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Introduction:
Judicial independence simply means the independence of the judiciary from the executive and legislative control, judges must be free to exercise their judicial powers without the interference of the state, media or other powerful bodies.
It is now considered a central part of any liberal democracy that a strong independence judiciary exist in order to hold the executive to account, the UK judiciary now has a reputation for judicial independence however this is only the result of a very recent reform.
Prior to 2005 there were a number of issues which called into account judicial independence in the UK, the prime minister then had the power to choose a senior judge and most of the times this was based on advice and suitability, but it was hardly free from a political judgment, at the same time it did cause a bit of fusion of power in the UK the judiciary being also part of the legislature this undermine the theory of the separation of power the lord chancellor was regarded as being the head of the judiciary this however was a political appointment by the prime minister the lord chancellor also was a member of all three element, Executive, Legislator and the Judiciary, in the past twenty years a number of questions have been raised regarding the effectiveness of the lord chancellor in regards of the defence to judicial independence, in 2005 a constitutional reform ACT 2005 (CRA) created a separation of powers between the executive ( the government), the legislator (the house of commons and the house of lords), and the judiciary ( the judges) in which this separation sometime crates an overlap between the branches.
Main body
The first think we need to look at really is how complicated this becomes because the fact that the UK constitution is uncodified which means there is no specific rules or an official document that outlays the legality of the specification of power, however if we take the original definition of the separation of power which is having a legislative branch an executive branch and a judicial branch having all of them separate from one on other the question does this exist in the UK do we have a separate institution for each of this element of government the answer is no we do not have this but what we have is an overlap between two for example ministers in the executive branch can also sit and make decisions in the legislative branch we have ministers and this include the prime minister (PM) they sit in parliament if we look at the definition of each terms for the branches parliament is closely defined to be the legislative branch and the (PM) and the ministers are closely defined to be the executive branch this is where the overlap comes in place another example of an overlap between the legislative and the judiciary is where the parliament is responsible for its own regulation which means that parliament acts almost like judiciary on itself it means that really the judicial branch does not have as much power over parliament as parliament has over itself which means there is an overlap with regard the two branches, since 2003 there is been efforts to abolish the office of lord chancellor however this had a bit of a backlash because the reform took public opposition so in the abolishment of the lord chancellor's office never came to be, but in 2005 a huge deal to the separation of the power was put in place called ( reform ACT 2005) it was a very important part of the separation of power where it reformed the role of the lord chancellor which he was the one making all the major legal appointment based on secret soundings from other mostly male, upper middle class Oxbridge education judges, this produced a network of judges with a similar background and was hardly representative, fair or impartial, lord chancellor formerly the lord high chancellor of great Britain is the highest ranking among those officers of state normally out ranking the PM the lord chancellor is out ranked only by the lord high Stuart who's appointed only for the day of coronation as it is mentioned in section 2 of the constitutional reform where the prime minister is able to appoint a lord chancellor and also took away his judicial power which means he is no longer part of the judiciary this reform was considered as a massive step forward in the separation of power the transaction crated a supreme court which is the highest court of appeal for all civil cases in the hall of the UK and for criminal ones except for those in Scotland. The supreme court use to sit in the house parliament where the top judges known as law lords who are members of the house of lords, since the 2005 ACT came active a massive defiance into the judiciary branch moving forward some of the improvement 
1) according to the JAC from 2011-12 43% of candidate recommended to district judge posts were women even though they made up only 19% of the eligible pool
2) the UK supreme court has its first female baroness Hale also has three women now serving 
3) the JAK remove the political thing that was evident from the role of the lord chancellor 
4) the appointment process is much fairer and based on merit 
5) recent high-profile cases such as Gina Miller have clearly gone against the government showing the supreme court asserting its increasing independence 
Before 2009 the judges were based in the house of lords before they were then moved to the supreme court on October 2009 where the working condition become a lot better for the highest judges in the land and there staff which made the court much more accessible to the public, the fundamental principles of the separation of power is the pillar of the UKs constitution which means a division of responsibility between those who make the law and those who are responsible for judicating the points of the law all thanks to the constitutional reform ACT 2005 by establishing the supreme court. When it comes in to which cases can be heard at the supreme court for the case to reach this stage it needs to go through a hall loud of deferent stages before it get to there a typical civil or criminal case in England and wales may go through other courts before it riches the supreme court the judges in the supreme court also have a role to service the highest court of appeal for a loud of other countries in the common wealth and for British overseas territories that’s called the Judicial committee of the privy council. In the beginning of the supreme court it was only one woman out of the twelve judges and eleven were men Lady Hale how when then to become the president of the supreme court before she was succeeded by Lord Reed on the 13th January 2020 how become a life peer, one of the privileges the supreme court judges holds is called security of tenure which means that once a judge is pointed he or she cannot be sacked they remain in their position until they can retire at the age of 75 years old, this privilege was very important one to avoid any political influence that could be caused or to be applied for example the threat of demotion or loss of job which makes there decision making purely on what they think is right by law therefore would not be effected by such concern, it is also an independent legal profession where judges are only appointed from ranks of lawyers which are self-regulated professionals, they are also controlled by the LAW SOCIETY which sets standards and rules they are not trained by the state as elsewhere in Europe, Pay is also safeguarded they are paid by an independently controlled consolidated fund this is decided by an independent reviewing body as well as a convention that exist to prevent MPs and Peers from criticising there juridical rulings but regardless all of that security and the power the supreme court holds still in the past some breaches were made for example 
1) 2003 home secretary David Blunkett criticised a legal ruling which allowed 9 afghan hijackers to walk free
2) 2005 Charles Clarke home secretary criticised a release of a suspect terrorist from BELMARSH PRISON 
3) 2007 John Reid home secretary criticised judgement allowing convicted killer of headmaster Phillip Lawrence to remain in Britain and not to be deported.

Conclusion:
In today's modern day the UK is one of the leading countries in the world with an independent judiciary no like many other dictatorship countries around the world where the judiciary are not so independent but instead are a major part of the apparatus of control, in 2005 an act of parliament was created by PM Tony Blair after failing serval attempt prior to that, the 2005 ACT was a big step toward a liberal democracy where finally the judiciary become independent unlike previously especially when it comes in to appointing judges.
The 2005 ACT introduced an independent panel whereby judges are appointed based on merit and free from all political control, a complete separation was set by the supreme court between the senior judges and the legislator and the executive this helped to improve the independence of the judicial branch and help to increase the transparency between parliament and the court in another word no one is above the LAW.
Today the supreme court plays a major role as the final executive of law in the land of the UK
All the judges were human being too and they should avoid themselves from hearing cases which implicate themselves in order to act fairly. Separation of power and judicial independence allow for this to occur 

