Criminal Law 
Assignment Question
Paula and Micheal have been together for fifteen years. Paula has PTSD. Paula feels concerned after noticing Michael flirting with another patron at their friends house, Rose. Puala is disturbed and barges past Rose, leaving Rose fearful. Paula finds Rose's handbag and cuts it apart with a kitchen knife. Paula accuses Micheal of having feelings for Rose. She becomes enraged about Rose. Michael cracks and exclaims, "Yes, I've been having an affair with Rose for the past 9 months.” Paula sobs, discovers a glass vase, and smashes over Michael's head which kills him instantly. 
Discuss the offences committed.
The first offence was when Paula used a kitchen knife and damages Rose’s handbag this fall under the “criminal damage act 1971 section 1” which is a public order offence This section explains that a “person who without lawful excuse damages any property belonging to another intending to damage any such property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be damaged shall be guilty of an offence”. (Legislation, 1971). 
This is similar to the case of R V Sangha, in which a man name sangha set fire to two armchairs and a mattress while the flat was unoccupied which tried him for arson and recklessness, in regards to Paula she could get tried for recklessness for endangering life or tampering with vehicles which resides under the “road traffic act 1988” stating “if, while a motor vehicle is on a road or on a parking place provided by a local authority, a person tampers with the brake or other part of its mechanism, without lawful authority or reasonable cause, he is guilty of an offence”. (Legislation, 1988)
The next offence that Paula committed was when she picks up a glass vase and “smashed Michael over the head” which would be classed as manslaughter as a indictable-only offence under the “offences against a person act 1861 section 5” which states “whosoever shall be convicted of Manslaughter shall be liable, at the Discretion of the Court, to be kept in Penal Servitude for Life or for any Term not less than Three Years, or to be imprisoned for any Term not exceeding Two Years, with or without Hard Labour, or to pay such Fine as the Court shall award, in addition to or without any such other discretionary Punishment as aforesaid”. (Legislation, 1861)
Defences that may be considered.
The first defence that we can consider comes from Paula and Michael’s night out to their friend's house, which had caused them both to be intoxicated. The case of Harris 2013 is about actions while intoxicated, in the Harris case it falls under automatism, automatism is an act performed by the muscles that is not controlled by the mind. It is a comprehensive defence, and the prisoner is acquitted if found not guilty. This defence is applicable to defendants whose actus reus is not done freely. And they lack the required mens rea for the crime. (College Law, 2014)
R v Lipman also goes over intoxication but with drugs such as LSD, Lipman was convicted of manslaughter due to a being under the influence of LSD, Lipman was found to be intoxicated at the time of the incident, so the court held that because drunkenness is no defence to a criminal charge, and because there was no distinction made between the effects of drugs and those of alcohol, Lipman was guilty as charged. Lipman knew that the acts he performed on the victim were dangerous and likely to result in death, that drugs were dangerous and could cause serious harm to another person or himself, and that taking drugs in those circumstances was grossly negligent and reckless. The appeal was denied, and the conviction was reinstated. (Law Teacher, 1970)
Another form of defence would be to revise the notions of actus reus and mens rea are two fundamentals in criminal law that must be established to establish criminal responsibility. Mens rea refers to the offender's mental state at the time of the crime, whereas actus reus refers to the physical act of committing a crime. (Deardorff, 2013). Since mens rea is the mental aspect of the crime Paula was in no state of mind to be thinking rationally due to the moment of her PYSD and how heated the moment was, this would mean that the mens rea could not be applied to this act, however considering actus reus Paula was seen and did infact smash a glass vase over Michael’s head which killed him, but having only actus reus present but no mens rea cannot identify this as a criminal act.
Another defence that Paula can use is her mental disorder of PTSD, where she could claim she had loss of control which leads to having diminished responsibility. A defence used for someone accused with murder in which they claim they have impaired reasoning and judgement due to their atypical state of mind. They will be convicted of manslaughter if their defence is successful. (Legal Choice, 2023) 
While diminished responsibility is only a partial defence for murder, it can be put to a lesser sentence which would be manslaughter, Paula who has PTSD could appeal for this since she was already paranoid from her time at her local bar, her altercation with Roxanne and having a heated argument with Micheal, she would have had an episode which made her have loss of control.
Section 2 of the Homicide Act 1967, states that a person is responsible for manslaughter rather than murder if they kill another person but can demonstrate, they were suffering from a mental abnormality that significantly impaired their mental responsibility for the act in the killing; or, they were suffering from an abnormality of mental functioning that required this to arise from a recognised medical condition; and impair the suspect's ability to understand the nature of their conduct, form a rational judgement, and exercise In terms of voluntary drunkenness, If, notwithstanding the fact that voluntary drinking had a role in the suspect's activities, the mental abnormality significantly affected mental responsibility for the deadly acts, reduced liability is established. (CPS, 2019)

A case that could be applied for a defence would be R V Kemp 1957 which talks about “diseases of the mind” which is in relation to Paula’s PTSD where she could plead for insanity to get medical help in an institution. In this case the defendant who has no priors, no motive, and no previous history of violence much like Poppy had killed someone and pleaded for insanity. The case states, the defendant struck his wife with a hammer. He had no prior history of violence and no obvious motivation. He was charged with inflicting serious bodily harm in violation of the Offences Against the Person Act of 1861. The defendant said that the attack was the consequence of a loss of consciousness caused by arteriosclerosis, with the hardening of the arteries producing blood congestion in his brain. This was presented by the defence as justification for an automatism defence. The trial judge, on the other hand, instructed the jury that the appropriate defence was insanity. (Law Teacher, 1957) 
Another case that pertains to diminished responsibility is R V Brennan, in which Brennan murdered the victim in a lethal attack. Brennan petitioned for diminished responsibility and produced evidence of mental problems. This appeal, submitted by leave of the sole judge, thereby raises a subject that has been before the appeal court on several occasions over the years. However, those cases were decided in the context of a diminished responsibility defence under the former statutory provisions contained in Section 2 of the Homicide Act 1957. According to counsel's research, this is the first case of this sort to come before the appellate court in the context of a defence of reduced responsibility under Section 2 of the 1957 Act, as modified by Section 52 of the Coroners and Justice Act 2009. (Casemine, 2014)
Conclusion
In conclusion it would be in Paula’s best interest to plead for diminished responsibility since she had no control of her actions due to her PTSD. The offence she committed were murder and criminal damage, but she can use her mental personality.
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