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	Both parties of the scenario may be liable for several offences. To determine whether each person is liable for an offence, I will look at elements that are required to be satisfied to determine criminal liability. For a person to be criminally liable for an offence, they must satisfy both the actus reus and mens rea elements of the offence and must also have no defence. These elements and the defences to the offences can be found in the statute and case law. To identify any offences, and their corresponding defences, I will work through the events of the situation in chronological order and will then conclude as to who is liable for which offences. Firstly, I will look at the actus reus elements of the offence, followed by the mens rea elements. If both elements are satisfied by the defendant (D), then I will look at possible defences that D may present.
	The first possible offence is common assault. Fagan v Metropolitan Police Commissioner [1969] defines common assault as ‘an assault is committed where the defendant intentionally or recklessly causes the victim to apprehend immediate unlawful personal violence’. The actus reus elements of the offence are; the victim must apprehend, immediate, unlawful, and personal violence. R v Lamb [1967] sets out that the victim does not need to feel fear but must recognise that they are about to be subject to violence, and ‘if the victim does not anticipate unlawful personal violence there is no assault’. In Logdon v DPP [1976], it is set out that ‘where the victim apprehends immediate unlawful personal violence an assault will be committed even if there was no actual threat of violence’. Furthermore, it is set out in R v Meade and Belt [1823] that D’s actions must cause an immediate apprehension of unlawful personal violence and conduct only cannot amount to an assault. Also, R v Wilson [1955], and R v Constanza [1997] state and confirm that words only can amount to an assault. The word ‘immediate’ is set out in the cases R v Constanza [1997], and Smith v Chief Constable of Woking [1983] and is as follows; ‘where the victim apprehends immediate unlawful personal violence an assault will be committed even if there was no actual threat of violence’. This means that there is no assault committed if it is clear to the complainant that D is unable to carry out their threat. The unlawful elements means that D has no lawful excuse to use force. These excuses could be one of the following; s58 Children Act 2004 (reasonable punishment of children), where the victim consents, or in self-defence. None of these defences applies to Polly in this situation, therefore her actions are unlawful. The mens rea elements of common assault are whether the defendant intended to cause an immediate apprehension of unlawful violence or was reckless as to cause the apprehension. Polly intentionally causes Roxanne to feel an immediate apprehension of fear, therefore satisfying all mens rea elements of common assault. In conclusion, Polly may be liable for common assault.
The next offence that Polly may be liable for is criminal damage.  The definition of criminal damage is set out under s1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 and is set out as the following; ‘A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or damaged shall be guilty of an offence.’ From this definition, both the actus reus and mens rea elements can be derived, the actus reus elements being ‘A person who without lawful excuse destroys any property belonging to another’. These elements are derived from two cases; with the first being R v Fiak [2005], where the defendant deliberately sets fire to a rubbish bin placed outside a house, causing damage to the bin and the house. The court held that the defendant had committed the actus reus of criminal damage by intentionally damaging the bin and the property belonging to another person. The second case was R v Whiteley [1991], where the defendant was convicted of criminal damage for pouring paint stripper onto another person’s car. The court held that the act of pouring the paint stripper on the car constituted an intentional and unlawful act that caused damage to the property belonging to another person, thus satisfying the actus reus of criminal damage. In this case, Polly intentionally causes damage to property belonging to another, therefore Polly satisfies all actus reus elements of criminal damage. R v Cunningham [1957] and R v G and another [2003] sets out that the mens rea of criminal damage ‘requires either an intention to cause damage or recklessness as to whether damage would occur’. In R v Cunningham [1957], the defendant tore a gas meter off the wall of an empty house to steal the money inside, but subsequently released the gas into the neighbouring house, endangering their lives. The defendant was charged with the offence of maliciously administering a noxious substance under s23 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861, but the House of Lords held that the jury had been wrongly directed on the issue of mens rea and established that a charge of reckless damage to property can apply where the defendant foresaw the risk of damage but carried on regardless of the potential consequences. In this case, Polly intended to cause damage, therefore satisfying the mens rea elements of criminal damage. Defences covered by the Criminal Damage Act 1971 include whether the defendant is the owner of the property, whether the defendant believed that the owner of the property would’ve consented to them causing damage, or whether the defendant damaged property to protect life or prevent injury. None of these defences apply to Polly in this situation, therefore Polly can be found liable for criminal damage. 
Furthermore, Polly could be found liable for causing criminal damage with intent to endanger life. This is set out under s1(2)(b) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 as the following; ‘A person who without lawful excuse destroys or damages any property, whether belonging to himself or another intending by the destruction or damage to endanger the life of another or being reckless as to whether the life of another would be thereby endangered shall be guilty of an offence’. The main difference between this offence and standard criminal damage is that the defendant must intend or be reckless as to endanger life by causing criminal damage, and the damage can be caused to their own property, whereas standard criminal damage can only be caused to property belonging to another. This is supported by the case R v Steer [1988], where the defendant set fire to a block of flats where people were sleeping. D argued that he didn’t intend to endanger life, but the judge determined that recklessness was sufficient to be charged with criminal damage with intent to engender life. In this scenario, Polly causes criminal damage and can foresee the consequences, but nevertheless continues with her action, endangering life. Consequently, Polly may be liable for causing criminal damage with intent to endanger life, which would overrule the previous charge for causing criminal damage alone. 
The final offence that Polly may be liable for is homicide. Homicide can be committed by either murder or manslaughter. Murder is defined in common law as ‘the unlawful killing of a human being under the King’s peace, with malice or aforethought’. From this definition, the actus reus can be defined as ‘the unlawful killing of a human being under the King’s peace’.  R v Woolin [1998] sets out that the defendant must have both the actus reus of causing the victim's death and the mens rea of intending to cause death or serious bodily harm; or, if the defendant did not intend the consequences of their actions, that they foresaw death or serious bodily harm as a "virtual certainty." This then developed the ‘woolin test’ which is used to determine the mens rea for murder. In this case, it can be stated that Polly intended to cause serious bodily harm or death and saw this as a virtual certainty of her actions. Polly satisfies all mens rea and actus reus elements for murder. One defence that Polly could use is the defence of diminished responsibility. R v Smith [1959] helped to establish the legal test for "diminished responsibility" in murder cases. The defendant had killed someone during a blackout caused by epilepsy and argued that he was not fully responsible for his actions. The court ruled that a defendant who suffers from a recognized mental illness or defect may be found guilty of manslaughter instead of murder if they can demonstrate that their condition had a significant impact on their actions. If Poppy could demonstrate that her schizophrenia had a significant impact on her actions, then she would not be liable for murder, but would rather be liable for manslaughter.
In conclusion, Polly satisfies all mens rea and actus reus elements for common assault against Roxanne, criminal damage with intent to endanger life against Roxanne’s vehicle, and manslaughter against Mohammed. Polly’s schizophrenia is a vital point when determining her defences to these charges.
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