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Introduction
In this assignment, there will be a discussion answer of the offences committed and any defences that may be considered between the individuals involved in the scenario. Also considering the events chronologically taking the incidents into account, defendant by defendant, victim by victim. To begin with, the situation involves Polly and Mohammed, a married couple who have been together for 10 years, as well as Roxanne, a pub employee who is having an affair with Polly's husband Mohammed. This scenario begins in a social event at their local pub. At the end of this assignment, there will be a conclusion on the overall outcome of individuals actions referring to offences and the defences that may have been committed throughout the actions taken place between one and another.
Main body
Firstly, as stated Polly has schizophrenia, which is a mental illness condition, a mental illness marked by delusions, hallucinations, and disordered speech, thought, and behaviour. This therefore is under as a defence for Polly. The issue first occurred is when Polly and Mohammed her husband are at a social event in their local pub. This occurred when Polly calls Roxanne a “bitch” and gestures her middle finger at her, due to Polly noticing Mohammed flirting with the bar lady Roxanne. This demonstrates Polly using insulting words and behaviour towards Roxanne, this is assault and falls under Section 39 of the Criminal and Justice Act (1988). On the other hand, this is arguably unlikely to be common assault as one of the actus reus elements for common assault to happen, a person would have to cause that victim to be able to apprehend unlawful immediate personal violence. The actions and words that Roxanne has said and done would not meet the actus reus. The offence of criminal damage was committed by Polly when she was asked to leave the pub due to her actions and words towards Roxanne and when she was outside of the pub, Polly later notices Roxanne’s moped is there. Polly then used a broken glass to serve the brake cables of Roxanne’s moped, this is under section 1 (1) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971). Section 1 (2) the property is a moped and belongs to Roxanne. This is reinforced by the case R v Wenton (2010). A criminal offence results from the act of destroying or injuring another person's property without a legal justification and with the intention or recklessness to inflict such damage.  Polly acted upon damaging the brake cables of Roxanne’s moped intentionally, and as a result is guilty of the offence that she has committed. Adding to this, additionally, Roxanne's life may be in danger due to Polly's actions on damaging the brake cables on the moped. As she "intended by the destruction or damage to endanger the life of another or was reckless as to whether the life of another would be endangered," Polly satisfies the men's rea of criminal damage with an aggravated offence, as she puts another life at possible danger. Therefore, the actus reus elements have been met. Polly being reckless and intending to endanger life by the damage caused falls under R v Steer (1987). Another issue caused between Polly and Mohammed is that when both are joint together Polly gets increasingly angry when Mohammed affirms to Polly that he is having an affair Roxanne and states to her that “I love Roxanne and we are going to be together” after this Polly acts to burst into tears. This shows loss of control Coroners and Justice act (2009) this meets both men's rea and actus reus. This is reinforced by the case Harris v (2013) as their relationship falls apart and they continue to argue as Polly increasingly gets upset and angry showing the loss of control. Following this, in accordance with Section 1 of the 1965 Murder Act, Polly killed Mohammed by noticing a glass ashtray which she picked up and then further on hit him over the head with the glass ashtray in which he dies insistently from the head injury that it had caused. Polly performed part of battery, even if the offender did not intend to damage the victim, battery is still seen as an intentional tort because they knew their actions could harm or cause serious damage to that person. The fact that Polly purposely put Mohammed’s life in danger, which is known as the actus reus, of the crime of Mohammed. The fact that she used a glass ashtray as a weapon during a personal dispute, however, suggests that she had the necessary intent to seriously hurt and cause harm to Mohammed. The evidence further supports this in the case of R v Lipman (1970). As a result, it is possible to draw the conclusion that Polly committed the murder of Mohammed. With this direct intention by Polly, men's resus is satisfised by Woolin (1999). Life imprisonment is the punishment for this offence, which follows under the common law of murder. Polly might assert that she was suffering from a mental illness at the time of the offences and that this impaired the level of culpability she should be held accountable for of schizophrenia (Moyle 2008), a condition that qualifies for the reduced responsibility defence. Only the murder charge would be affected by this, as the criminal damage charge is unrelated to her mental illness. If Polly can show that her schizophrenia substantially hindered her ability to exercise self-control during the commission of the crime that was committed by the individual, she may be entitled for the defence of diminished responsibility under section 2 of the Homicide Act of (1957). Although the diminished responsibility defence is admissible if the accused is facing murder charges, it is not admissible if the accused is facing criminal damage charges. The circumstances support this of the case R v Moyle (2008) from the loss of self–control led to manslaughter.
Conclusion
To conclude as a result, Polly is liable for criminal damage that she caused to Roxanne’s moped in which she served the brake cables, she is also liable for the defence. Polly is not liable for assault followed by that she is liable for manslaughter. It is feasible to infer that Polly was responsible for Mohammed's slaying. Woolin (1999) can satisfy men's resus with Polly's explicit goal. This offence carries a mandatory life sentence in prison under the common law of murder. Polly may argue that she had schizophrenia at the time of the crimes and that this diminished the degree of responsibility she should be held accountable for. Additionally, the schizophrenia mental condition that Polly has can interfere with the individual to perceive reality accurately, an example of this is when Polly found out that Mohammed was having an affair with Roxanne and then burst into tears, showing a loss of control. This demonstrates her ability to not fully consider the reality of what was happening between her and her husband Mohammed. As the loss of control and having schizophrenia result of the complex interplay between Polly’s thoughts and feelings.  As a result, led her to killing Mohammed instantly from the head injury. Therefore, this is classed as manslaughter which she is liable for and has no lawful excuse to her actions. Polly also committed other offences such as the assault towards Roxanne and is covered by Criminal and Justice Act Section 39 of 1988. This is because even if there is form of violence, no matter how minor it was, this may have suggested or gave the impression to Roxanne that Polly was going to attack her in that moment of time potentially putting Roxanne in a vulnerable place. In total Polly has committed numerous offences such as battery, manslaughter, murder, assault, diminished responsibility, loss of control and defences overall. 
Citations/case law:
R v Wenton (2010)
R v Lipman (1970)  
R v Steer (1987)
Harris v (2013)
R v Woollin (1999)
R v Moyle (2008) 
Section 10 (1) section 10 (2) (1971) 
Section 39 (1988)
R v Thornton (1992) 1 WRL 605
R v Camplin (1978) AC 705
Section 2 (1957)
S10 (1) CDA (1971) 

