of loss of control under s54 of the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 instead of diminished responsibility. There are three elements needed to be considered. The first being loss of control, a qualifying trigger and then the objective test. Polly quite frankly when looking at the facts lost control by Smashing the ashtray against Mohammed’s head. It can be argued that Mohammed was the qualifying trigger as he was taunting Polly by flirting with Roxanne and snapping that he was having an affair whilst knowing Polly was in a paranoid state and intoxicated. When applying the objective test, we need to consider whether the outcome was virtually certain. The reasonable being would have foreseen such consequence with the performed act. Coherently, someone with schizophrenia like Polly may not have foreseen such a consequence as when in a schizophrenic episode they do not have the ability to mentally function properly.

In conclusion, Polly quite clearly due to her schizophrenia and alcohol consumption went into a paranoid rage and irrationally reacted in many ways. It can also be argued that Mohammed was a mitigating factor as to why Polly reacted in this way due to him flirting with Roxanne and then snapping that he’s been having an affair. If it wasn’t for Mohammed flirting, Polly would not have sworn and gestured her finger at Roxane, nor would she have slashed the brake cables. If it wasn’t for Mohammed then snapping that he’s been having an affair, Polly would not have gone into a rage and smashed him across the head.
Polly could argue the defence of voluntary intoxication when it comes to verbally assaulting Roxanne.
Polly could also argue the defences of diminished responsibility as she has a medically recognised condition which substantially impairs her mental functioning. 
She could argue loss of control also when she killed Mohammed due to it being her condition mixed with alcohol consumption.
It would be that Polly satisfies the mens rea and actus reus element for GBH amounting to voluntary manslaughter and could face up to a lifetime with the possibility of parole.
Under all this Polly would also be protected under the Mental health act 2007 as she is a schizophrenic.
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