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The British Bill of Rights Bill has been introduced in the House of Commons on 22 June 2022. The Bill has been introduced in order to reshape the framework of how the European Convention on Human Rights (hereinafter referred to as ‘ECHR’) and the European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter referred to as ‘ECtHR’ or ‘Strasbourg’) interfere in British matters. Nevertheless, the complications and the repercussions of repealing the Human Rights Act 1998 (hereinafter referred to as ‘HRA’) in favour of a British Bill of Rights has caused divided opinions and scepticism about the future of human rights in the UK, as well as throughout Europe because other countries might follow suit. Moreover, the repeal of the HRA and revoking the judiciary’s involvement relating to the interpretation of the ECHR are said to undermine the rule of law and principles on which the British Constitution has been built. 
As abovementioned, the Bill of Rights Bill has the purpose of repealing the HRA (Dawson, 2022). The current government wish to replace the HRA with a Bill of Rights in order to implement a new framework replacing the ECHR. The ECHR is a completely separate entity from the European Union and the UK has been a signatory since 1953. Due to the fact that the ECHR is a separate entity from the European Union, the European Union (Withdrawal) Act 2018 did not have any effect on the ECHR and its implementation in the UK, and its courts. The Conservative government wish to fulfil their manifesto of updating “the HRA and the administrative law to ensure that there is a proper balance between the rights of individuals, our vital national security and effective government” (Dawson, 2022). The Bill has been introduced in the summer 2022, but due to the economic and political climate which followed the death of Queen Elizabeth II, the Bill has not had a second hearing (Dawson, 2022). 
The HRA has incorporated the ECHR into UK law. Its effect was of enabling people to bring claims relating to breaches of their human rights before the UK courts, and it requires public bodies to act compatibly with the human rights set out in the ECHR, i.e., the right to be free from torture, the right to life, privacy, liberty, and to freedom of speech and assembly.
Greer and Slowe (2015, p. 375) describe one of the main objectives of the Bill of Rights to be altering and restricting the power of judges over the interpretation and application of human rights in UK. Moreover, the Bill is expected to focus more on “quintessential UK rights” such as a trial by jury and freedom of speech (Dawson, 2022).
The reason for the proposal of the Bill of Rights is to address to effects of the HRA in the UK. There are three main reasons: the Act is considered to compromise the sovereignty of Parliament, domestic laws and policies may be unduly directed by the ECtHR, and the outcomes of the HRA are antithetical to British values (Williams & Williams, 2016, p. 471-472). 
The first reason for repealing the HRA is based on the principle of the separation of powers in the UK. The separation of powers in the UK is based on the idea that there are three branches: the legislative (Parliament), the executive (government) and the judiciary (the courts). The current government argue that due to the HRA, the judiciary has been conferred undue powers, namely section 4 of the HRA through which the courts can declare an Act of Parliament are “incompatible” with the ECHR. Parliament is sovereign and the sole lawmaker under the UK Constitution, however, it has been argued the judiciary has the power to read legislation as far as it is possible to do so in order for said legislation to be compatible with the ECHR (Williams & Williams, 2016, p.471). 
The second reason for repealing the HRA is that the Strasbourg Court unduly directs domestic laws and policies through the means provided in the HRA (Williams & Williams, 2016, p. 471). This has the name of “mission creep” through which the ECtHR rules on matters which were not intended to be part of the ECHR (Greer & Slowe, 2015, p. 373). The Strasbourg Court has reinterpreted the Convention rights into new areas, arguably beyond the original intentions of the Convention. Nevertheless, Williams and Williams (2016, p. 472) argue that this expansion of the Convention rights into new areas is a method to adapt the rights to the everchanging society as the society of today is not the same as it was in the twentieth century.
Lastly, the HRA is considered to have “generated outcomes antithetical to British values and the policies of British governments” (Williams & Williams, 2016, p. 472). The proportionality doctrine of the ECtHR resulted in UK courts engaging in political evaluation of different policies which was deemed inappropriate. This once again highlights the disproportionality of the separation of powers the HRA has brought, as the courts are engaging in areas reserved for the legislative or executive branches. 
Greer and Slowe (2015, p. 373) outline the changes the Bill will bring about. The main change is to prevent the UK courts from extending the meaning of legislation beyond common sense. Secondly, the ECtHR will be reduced to the status of an advisory body in the UK, and prevent it from changing British law, by removing its binding effect on the Supreme Court. Thirdly, ECtHR jurisprudence will not be considered, nor will it oblige UK courts to consider them. Lastly, Convention rights which are not sufficiently clear, such as “degrading treatment or punishment”, will be clarified. 
Although the Bill of Rights has the effect of departing from the ECHR and its effects on the UK courts, the text of the Bill will follow that of the HRA and the ECHR (Greer & Slowe, 2015, p. 373).
The disadvantages of these changes are threefold: the process which the Bill of Rights will introduce in the domestic courts, the fact that human rights will be defined by the government, and the undermining of the rule of law (Greer & Slowe, 2015, p. 383). Through the process, the Bill will set out that the British courts will be subordinates to Parliament, which will limit the courts’ ability to call into question human rights. Secondly, although the Bill of Rights is to follow the wording of the ECHR/HRA, it does not guarantee that all human rights will be covered and rights can “simply [be] what the government of today wants them to be” (Greer & Slowe, 2015, p. 383). Lastly, and most importantly, it will undermine the rule of law by bestowing too much power in Parliament and not allowing it to be held accountable or questioned.
However, the Bill of Rights can bring its advantages. Its scope can be altered to the needs of the UK and its society. Socioeconomic or quintessential rights to the UK can be the focus of the Bill, and it can identify and protect the core liberties and more than those covered by the ECHR (Dawson, 2020; Grieve, 2015, p. 231). Furthermore, Grieve (2016, p. 234) argues that it could offer better protection from supra-national legal challenges.
The repeal of the HRA and changing the framework of human rights under the Convention is not the first of the UK’s acts to distance itself from human rights recognised across Europe. The UK has been a state of the EU since 1973 when the European Communities Act 1972 came into force. As a member state of the EU, the UK is obliged to adopt the Charter of Fundamental Rights (hereinafter referred to as ‘CFR’). Nevertheless, section 5(4) of the European Union (Withdrawal) Act 2018 states that the CFR will not be part of the retained EU law, thus removing the protection of fundamental rights under the CFR in the UK. It is clear from this that the current government is adamant about creating a British Bill of Rights tailored to the UK society and its needs. 
Overall, the main objective of the Bill of Rights is to stop ‘mission creep’ and ensure the legislative body departs from the Strasbourg court’s influence. The rule of law and parliamentary democracy acting in the interest of a constitutional monarchy has upheld the country through extreme change. Nevertheless, Grieve (2016, p. 234) critiques that this is “very different than playing fast and loose with international legal obligations”. The repeal of the HRA is set to reframe the entire framework of the domestic UK courts and our human rights protection.
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