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Task 1
In the Reynold v Times Newspapers Ltd (2012) case the times published an article which was involving the crises in Ireland. It was said that the words complained were intended, defamation act 2013. and were understood to mean, firstly, that Mr. Reynolds had knowingly and untruthfully misled the D[ENTITY]il on Tuesday 15 November by overturning vital information; secondly, that he had deliberately and dishonestly misled his coalition cabinet colleagues, especially Mr. Spring, by not giving that information between Monday afternoon and the Wednesday morning; and thirdly, that he had fibbed to them about when the information had come into his possession. defamation act 2013.
 They corrected the defence re-served on 4 November 1996 the defendants firstly denied that the words bore or were capable of bearing such meanings, instead secondly demanded that the words were published on an occasion of qualified privilege, defamation act 2013(4). being specific since (1) they were published in the sequence of public debate and political argument concerning the views and conduct of the claimant and of other public generals of the Irish government in deference of the discharge of his and their public functions and in particular in the context of the collapse of the coalition government and the claimant's resignation as Taoiseach; (2) the words related wholly to the claimant's conduct in his public roles and/or as an chosen representative and leader of Fianna F[ENTITY]il party and to his suitability for such roles; (3) the reasons for the collapse of the coalition were of considerable importance and interest in the United Kingdom. Defamation act 2013 (6). (Westlaw 2021).


 
In the flood v times newspaper, the times put it on their website that a police officer by the name of flood was taking bribes in exchange for sensitive police information however flood was found not guilty of this offence but the times would not remove that data from their website, flood brought them to court for libel. defamation act 2013.  The claimant in the libel proceedings was a police officer named Flood. He claimed that Times had printed an article that was unproven and that there were solid grounds to believe, or reasonable grounds to suspect, that he had "abused his position as a police officer" by accepting bribes "from some of Russia's most wanted suspected criminals in return for selling to them highly confidential Home Office and police intelligence about attempts to extradite them to Russia to face criminal charges". Russia had apparently attempted to deport B and it was alleged that companies with which he was apparently associated with had paid money to a company run by Floor's friend. Times pursued to justify the allegations by reference to the meaning that Flood had been the focus of inside police search and that there were grounds that justified for such inquiry`s. The Court of Appeal found that Times's journalists had failed to effectively prove the allegations of fact contained in the article. It was essential for the supreme court to determine how the court should approach the meaning of a newspaper when considering a claim to Reynolds privilege; whether, and in what circumstances, it was in the public interest, defamation act 2013 (6) to refer to the fact that accusations had been made to the police that a named person had committed a criminal offence; what, if any, steps were required on the part of a responsible journalist to prove the information. Reporting was an unusual form of Reynolds privilege which arose where it was not the content of an informed allegation that was of public interest, but it was the fact that the allegation had been made. The situation was quite different where the public interest in the allegation lay in its content and in the fact that it might be true defamation act 2013 (4). The journalist who was responsible had to satisfy himself that the allegation was true; what he believed to be true had to be the result of a sensible investigation and it had to be a realistic belief to hold. Where a journalist assumed that there are grounds for suspecting that a person had been guilty of misconduct, he should satisfy himself that such grounds existed, defamation act 2013 (3). but that does not necessarily mean that he should know what those grounds are. Their existence could be based on information from reliable sources, or inferred from the fact of a police enquiry. There was a strong circumstantial case against Floor. The supporting facts and the actions of the police had reasonably contented Times that there was a serious possibility that Flood was guilty of bribery. The requirements of responsible journalism had therefore been met. defamation act 2013 (6). (Westlaw Edge UK 2021).













Task 2
The board is only susceptible to judicial review if it is satisfying the traditional principles for determining whether it is satisfying the public duty. This depends on power; more predominantly, the source of that power. To suggest, as do the applicants, that a body whose power does not stem from a public source can still be subject to public law if it makes a public law function with public law consequences, are to deny a fundamental aspect of public law. Also, the fact that either the Restrictive trade Practices Act 1976 or the Restrictive trade Practice (Services) Order 1976 refer to as an agreement or recommendation or an activity of another body which does not render the functions of that body that the public law functions. The exempted agreements listed in Schedule 3 to the Act are plainly not within the ambit of public law. So far as the Stock Exchange (listing) Regulations 1984 are concerned, the fact that a party (the Stock Exchange) governed by public law implements (directly or indirectly) a decision by a third party (the panel) not within the public law field then it does not bring that third party into the public law forum. In any of the cases the Stock Exchange is only subject to public law by virtue of those regulations.
The source of the power remains importance and critical to any purpose as to whether a body is subject to judicial review. That source might lie in the main or in the inferior of legislation. Also, it is clear from Council of civil service Unions minister of the civil service [1985] A.C.374 that if the Crown exercises its prerogative through a statutory instrument, then the source is such as to render it liable to judicial review. Review might also lie if the Crown exercised its prerogative without a Statutory Instrument. The applicants' second (consequences) and third (function) tests signify an extension of the law because they allow the review to take place without looking at the critical element, namely the source of the power to take the decision under review. The importance of the consequences, or of the public interest involved, is not the right test. The public law functions against those bodies which could be the subject of prerogative writs. The Order 53 procedure has not expanded the possibility of the process of public la in the sense of having extended the category of bodies which could be the focus to prerogative orders. In O`Reilly v. Mackman [1983] 2 A.C 237, Lord Diplock observed that Order 53 did not make new remedies but that it was essentially procedural. In Council of civil service union v. minister of civil service [1985] A.C 374, 408-409, out the types of action which were reviewable, emphasised throughout the importance of the source of public law powers. See also Reg criminal injuries compensation board, ex parte lain [1967] 2 Q.B 864 and Reg. v. Post Office,  Ex parte Byrne[1975] I.C.R. 743 . In all these cases it shows that it is the source of power that regulates whether judicial review should lie.
To move forward with judicial review there are two stages in which you have to go through. Stage 1 is that the applicant needs to have the courts permission to proceed with the claims of the judicial review and then if that is granted you have stage two which is a full hearing on the alleged grounds of review. These are illegality, irrationality and procedural impropriety. The judicial review is only concerned with the public body or, a private body performing in a public function. Human Rights Act 1998. In order to apply for judicial review under supreme court act 1981 s.31 (3) it states that the court under the produced rules part 54, the court must consider the applicant has sufficient interest in the matter which the application relates to. 
The claim is likely to go ahead with Norton Solutions plc because they are a public body Westcross plc has been grated the licence to open a new recycling plant in the Swansea area and however northern solutions plc has proof and evidence to prove that Westcross plc cannot meet the needs of the public. 
The nature reserve trust (NRT) is an environmental group who campaign on issues in the state. The nature reserve trust has concerns with LakeRec LTD by not publishing online or the newspaper which is by law it should have been done. The environmental protection act (2019) states that all applicants made for a licence must be displayed at the proposed site itself, online and in the newspaper. Due to the unlawfulness of LakeRec LTD by not advertising as they are supposed to on their proposed site itself. So, it would be appropriate for the nature reserve trust (NRT) to have a judicial review. The nature reserve trust (NRT) only heard about it after the three months of LakeRec Ltd being awarded the licience due to it not being published online or on site, so this could mean (NRT) may be too late to put forward for judicial review as Supreme court act 1981 (31) and CPR r.54.5 states. The nature reserve trust (NRT) is a public body, it is a public law issue and it is reviewable. The nature reserve trust (NRT) has standing, there are grounds for review and it is not being claimed as a last resort and (NRT) is also following the right procedure. It would be appropriate for the nature reserve trust (NRT) to go forward for judicial review. 

The Nature Reserve Trust (NRT) has met the majority of the criteria and should able to have a judicial review however lake ltd had the licence three months ago and (NRT) only heard about the Lake Ltd having the licence a few days ago which means it has been over three months so this could cause a problem for (NRT) to put their concerns forward due to the strict time limit in CRA 54.5 however act of parliament may restrict this time further.
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