[bookmark: _Int_LqBM98ki]To structure my answer, I will do it within chronological order, and I will analyse the legal implications for each of the key actions and decisions that were made between both Polly and Mohammed. I will first address the actions of Polly at the pub and in the car park then move onto and analyse Mohammed's response to the situation at the pub and his subsequent admission to having an affair. Then finally examine the legal implications of Polly fatal attack on Mohammed with the glass ashtray.

[bookmark: _Int_68Sa4kSW]What is the issue? The issue within this scenario is that Polly who has schizophrenia if you don't know what schizophrenia it is a serious mental condition which involves a breakdown in relations between thought, emotion and behaviour, leading to faulty perceptions and inappropriate actions and or feeling, and withdrawal from reality and personal relationships into fantasy and delusions. Goes to a pub with her partner and becomes increasingly paranoid and aggressive when her partner Mohammed continually speak the bartender Roxanne. Pollys actions towards Roxanne is to call her a “Bitch” and also cutting the breaks to her moped which was outside. Then when they both got home Polly got extremely aggressive towards Mohammed and smashes a glass ashtray across his head causing him to die instantly from head trauma. Additionally, Mohammeds confession oh having an affair with Roxanne appeared to have been a trigger for Polly whilst she was still angary causing a violent outburst, highlighting the complex interplay between mental illness and relationship dynamics. The issue at hand is how to address the various amount of criminal offensive being committed in this situation whilst also addressing the underlying mental health and relationship issue between both Polly and Mohammed

What is the legal rule? The legal rule within this scenario is that Polly’s actions constitute to many criminal offences, including criminal damage towards Roxanne's moped from Polly severing the breaks, these actions towards Roxanne constitutes to an offence of criminal damage which is defined as intentionally or recklessly destroying or damaging property belonging to another person without lawful excuse the offence can carry up to 10 years in prison. Polly also committed murder the definition of murder is that an intentional killing of another person with malice afterthought. Polly murdered by smashing a glass ashtray over Mohammeds head which would normally carry a life sentence however due to Pollys schizophrenia she could have diminished responsibility for her actions. 
However, it is important to note that the legal rules may differ due to Pollys mental health conditions. People who are with mental health conditions may have diminished responsibility to their actions which can create a mitigating factor in regards of sentencing as and an example of this would be R v Ahmed [2014]. Ahmed also had schizophrenia like Polly, One day Ahmed was experiencing delusions that his partner of six years was having an affair with his brother, he wont on and attacked his partner with a knife causing her to die Ahmed was later arrested and charged with murder. At trail Ahmed pleaded guilty to his crime of manslaughter on the grounds that he had diminished responsibility duo to his schizophrenia. The defence presented evidence that Ahmeds delusions did in fact impair his ability to understand what was happening and the nature of his actions and that he was unable to exercise self-control over himself. The judge accepted the defence argument and sentenced Ahmed to an indefinite hospital order under section 37 of the mental health act 1983. This case shows how schizophrenia can affect people in multiple different ways and how why diminished responsibility is there to help people with mental disorders.

Application of the law to the facts of the scenario. Within this scenario several offences were committed such as 
1. Criminal damage – Polly damaged Roxanne's moped by severing her brakes on the moped with a broken glass she found. This is an offence under section 1(1) of the criminal damage act 1971, which makes it an offence to destroy to destroy or damage another's property belonging to another without lawful excuse. Polly had no lawful excuse to break Roxanne's breaks and there for should be charged with this offence. 
2. Assault – Polly's actions towards Roxanne in the pub can be seen as assault in court through calling her a “Bitch” and gesturing her middle finger under section 39 of the criminal justice act 1988. Assault is committed when a person intentionally or recklessly causes another person to apprehend immediate unlawful violence. In this case what Polly some with her middle finger and calling her a “Bitch” can be seen as an act of aggression which can cause Roxanne to fear for her safety.
3. Murder – when Polly struck Mohammed with the glass ashtray which caused him to die, she committed the offence of murder. Under section 1 of the Murder Act 1965, a person commits murder when they unlawfully kill another person with the intention to kill or cause grievous bodily harm to Mohammed when she smashed a glass ashtray which in the ned resulted in the death of Mohammed
In term of defence as we seen with R v Ahmed Polly can go for diminished responsibility which is when someone with can be ground to help people with schizophrenia and other mental illness to get a reduced sentence and help that they need. However, Polly will need to prove to the court that her schizophrenia was the reason of the murder and not just wanting to do it. She needs to convince the court that she didn’t want to do it and that the schizophrenia took over and that then they could argue about how she doesn’t have the necessary men's rea in order to do something like this. 
Cases where diminished responsibility was used - 
1. R v Byrne [1960] In this case the defendant strangled a young women and then proceeded to mutilate her body. This defendant had a history of mental illness and was diagnosed with schizophrenia. In his battle the defence argued that he was severely suffering from and abnormality of mind at the time of the killing and there for this allowed him to not get charged for murder but however was charged with manslaughter due to diminished responsibility.
2. R v Reynolds [1988] This case is where Mr Reynolds who have been suffering from paranoid schizophrenia killed both his wife and daughter with a shotgun. The defence argued that the defendants mental illness had substantially impaired his decision making and his ability to control his actions, he was found on manslaughter on the grounds of diminished responsibility. 
3. R v Golds [2016] The defendant who had a history of mental health problems killed his partner by hitting her with a hammer then continued to stab her with a kitchen knife. The defence argued that he was suffering from abnormality of mental functioning at the time of the killing and got found of manslaughter duo to diminished responsibility. 
Diminished responsibility has been around for a long time as we have seen from R v Byrne[1960] as we advanced more into technology, we can have a wider range of mental illnesses that we were not aware of before and which some may be able to go and be used as diminished responsibility. Such as in R v Gold [2016] he was diagnosed with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) which was now recognised as a mental disorder however with this case the court recognised the disorder that the defendants ASD had to impair his ability to make rational decisions. 

In conclusion, The scenario presented raised many legal issues around the responsibility of a person with a known mental illness for their actions. As well as the concept of provocation and the defence of diminished responsibility. As said earlier all though Polly can have a claim to diminished responsibility with her schizophrenia however, she can still be held responsible for her actions if it can't be proven that she had the necessary men's rea or intent to commit the crime. Ultimately the court will need to consider all the information and relevant fact into consideration to reach a fair outcome.
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