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Firstly, Polly's act of severing the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using a broken glass constitutes the offence of criminal damage under S.1(1) Criminal Damage Act
[1971}. The act of destroying or damaging property belonging to another person without lawful excuse and with intent or recklessness to cause such damage is a criminal offence. The actus reus element suggests that if an individual unlawfully destroys or damages another person's property, they can be held accountable for the actus reus component of the criminal damage offence. Polly causes damage and destruction to the moped and severs the brake cables using broken glass. This is reinforced in the case of Hardman (1986) under S.10(1) [1971] property in this incident is defined as the tangible item which can be real or personal which is Roxanne's moped. Under the Criminal Damage Act [1971], it is possible that Polly will be held responsible for the offence of S.1(2) Aggravated Criminal Damage. The requirements for actus reus are the same as those found in Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act (1971), and each one of those requirements has been satisfied.
Regarding the mens rea element, the focus lies on whether there was direct intention. Direct intention indicates that Polly's goal or purpose was to create damage that would put Roxanne's life in danger, or that she acted recklessly in order to accomplish this goal. In this particular case, Roxanne may have been hurt if the cables had been broken while she was driving. the essential part of the act is that it is not necessary for actual life to have been put in danger, neither is it required for the damage to have necessarily posed a threat to the existence of life. This principle is supported by the cases of Dudley (1989).The state that Roxanne's moped was in was the source of the risk that she faced to her life. The decision in the case of R v. Wenton (2010) provides extra backing for the existence of direct intention on Polly's side, which is in line with the Woollin test (1998).
As a direct consequence of this, every one of the necessary elements of mens rea for serious criminal damage has been satisfied. The defence of insanity, which is applicable when a defendant's mental condition is impacted by an internal factor, such as Polly's schizophrenia in this case, may be used by the defendant. As it affected Polly's legal duty at the time of the offence, this defence could exempt her from blame. Polly must provide proof from her doctor proving her illness in order to support the insanity defence. The requirements that follow must be established in order to pass the M'Naghten's rule, or test for insanity, which is named after the M'Naghten case from 1843 The defendant must first suffer from a mental disease that results in a rea deficiency. Second, as a result of this circumstance, the defendant is either unaware of the nature and quality of their actions or, if they are, are unaware that it was wrong. In conclusion, Polly can claim the defence of insanity, which may lessen her whole culpability for the offences, even if she may be liable for the offences of basic CD under section 1(2) CDA (1971) and aggravated CD under section 1(2) CDA [1971].

However, Polly commits her second offence when she approaches Roxanne, a person whose presence upsets her, and insults her verbally while also making a rude gesture towards her. Polly could be held accountable for her actions in accordance with the Criminal Justice Act of 1988 if the circumstances remain the same. In order to prove the existence of the actus reus, it must be shown that the behaviour of the defendant was the source of the victim's reasonable fear of an immediate threat of unlawful bodily harm. This legal theory is further supported by the case of Fagan v. Metropolitan Police Commissioner (1968), which was decided in 1968. However Polly is not liable of Section 2 of Criminal Justice Act 1988 because not all the actus reus elements have been satisfied.    

Polly commits her third offence when, overtaken with emotion, she suddenly bursts into tears, looks away, and then notices a glass ashtray in the room. In a fit of anger, she grabs the ashtray and slams it over Mohammad's head, causing him to pass out from a head injury and die instantly. In order to establish actus reus, it must be demonstrated that the defendant unlawfully caused the death of another person during the time that the King's peace was in effect, and that the victim was a person. Polly uses the glass ashtray to inflict a fatal head injury on Mohammad in this case, which satisfies these conditions. This contention is supported by the precedent that was established in the case of Gibbins and Proctor [1918], which demonstrates that all of the elements for actus reus have been met. Malice, defined as the intention to kill or do grievous bodily harm (GBH), is one of the necessary elements of mens rea, which must be proven to secure a conviction. Polly's goal was to harm Mohammad and let out her rage, and she had no direct intention of killing anyone or causing any GBH. Polly was well aware that her acts could result in Mohammad's death or serious injury, so there is a case to be made for indirect intention. The facts of the Woollin [1998] case supports this perspective. Polly may be eligible for the defence of diminished responsibility under section 2 of the Homicide Act of 1957 if she can provide evidence that her mental illness seriously impaired her capacity to exercise self-control during the commission of the crime. Although the diminished responsibility defence may be used if the accused is being charged with murder, it cannot be used if the accused is being charged with criminal damage. 

Another defence that Polly may be liable for is loss of control section 54 (1) and Section 55 (4) Coroners and Justice Act 2009, if the defendant satisfies all the elements the defendant might not be convicted of murder. The elements that the defendant would need to satisfy are “loss of self-control, the loss of self-control had a qualifying trigger and a person of the defendant's sex and age, with a normal degree of tolerance and self-restraint and in the circumstances of the defendant, might have reacted in the same or in a similar way to the defendant” (legislation.gov.uk, 2023). The news that Mohammed had been having an affair with Roxanne caused Polly to go into a state of great emotional distress, which in response caused her to lose control of her emotions, which led to Polly's loss of control. This mental breakdown was of out of character, as proven by the case of Dawes, Hatter, and Bowyer [2013], and it left Polly with a valid sense of being deeply wronged. As a consequence of this, Polly's loss of control satisfies the required elements stated in section 54(1)b.

In conclusion, it can be established that Polly is responsible for two charges. The first charge is basic criminal damage (CD), which is in line  with Section 1(1) of the CDA (1971). The second charge is aggravated CD, as stated in Section 1(2) of the CDA (1971). However, it can be argued that Polly shows a valid defence of insanity, which could possibly lessens her overall responsibility for the offences. In addition, it can be argued that Polly cannot be deemed responsible for the offence as per Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988. This is because the necessary Actus Reus (AR) elements have not been fully met in the scenario.

In addition, it should be stated that Polly's liability can be linked to voluntary manslaughter as stated in Section 6 of the Criminal Law Act 1967. The reason for this is because she was found responsible for the defence of diminished responsibility under Section 2 of the Homicide Act 1957. As a result, her charge was changed from murder to manslaughter.
To summarise, Polly can be held partially responsible for both basic and aggravated CD, but her level of responsibility is reduced due to the defence of insanity. However, it can be argued that she cannot be held responsible for the offence as stated in Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988. Finally, it can be concluded that she has complete responsibility for voluntary manslaughter due to diminished responsibility, resulting in a change of her initial charge of murder.
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