Eligibility:
As the authority to grant licenses has been given to the ‘Plastic Regulatory Authority’ (PRA) by parliament through delegated legislation from the Environmental Protection Act they are considered a public body. The PRA are authorising licenses for the operation plastic recycling plants that will affect more than an individual, so it is considered public law. As it is considered Public Law, in line with O'Reilly v Mackman (1983) the PRAs rulings are open to judicial review. ​
Norton Solutions PLC (NS) has been directly affected by the refusal of a license under the Environmental Protection Act so they would be considered by the Supreme court act (1981 s31 (3)) to have ‘sufficient interest’ to bring the case to judicial review.
The Nature Reserve Trust (NRT) is a pressure group and must have their position considered under factors to establish if they are best placed to bring the claim. These factors are set out in cases such as R v Foreign Secretary, ex p. World Development Movement Ltd (1995). As the NRT campaign Nationwide on environmental issues and are located opposite the proposed site they would be seen as more than just a ‘busy body’. It also states that other members of the community were unaware of the plant and hadn’t been able to express their concerns so they would likely be other parties interested in appealing the issue of the license. This would show NRT has sufficient interest to be the best placed body to bring the issue to judicial review. 
Timing:
Both parties should take their application for judicial review in a prompt manner no more than three months (S31 Supreme Court Act 1981). NRT will need to petition the court to have the time period extended as the license for LakeRec LTD was issued 3 months ago. They need to argue that they were not aware of the issuing of the license as LakeRec LTD had not advertised their license in all required places making it impossible for them to bring the decision to judicial review. This extension should be approved as seen in Adeyimi Odubajo v Home Secretary (2020).
Illegality, irrationality and procedural impropriety are considered the grounds for Judicial review (CCSU v Minister for the Civil Service (1985)). The claimants should apply these as follows
Norton Solutions
Irrationality; The aim of the Environmental Protection Act’ is to promote the recycling of plastics. Limiting the number of sites to one contradicts that role and is unreasonable. The ‘Plastic Regulatory Authority’ (PRA) can also be seen as illegally fettering its discretion, it is not taking into consideration that NS has proof Westcross PLC cannot meet the demand and they can (Oxygen of Minister of Technology 1970). NS should ask for a quashing order in the denial of its license. This should succeed in the decision being seen as invalid. 
Nature Reserve Trust (‘NRT’)
Procedural Impropriety: NRT should express that the PRA have acted 'procedural Ultra Vires’ by not following the mandatory requirements set out in the Environmental Protection Act. The act sets rules that the licenses must be published online, in the newspaper and at the site. LakeRec LTD did not publish at all of these sources. As they did not follow the mandatory requirements in the Act the decision to grant them a license to operate a recycling plant should be deemed invalid (R v Secretary of State for Education and Employment (2000)).
Illegality: The PRA have also acted ‘Wide Ultra Vires’. The aim of the PRA is to promote recycling in Swansea but it is apparent they have an ulterior motive for granting the license to WestCross LTD due to them claiming they will promote economic growth for the Swansea area (R v Secretary of State for the Environment ex parte Spath Holme Ltd 2001). The NRT can also present that the PRA has made an error in the law as the Act states that only one plant should be open per area and there is already another plant, Westcross PLC. During the judicial review procedure they will look at the three questions presented by Lord Woolf MR in R v IAT ex p Jeyeanthan. It should be assessed that substantial compliance was not completed as only one of the three required publications of the license were made. The Act states the publishing of the application of the license is mandatory, so PRAs does not have the ability to waive the issues of non-compliance. The NRT should apply for judicial review on these grounds and the approval of the license for LakeRec ltd should be quashed. On the facts presented its likely this would be granted.



































Defamation is described by Lord Atkin as the use of words which will cause ‘right thinking’ people to think negatively of someone (Sim v Stretch 2936). There are two types of Defamation: Slander, as seen in Sir Kevin Barron MP & Others v Jane Collins MEP & UKIP (2018), which is a temporary form of defaming usually in oral form and Libel, as seen in Turley v UNITE the Union & Anor, which is when the information is published in a ‘permanent form’. Taylor (2019) describes freedom of expression as ‘one of the most important civil liberties’. It is seen as a fundamental right for a person to have their own opinions and to be able to ‘express’ them without ‘interference’ (The Human Rights Commission 2020). 
Freedom of Expression is needed to maintain a free press (Rusbridger, 2011). A free press environment is vital to allow the media to carry out their roles as ‘public watchdogs’ (Charles Koch institute, 2020) bringing scrutiny to public bodies or information to light that is in the public’s interest (News Media UK, 2020). Green (2020) states a ‘free press’ is a key principle of societies that are ‘governed by the rule of law’. This role of the press is evident in the case law Derbyshire County Council v Times Newspapers Ltd (1993) which developed safeguards ‘to protect freedom of expression’ in the media by making it illegal for ‘local authorities and political’ bodies to sue for defamation. Thus, strengthening the balance.
To be able to sue for defamation the claimant must be able to prove that the statements caused serious harm (Defamation Act 2013, s.1). In Jameel (Yousef) v Dow Jones & Co Inc [2005] this requirement was not met as it was found only 10 people in Wales and England had knowledge of the information in question. This allowed the freedom of expression for the defendant as the serious harm mark had not been hit. There is also the requirement previously mentioned from Lord Atkin (1936) that the information must cause ‘right minded individuals’ to think negatively about someone. This requirement provided protection under freedom of expression for The Guardian in John v Guardian News Media Ltd (2008). Here Johns claim was seen that the statements made were in Jest and ‘right minded person wouldn’t believe them’ to be true. Shaw (2008) praised this case as protecting writer’s freedom of expression and giving a balance in relation to writing ‘spoof’. This was also seen in Berkoff v Burchill (1996). 
There are many safeguards which support the balance between freedom of expression and the press. Firstly, the criteria that it must be clear that the information is specifically referring to the claimant. In Knuppfer v London Express Newspaper Ltd (1994) the claimant did not win their defamation case as it was not clear. The defence of truthful information is also outlined in The Defamation Act (2013, s.2) that if the defendant can show the information is truthful they will not be guilty of defamation. Freedom of expression is also protected if it was an honest opinion; the criteria for which is set out in The Defamation Act (2013, s.3).
Another defence against defamation codified in by the Defamation Act (2013, s.4) is the Public Interest test. It is based off the case law Reynolds v Times Newspapers (2001) Which was abolished when the act came into power.  This defence requires the information to be of interest to the public or that the defendant believed it to be of fair level that it was in the interest of the public. This defence is seen successfully in Economou v de Freitas (2017) which had some of the principles of the Reynolds defence; these were including but not limited to that the defendant had knowledge of ‘unique’ facts of the case as he was the father, there was a degree in urgency and the defendant went to great efforts to not name the claimant. The public interest defence can be seen unsuccessfully in Doyle v Smith (2018). Here it was deemed it was not of public interest as the information related to a private sports club so the information was only of interest to those private members and not the public as a whole, along with this the claimant could not prove he believed that the information would have been of interest to the public as a whole. However, Flood v Times Newspapers Ltd (2012) shows there are other criteria that must be met within the public interest test. This case shows the importance of reporting accurately, it was found here that The Times, although reporting on news of public interest, had used exaggerated wordings and was causing ‘trial by press’ resulting in Times not being protected by the public interest test. 
The codifying of case law in The Deformation Act (2013) has helped to give a balance between freedom of expression and the law on defamation. Lord Sumption in Lachaux v Independent Print Ltd & Anor (2019) states the act has helped to move away from the favour of protecting reputation to give more balanced outcomes. 
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