Offences committed 
Section 1 (1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971
Polly has caused damage to Roxanne's moped by severing the brake cables using broken glass. In this case, the actus reus is present when Polly severed the brake cables using broken glass. This action has caused damage to the moped and could potentially put Roxanne's life at risk when riding it (R V Sangha, 1998). In this case it could be argued that Polly had the necessary men's rea because she intentionally severed the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using a broken glass, without any lawful excuse or justification. Therefore, Polly could be charged with the offense of criminal damage for damaging Roxanne's moped (R. V. Hill & Hall, 1989).
Assault s39 Criminal Justice Act 1988
Polly assaulted Mohammed by hitting him with a glass ashtray, causing his death. The actus reus of the offence is the physical act of hitting Mohammed with the ashtray, which resulted in his death. The men's rea of the offence is the intention to cause Mohammed harm or recklessness as to whether such harm may occur. Polly's actions were deliberate and intentional as she picked up the glass ashtray with the purpose of using it as a weapon against Mohammed. Therefore, Polly's actions satisfy the elements of the offence of assault, and she may be liable for the crime of murder or manslaughter, depending on the specific circumstances of the case (R v Lipman, 1970).
Section 5 Public Order Act 1986
Polly acted in a disorderly manner at the local pub by calling Roxanne a bitch and gesturing offensively towards her. This constitutes both actus reus, which refers to the physical action of calling Roxanne a name and making the gesture, and men's rea, which refers to the intention to cause a disturbance. Polly intended to cause offense and disrupt the social event by her behaviour. Her actions were disruptive and caused a public nuisance, which could be considered disorderly conduct (Harvey v DPP, 2011).
Section 144 The Legal Aid Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012
In this case, Polly was asked to leave the club but chose to remain in the car park. This constitutes an act of trespass. The actus rea of trespass requires that the individual intentionally or recklessly entered onto the property. Polly had been asked to leave and was aware that she was not welcome on the property. As such, she intentionally remained on the property without permission. The men's rea of trespass requires that the individual had the intention to enter onto the property or was reckless as to whether they had permission to be there. In this case, Polly had been explicitly asked to leave the club and was aware that she did not have permission to remain on the property. As such, she had the requisite men's rea for trespass.
Domestic Abuse Act 2021
[bookmark: _Int_GP3fqlG9]Polly committed an act of domestic violence against Mohammed by hitting him with the ashtray, which ultimately caused his death. This act clearly demonstrates the actus rea or physical act of violence that Polly engaged in. Additionally, the men's rea or the intention behind the act can also be established, as Polly picked up the ashtray with the intent to use it as a weapon against Mohammed. The use of violence to control and intimidate a partner or family member is a serious crime and can result in severe legal consequences (Aune & Barnes, 2018).
Defence
Diminished Responsibility
Diminished Responsibility is a defense that could potentially be used in Polly's case due to her diagnosis of schizophrenia (Wilcocks, 2016). This defense argues that her mental illness affected her ability to make rational decisions or control her actions, reducing her responsibility for the crime. In this case, Polly's mental illness could have influenced her paranoid thoughts and actions towards Roxanne, as well as her violent outburst towards Mohammed. Her mental state at the time of the crime could be argued to have affected her men's rea, or her mental state of intent, and her actus reas, or her physical actions. However, it would be up to the court to decide if her mental illness was significant enough to reduce her responsibility for the crime (Foye, 2013).
Provocation
The defense of provocation argues that Polly was provoked by Mohammed's confession of having an affair with Roxanne, which led to her violent reaction. The actus reus of this defense would be the act of Polly hitting Mohammed with the ashtray, causing his death. The men's rea would be the loss of self-control that Polly experienced in response to Mohammed's confession. The defense would have to establish that a reasonable person in Polly's situation would have been similarly provoked and that the loss of control was sudden and temporary. However, it is worth noting that this defense is unlikely to succeed in this case, as the level of violence used by Polly was disproportionate to the provocation, and the use of a deadly weapon indicates a premeditated intent to harm.
Lack of Intent
The defense of lack of intent could argue that Polly did not have the intention to kill Mohammed when she hit him with the glass ashtray. The defense could claim that Polly's actions were a result of a sudden loss of control due to her mental health condition, and therefore she did not have the necessary men's rea for murder. This defense could be combined with diminished responsibility due to Polly's schizophrenia, which could potentially reduce her responsibility for the crime. However, it may still be difficult to argue that Polly lacked the necessary intent, as she picked up the ashtray and struck Mohammed with it, which could suggest some degree of premeditation or intention (R v Kemp 1957).
Intoxication
Intoxication can be used as a defense in criminal cases if the defendant was not in control of their actions due to the effects of drugs or alcohol. If Polly was under the influence of alcohol or drugs at the time of the incident, this defense could be used to argue that she was unable to form the intent required for the crime. However, the defense of intoxication is often limited to specific types of crimes and does not excuse criminal behaviour. If Polly's intoxication was voluntary, it may not be a viable defense as she voluntarily placed herself in a state where she was not in control of her actions. Therefore, it would be up to the court to determine whether Polly's level of intoxication was significant enough to impair her ability to understand the consequences of her actions.
Self Defence
The defense of self-defense could be used in Polly's case if it can be argued that she believed she was in danger from Mohammed and acted in self-defense. If Polly believed that Mohammed was going to harm her, this could be seen as a reasonable response to protect herself. However, for the defense of self-defense to be successful, it must be proven that Polly's actions were proportionate to the threat that she perceived from Mohammed. It must also be shown that there was an immediate threat to Polly's safety, and that she had no other reasonable means of escape or defense. The actus reus of the crime, which in this case is the act of hitting Mohammed with a glass ashtray, must have been a direct response to the perceived threat from Mohammed. Additionally, the mens rea element of self-defense would require that Polly acted with the intention of protecting herself and had a reasonable belief that she was in danger.
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