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The Coroners and Justice Act of 2009 is a major piece of legislation passed by the UK Parliament. It introduced a number of changes to the criminal justice system, as well as reforms to the coroner's system and provisions for the handling of sensitive information.
One of the key provisions of the Act was the introduction of the offence of corporate manslaughter, which allows for companies to be held liable for the deaths of employees or members of the public caused by their negligence. The Act also introduced new measures to combat identity theft and the possession of extreme pornography. The Coroners and Justice Act 2009 (c. 25) is a piece of legislation passed by the UK Parliament which introduced a number of changes to the criminal justice system (Coroners and Justice Act 2009). 
According to the Coroners and Justice Act 2009, corporate manslaughter is now recognized as an offence in the UK (Coroners and Justice Act 2009, s.1) Section 2 of the Homicide Act 1957 established the defense of diminished responsibility in cases of murder in England and Wales. In order for this defense to be successful, the defendant had to meet several requirements.
First, the defendant had to show that at the time of the killing, their mental functioning was "substantially impaired" by either an abnormality of mind or a mental illness (Homicide Act 1957, s. 2(1)). This impairment had to be significant enough to substantially impair the defendant's ability to understand the nature of their conduct, form a rational judgment, or exercise self-control. Second, the abnormality of mind or mental illness had to be the cause of the defendant's actions in committing the killing (Homicide Act 1957, s. 2(1)). If the defendant could establish these requirements, the court could find them guilty of manslaughter instead of murder, which carried a lesser penalty. Prior to the passing of the Act, there was no legal provision for a partial defence to murder based on a defendant's mental state. This meant that defendants with mental impairments or illnesses who committed murder were often found guilty of the offence and subject to the same mandatory life sentence as those without mental health issues. 
The introduction of the defence of diminished responsibility allowed for a more nuanced approach to cases where a defendant's mental state may have played a role in their actions. It recognized that a [defendant's mental state could be a mitigating factor in determining their culpability and allowed for t’he possibility of a conviction for manslaughter instead of murder in appropriate cases.
Section 52 of the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 amended the law on the defense of provocation in cases of murder in England and Wales. Prior to the amendment, the defense of provocation could be used to reduce a murder charge to one of manslaughter in cases where the defendant had been provoked to lose control and commit the killing. However, the law as it stood had been criticized for being too focused on the actions of the victim and not enough on the defendant's response to the provocation. Section 52 of the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 sought to address this by introducing a new objective test for the defense of provocation.
Advantages of the changes introduced by section 52 of the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 include: Greater focus on the defendant's state of mind: The new objective test for the defense of provocation introduced by section 52 sought to ensure that the focus was on the defendant's state of mind rather than the actions of the victim. This helped to ensure that the defense was applied more fairly and consistently. Removal of the "sexual infidelity" defense: The abolition of the "sexual infidelity" defense was seen by many as a
positive step, as it was often used to excuse violent behavior by men towards their female partners. Its removal helped to ensure that violent behavior was not excused on the grounds of sexual jealousy.
Disadvantages of the changes introduced by section 52 include: Increased complexity: The new objective test for the defence of provocation introduced by section 52 was more complex than the previous subjective test, and this complexity could make it more difficult for juries to apply the defence consistently. Potential injustice: Some critics argued that the new test could result in unjust outcomes, particularly in cases where the defendant had a history of abuse or trauma that may have affected their ability to control their behavior. In such cases, a purely objective test may not take into account the defendant's individual circumstances and may not be able to adequately assess the impact of provocation on their behavior.
The Coroners and Justice Act (2009) brought significant changes to the defence of diminished responsibility in England and Wales. Firstly, the Act introduced a new definition of diminished responsibility, which clarified that it is an abnormality of mental functioning that substantially impairs the defendant's ability to understand the nature of their conduct, form a rational judgement, or exercise self-control. The abnormality must arise from a recognised medical condition. Secondly, the Act removed the requirement of provocation for the defence of diminished responsibility. Previously, defendants could only use this defence if they were provoked into committing the offence. Thirdly, the Act clarified the role of expert evidence in establishing the defence of diminished responsibility. Experts are required to show that the defendant had a recognised medical condition that caused the abnormality of mental functioning. Fourthly, the burden of proof for the defence of diminished responsibility was shifted from the prosecution to the defendant. Lastly, the Act made it clear that the defence of diminished responsibility is separate from the defence of insanity. Defendants can choose to use either or both defences. Overall, these amendments made the defence of diminished responsibility more accessible and clearer for defendants. They also addressed concerns that the previous law was too complex and narrow.
Whether these changes have permanently changed the law in this area remains to be seen. However, they were significant and have had a significant impact on the law of diminished responsibility in England and Wales. The changes made by the Coroners and Justice Act 2009 to the defence of diminished responsibility in England and Wales are well-documented in legal literature. The Act introduced a new definition of diminished responsibility, removed the requirement of provocation, clarified the role of expert evidence, shifted the burden of proof to the defendant, and separated the defence of diminished responsibility from the defence of insanity (Coroners and Justice Act 2009, s. 52). These changes were intended to make the defence of diminished responsibility more accessible and less complex for defendants, as well as to address criticisms of the previous law being too narrow (Freckelton and Sullivan 2011, p. 180).It is difficult to predict whether these changes have permanently altered the law in this area. However, they have undoubtedly had a significant impact on the law of diminished responsibility in England and Wales (Rogers and Reed 2010, p. 348).
There have been some recommendations for further reform within the area of law related to the defence of diminished responsibility under the Coroners and Justice Act 2009. One recommendation is to clarify the criteria for establishing the defence of diminished responsibility, particularly regarding the requirement of a recognised medical condition (Criminal Law Reform Now Network 2019, p. 16). There have been concerns that this requirement is too narrow and excludes some defendants who may have a mental disorder but not a recognised medical condition.
Another recommendation is to review the burden of proof for the defence of diminished responsibility. Some legal experts have suggested that the burden should be shifted back to the prosecution, as it was prior to the 2009 reforms (Gallagher and Ashworth 2019, p. 402).
Furthermore, there have been calls for greater consistency in the use of the defence of diminished responsibility across different courts and jurisdictions in England and Wales. Some argue that there is a lack of clarity in how the defence is applied and that the results of cases can vary significantly depending on the court (Freckelton and Sullivan 2011, p. 188).
In addition to the recommendations mentioned earlier, there have been calls to expand the scope of the defence of diminished responsibility. Some experts argue that the defence should be available to defendants who have a mental disorder that does not meet the strict criteria for a recognised medical condition, such as those with personality disorders (Gallagher and Ashworth 2019, p. 402). This would require a broader interpretation of the term "abnormality of mental functioning," which is a key component of the defence.
There have also been suggestions to revise the sentencing guidelines for cases where the defence of diminished responsibility is successful. Some argue that current guidelines are too prescriptive and do not allow judges to take into account the individual circumstances of the defendant and the offence committed (Freckelton and Sullivan 2011, p. 188).
In conclusion, while the 2009 reforms were significant, These discussions highlight the complexities and ongoing debates surrounding the use of the defence of diminished responsibility in criminal cases. There have been ongoing discussions about the need for further reform in this area of law.
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