Part One
Defamation is the publication of an untrue imputation which reflects negatively on the person defamed. Its where there is a balance between freedom of expression and reputation. Defamation can come under as libel or slander. Libel is defamation in a permanent form, this can be written or published. Slander is defamation that is a temporary form. For this to cause damage to someone’s reputation its usually in the form of a false oral statement. 
For defamation to succeed, the claimant must prove that the defendant's words are classed as defamatory, that the words said refer to the claimant, the words said have been published and that the publication of these words is likely to cause or has caused serious harm to the claimant's reputation (s.1 Defamation Act 2013).
A defence under s.4 Defamation Act 2013 is the public interest defence. Under this defence comes two conditions. These conditions are that the ‘statement must be in the public interest’ and ‘the person who made the statement in question must have reasonably believed that the statement was in the public interest’. The aim of this defence is that people should be able to broadcast information freely on matters of public interest.
S.4(6) Defamation Act 2013 abolished the Reynolds defence and was replaced with the new public interest defence. The Reynold defence comes from the case Reynold v Times Newspaper Ltd in 1994. This case involved a man named Mr. Albert Reynolds who had been the prime minister of Ireland up until 1994, when a “political crisis” caused him to step down from the role. The Times newspaper published an article about Reynolds and how he misled parliament. Reynolds wrote about his side of the story but when the article was later published in the UK, they did not add Reynolds side of the story and therefore the article was then named ‘Goodbye Gombeen Man’. Mr Reynolds believed that the article that was published in the UK was considered defamatory and then proceeded to take The Times newspaper to court for defamation. After the trial lasting 24 days in total, in the end Mr Reynolds won the case and was given compensation. It was stated that “a journalist or a media house could publish or broadcast a defamatory statement and not be held liable for doing so if only it can be proven that the defamatory statement was made in the public interest and that it was a result of responsible journalism”. It was heavily stated that the words “in the public interest” and “responsible journalism” play an important part in the Reynolds defence.
The judgement in the case of Reynolds did much to produce a balance between the rights of individuals to protect their freedom of expression and reputation. The Defamation Act 2013 intention was to help progress that aim.
In the case of Loutchansky v Times Newpapers Ltd and Others 2002, the claimant was a businessman, and the defendants was an editor and publisher of the Times newspaper and two journalists of the Times newspaper. The Times accused Loutchansky of being involved criminal activities like the smuggling of nuclear weapons and money laundering, therefore, Loutchansky sued the Times for libel. It was questioned whether “the duty-interest test had been satisfied so that qualified privilege attached: Reynolds v Times Newspapers”. This case is an important application of Reynolds privilege which in turn clarifies the test of responsible journalism to be applied.
S.10 Contempt of Court Act 1981 “provides some protection for journalists and their sources. It states that no court shall require anyone to disclose a source of information unless necessary in the interests of justice, national security or the prevention of disorder or crime”.
In the case of Flood v Times Newspapers Limited 2012, the claimant who worked in the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS) was accused by the Times of taking bribes from Russian exiles. The claimant sued the Times for libel because of the article that was printed. The article reported that “a) an allegation had been made by an unidentified person to the MPS to the effect that C (who was named in the article) was implicated in receiving bribes from a Russian oligarch in return for confidential information concerning attempts to extradite him; (b) the fact that the allegation was being investigated by the police; and (c) information regarding the basis for the allegation that the C had behaved corruptly”. The publications made about him before 2007 were protected by Reynolds, however the publications made after that were not protected by Reynolds. Nevertheless, the decision for this ought not to be overturned. It was stated that it was in the public's interest and that the journalists were satisfied that the facts set out in the article were true. This then concluded that the Times succeeded. This case outlines the fact that the Reynolds defence “hinges on what a journalist reasonably knew at the time of publication”.
To conclude, the Defamation Act 2013 has provided a balance between protecting people’s reputation and allowing journalists and press to obtain a freedom of expression if it is in the public's interest.
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Part Two
Judicial review is the process of challenging decisions in court that have been made by public bodies, so in this case Norton Solutions plc and the National Reserve Trust (NRT). The courts will assess whether both the public bodies have acted ultra vires.  There are two stages needed for the public bodies to make a claim. Stage one being obtaining the courts permission to proceed with the claim and if this is granted, stage two is a full hearing on alleged grounds of review. 
The Norton Solutions plc and NRT are both public law bodies as they are bodies performing a public function. They are public law bodies as they are exercising statutory functions under the Environmental Protection Act to help promote the recycling of plastics. In this case the public bodies relate to exercise of public functions and therefore come under public law issues. Norton Solution plc has been affected by the decision to let Westcross plc have the granted license for Swansea and NRT has been affected by LakeRec ltd.'s lack of notice of the license application. Both bodies are very interested in the decision to bring judicial review claims. As both bodies have been affected adversely and directly, then it is known as the sufficient interest test, which comes under s.31(3) Supreme Court Act 1981. An example of this is the case of Rose Theatre Trust Company 1990. This is where a ‘campaign group wished the secretary of state to prevent build works on the site of the historic Shakespearian Rose Theatre site. The environment secretary refused the group’s request to designate the site, pursuant to statutory powers, a site of historic significance, which would prevent building works. The group incorporated and bought a judicial review claim against the decision not to designate the site’. However, it was stated that the campaign group did not have sufficient interest to bring the claim as permission was denied since the incorporation does not increases standing. 
Under CPR r.54.5 there are strict time limits. The claim must be brought promptly, at an absolute maximum, within three months and an act of parliament may restrict the time limit further. NRT found out a few days ago about something that happened exactly three months ago, so therefore is still eligible. Lord Diplock has four potential grounds of review, these include illegality, irrationality (unreasonableness), procedural impropriety (unfairness) and proportionality. The Council of Civil Service Unions v Minister for the Civil Service 1985 was also known as the GCHQ case. Under prerogative powers, Margaret Thatcher’s government prevented GCHQ civil servants being members of unions. The unions sought judicial review of this decision. The issue of this was could prerogative powers be subject to judicial review and if there is a public law to legitimate expectation. The decision was yes, however, the claim did in fact fail. Although prerogative powers can be subject to judicial review, there are certain expectations, one being where the power is used in the interest of protecting national security, as it was in this case. There is a public law right to legitimate expectation; a past practice can give right to such right, though not when national security is the primary consideration Wednesbury unreasonableness redefined as irrationality- a decision which is so outrageous that is does in fact defy logic or accepted moral standards can be quashed.
To decide if the public body has acted unreasonable or not is based on the decision by the Court of Appeal in Associated Provincial Picture House v Wednesday Corporation. Under the Sunday Entertainment Act 1932, the council had the power to licence cinemas and impose such conditions as it thought fit. Wednesday corporation banned children under fifteen from attending the cinemas on Sundays, unless they were accompanied by an adult in order to increase attendance at Sunday school. The court held that the imposition of the condition was not unreasonable. 
In the case of Wheeler v Leicester City Council 1985 the council administrated playing fields which various clubs used. One of the clubs was Leicester Football Club. The council banned the club from using the fields. There was certain reason for banning the club and that could've been due to leaving changing rooms messy or not paying the money for the use of the fields. The council in fact banned the club because the club had not done enough to dissuade members from going on a sporting tour of South Africa. This was during Apartheid, where people thought the way to end regime was to not engage with it. Therefore, on one hand, you can see where the council was coming from, but nevertheless, the club should've encouraged their members not to go a sufficient reason for them to be banned. The House of Lords had nothing great to say about the council's decision. 
If the Plastic Regulatory Authority lets Norton Solutions take Westcross plc’s place, then the authority will be exceeding its powers as Westcross has already had the granted license and Norton Solutions is basing this claim off the fact that Westcross will not meet the demands for plastics recycling. A decision can be challenged if the decision-maker is bias. In this case, Norton Solutions can be found to be bias as they wanted the license to put their recycling centre in Mumbles. Norton Solutions failed to meet the PRA policy and therefore was not granted the license. The decision is unreasonable. The court would consider that the Norton Solutions wanted that same license and therefore may deny any claims they make.
The NRT are making a claim because the LakeRec did not publish online or at the site that they had a license. Under the Environmental Protection Act it states that applications made for a license must be published in the local newspaper, online and at the site itself. NRT has not acted illegally and have used their powers for an authorised purpose. The LakeRec not having the license published is relevant to the Act. The body should receive its claim.

