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Part One 
	Broadly, history has severally indicated the possession of unlimited power by a group or a person has always led to the suppression of others or curtailing of other powers. From this basis, there has always been a need for the provision of checks and balances to prevent the concentration of power. Therefore the separation of powers theory is a legal doctrine where the legislative, executive, and judicial arms of the government are kept separate. While the applicability of the separate powers in the British constitution has been skeptical due to the claims on fusion of powers, the doctrine of separate powers is evident in the independence of executive, legislature and judiciary. 
	To begin with, there is an apparent separation of powers between the executive and legislature in the British constitution. Initially, the executive and the legislature have always had a close relationship which to the declaration of Walter Bagehot about the fusion of roles for both arms of the government in the 1800s (Benwell & Gay 2011, p. 12). Nonetheless, there have been several legislation that have been enacted to ensure the distinctiveness of roles between the executive and the legislative. One important legislation is the House of Commons Disqualification Act of 1975 which is aimed at preventing certain members of the government from being members of the House of Commons. The categories disqualified were civil servants, members of armed forces, judges, and holders of diplomatic and administrative offices. Another legislation is the Parliamentary Voting System and Constituencies Act of 2011 which was aimed at bringing together the constitutional objectives of liberal democrat-conservative coalition as a means to strengthen the legislature. 
	Secondly, the legislature and the judiciary uphold to the separation of powers doctrine through their distinctive roles. This can be indicated by the Constitutional Reform of 2005 which was meant to establish a Supreme Court in taking over the judicial function of the House of Lords and remove the Chancellor from the role of heading the judiciary. It is important to consider the contribution of R (Jackson) v Attorney General (2005) in separating judiciary from legislature. This case enabled the judiciary to act their official capacity with the suggestion of restraints over the sovereignty of the parliament in the case of undermining the democratic legitimacy. 
	More importantly, there exists distinctive roles between the executive and the judiciary which are showed by legal cases and legislative acts. In the case R v Secretary of State for the Home Department (2004), it is evident how the Home Secretary, who is a member of the Executive, was stripped off sentencing powers, which were later conferred to the judiciary. The separation of the executive and the judiciary was also facilitated by McGonnell v United Kingdom (2000) where the right to fair trial was impeded by the fact that judge presiding over the case was found to have executive roles. In this regard, the executive and judicial role of the judge did not prescribe impartiality and independence as stipulated by Article 6. 
	In conclusion, the separation of powers is an important doctrine in upholding democracy in the United Kingdom. The need for checks and balances is a crucial cornerstone to ensure the various arms of government are executing their distinctive roles without suppressing democracy. Through the enactment of legislative acts and rulings, the separation of powers in the United Kingdom has prevented the concentration of power and democratic exercise of the constitution. 
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Part Two
a)
	In regards to the case scenario, the Chief Constable is endowed with powers to control the intended march in accordance to the Public Order Act of 1986. This is an act meant to prevent common law offences of unlawful assembly, riot, and rout. The law is also meant to control public assemblies and processions. Considering the fact of the scenario, it is evident that the march would affect the shop owners as a result of the disruption and thus, it is the responsibility of the Chief Constable to control the march. Also given the nature of crowds, there is a possibility for chaos and violence which may further lead to destruction of public property, thereby necessity of the Chief Constable to implement his powers to prohibit the march. On the other hand, the Chief Constable may not exercise his power since the Menna and the protestors are less than 50 which makes compliant of Seditious Meetings Act of 1817 under Section 23. 
b)
	There exists a controversy in the legality of PC Hemp’s action in arresting Tim over the claims of using abusive language. While PC Hemp may be right about Tim using abusive language, the only form of evidence to validate criminal liability is PC Hemp’s word. According to the Police and Criminal Evidence Act of 1984, PC Hemp cannot arrest Tim as it requires convincing evidence such as tangible exhibits which are obtained through searches. Without tangible evidence that implicates Tim, PC Hemp is required to release Tim on legal grounds. On the other hand, this gap in the act may allow for protestors to verbally intimidate law enforcement without any consequences. 
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