When looking into this scenario between Mohammad and Polly, I will be addressing each victims offences and defences to consider one at a time, separately,  I will then be discussing case law related to these offences to back up my decision for why I think each person is guilty of said defences or if they have a defence that can be considered. I will also be addressing each point in chronological order, from the start of the scenario to the end for offences, and then go back over the essay chronologically to consider defences for each person. I will also include subsections in this essay to separate the two people to make my point clear and eligible. I will also conclude each offence as to whether they are guilty of the offence of if they have a defence to be shown. The defences will be discussed at the end of the essay if any are to be applied. 

Polly  
Firstly, when considering the offences polly has committed, the first possibility is assault. Polly called the bar maid a “bitch” and also gestures her middle finger at her. It can be found that Polly was intentionally trying to cause emotional harm by calling the bar maid a “bitch” and also gesturing her middle finger as intimidation and immediate acts, whilst Polly did not cause any physical harm she still caused emotional damage to the barmaid. Polly engaged in threatening behaviour which satisfies the actus reus of assault, see reference to case Meade V Belt (1823) : Ireland : (1998) . Polly also satisfied the mens Rea for assault as she has indirect intention, whilst she didn’t cause actual physical harm, it can still be consider to be threatening behaviour- according to Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988. Polly was intentional with the assault, with reference to Fagan V Metropolitan Police Commissioner 1968.  It is conclusive that Polly can be found guilty of assault as she has directly used threatening behaviour towards the victim in attempt for the victim to have fear – even though Polly has not direct physically assaulted the victim, she has still engaged in threatening behaviour for the victim to fear potential violence to be afflicted upon the  in accordance with Section 39 of the criminal justice act and offences against a person act 1861
The second potential offence that Polly could have committed is aggravated criminal damage – Aggravated assault s 1 (2)Criminal Damage Act 1971.Polly severed the cables for the brakes of the bar maids moped. This is classed as intentional causation, she intentionally did damage to the bar maids moped, not only this but by intentionally damaging the breaks of the moped, it can be said that Polly did this it intentionally cause cause harm.  For it to be considered aggravated assault, “property has been destroyed or damaged with the aggravating factor being that life is endangered by the destruction or damage to the property” in this case , Polly had done this to intentionally cause harm to the barmaid as with faulty breaks, the bar maid may have sustained injuries or could have even lead to a fatality. Polly had the intention to do this as she was angry about the interaction between the bar maid and Mohammad, and she cut the breaks on purpose. Polly had satisfied the actus reus for aggravated assault as she has intentionally caused damage to another persons property ( the bar maids) in a manner that could endanger the life of the bar maid as seen in R v Steer.  Polly also satisfies the mens Rea, as she intended to damage the breaks by deliberately cutting them with broken glass out of anger, and also intended to cause harm to the owner of the moped. So, in accordance to S1(2) Aggravated Criminal Damage Act 1971. Polly does not have defence to those offence since she did it intentionally, she did not have permission off the bar maid to have access to the property, or to even damage it. Polly also didn’t damage it for immediate protection of the property, she did it to cause intentional harm to the barmaid out of anger . In conclusion, Polly can be found guilty of aggravated criminal damage under the criminal damage act 1971 for damaging the braking cables on a moped intending to cause harm to the victim.
The next possible offence that Polly could be guilty of is Murder. For it be considered murder, the defendant must have killed another person under kings peace and do so with intent to kill or cause serious GBH. For Polly to be considered guilty of murder, the first thing that should be considered is conduct; the acts and omissions that may have occurred to have lead to murder. In this case, Polly hit Mohammad over the head with a glass ashtray, resulting in his death, she physically attacked Mohammad, failing to keep the argument from escalating from verbal. For the killing to be unlawful, the necessity of circumstances must also be considered . In this circumstance, both Polly and Mohammad can both be considered people, as they are grown adults, therefore both considered to be people. Mohammad stopped being considered a person after he was killed as his life had come to an end. The next thing to be considered is the consequence of Polly’s actions.  The But for test can be used here, “ But For Polly not hitting  Mohammad over the head with the ashtray, Mohammad would not have died an instant death.” . Another part to consider would be Malice Aforethought (Vickers 1957) and if this was present at the time of the murder. At the time, Polly had premeditated hurting Mohammad but not necessarily murdering Mohammad. Whilst polly has satisfied the actus reus and the mens Rea for murder, there are partial defences to murder that needs to be considered for Polly. As previously mentioned, Polly has schizophrenia and this could a reason for a defence to murder. 
A possible defence in Pollys case could be diminished responsibility  – Section 54&55 Coroner and Justice Act 2009, The law was modified by Section 3 Homicide Act 1957. Due to this, Polly can be considered to have a defence of diminished responsibility as she suffers from a medical condition- schizophrenia. This would impair her ability to function as the normal person, therefore it is not considered just to compare her to a “normal” person in this situation. Schizophrenia is recognised mental health condition which can impair people both mentally and physically during an episode, meaning Polly may have reacted differently compared to the average person under these circumstances. Polly successfully satisfies the criteria needed to have the defence of diminished responsibility as it is clear that she has a recognised medical condition as mentioned, which was clarified by  Moyle (2008) In this case, Polly would need to be admitted to hospital under the Mental Health Act 1983. Due to her having the defence of diminished responsibility, the charge of murder then gets downgraded to manslaughter. Manslaughter can be either voluntary or involuntary, in his case Polly would be found guilty of involuntary manslaughter as she was not in a sound mindset when she committed the act. Her mental ability to function is affected by her medical condition and therefore cannot seek the rational thinking as the average person, so in this case, she would not be compared to the average person, instead her actions would be seen as an affect of her abnormality of functioning from the mind.  Conclusively, Polly has the partial defence of Diminished responsibility to the offence of murder, therefore downgrading the offence to Involuntary manslaughter due to the abnormality of mind, stemming from schizophrenia. 

To conclude, polly is found guilty or aggravated criminal damage to the bar maids moped, assault for calling the bar maid a bitch and gesturing her middle finger at her, and finally guilty of involuntary manslaughter of Mohammad. If Polly had not had a defence, then she would be found guilty of murder, however due to her recognised medical condition, she can be found guilty only of manslaughter in these circumstances. Polly does not have a defence for aggravated criminal damage due to the fact these defences do not take part in the same way. Polly has committed 3 offences total, homicide of which she had a partial defence to, downgrading this offence to manslaughter.  
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