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The bill of human rights is a proposed legislation that was designed to repeal some of the clauses of the human rights act 1998. In its place, the new legislation intends to put in place a new framework for implementing the European convention on human rights with a framework that the proposers believe will be friendly to the UK laws and sovereignty (Walker et al., 1999, p. 497).  The proposers of the bill argue that the 1998 Act gave away the UK sovereignty and ability to handle some of the issues and elements relating to their legal system.  For instance, The Human Rights Act of 1998, which makes the ECHR's rights locally applicable and incorporates them, would be eliminated and replaced. It was presented in the House of Commons on June 22, 2022. There isn't presently a date set for Bill's second reading in its current state. 
The Human Rights Act 1998
The 1998 Human Rights Act mandates that public institutions, including the federal government and its branches, treat all people as equals, with decency, regard, and impartiality. It also allows individuals to assert their rights in British courts. The Human Rights Act of 1998 (Chapter 42) received royal approval on November 9, 1998 (Walker et al., 1999, p. 497). It started working on October 2, 2000. Its primary purpose was to incorporate the liberties listed in the European Convention on Human Rights component of UK legislation. A solution for a breach of a Covered agreement is now accessible in UK courts as a result of the Act, as opposed to needing to be taken before the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR). 
When there is a lacking of choice afforded by the phrasing of any such fundamental regulation, the Act specifically prohibits public entities from engaging in behavior that is incompatible with the consensus. It also directs the judiciary as well as tribunals to take into account any judgments, conclusions, or recommendations made by the European Court of Human Rights and to apply the legislation in a manner that preserves constitutional provisions as nearly as is practical. 
Even if it is impossible to interpret a piece of law in a way that renders it harmonious with a treaty, court systems are not allowed to disregard it and therefore can only announce that they are contradictory. The Human Rights Act declares how this proclamation does not influence the legitimacy of the Parliamentary Act to protect the notion of parliamentary supremacy in compliance with the UK Constitution (Amos, 2018). Judges have the power to declare supplementary legislative variations as invalid. The Act still allows for particular lawsuits to be filed in the Strasbourg court.
The bill aims to build the capacity of the UK legal system by increasing focus on local institutions and building their capacity by enhancing UK legislation and local organizations such as tribunals supremacy. The policy affirms the Supreme Court's separation from the Strasbourg Court and grants the court system in the UK the power to apply human rights in a UK-specific manner. According to the legislation, the ultimate legal judge is the UK Supreme Court. Additionally, the bill strengthens congressional accountability. Before the Bill of Rights amendment was launched, the Human Rights Act underwent an objective audit and a legislative petition for reform. Therefore, it can be assumed that the government has a sincere desire to evaluate and alter its laws so that they benefit its general public. 
Where local policy conflicts with the European convention on human rights, internal courts will still be allowed to issue findings of inconsistency. This implies that authorities will be authorized to request a definitive decision if they determine that UK Law violates one of more constitutional provisions. Similar to HRA, such declarations under the legislation will not render the Bill invalid or otherwise affect how it operates, but they will invoke powers under clause 26 that give ministers the authority to issue regulations to fix problematic legislation. Because that failing to do so would constitute an infringement of the UK's international duties and increase the likelihood of prosecution before the Strasbourg Court, such modifications have often been made routinely up until this point.
The bill seeks to change or remove the provisions stated by the human right Act and change them with new measures that would include; the introduction of new requirements for the claimant to prove the extent to which they suffered or were disadvantaged after a breach of their rights before the case it taken to court (Young, 2008).  The second aspect to change would be the introduction of high thresholds for the problem of deportation of foreign nationalities who commit offenses in the UK based on the right to right to private family life clause. 
The bill will also remove the duty on the courts to interpret legislation as well as comply with the convention rights eliminating the necessity that courts consider a right's conception as stated by the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) (Young, 2008). Courts are prohibited from concluding that a public body owes a positive responsibility if rights are only to be interpreted according to a literal reading of convention rights that would necessitate the public entity taking specific actions to proactively safeguard, carry out, or assist a right (Harris,.et al., 2014) Ultimately, this would urge court systems to counterbalance rights concerns by providing the legislative branch's views with a significant amount of importance, therefore, avoiding legal action for human rights abuses caused by combat activities abroad (Rowe, 2007) .
The Bill of Rights would protect all provisions of the constitution as well as their ability to be enforced in domestic courts. It would not alter the UK's ratification of the ECHR or the obligation it places on the executive to guarantee that every citizen of the UK has access to all of the rights guaranteed by the treaty. Human rights regulations would still apply to governmental organizations (Harris,.et al., 2014). Hence, the bill seeks to create a situation of grey hair on government operations and make it easier for government agencies to break the law without consequences by human rights watch organs. 
On the positive, I believe the laws will allow the government and security agencies easier time dealing with crime and the issue of illegal immigrants in the UK. Secondly, the law will improve the legal status of UK citizens, hence making it easier for government agencies to do their respective jobs and automate a person’s identification processes (Donald, 2010). Third, it will limit court cases against the government and allow it to operate with the legal space it needs to deliver its mandate to the people it serves. 
The Bill of Rights Bill would, in my perspective, offer less protection for individual rights, which is a drawback. The capacity to hold the government responsible for human rights infringements through the legal system is significantly diminished (Munce, 2012, p. 61). First, the provision makes it harder to file a lawsuit and limits the security the courts can provide to an individual whose rights have been violated. Second, it limits or rolls back some universal rights while reducing rights for particular categories of people. Devolution would be impacted, the plans would harm the rule of law, prevent access to justice, especially when government agencies are involved reduce or eliminate rights for the disadvantaged population, ruin the UK's reputation internationally, and they would generate legal ambiguity.
The Human Rights Act in the UK ensures that everyone has substantial safeguards for their freedoms and privileges, as well as the ability to have such provisions upheld in domestic courts. It achieves the perfect equilibrium between the democratic powers of the executive, legislative branch, and judicial branches (Lambrecht, 2014, p. 410). The enormous changes that the Bill of Rights Bill proposes are not justified in my opinion. However, I still believe that the government’s position on implementing these laws is. In this case, I would recommend mild changes to be implemented in the justice and law enforcement systems and services to create legal frameworks for dealing with some of the issues the proponents of the bill argue to be urgent issues that need intervention. For instance, they can propose special laws that restrict one's rights as immigrant once caught in a criminal act.  
9. Summary/ Conclusion
	In conclusion, I believe the bill is conservative as it cuts back on the gains made by previous laws and in some way creates legal grey areas that can be manipulated to make it hard to enforce the law and other legal provisions that are vital for the protection of human rights. In this case, there exists a need for consensus among the stakeholder on how the government can achieve its objectives without undercutting the fundamental rights of citizens (Donald, 2010). There are two main inferences that can be drawn from this knowledge. First, the Bill unquestionably does not strengthen the safeguarding of human rights, notwithstanding what the Defense Secretary claimed. The best thing that can be stated regarding it is that it maintains respect for human rights in the perspective that it bridges the same set of obligations as the HRA (Donald, 2013). Furthermore, any argument that the Bill preserves the same degree of security as the HRA is inevitably destined for failure because the Bill considerably reduces the scope and nature of domestic protections provided to Convention rights. 
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