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Defamation is usually considered to be an untrue expression of spoken and written expression, detailing the reputation of an individual person harmed.it puts negative impact on the person been defamed because of the publication of false story, another way it said to explain the difference between Libel and Slander, under strict liability of defence and the Defa mated not to be at fault. The defamation will be successful if the imputation is false, even if the words are true and constitute injury to reputation still it is not actionable whereas the intention to make the statement was malicious, in the common law under s2(4) DA2013.in the truth defence even though the imputations is false the claimant do not have to prove rather the defendant have to establish truth of the defence. The common law reflects on the fact and the statement of opinion, and defence is allowed in statement of opinion. Court should not require anybody to disclose any source of information except for necessary in the interest of justice, national security, on the prevention of disorder of crime(s10) 1981 contempt of court act.
Libel is a permanent and most important form of defamation which is published or written, and downgrading comments on social media. According to Cook v MGN (2014) where the article published was so derogatory about property owner benefitting from renting poor social housing.in a cursing way by social media libel cases gone up 300% in just one year. Protecting the reputation of one person through passed defamation restrict another one's freedom of expression (article 10 ECHR). that is why the court must have to maintain balance between the two. 
With effect on s1 DA 2013 published words has caused serious harm of the reputation. Lachaux v independent print (2017) where claimant defamation act was not regarded as defamatory unless it caused or likely to cause serious harm to his reputation's claimant argued the defamation act did not obstruct common law and relates to earlier defamation statutes. After change of DA 2013 replaced such as justification replaces by Truth, fair comments were replaced by honest opinion, the availability of defamation Favers of reputation but case law has attempted to change in favour of freedom of  

expression. Local authorities and political parties cannot be sued for
defamation as it is in the public interest but should be subject to public criticism.as in the case Derbyshire county council V Times newspaper ltd(1993).common laws defining principles is to protect the reputation.in Honest Opinion (S3 DA 2013) which was actually old version of common law defence of Fair Comment, following the case of Joseph and Others V Spiller and Another (2010) allowing an appeal by the court and striking out fair comment defence has amended the existing law and to clarify that as good news was for supporters of free speech but erodes protecting reputation for individuals and companies. The honest opinion is there if all the conditions of S3(1)-(4) DA2013 the statement must be a statement of opinion, and statement must indicate general or specific term in that opinion.at the time of publication where the fact was held by an honest person or even something asserted to be a privileged statement which was published before the original ones made. 
Slander is temporary form to cause damage to the reputation normally with false statement, spreading Rumours that someone got sexually transmitted disease, Employer falsely claiming an employee stole equipment and leads to lose the jobs.
Reynolds V Times Newspapers ltd: The claimant who was serving Ireland prime minister. According to an alleged context article, he had dishonestly misled parliament and cabinet colleague when he was in office, published in the British newspaper he began legal proceedings against the publisher. The defendant accepted in common law defence of qualified privileged, the court of appeal declares there was no qualified privileged occurred, common law it should have been anticipated that generic privilege regarding publication of political matters affecting the citizens of Uk except it has been proven malice by motivation.it established a new defence as the publisher acted responsibly because the story is of public interest. The defence of Reynolds was determined to protect journalists doing the serious investigation as in political nature, acting in public interest in general even though the allegation itself is false and substantially damaging to the subject of the publication, this would the best defence for the publisher.

 Flood V Times Newspapers (2012) 
The Appeal of Times Newspaper was upheld by Court unanimously and describes that the broadcasting company has infect acted in a responsible manner to publish the article for police corruption after that decision by court based on qualified privilege the law on defamation in publisher and newspapers favour and point out that when journalists go to publish allegations should keep in mind public interest and does not unjustifiably damages affect individual reputation. 
According to (S4 DA 2013) the prime point for this defence is that people should be able to broadcast freely related to public interest without any fear.
Economou V De Freitas (2017) case which said about the libel claim was lost after the rape claim did not go through the charge stage after that the initial claimant killed herself just before her trial date, CPS excepted and started the procedure against the claimant, her father Freitas claimed against CPS for failings of institutionalise that caused the death that public interest was involved in publishing satisfied requirement of defence of the Act, and follows it to Economou's claim of defamatory imputations caused injury to feelings to follow the harm they caused to reputation and on public interest.
Interbrew SA V Financial Times (2002) according to a leaked takeover bid of South African Breweries (SAB). claimed that the quoted content was exaggerated and was not of the documented evidence published, that impacted its value of share price and on (SAB) as a whole. From their Norwich Pharmacal order which requires the defendant to shaw up the documentary evidence for track the source for assist in forwarding to the right source, the defendant put the argument of S10 Contempt of Court Act (1981) which describes court could not ask anyone to disclose the source of the information in publication unless it is satisfied that it is in the interest of justice, national security, or prevention of the disorder or crime. Article 10 of the European Convention of Human Rights (ECHR) gives individuals to freedom of expression, this right includes freedom to hold opinions and receive, impart source and information without the interference of public authority.it also suggests that the protection of journalistic sources is main part of freedom of press, unless is impacted by public interest. 



Financial Times Ltd V UK (2009) from the leaked document liability of disclosed right further here outlines the breach interference of Article 10 (2) ECHR. whereas the applicants carried on of said article violation of their freedom of expression. The distinction between the disclosure of documents and the source in a way wherever journalists seen assisting to identifying anonymous sources directly hampers the freedom of journalism. It has provided further important additional guidance in respect of disclosure orders following 
Goodwin V UK (2002) it says special nature of protection principal sources mean there is no single factor can be decisive in balancing exercise of the said Art 10(2) must consider the context of the case. 

in S4(6) DA2013 reflects the law but introduced a new public interest defence with the knowledge in mind that the statement is must be of public interest, and the person made the statement believe it was in public interest. 
The Reynolds defence actually thought of just strike a balance between the rights of individuals foe protecting their reputation and freedom of expression. The reforms in the Defamation Act 2013 that needed reforming in Time, will be seen how it is going to focus on bringing change or update to newer form successfully. 
The defining effect of freedom of expression on defamation law is that people stop saying thing what they think about, people get so restricted and even get cautious, defamation is something that does not dye away in my opinion it should be made illegal. Defamation keeps people's reputation safe from unnecessary attack, when Defa mated people's ability gets stronger on fundamental protection on facing the world. It is not lawful to obstruct someone from freedom of their speech and protect famous and powerful people from investigation. Defamation is a widespread practice to harm people with their wards. Principle of harm is to restrict people from their actions.     




Task-2
According to Environmental Protection Act (2019) it explains that to welcome plastic recycling, parliament as public body the legislator created under the said act, Plastic Regulatory Authority (PRA) whose job is to make sure that granted Licences or Companys maintaining the standard of recycling, in every locality. The authority is responsible for granting plastic recycling plant licence by accepting application from interested businesses.
The Environment protection act (2019) describes that applicants must have to display the proposed site online and in local newspaper.
After submitting an application from Norton Solutions Plc for licence to opening a new site in Mumbles Swansea, which was refused based on the PRA policy to grant only one licence for recycling plant within one area.
However, after refusing one application rectifying the policy and granting other company licence puts a big question mark over the public body for not considering the fundamental basis of the act whereas the argument was raised by Norton solution plc as the granted one licence for recycling plastic is not enough, other wards they cannot maintain and keep the standard and covering the whole area. 

According to s6 HRA 1998 public or private body performing public function, in public law issues see in the case. Find the time of the decision to reject the application whereas the same time granting other company licence was a poor observation of their ability and use the power of the Act.  
Oreilly V Mackman (1983) where the authority was sued for taking certain disciplinary decision was taken procedurally unfair or unlawful way, that established the principle of procedural exclusively and allowed judicial. 
Review. Issues of fact is that court is concerned with only the merits, legality, rationality, and fairness.
S31(3) Supreme Court Act 1981 shows that in sufficient interest test, claimant must be directly and adversely affected.


Pressure Groups are even best place to bring the claim as in the 
Green Peace (inspectorate of pollution and another, ex parte Green Peace ltd(no2) (1994) where nongovernmental organisation of their campaign for environmental concern eventually blocked government's decision to authorise British Nuclear Fuels to discharge their radioactive waste from their base in Sellafield. The court found Greenpeace had the standing. That decision opens the doors for organisations not run by government acting in good faith and with relevant experience and expertise to bring proceedings on non-suitable applicants. 
Judicial Review claims heard in administrative courts.
Grounds for review is that the decision illegality-which in ground irrationality, proportionality, procedural impropriety, 
CCSU V Minister for civil service all four-ground present in the decision.
JR is the fact that public body's action was questionable but not review the merit of the decision. In this scenario public body has abused its statutory powers as wide ultra vires. The court defines that the discretionary power of parliament would be used open minded, based on genuine understanding of facts which is reasonable, and for the purpose which parliament gave power to the body to carry out their job. The public body must not make their decision in block mind, pre judgemental way and not to use the given power on improper purpose, take in consideration any irrelevant factor and ignore relevant factors.

Nature Resource Trust (NRT) as a pressure group campaigning for environmental issues, as such they must research more on the impact of 
environment. According to the Plastic Regulatory Authority (PRA) under the Environmental Protection Act (2019) have to take every aspect of procedural process in upholding the rule what law says, and whether any other body to bring challenge.
As the authority granted licence to Lake Rec ltd without taking the relevant issues and the process they have acted on illegality, irrational, procedural, 


impropriety and exceeded their power under the act. Not considering the fact of environmental impact instead the body investigated economic growth in the deprived area. 
Norton Solutions should apply for Judicial Review. The Nature Reserve should apply judicial review and quashing order.
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