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　Defamation also known as slander and libel is the oral or written communication of a false statement that makes a claim or implies to be accurate about another, that harms their reputation and may give an individual, business, group or government an inferior image, the courts must balance protecting a persons defamation claims according with the freedom of expression, Reynolds vs times newspaper was the publication related to the political crisis in Ireland it established a new defence for libel claims, the defence was designed to protect serious investigative journals acting in good faith and reporting on matters of public interest, even when allegations are false and damaging, it is an appeal of interactions between the two rights protecting a persons defamation claims according with freedom of expression the trial which took place between 14th October and 19th November 1996, the newspapers argument is that facts made in light of politician discussions is free from liability if published in good faith due to the debate Mr Reynolds took strong exception to the article he claimed that information was being manipulated and deliberate dishonesty misled the Irish assembly against him which the outcome of the jury decided was not true and the defendant Mr Ruddock did not act with malice intention when writing and publishing the article and despite the outcome the judge awarded Mr Reynolds no damages , which inevitably resulted in the resignation of Mr Reynolds from the Irish parliament on 17th November 1996, liability can only occur if the writer knew the statement was not true not caring if it was true or false with improper motive, where as Mr Reynolds argument is that it was not in the public interest for the newspaper to have published the article, in any case of defamation the claimant must provide established evidence, that the publication where it has caused or is likely to cause serious reputational damage essentially if someone has made a false claim or statement against you or business with the Article 10 of the human rights act 1998 freedom of expression, this right shall include freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference by public authority it allows for an individual to speak up and against defamation in order to clear their name and keep their reputation untarnished. Defamation is not restricted to just oral and written forms it can also be through visual forms such as photographs, paintings, illustrations or bodily gestures can also be found as defamation.
There is two types defamation one is libel, which a permanent form of defamation(written), this form defamation is mostly used by the press, a form of libel defamation can be through twitter and retweeting, once there are impressions and comments made on the publications which has led to reputational harm being caused, the party may be able to pursue a claim for libel, the other form of defamation is slander, this is temporary, and is more likely to be a false statement to cause harm to someone's reputation.in the loutchansky vs times newspapers the defendants published an article which accused the claimant a businessman of being involved in serious international activities including money laundering and the smuggling of weapons which resulted in the claimant suing the newspapers of libel defamation.
flood vs times newspaper was held in the supreme court, with the newspapers arguing they had acted responsibly when publishing an article about police corruption, Gary flood was a detective sergeant in the metropolitan polices extradition unit, in 2005 Michael Gillard was tipped off about allegations of bribery from the extradition unit by one of his sources, despite being aware of allegations of possible corruption, there was doubt that a proper investigations were followed up to the allegations made and that police did not appear to be taking the information seriously, so therefore they decided to publish a story in which the defendant, ds floods home was searched and a full investigation was undertaken he was found innocent to which ds flood requested the published article should be removed or amended, TNL did not remove or amend the article to reflect the polices findings and continued to publish, tnl appealed the decision to supreme court, it was agreed that the appeal in stage two should be adjourned after judgement has been given in respect of stage one, the supreme courts unanimously upheld the decision and TNL removed the request to withdraw the remainder of its appeal in relation to stage two, there must be some real public interest in having this information on public domain, the article specifically named ds flood this may have one thinking the article was just against just ds flood or the whole police force and if it was just a vendetta against ds floods maybe it may of been better to have the courts deal with it rather than get the public involved, however the courts said that the naming of ds flood was justified and the article may have been unlikely to be able to published without names, the newspapers can say names for as long as there allegations are accurate liable. the courts emphasised that journalists who intend to publish allegations must carefully consider the public interest and assess this against the risks and long term affects it can have on someone, the courts did say however that the newspapers may have good reason to doubt appropriate investigations into the allegations that the promotion of a proper investigation into police corruption was the legitimate aim of the publication.
in the Economou vs de Freitas (2017) case, where the alleged was accused of perverting the course of justice in rape trial, Ms de Frietas committed suicide four days before the trial, there was an investigation into her death, the defendant wanted an investigation the coroner ruled against this to which the defendant was advised to go public, which he did with multiple media statements and broadcasts including an article written by himself, the main issue was that the claimant was being accused by the defendant of perverting the course of justice by accusing him of rape, when the truth was that he had actually raped her, he claimed to have publish the article on a matter of public interest, in which the defendant questioned the identity being revealed, the publication had caused serious harm to claimants reputation, although none of the words mentioned the claimants name it is believed some of the readers, viewers knew enough to know the identity of the claimant, it was established the defendant was responsible for the publication, even though he could not remember speaking particular words about the claimant because his content matched his media strategy, by this time the claimant was established and identified as the accused, the defendant had reliable evidence to back up his claims, for a person in his position he did what he needed to do to aid the investigation by taking the matter in to public eyes the manner in which he wrote the article was sincere and reasonable.it was very apparent the courts wont pardon journalist's immunity to report on certain topics without substantial evidence to back their claims and there will always be consequences upon professional judgement of others 'all will depend on the facts'.
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Norton solutions applied for recycling plant in mumbles in which they got refused, another company west cross plc has already been granted the licence, three months after the PRA have also granted lakeRec a new plastic recycling plant within the Swansea district, the national reserve trust who campaign nationwide on environment issues, acknowledged the licence application was advertised in local newspapers but were concerned the licence application was not published online, this essentially meant that not all nature users knew of the proposed recycling plant, none were able to put forward their ideas for and against and what impact it may have on the town. For Norton solutions to pursue a judicial review they must establish if their claim for unfair denial has any substance for which they must gather evidence to bring forward, if there are any grounds for legality. has the plastic regularity authority acted in an illegal manner in denying them but accepting west cross plc shortly after accepting lakeRec 3 months prior, the environment act 2019 states that all applicants made for a licence must display the licence at the proposed site, online and in the local newspaper to which lakeRec have not fulfilled the requirement which meant that the national reserve trust did not hear about them till only a few days ago. 
Alongside the Inglenorth Ltd vs environmental agency case both Norton solutions and ‘NRT’ both have substantial reasons to take plastic regulatory authority through legal proceedings on the grounds that LakeRecs failure to comply with the environmental protection act 1990 by failing to advertise and not advertising sufficiently enough for the public to have a say on whether it would be beneficial or not, according to waste regulations the appropriate authority must ensure that there are one or more plans containing policies in relation to waste management, a waste management plan may contain a document where the requirement of law in relation to the law applies. The ‘PRA’ policy to only grant one recycling plant per an area, they are contradicting themselves as they have accepted two recycling plants before and after denying Norton, they have undermined themselves from the clear message that only one plant can be granted permission within one area.
Norton Plc have gathered information suggesting that westcross Plc will not be able to meet the demand from the community, environmental protection act 1990 section 34 suggests any liable persons who control of recyclable waste has full control of such waste, breaches of the requirements for domestic waste for commercial or industrial recyclable waste, failing to comply with any notice is criminal offence under s.80(5) of the environmental act.
The NRT who campaign nationwide have stated that LakeRec have not sufficiently advertised, which left little to no time for the community to have their say on the matter they have rights to proceed with legal judicial review as it’s a public matter, and the first point of contact should be to the community you are catering for, as a new recycling plant with others vying for the same position, it should be your sole responsibility as the proprietor to comply with legal obligations; ensuring through recycling schemes means to avoid penalties, fines or worse and to oblige any legislation with accordance to safety measures and the welfare of the community.
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