Separation of power means that the governmental power is divided into three separate bodies within the government and not to an individual person or body. The Governmental power is controlled by three bodies of Government, the executive, legislature, and the judiciary. The three organs of the government have their own separate responsibilities and independence of using governmental powers. It is important for the government to have separation of powers to function accurately and prevent any one branch or person from being supreme and it also checks and balances the abuse of power within the government using separation of powers (Benwell & Gay, 2011). According to LawWales (2016) none of the three branches have the right to exercise the power of each other and a person is only allowed to be a member of one branch. Future more, majority of the countries around the world are not following separation of powers strictly however, they choose to go for a compromise, where the responsibilities of the government are shared by the three organs. We can say that there is no formal separation power in the United Kingdom due to the constitution being unwritten. On the other hand, the separation of powers does exist but in a very big form where they perform each other’s functions (Courts and Tribunals Judiciary, 2021).  
The legislative of the United Kingdom is made up of House of Commons, House of Lords, and the Queen. The power to discuss and bring into force new laws. The cabinet and other ministers together form the executive includes government and includes the government officials (including armed forces, police, and civil service). Moreover, the executive has the responsibility to carry out the law and supervise its enforcement. The judiciary includes judges, lay magistrates and tribunal chairman. In addition, judge have the power to apply the laws and judge the enforcement in particular cases (Courts and Tribunal Judiciary, 2021).
The executive and legislature are interrelated in United Kingdom as they give stability and efficiency in the day-to-day functions of the government. The UK Prime Minister and majority of the ministers are members of the House of Comms. The Prime Minster is mostly the head of the executive as well as head of the ruling party of the legislature therefore, it gives the executive branch lot more power of action. The executive existence in the legislature means that they can check if the essential procedures are in the place and Ministers are required to answer the questions of Members of Parliament during Question time (Benwell & Gay, 2011). However, to prevent the legislature being controlled by the executive, the House of Commons (Disqualification) Act 1975 – section 2 put limits in place to the numbers of representative who represent the people in the House of Commons.  Furthermore, the legislature (government) holds onto the formal power to dismiss executive officers from the office. The Parliamentary Voting System and Constituencies (Act 2011) was put in place to make votes fairer by ensuring that constituencies are more equal throughout by having alternative vote system and decisions to reduce the size of House of Commons to 600. The House of Commons Backbench Business Committee was formed at the start of 2010 Parliament to give opportunities to backbench members to bring forward debates of their choice. The Backbench committee was the first business committee to be founded by the House of the Commons so that the legislature had more independence from the executive. The selection of the Chair and members of the committee are made by secret ballot of the whole house. The committee has responsibility to schedule the debates on 35 days and at minimum 27 of which will proceed in the House of Commons Chamber (Maer,2021). 
To honour the separation of powers, the S.1 of House of Commons (Disqualification) Act (1975) does not permit various of positions to being Member of Parliament (MPs) in the United Kingdom. This includes the judges, civil servants. Additionally, the members of Parliament are required to respect the independence of judiciary and not question on the decision of judges until and unless there is a move to remove a superior judge from office. The judiciary may observe the acts of the executive so that they follow the law. However, they are not allowed to review the validity of a law passed by the Legislature due to legislative supremacy. The judges are under a duty to apply and interpret the laws passed by the Parliament. The judges of the superior courts can pass sue moto on a Parliamentary Act which they believe is violating European Convention on Human Rights. Which is under Human Rights Act (1998). On the other hand, this action of the superior courts does not make an act passed by the Parliament void. Moreover, Parliament is not obliged to listen to the decisions of the judges due to separation of power (Tony Nicklinson v Ministry of Justice, 2014). 
Furthermore, the approval of House of Commons and House of the Lords is needed whenever a new law is proposed for enactment in the United Kingdom. Contradictory to this practice a new law was enacted in England, and Wales in October 2005 which made the practice of hunting with dogs a criminal offence. The House of Commons was needed to make use of the Parliamentary act to pass this controversial law.  On the other hand, the judges did not the political authority of the legislature throughout the enactment of this controversial law. This an example that shows judges can make the law (Jackson & Ors v. Her Majesty’s Attorney Genera, 2005). 
In addition, the independence of judiciary is very crucial to keep pace with the rule of law and democracy. However, their independence is controlled by law. Furthermore, in the United Kingdom judiciary is considered as the weakest amongst all the three forms of government powers. Moreover, the validity of the executive authority is determined by the courts. Also, the legality of delegated legislation and decision-making process created because of delegated legislation are determined by the courts. This is done through a procedure known as judicial review. However, Judiciary does exercise some control over the executive (LawWales, 2016). Before the Constitutional Reform Act (2005): part 4 came into force the executive had the power to appoint the judges and the Lord Chancellor sat in the House of Lords with the responsibility for upholding the rule of law and protecting independence. The Lord Chancellor was part of the three branches, head of the judiciary of England and Wales, also the cabinet and was the speaker of House of Lords. The Constitution Reform Act (2005):part 4 removed the judicial functions of the Lord Chancellor. In addition, the Lord Chancellor no longer sits as speaker of the Houe of Lords. The judges are now appointed by the judicial appointment committee (Constitutional Reform Act 2005, part 4). This was done with the intend to create more separation of powers in the United Kingdom. However, it is evident that despite the Reform Act for modifying the office of Lord Chancellor, the role still has important responsibility in respect of matters relating to the judiciary. Furthermore, job security was first given to judges by the Act of Settlement 1701. The modern basis of this is can now be found in the Senior Courts Act (1982) and CRA (2005). By having these Acts in place meant that judges cannot be dismissed if they give a judgement which the government of the day disagreed, and it is only possible to remove a judge through and address to the Queen agreed by both Houses of Parliament. However, judges can be removed by the Lord Chancellor on medical ground in exceptional cases (Stevens, 1999, p376).  
has a responsibility for upholding 
the rule of law and protecting judicial independence
I believe that overall UK does have separation of powers. Their idea of separation of powers is that the legislature, executive and courts are to have their own boundaries, and they must perform their powers accordingly and they should also check each other. However, my findings are that considerable overlaps can be found between the branches (Iyer, 2018, p508). There are numerous occasions of overlap between the legislative and executive, and judiciary. Such as, the Prime Minister of United Kingdom and the members of the cabinet are part of both executive and legislative despite the s.2 of House of Commons Disqualification Act (1975) which places a limit of 95 the number of ministers entitled to sit and vote in the House of Commons. In addition to exercising judicial responsibility, the courts put laws into force so that they can develop principles of common laws. Furthermore, the Magistrates exercise administrative as well judicial responsibility. Also, the government ministers exercise judicial responsibility when deciding appeals in relation to dispute arising. However, the government ministers are members of the executive who exercise a legislative responsibility in the Parliament, and they make delegated legislation. Furthermore, for the controls of its own affair the Parliament exercises a less judicial responsibility and more of the legislative functions. which shows a clear overlap between the legislative and executive, and judiciary. However, the main instance of overlap was the post of Lord Chancellor.  The post of Lord Chancellor has been used as an example so that there no separation of powers between the three forms of government in the United Kingdom because one person (Lord Chancellor) was part of all forms of government and had power to exercise the authority of all three branches (Pollard and Parpworth,2001, p.21).  This was unacceptable by the Article 6 of the European Convention of Human Rights as this Article is in place to ensure fair trial therefore, requires the that a judge must be independent of the government (Equality Human Rights Commission, June 2021). 
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In the given case the Chief Constable does not have any rights to prevent or hinder the protest march Menna has organised to take place on Saturday afternoon at 3pm because the article 11 of European Convention on Human Rights states that every citizen has the freedom of association and peaceful assembly. Also, the authority cannot apply limitations on the exercise of such rights which has been given to the citizen by the law. However, the law enforcement agencies are allowed to place restrictions when it concerns the interest of society and public safety (Human Rights Act, 1998). Thus, Menna as a citizen has the right to peaceful assemble and associate with group of people for the protection of her interest. As a result of article 11 of European Convention on Human Rights Menna is allowed to exercise her right to defend her interest by forming an assembly of approximately forty people. Furthermore, Menna has provided a notice to the local police station in accordance with section 11 (sub-section 1, 3 and 4) of Public Order Act (1986) which says that any person organising a protest march or public gathering must provide a written notice to the nearest police station, which the intend date, time, and place. Moreover, the route of the march from start to end must be clearly laid out.   As Meena has provide all this information before the intend prepared march therefore, Chief Constable does not have any lawful reasons to prevent the protest march organised by Menna.   
Also, the Chief Constable cannot impose the conditions set in s.14 of the Public Order Act (1986) because the act states that if a senior police officer reasonably beliefs that the intend time, date or place may result in distraction of public property or disrupts the regular day to day life of the community, or he believes that the intend of the person organising the gathering is to intimidate the public into their cause. As Menna’s intended protest march will not have any impact on public order or serious damage to property or cause serious irregularities to the day-to-day activity of the community. Also, Menna’s purpose is not to intimidate others. 
However, section 14 of the Public Order Act (1986) allows the Chief Constable to give directions to Menna about the number of persons who may participate in protest march, also the maximum duration the protest can go on for, or the place the protest march will take place so that they can avoid disorder and prevent possible traffic problems which may arise as a result. Moreover, preventing the protest march from affecting the sale of the shop which will take place on the same day, time, and place. For example, in the case Regina (Brehony) v Chief Constable of Manchester Police: QBD 23 March 2005, it was proved that Chief Constable must specify conditions for such an order so that other people understand, and it also does not sound inappropriate. 
In addition, the Chief Constable can apply for a prohibition order under s.13 of the Public Order Act (1986) if he believes that the traffic issues and people not being able to get to the shop are reasonable grounds and that the march may cause serious public disorder. Furthermore, under s.12 of the Public Order Act (1986) the Chief Constable has powers to impose conditions upon Menna’s march provided he reasonable believes that it will result in serious disruption to the life of the community. For example, the case of Police v Reid (1987) Crim LR 702 clearly proves that the Chief Constable can impose conditions to protect public property and prevent using of threating language. 
Moreover, Menna stated that she plans to start and end the protest march at the proposed prison site which is currently the car park for a local home interior shop therefore, she will be trespassing as she will be using the car park for the protest as she had not taken the consent of the current owner of the proposed site. Therefore, Chief Constable has the power to ban an assembly if it falls under trespass on private land without the permission of the landowner under section 14A Public Order Act (1994). The case reference in for this situation is Jones and Lloyd v DPP (1997) 2 All ER 119.  
Thus, as Meena has followed all relevant rules and regulations needed to organise a protest march without being unlawful. The Chief Constable cannot prevent Menna from proceeding with the protest march.
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In this case the actions taken by PC Hemp are within the constraints of law. As section 4 of the Public Order Act (1986) talks about fear or provocation of violence. It says that a person has committed an offence if he uses threating, abusive or insulting words or behaviour towards another person. Moreover, if he displays any threating gesture either written or verbal with the intend to make that person feel that violence is going to be used against him or someone else. Therefore, as PC Hemp was present at the scene and knew who said the insulting words the actions taken by PC Hemp were lawful under s.4 of the Public Order Act (1986). Also, the person must be present, and threat must be made direct. This has been proven in the earlier cases Brutus v Cozens (1972) and Atkins v DPP (1989). 
In addition, the Public Order Act (1986) also talks about the offences such threatening behaviour, disorderly conduct, through to rioting or major civil disturbances.  Therefore, under section 5 of the Public Order (1986) offences act talks about harassment, alarm, or distress. As a result, the arrest done by PC Hemp was reasonable. This is the offence of disorderly conduct by Tim as he used insulting words. The case of DPP v Orum (1988) is an example that shows that a Police Officer maybe a person who is caused harassment or distressed by behaviour or words of another person which falls under the category section 5(1) of the act. 
PC Hemp does not need an arrest warrant to arrest Tim because Tim has already committed an offence under section 5 of the Public Order Act (1986). According to section 24 of Police and Criminal Evidence act (1984) a Constable can legally arrest a person without warrant if he is about to commit a crime or is in the process of committing a crime, or the Constable has reasonable grounds. Moreover, sub-section 3 say that a Constable may arrest a person without a warrant if an offence has already been committed. 
According to section 28 of Police and Criminal Evidence act (1984) that the reason provided by PC Hemp to Tim at the time of arrest is not a reasonable ground for arrest under section 5 of the act whereby he gives the reason that Tim is acting a complete muppet which is not an offence under any law. Therefore, this is unlawful arrest which breached section 28 of the act. 
Even though PC Hemp arrested Tim accordance with relevant law for guilty of an offence under section 5 of Public Order Act (1986) he did not follow the procedures police have to follow during an arrest, by not identify himself as Police Officer. Moreover, by not informing him what crime he had committed during the arrest even though it is clear. In addition, PC Hemp did not explain to Tim his rights to get legal advice for free or inform his family members where he is (Gov.uk).
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