Introduction
Section 1(1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 deals with the offense of criminal damage. This section encompasses acts where a person intentionally or recklessly destroys or damages property belonging to another without lawful excuse. In the case of Polly and Roxanne, Polly's act of severing the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using broken glass gives rise to the actus reus of the offense. This action had the intention to cause damage to the moped, posing a potential risk to Roxanne's life while riding it. Polly's intentional act without any lawful excuse or justification establishes the presence of the necessary men's rea for the offense. Therefore, based on the actus reus and men's rea elements, Polly could be charged with the offense of criminal damage for damaging Roxanne's moped, in accordance with the provisions of the Criminal Damage Act 1971.
Offences committed 
Battery S47 OAPA 1861
The actus Reus is met once Polly picked up the glass ashtray and hit Mohammed over the head, because she used the glass ashtray as a weapon it constitutes to the unlawful act of causing grievous bodily harm (Adam, 2023), The men's rea is met because Pollys actions show a degree of recklessness / intention to cause harm to Mohammed. Her escalating anger and aggression she showed towards Mohammed as well as the decision to use the glass ashtray as a weapon indicates a level of recklessness or intention to cause serious harm. In this scenario the actus reus and men's rea elements have been met.
Section 1 (1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971 (common law offence)
In the context of Section 1 (1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971, the actus reus in this case involves the physical elements of the crime committed by Polly. Polly deliberately severed the brake cables of Roxanne's moped using broken glass, resulting in damage to the vehicle. This act of severing the brake cables constitutes the guilty act required for the offense of criminal damage. The damage caused by Polly's actions could potentially endanger Roxanne's life when she rides the moped, emphasizing the seriousness of the actus reus. As per the legal precedents mentioned, "(R v. Sangha, 1998)," and "(R v. Hill & Hall, 1989)," it can be argued that Polly's intention to damage Roxanne's moped without any lawful excuse or justification fulfils the necessary men's rea for her to be charged with the offense of criminal damage under Section 1 (1) of the Criminal Damage Act 1971.

Assault s39 Criminal Justice Act 1988 (common law offence)
In this scenario, the men's rea and actus rea for assault under Section 39 of the Criminal Justice Act 1988 are evident in several instances. The actus reus for assault is present when Polly verbally abuses Roxanne and makes a threatening gesture towards her at the pub, intentionally causing her to fear immediate, unlawful personal violence. Additionally, the actus reus is met when Polly picks up the glass ashtray and smashes it over Mohammed's head. As for the men's rea, Polly's intention to cause fear or apprehension in Roxanne and her aggressive behaviour towards Mohammed indicate the presence of men's rea for the assault charge. (R v Lipman, 1970).



Assault occasioning actual bodily harm (common law offence)
S.47 OAPA 1861 
The actus reus of the offense is the unlawful application of force or infliction of harm on another person, resulting in actual bodily harm (T v DPP, 2020). The men's rea required for this offense is the intention or recklessness to cause the victim to suffer some physical harm or injury. The actus reus of the offense is evident when Polly smashes the glass ashtray over Mohammed's head. The act of striking him with the glass ashtray constitutes the unlawful application of force, resulting in significant physical harm. 
S18 OAPA 1861 Wounding and causing grievous bodily harm with intent
Section 18 of the Offences Against the Person Act 1861 deals with the offense of maliciously inflicting grievous bodily harm (GBH) with intent. This offence carries the maximum sentence of life imprisonment.  In this scenario, the actus reus of the offense is fulfilled when Polly picks up the glass ashtray and strikes Mohammed over the head, causing severe harm that results in his immediate death. The act of using the glass ashtray as a weapon constitutes the malicious infliction of GBH. As for the men's rea, Polly's actions demonstrate a degree of recklessness or intention to cause harm. Her schizophrenia and emotional distress might have influenced her initial confrontations, but as the situation escalates, Polly's anger and aggression towards Mohammed intensify. Her decision to pick up the glass ashtray and use it as a weapon to strike him indicates a level of recklessness or intention to cause serious harm
Manslaughter Section 6 Criminal Law Act 1967 (common law offence)
Polly's actus reus is met when she picks up the glass ashtray and smashes it over Mohammed's head, resulting in his death. Her actions were not premeditated with the intent to kill Mohammed, but they caused his death, fulfilling the actus reus for manslaughter. Polly's actions demonstrate recklessness as she impulsively picked up the glass ashtray in a fit of anger and attacked Mohammed, without foreseeing the fatal consequences. The revelation of Mohammed's affair with Roxanne caused Polly extreme emotional distress, contributing to her reckless and aggressive behaviour. Despite her schizophrenia, the men's rea of manslaughter can still be fulfilled as her actions were reckless and caused Mohammed's death. Polly's actions meet both the actus reus and men's rea for the offense of manslaughter. Her reckless and impulsive act with the glass ashtray resulted in Mohammed's death, fulfilling the actus reus, while her emotional distress and aggressive behaviour demonstrate the men's rea necessary for the charge of manslaughter (Case study: Leon Hutchinson, 2014).







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).
Loss of control S54 (1) Coroners and Justice Act 2009
The defense of loss of control argues that Polly was provoked by Mohammed's confession of having an affair with Roxanne (R v Dawes (2013), 2022), 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.
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