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Defamation generally means the process of attacking another's reputation with false communication as well as by publication which brings the person into disrepute. It can be oral as well as written communication by making a false statement which unjustly harms the reputation of the person for whom the statement is made. It is regarded as the crime for which legal actions can be taken. The Defamation Act 2013 is an act of the United Kingdom Parliament rehabilitating the English law on defamation and providing the legal implications for issues relating to the rights to freedom of speech and helping to protect the reputation. In the UK, defamation attracts civil action, and when it is proved the judge of the court can award significant damages to the plaintiff. Though defamation provides the freedom to speak, it checks the happening of lies and false statements in the course of speaking which might damage the reputation as well as the business of the others (Braithwaite, 1997). 
Sometimes the agent of the company can make the statement of their own business as well as could reveal some frauds as well as make a false statement regarding the rivalry companies. It is because they want to show their own company is better than rivals. They might suggest through the email making a statement in making a property scam though they do not have any conclusive evidence to support the claim. When the act of defamation is attracted due to the circulation of the false statement, the claimant could claim the significant damages and costs that can be of any amount as per court (Stallard, 1997). 
[bookmark: _Toc60751895]Defamation Act 2013 and discussions on relevant case laws
The business can be safeguarded against defamation by letting the employees talk about the actual data and performance of the company. The briefing is to be done among all the employees what they are allowed to do in conversations and written statements while doing transactions to third parties. This could reduce the happening of defamation in business. The creation of the template for communication provides the restriction in giving opinions (Barendt, 2009). 
Section 4 of the Defamation Act 2013 provides the relevant clauses and legal issues regarding the protection of civic interest. Section 4 Act involves the disclosure of matters relating to the welfare of the public. The case is due to the defamation of the defendant for demonstrating that the statement was made on the subject of public concern and the defendant reasonably assumed that the release of the statement was due to the public interest of the defendant. If subsections 3 and 4 decide if the defendant has shown the problems referred to in subsection 1, then the court must take all the circumstances of the case into account. If the off chance that the statement gripped was, or framed piece of, a true and impartial record of the debate for which the plaintiff was a participant, the court should disregard any regulation of the litigant to find a way to verify the truth of the ascription passed on by it when determining whether it was fair for the respondent to agree that transmitting the assertion was in the public interest. The court should make such an allowance for article judgment as it finds appropriate when determining if it was fair for the litigant to agree that the dissemination of the criticized claim was in the civic interest. The safeguard under this section may be an endless supply for the avoidance of confusion of whether the claim whined is an assertion of fact or an assertion of evaluation. The common law security is canceled, known as Reynolds safety (Hilser, 2020).
Section 4 removes the 'Reynolds qualified advantage'/editorial qualified advantage (advanced from the dicta in Reynolds v Times Newspapers Ltd [1999] UKHL 45) custom-based law defense and replaces it with the guard of publication on a matter of public interest. A matter of public concern should be established for the safeguard to succeed the claim or any portion of it, and the litigant should sensibly agree that the dissemination of the assertion is in the public interest (Weaver, et al., 2004). Although the litigant had to have behaved capably/to the level of competent reporting at the Reynolds security, there is no explicit provision in the Act (or reference to any list of components like those set out in Reynolds)
Nevertheless, insightful records to the Act indicate that the innovative protection is proposed to reflect the precedent-based law, as usual, out in Flood v Times Newspapers [2012] UKsC 11, in which Lord Mance claimed that it would only be there to distribute information that was not the subject of responsible journalistic inquiry and thinking in the public interest. The practicality of any guard under section 4 would, by its very nature, be factually sensitive and difficult to determine once in a while (Gale, 2015). The complainant was a foreign businessman in the case of Loutchansky vs Times Newspaper Ltd (2002). The offenders were the managing editor and publisher of the Times and two of its journalists. The complainant litigated for libel for two Times articles (and for the same articles on the Times website, the second suit began a year later) accusing him of being involved in serious foreign criminal activities, including smuggling of nuclear weapons and money laundering. The perpetrators pled for the professional privilege, but not for an excuse. The issues in the case are whether the Judge was correct in finding that the papers were not protected by qualified privilege and whether there was a single publishing rule in English law, as well as whether the Judge was right to order the summary disposal of the petition for damages even after a jury had ruled on the issue of liability (Yang, 2014). And the court held that the public's interest was in free speech and a free and robust press in a liberal democracy. In the event of the case, the resulting obligation on the journalist was to discharge the role by acting as a professional journalist and there was no single publication rule in English law and the summary disposal of the claim for damages was correctly ordered (Connolly, 2012).
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Here in above an essay has been written the Defamation Act 2013 and its relevant sections. The various case laws with the Defamation Act have been presented in the above discussion. The cases of Reynolds v Times newspapers, Loutchansky v Times newspaper (2002), Flood v Times Newspaper Ltd (2012), Economou de Freitas (2017), Secretary of State for Defense vs Guardian newspapers Ltd (1985), Financial Times Ltd v UK (2009) have been presented. From the above analysis and based on the presented case laws, it can be inferred that only the journalists could not publish the false statement because of the public interest and the journalist must find the truth before publishing such news.
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In the year 2019, the Parliament of the UK passed the Environmental protection Act intending to promote recycling of plastics. The Act also includes the Plastic Regulatory Authority, which regulates the number of standards regarding the recycling of plastics within various areas. Any business that wishes to operate a plastic recycling plant must contact the Plastic Regulatory Authority and apply for the license. The Environmental Protection Act stipulates that all applications made for a license must be displayed at the proposed site itself, online, and in the local newspaper (Dryzek, et al., 2003). 'Norton Solutions plc' as of late applied to the PRA for a permit to open another reusing plant in The Mumbles, Swansea. A week ago the 'Norton Solutions plc' permit was declined based on the PRA strategy to just concede a permit for one reusing plant inside one territory. Another organization in Swansea, 'Westcross Plc' has just been allowed the permit for the Swansea zone. Anyway 'Norton Solutions Plc' has proof recommending 'Westcross Plc’ won't have the option to satisfy the nearby need for plastics reusing. Three months ago, the PRA likewise allowed a permit to LakeRec Ltd for another plastic reusing plant a nature hold in Swansea. The PRA supported its choice expressing that LakeRec Ltd had demonstrated how the new reusing plant would help animate financial development in the denied territory. The Nature Reserve Trust ('NRT'), a group that campaigns nationwide on ecological issues, is worried that even though the notification about the permit application was distributed in a local newspaper; it was not distributed on the web or at the website itself. This implied that most clients of nature save were unconscious of the proposed reusing plant and couldn't advance their interests concerning its ecological effect. Because of the restricted exposure for the proposition, the NRT just found out about the choice to give 'LakeRec Ltd' a couple of days prior (Sax, and Conner, 1972).
Norton Solutions Plc with following all the rules and regulations proposed by the Environmental Protection Act can apply for the license to operate a plastic recycling plant. However, as per the policy of the Plastic Regulatory Authority, only one company can be established in the area. Norton Solutions Plc wants to open the recycling plant in the Mumbles, Swansea area, however, another company Westcross Plc has already been granted the license in the Swansea area. The Norton Solutions Plc claims for the Westcross Plc for not meeting the local demands for recycling of the plastics and has appropriate evidence. The Plastic Regulatory Authority has also provided the license to LakeRec Ltd three months ago for the plastic recycling plant in the same area of Swansea. This has been changed and the new license was provided to the West cross Plc and if the Westcross can be found guilty for not meeting the local demand, the Plastic Regulatory Authority and Environmental Protection Act needs to checks for the business of the West cross Plc and should provide the license to the new company. The timely checks need to be conducted and the relevant clauses are to be determined with what they are doing in the business process. All the regulatory acts and the clauses are to be cross verified, established companies and new companies are to be given authority for the same work when they are found to be misconduct. Norton Solutions Plc can claim the judicial review of the decisions affecting it and succeed with showing the evidence of how Westcross Plc is not able to meet the local demand of the recycling process (Meek, et al., 1994). 
Likewise, the issues regarding the publication of the notice regarding the license are to be done in a newspaper as well as on the website of Nature Reserve Trust. NRT runs a campaign all over the nation in issues regarding environmental issues and has found that the application of license was published in a local newspaper, but not published online on the website. Most of the users of the nature reserve were unaware of the proposed recycling plant and could not put forward their concerns regarding the environmental impact so the NRT has found that only LakeRec Ltd was found to be provided with a license to operate a recycling plant. So NRT can also claim the judicial review of the decisions and the claim can be succeeded. The claim can be made with the regulatory authority concerning the Environmental Protection Act and Plastic Regulatory Authority. 
The environmental protection act was established and is working for the management of pollution from the industries. It addresses concerns relating to land-based waste, identifies facets of waste management, and provides local authorities with guidance on managing such pollution. So when the Environmental Protection Act and the Plastic Regulatory Authority are protested, they should work following their aims and mission.
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