Within this scenario the key topic is defamation. As set out by Giliker (2014) Laws were set out to provide a remedy aimed at restoring the reputation of someone who has been victimised by an untrue statement. In English law, this function is set out through the defamation law. Yet, while reputation deserves substantial protection, the law must strike a balance between freedom of speech and reputation protection. Defamation has been split into two different forms, the first form of defamation being slander. Slander is when defamation has been used in a temporary form and is a false, verbal statement used in order to tarnish one’s reputation. Libel, the second form of defamation, is however, defamation in permanent form; it has been published or written. As a result of online platforms such as social media, this type of defamation is most prevalent through the press, as portrayed by the balance small business. In order to make claims within defamation, the claimant must identify which form of defamation has been breached along with many more factors. 
Within this case, business owner of FLewisDesigner, Ffion is in fact a victim of defamation. Within this scenario the evidence which was published within the article was in fact fake and bank statements were proven to be untrue. Due to this anonymous, false tip, which was sent to a local newspaper, in hope of receiving a libel article which would affect the businesswomen, therefore making the successful business owner become a victim of Libel defamation. Unlike the case of Sim V Srech (1936) a result of Ffion, clearly being a victim of Libel defamation, she could in fact make claims in this department. 
Portrayed by Steele (2017) to make claims within defamation Ffion must prove four crucial points. The first point being that the claimant must prove that the defendants’ words are defamatory. Due to the title of the article alone, Ffion can easily prove this one point as the title insinuates that Ffion has been conning people out of their money, “Ffion the con”. This sentence alone would clearly lower the claimant in the eyes of right-thinking members or society. The second point that Ffion must prove is that the defendants’ words must refer to the claimant. As the title of the article specifically names Ffion and the sources used within the article provide the readers with Ffion’s full name, as it is a bank statement, it is quite clear that the defendant has in fact referred to the claimant. The last two points required words of a defamatory sense to have been published and the publication must have caused or is likely to cause serious harm to the claimant’s reputation. These final two factors have in fact been proven as the article “Ffion the con” was released through Welsh News Online (WNO) and the article is inevitable to bring serious harm to Ffion’s reputation as a businessperson as it would undoubtedly bring Ffion’s clients to feel a lack of trust and respect towards Ffion herself as well as her business. The availability of defamation claims is in favour of reputation. However, case law has attempted to change this to favour freedom of expression. This however, does in fact come under claims of reputation. Due to these four points it is quite easily proven Ffion would in fact be eligible to make claims within Hdefamation, Rackly (2021).
One of the outcomes of successfully claiming defamation is highlighted with S13 of the defamation Act 2013. S13 states; order to remove statement or cease distribution etc. this section, if accessible, would result in the publishers of the website having to remove statement or cease distribution etc. This section, if accessible, would result in the publishers of the website having to remove the article from Welsh news online and any other producers or companies to stop exhibiting the materials of the original article within their companies. This would provide the claimant Ffion with somewhat a clean slate and would insinuate to her customers that the article was in fact, not true and would perhaps restore her businesses reputation, Wilson (2014).
In terms of the editor of Welsh News Online, Kieran, it is clear that Kieran is partially at fault of defamation as he had put a lot of pressure on his writer Iuan to come up with a story within two days. Due to this pressure the writer Iuan did not venture further into his source to discover the reliability of his source and published it anyway. Kieran as editor also did not venture into this source and confirmed the publish. Due to these factors Kieran would be wise as to claim defamation defence. 
According to HSE(2022) any person who contributes to a defamatory story could be liable. This includes publishers, writers, editors and even the printers. Therefore, indicating that Kieran is in fact at fault. As stated by Carruthers-law the steps that Kieran must prove consist of; whether the statement complained of was a statement of opinion. As the statement provided was from an anonymous source and was an image of a bank statement there is no opinion included, clearly identifying that the defence of opinion would clearly be defeated. However, this subsection would not be applied if the defendant did not hold the opinion and the opinion had come from elsewhere. The common law offence of fair comment has since been abolished and now in its place stands the offence of section six of the defamation act 1952 (fair comment) is repealed. 
Within section 1(5) of the Defamation Act 2013 according to it states that regard should be given to determining whether a person took reasonable care, or had reason to believe that what he did led to the publication of a defamatory statement, regard of this should be had to; point a) The extent to which he is responsible for the statement or the decision to publish it. Within this factor it is clear to state Kieran’s responsibility for the publish of the statement due to his authoritative roll as the editor of Welsh News Online as all stories must go through himself in order to finally be published. Point b) the circumstances and nature of the publication. In this point Kieran as editor had published the piece as simply just a story, there was no vendetta or even controversy between the businesswomen and the paper, Kidner (2008).
Although Kieran, editor of Welsh News Online, has a tremendously reliable source for such a high regarded statement, it does seem as though his defence would in fact fail due to the circumstances of failing sections 13 and 1(5) of the Defamation Act 2013. 
Within a statement provided in favour for Ffion and her business, local MP Juliet states that “The editor of WNO has a clear distaste for successful businesswomen, hence he feels the need to make up false news stories”. Although this statement is in favour for Ffion it can also be argued whether or not Kieran can make claims within defamation on this statement. Following the same process that Ffion went through to make a successful claim, Kieran must also prove the four crucial points. Kieran must prove that the defendant’s words are defamatory. The words are indeed defamatory stating that he makes up false stories. Kieran must also prove that the defendants’ words must refer to Kieran. Although these words name the editor of WNO, it does not specifically state Kieran by name, therefore failing within this second point. The third point states how the words have to have been publish, this point would also fail as this comment was something spoken, not published. Finally the claimant must prove that the statement would cause serious harm to the defendants reputation. Yes, this comment can infact cause serious harm to Kieran’s reputation however, this story nor any other story gets written, never mind made up by Kieran. 
Within exploring advice for the two parties, the conclusion set upon is that businesswomen of FLewisDesigns, Ffion would in fact be successful within her claims of defamation. Due to the many factors explored above it is certain that Ffion would be granted with amending means such as the story being ceased from all printers or any establishment selling the Libel story against her. Editor Kieran on the other hand was quite a difficult decision to conclude due to his very little, yet crucial part within the situation. Although Kieran has an extremely reliable statement made on his behalf it is quite easily outweighed by the failed circumstances of section 13 and conditions of section 1(5) of the Defamation Act 3. Kieran’s claims within defamation against the statement that local MP Juliet made, this claim would also fail as Kieran’s claim fails in more than one crucial point. With that said there would be very little chance of Kieran successfully claiming any defences of the Defamation Act 2013. 
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