In this scenario, Scarlett suffers from a mental health condition.
Banner, (1998). A mental health condition like psychotic behaviour can involve various symptom's, including disrupted thinking, altered perceptions, brain damage, or chemical toxicity. A person experiencing this condition may struggle to assess reality accurately.
Scarlett states that she have's voices in her head telling her things this is sometimes caused by a condition called psychosis.
NHS, (2023).  when someone experiences psychosis, they will have they own distinct symptoms and experiences based on their situation. However, there are generally three primary symptoms linked to a psychotic episode: hallucinations, delusions, and disorganized or disturbed thinking.
On the 6th June 2024 Daisy who is heavily pregnant, was sat outside her local cafe with her partner Leo who at the time was in the cafe toilets, was approached by Scarlett asking if Daisy had been talking about her cause the voices in her head was telling her she had been, Daisy had told Scarlett she had not been and started to feel uncomfortable, Daisy had gotten up from her seat to move away, upon  standing Scarlett had assumed that Daisy was going to attack her due to the voices once again telling her so. Scarlett had then attacked Daisy causing her to fall to the ground and land on her stomach committing the offence of section 20 - grievous bodily harm, a similar offence as seen in the case of R v Packer (2021).
Leo then came out of the cafe toilets seen what was happening and grabbed Scarlett to try and restrain her, using the defence of self-defence, same defence as seen in the case of R v Taj (2018).
Scarlett then lashes out hitting Leo causing him to fall to the floor and sustained a head injury by hitting his head on the curb.
NHS, (2021). A subdural hematoma happens when a blood vessel in the area between the skull and the brain (the subdural space) gets injured. Head injuries that lead to a subdural hematoma are usually serious, like those from a car accident, a fall, or a violent attack.
An ambulance was called and when arrived at the scene Leo was pronounced dead, meaning that Scarlett had committed the offence of unvoluntary manslaughter.
Ormerod and Laird, (2021). Questions that necessitate further clarification include whether the unlawful act must be classified as a criminal offense, whether it must involve a completed crime, whether it should pertain to a crime characterised by men's rea, whether it must rely on the demonstration of an act, or if an omission would be adequate. Additionally, it is pertinent to consider whether the crime must involve an offense against the person. Presently, the legal framework stipulates that for an act to qualify as unlawful manslaughter, it must constitute any criminal offense that involves an act (as opposed to an omission) and must exhibit men's rea that exceeds mere negligence. The regulations concerning mistakes are fundamentally an extension of the overarching principle that the burden of proof lies with the prosecution. This includes the necessity to establish both the men's rea and any negligence as dictated by the crime's definition, as well as addressing any ‘defence’ essentially signifies a challenge to the prosecutions ability to substantiate its claims. Consequently, only those mistakes that pertain to elements the prosecution is obligated to demonstrate will influence the defendant's liability.
Daisy was rushed to hospital with a broken rib and multiple bruises, where she found out that her baby did not survive the attack. Scarlett was arrested, where she would be charged with the offences of section 20 – grievous bodily harm, and involuntary manslaughter. 
Loveless, Allen and Derry (2022) This type of manslaughter is debated because it holds someone responsible for a death even if they were involved in a crime that doesn't inherently pose a danger to others additionally, a person can be found guilty even if they did not foresee any risk, even if it was just a slight chance of harm; the death could simply be a result of unfortunate circumstance. 
A psychiatric report would have to be carried out to determine if Scarlett in fact is suffering from a mental disorder. An evaluation would also have to be carried out to determine whether Scarlett would be fit enough to plead. 
Ormerod and Laird, (2021). It is a fundamental principle that an accused individual should, whenever feasible, be afforded the opportunity to challenge their guilt in a standard criminal trial. Determining that an individual is ‘unfit’ leads to the denial of a comprehensive criminal trial, and this should consequently be regarded as an exceptional measure. An individual suffering from severe mental illness may still possess the capacity to enter a plea to the indictment and engage in the trial proceedings. If this capacity is present, it is generally appropriate to permit such participation. This approach aligns with the fundamental principle that a person accused of a criminal offense should, whenever feasible, undergo trial, allowing a jury to ascertain whether the individual committed the alleged crime.
Macdonald, (2018). If the defendant experienced a loss of voluntary control, the subsequent inquiry should focus on determining whether this loss was attributable to an external or internal factor. The defence of sane automatism is applicable solely when the defendants condition arises from an external factor. Conversely, if the cause is identified as an internal factor, one should evaluate the defence of insanity. In a criminal trial, the issue of a defendant's mental state may be pertinent for two primary reasons. firstly, the accused may assert that they were experiencing insanity at the time of the offense, thereby rendering them unfit to stand trial. If the defendant was aware of the nature and quality of their actions, they may still assert a defence of insanity if they can demonstrate that they did not recognize their actions as wrong. The pertinent question that arises in this context is whether ‘wrong’ refers to illegal conduct or immoral behaviour. In other terms, can a defendant claim insanity if they understand that they are violating the law but believe that their actions are justified under the circumstances.
In conclusion, Scarlett would be advised that she has the defence of insanity. 
Taylor, (2018). The defence of insanity, sometimes referred to as insane automatism, is not really about madness or any medical definition of insanity; it is defined purely in legal terms. Consequently, it encompasses conditions like sleepwalking and epilepsy, even though medical professionals wouldn’t classify these as forms of insanity. When the insanity defence is successful, a special verdict of ‘not guilty by reason of insanity’ is issued. For this verdict to be rendered, the prosecution must establish the actus reus of the crime, but not the men's rea. The defendants mental state is only relevant to the question of insanity.
Ormerod and Laird, (2021). A defence mechanism like the contemporary insanity defence is essential within the criminal justice framework. This principle acknowledges that criminal penalties should be applied exclusively to individuals who possess rationally and accountability. In a criminal trial, an accused individual's mental state or illness can be pertinent in two primary ways. Firstly, the defendant may assert that they lacked the mental capacity to stand trial. It is pertinent to address this second aspect here due to its strong connection with the insanity defence, even though it primarily pertains to procedural rather than substantive criminal law.
Allen, (2011). It has been mentioned that criminal law doesn’t aim to punish individuals for their malicious thoughts or intentions. If a defendant possesses the men’s rea for a specific offense, this is exemplified by the case of Dellar (1952).
When someone has carried out actions or caused outcomes that make up the actus reus of an offence, they will typically be found guilty of that offense only if they had the required men's rea at the time of their actions.
Macdonald, (2018). For a defendant to be found guilty of any of the crimes under examination, it is essential that both the actus reus and men's rea elements of the pertinent offense are satisfactorily demonstrated.
and the charges put against her will be Section 20, grievous bodily harm – Offences against the person act 1861 – anyone who intentionally and maliciously causes severe harm to another person, with or without using a weapon, is guilty of a misdemeanour and, upon conviction, will face penalties. Involuntary manslaughter – Crown court prosecution service - If someone kills unlawfully but without the intention to kill or cause serious harm, they should be charged with manslaughter instead of murder. Aside from lacking the necessary intent, all other components of the offense are the same as those for murder. Homicide act 1957, Section one, subsection 1. If someone kills another person while committing a different crime, that killing is not considered murder unless it is done with the same level of intent (either expressed or implied) that would categorize a killing as murder outside of that context.
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