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[bookmark: _Toc108284491]Discuss if the right to freedom of assembly and association has been breached.
As per the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), the freedom of association and assembly is a fundamental human right, (Merkur’ev and Sokolov, 2019). It enables effective participation of non-state actions in social as well as the economic policy that lies at the heart of the rule of law and democracy. In addition, the right to freedom of assembly and association is an enabling right to peaceful assembly and association that are significant elements of democracy. The right to peaceful assembly integrates the right to hold protests, meetings, events, sit-ins, rallies, and strikes at both online and offline platforms. On the other hand, the right to freedom of association integrates the right of people to organise and interact within themselves to collectively express, defend, promote and pursue common interests. Likewise, the Human Rights Act 1998 legislation indicates the fundamental rights and freedom that are entitled to every person in the United Kingdom, per (Webber, 2019). Additionally, article 20 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights protects the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association and serves as an important vehicle among other rights under international law.
Based on such context, it can be stated that in the case of Mary, the right to freedom of assembly and association has been significantly breached. The ‘Third World Britain’ pressure group has been created with an intention to ensure that the cost of living in Britain decreases by peacefully protesting in front of the Houses of Parliament. As the right to freedom of assembly and association suggest that non-state actions like Mary and the general public can peacefully assemble and associated with each other for holding a protest on the online and offline platform, arresting Mary due to such cause is a significant breach in terms of the human rights. In addition, the right to freedom of association facilitates the right of people to organise and interact for collectively expressing, defending, promoting, and pursuing common interests which is to ensure a decrease in the cost of living in Britain, in the case of Mary and Third World Britain, handcuffing or arresting Mary without informing her or giving her a caution notice is a violation towards Human Rights Act as well as the article 20 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. For instance, in the case of O'Moran v DPP, it was held that the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association to demonstrate their support is not an offense and does not violate the Public Order Act 1986. Likewise, Mary’s protest was not causing any disruption outside the Houses of Parliament as it was a peaceful protest which does not violate the Public Order Act 1986 and it was her right to freedom of assembly and association.
On the other hand, Carlsson, (2019) argued that the right to freedom of assembly and association is not an absolute right and can be subjected to restrictions that are imposed in the interests of significant factors including preserving the public order as well as protecting the sovereignty and integrity of the nation. However, the legal and constitutional provisions based on the right to freedom of assembly and association specify that only peaceful associations and assemblies are protected. Additionally, permits are required for certain assemblies and associations in public places as noise and traffic issues may limit the exercise of this right. Likewise, in the case of Mary’s Third World Britain protest, significant information was provided to the Police three weeks prior to the protest (1st of July 2022 at 11 am- 5 pm) which was duly accepted by the Policy replying in case of disruption, the members will be arrested. However, after two hours of the protest, the police informed Mary to end the protest despite the assembly being peaceful and complying with the relevant legislation. In addition, the permits were granted for the assembly and association while the police were actively present in the public event which was contrary to the case of Thomas v Sawkins indicating that the right to freedom of assembly and association has been breached as Mary was arrested and detained for no reasons under the legislation and in terms of the human rights.
Therefore, it can be stated that the right to freedom of assembly and association has been breached as Mary was conducting the protest peacefully with the other 400 members of the public against the rising cost of living.


[bookmark: _Toc108284492]Advise Mary if the police have breached their police powers under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984
It has been well indicated by Ozin and Norton (2019), that no individual who is arrested must be detained custody without being informed about such arrest nor must be denied being defended by a legal practitioner and be denied the right to consult. Additionally, it is the right of individuals detained by police to seek duty solicitors for help. On the contrary, in the case of Mary, the police have certainly breached their powers under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 in terms of violating the rights of Mary being detained by the police. It has been identified that Mary was not informed by the police officer regarding her arrest and also not provided with caution which is against the rights of individuals being detained by the police. For instance, in the case of the Chief Constable of Greater Manchester (Brehony), it was held that the Officer should have informed about the risk of serious public disorder or any disruption which was a significant violation of the Public Order Act 1986 14(1)(a).  In addition, upon requesting a duty solicitor, Mary was informed to arrange a solicitor by herself which is also against her rights and violated the codes of practices as per the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984. Other than that, Mary has the right to be informed about the justified reasons behind her arrest which she was denied significantly. This is also a potential breach of police power. 
As suggested by Gov.uk (2022), a detainee has the right to a duty solicitor as they are independent of the police and available 24 hours a day. Additionally, the detainee can further seek legal advice by asking the police to contact Defence Solicitor Call Centre or ask the police to contact their own solicitor. Additionally, the police cannot question the detainee without the presence of a solicitor in terms of his or her rights. Based on such context, in the case of Mary, it has been analysed that as per the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, the police officer was informed of her rights while she was detained. On the contrary, when Mary requested a duty solicitor as per her rights, she was not provided the legal advice and was asked to arrange a solicitor herself in case she want one to be present during the interview or questioning. Hence, it can be stated that the police have breached their powers as holding Mary as a detainee should have provided them with the right to a duty solicitor. Based on such context, Mary can ask for legal advice and take the matter to the court of law about such violation which is expected to be in favor of Mary as the police failed their duty and breached their powers as per the law.
In the custody, it is the right of the individual to get free legal advice, tell someone where they are, analyse the codes of practice and rules that must be followed by the police, a written notice about their rights and seek medical help if required, (MacPartholin, 2019). However, in the case of Mary, the police not only failed to offer legal advice but also did not lay down her rights in a written notice while violating their codes of practice in terms of not offering a duty solicitor which is against the law and violation of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984. In addition, the police have only informed her rights but did not state the Caution which is important to state to a detainee as their statement can be used as evidence against them. It is essential for the police to caution a person who is suspected to commit an offense before asking any questions, (Gilmore, 2019).  In the case of Mary, the police did not caution her but informed her rights which means that Mary does understand the caution and can affect the line of questioning. Hence, it can be stated that the police have breached their powers as they did not caution Mary about her rights clearly while detaining her. This means Mary can seek legal advice and take the matter to the court as not only the police have breached her right to freedom of assembly and association but also breached their police powers under the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 evidently. 
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