




In this problem, I will look into a scenario that has different legal obstacles. In this scenario, there are two individuals named Polly and Mohammed who have been in a committed relationship for a long period of time.  Polly, who has schizophrenia, had a paranoid episode when she saw her partner, Mohammed, flirting with Roxanne. She calls Roxanne a "bitch" and then she cuts the brake lines on Roxanne's motorbike. Polly accused Mohammed of having an affair with Roxanne at home. Mohammed admitted to having an affair with Roxanne. As a result, Polly struck him over the head with a glass ashtray and killed him.

Present offences
Offences committed:
1. Criminal Damage - Under section 1(1) Criminal Damage Act 1971, Polly committed a criminal damage offence by severing the brake cables of Roxanne's moped with a broken glass.
2. Assault - Under section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988, Polly's actions towards Roxanne at the pub - including verbally calling her a "bitch" and making a rude gesture with her middle finger - can be considered as assault.
3. Murder - Mohammed died instantly from the head injury caused by Polly smashing him over the head with a glass ashtray, which constitutes an act of murder. Life imprisonment is the punishment for this offence, which falls under the common law of murder.
Possible Defences
1. Self-Defence - Relying on the defence of self-defence may be possible for Polly if she acted in self-defence against Mohammed. This defence may not be applicable, as Mohammed reassured her and did not pose a threat.
2. Diminished Responsibility - The offence of murder may take into consideration Polly's schizophrenia. The alternative offence of manslaughter may be found guilty if she can prove that her mental state had reduced her responsibility for her actions at the time of the offence.
3. Loss of Control - Relying on the defence of loss of control may be possible for Polly if she can prove that her mental state and Mohammed's infidelity confession caused her to lose control of her actions. The confession alone could not be enough to establish this defence; the jury would have to evaluate the entire situation.






Polly may be liable for section.1 (1) criminal damage act 1971 aggravated offence 
· The actus reus elements are: destroy or damage property which belongs to another without lawful excuse, Where D intends or is reckless as to destroying or damaging the property
· And where D intends by the destruction or damage to endanger the life of another or is reckless to this


(there was damage to the bike when Polly broke the cables which could possibly endanger pollys life if she was to ride the moped)
Property under section 10 (1) criminal damage act 1971 
The property is the moped 
Section 10 (2) the moped belongs Roxan 
Without lawful excuse 
All the actus reus elements have been met. 

Mens reus 
Direct intention satisfied Woollin [1998]

Indirect intention 
Recklessness 
Must be intending to endanger life by the damage caused (Steer [1987])


Mens rea has been satisfied. 
Recklessness 

Is there any defence. 

Conclusion 

Polly is liable for criminal damage 
Shes also liable for the defence 


Assault 
Not all the actus reus elements have been satisfied. 


Murder:
Murder is where D kills V and D intends to kill or intends to cause GBH. The offence takes place under the Kings peace.

Actus reus- D unlawfully kills another person under the Kings peace and V is a person.
Gibbins and Proctor [1918] satisfied
 
Mens rea- Malice aforethought: intention to kill or to cause GBH satisfied 
Direct intention 
Indirect intention 
Loss of control 
Diminished responsibility -Schizophrenia (Moyle [2008])



Firstly, Polly's act of severing the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using a broken glass constitutes the offence of criminal damage under section 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971. The act of destroying or damaging property belonging to another person without lawful excuse and with intent or recklessness to cause such damage is a criminal offence. Polly intentionally damaged Roxanne's moped brake cables, and therefore, she is guilty of the offence, Polly also damaged the brake cables which could endanger Roxans life Polly satisfies the Mens Rea of criminal damage with an aggravated offence as she “intended by the destruction or damage to endanger the life of another or being reckless as to whether the life of another would be endangered”. Second, according to Section 1 of the Murder Act of 1965, Polly committed the crime of murder by striking Mohammed in the head with a glass ashtray. This action was the direct cause of Mohammed's death. The fact that Polly purposefully put Mohammed's life in danger is  known as the "actus reus" of the crime of murder. In terms of the Mens Rea, Polly may argue that she did not mean to kill Mohammed; however, the fact that she used a glass ashtray as a weapon during a domestic fight implies that she had the essential intent to cause significant harm to Mohammed. As a result, we can conclude that Polly is responsible for the crime of murder. Schizophrenia (Moyle [2008]), a condition that falls within the defence of reduced responsibility, might be cited as the basis for Polly's claim that she was suffering from a mental disease at the time of the offences and that this affected the her culpability she should be held accountable for. The murder charge is the only one that this would be relevant to the criminal damage charge has nothing to do with her mental illness. Polly may be eligible for the defence of diminished responsibility under section 2 of the Homicide Act of 1957 if she can provide evidence that her mental illness seriously impaired her capacity to exercise self-control during the commission of the crime. Although the diminished responsibility defence may be used if the accused is being charged with murder, it cannot be used if the accused is being charged with criminal damage.
In conclusion there is a possibility that Polly would be charged with murder. Mohammed died because of her actions which included cutting the brake lines off of Roxanne's bike and hitting Mohammed over the head with a glass ashtray. It's possible that Polly's schizophrenia will be taken into account during the court case, but it's very unlikely that this will fully clear her of responsibility for what she did.
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