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Polly's actions in the given scenario give rise to several criminal offenses. The offenses  committed include criminal damage, assault, and murder. 
Firstly, Polly committed the offense of criminal damage when she used a broken glass  to sever the brake cables of Roxanne's moped. Criminal damage is defined in s.1 of  the Criminal Damage Act 1971 as "a person who without lawful excuse destroys or  damages any property belonging to another intending to destroy or damage any such  property or being reckless as to whether any such property would be destroyed or  damaged". In this case, Polly destroyed Roxanne's property with the intention of  damaging it, as evidenced by her use of a broken glass to sever the brake cables.  Therefore, Polly is guilty of the offense of criminal damage. 
Secondly, Polly committed the offense of assault when she called Roxanne a "bitch" and gestured her middle finger at her. Assault is defined in s.39 of the Criminal Justice  Act 1988 as "a person who intentionally or recklessly causes another to apprehend  immediate unlawful violence". In this case, Polly's actions would cause Roxanne to fear  immediate violence, as evidenced by her calling Roxanne a "bitch" and gesturing her  middle finger at her. Therefore, Polly is guilty of the offense of assault. 
Thirdly, Polly committed the offense of murder when she smashed Mohammed over  the head with a glass ashtray, causing his death. Murder is defined in common law as  "the unlawful killing of a reasonable person in being and under the king's peace with  malice aforethought, express or implied". In this case, Polly had the intention to cause  grievous bodily harm to Mohammed when she picked up the glass ashtray, and her  use of the glass ashtray to strike him over the head constitutes evidence of malice  aforethought. Additionally, Mohammed was a reasonable person in being and under  the king's peace when he was killed. Therefore, Polly is guilty of the offense of murder. There are several defenses that may be considered in Polly's case. 
Firstly, the defense of insanity may be raised in relation to Polly's actions. The defense  of insanity is available where the defendant was suffering from a mental disorder at the  time of the offense, which affected their ability to understand the nature of their actions  or to form the necessary mens rea for the offense. In this case, Polly has  
schizophrenia, which is a recognised mental disorder. It is possible that her  schizophrenia affected her ability to understand the nature of her actions or to form the  necessary mens rea for the offences she committed. Therefore, the defence of insanity  may be raised in relation to Polly's actions. 
Secondly, the defence of provocation may be raised in relation to Polly's murder of  Mohammed. The defence of provocation is available where the defendant was  provoked into losing their self-control, and as a result, they killed the victim. In this  case, Mohammed's admission of having an affair with Roxanne may have provoked  Polly into losing her self-control and killing him. However, this defence is unlikely to  succeed as the provocation must be such that it would cause a reasonable person to  lose their self-control, and in this case, the provocation may not be sufficient to do so. 
In conclusion, Polly's actions in the given scenario give rise to several criminal  offences, including criminal damage, assault, and murder. The defences of insanity  and provocation may be considered in relation to Polly's actions.

