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Question- Using the principles and rules of statutory interpretation (including the literal, golden, and mischief rules, as well as relevant presumptions and aids to interpretation), advise Tariq as to whether he has committed an offence under Section 1 of the Pedestrian Safety (Fictitious) Act 2024.
Tariq has been given a penalty under section 1 of the Pedestrian Safety Act 2025, he argues that the Act has been misapplied towards him, as he claims that his art display is neither an “object” or a “structure”. So, it needs to be decided if Tariq has committed an offence under section 1 of the Act, by obstructing a public walkway with an object or structure. 
Section 1 of the Pedestrian Safety Act 2025, states that “A person commits an offence if they place or cause to be placed any object or structure on a public walkway which, by reason of its size, location, or duration, is likely to obstruct pedestrian movement”. Section 2 of the Act states the definition of a public walkway, saying “A public walkway means any paved or designated pedestrian path accessible to the public of loading or uploading goods”. Lastly section 3-Exemptions, “This Act does not apply to temporary objects placed for less than 30 minutes for the purpose of loading or uploading goods. 
To determine whether Tariq has committed an offence the use of the statutory interpretation rules will help. The four rules are The Literal rule (R v Harris, 1836), The Golden rule (Adler v George, 1964), The Mischief rule (Corkery v Carpenter, 1951) and the Purposive Approach (Pepper v Hart, 1992). 
Tariq has displayed a large easel and display board outside a shopping centre, and there have been several complaints made about this. People have said that because of this they have has to step into the road. Under section one of the Act, it is important that the courts understand the literal meaning of a public walkway. This can be done by applying the Literal rule (Fisher v Bell,1961). The Literal rule of interpretation is made to prevent courts from making biased decisions (Shairwal, 2022; Fungwacharakorn and Satoh, 2022) when it is already a political matter, and it also stops courts from creating new laws using the interpretation of already existing laws. Section two of the Act explains the definition of public walkways as follows “A public walkway means any paved or designated pedestrian path…”. This states that a public walkway is only to be used for pedestrians, therefore placing an object or structure goes against section one of the Pedestrian Safety Act 2025. 
Tariq has also violated section 3 of the Act, which states that objects cannot be placed for longer than 30 minutes, and only for the purpose of loading and unloading goods. Tariq’s set up was in place for 6 hours from 10am to 4pm. 
 Tariq displaying a large easel and display board on the walkway has caused an obstruction, which goes against the aim of the Act which “is designed to ensure that public walkways remain safe and accessible, particularly in urban areas where overcrowding and obstruction have become a serious hazard”. Tariq was displaying his art in front of a shopping centre in Cardiff, where the area is already likely to be overcrowded, and it could be argued that Tariq’s display has also caused a serious hazard, with several passersby complaining of having to step into the road. 
Therefore, it could be said that The Literal rule provides a clear and reasonable outcome to the situation which has not caused an absurd result. This means the use of the Golden rule (R v Allen, 1872) to come to decision is not needed, as the Golden rule is only used to interpret words to avoid absurdities that The Literal rule can create (Kaushik, 2024) but in this case the Literal rule has caused no problems. 
However, Tariq argues that the Act has been misapplied against him, claiming that his display is not an “object or a structure” which section one of the Act states, and that the pavement is wide enough for pedestrians and his set up. This supports the consideration of the Mischief rule (Royal college of Nursing v DHSS, 1981), as words do not always have a plain and simple meaning, sometimes words have multiple different meaning or ways of using them to best describe a situation or thing (McLeod, 1999). The Mischief rule allows for flexibility and avoiding injustice, ensuring that the outcome is fair. The intentions of the Mischief rule are to address the main source of the problem, “what did he want to say?” (Vereshchagin, 2007; Rao, 2014) referring to ‘he’ as the parliament. 
The purpose of the mischief Rule is to identify the aim of the legislation and fix a potential problem. The problem in Tariq’s case is the fact that he says that the penalty notice he has been given is wrong. To justify this a wider consideration of what is considered ‘overcrowding’ and an ‘obstruction’ needs to be held and also identifying what the true meaning of an ‘object’ and ‘structure’ are. By identifying the true interpretation of the words, the court may be able to then take what Tariq said about the act being misapplied into consideration. The interpretation of obstruction and overcrowding suggests there is a blocking of a place, caused by a situation where there are too many people or things in one place. In this case the cause of the blocking is Tariq and his art display, blocking a public walkway. According to Oxford Dictionary (2026) the meaning of object is something that can be seen and touched, but is not alive, and a structure is defined as parts of something that are connected, arranged or organized in a specific way. From what is already known it is fair to say that Tariq’s art display had caused an obstruction, no matter the size of the pavement. By using the Mischief rule it has allowed the court to identify what the aim of the Pedestrian Safety Act 2025 is.
The Purposive approach (Pickstone v Freemans Plc 1989) is very similar to the Mischief rule, however, the purpose the Purposive rule is to identify the reason for the legislation been made (Slater and Kelly, 2009). This rule is against judges only using the literal rule and the literal meanings of words to determine if the law has been broken. It is in place to give judges the power to look beyond the words of the statute, finding the meaning of the statute and identifying its purpose. This can be achieved by looking at the Act and finding the key reasons for the Act being created. The Pedestrian Safety Act 2025 was designed to ensure that the safety and accessibility of public walkways continue. It could also provide an indication as to whether the penalty that was given to Tariq was only given for the purpose of ensuring the safety of public walkways and nothing else. 
 The Human Rights Act 1998 could also have an impact of the outcome and determining whether the penalty Tariq was given for breaking the Pedestrian Safety Act 2025 was a misapplication of the law.  Article 10 of the Human Rights Act 1998: freedom of expression, (which was updated in 2021) states that all humans have a right to freedom of expression, giving Tariq the right to share his work. Using the Literal rule, the Mischief rule and the Purposive approach will allow the judge to come to a decision on whether Tariq has committed an offence, and that the penalty given to him was the correct choice. Taking statutory interpretation into consideration will allow for a fair outcome that will not result in an absurd result which can cause problems and confusion to why the legislation was designed in the first place. 
To conclude, despite Tariq arguing that the Act has been misapplied, the use and consideration of each statutory rule, will determine whether Tariq has violated section 1 of the Pedestrian Safety Act 2025. Tariq has not just violated section 1, he has also violated sections 2 and 3 of the Act, by placing his display on a public pathway which has caused an obstruction because of its size, location and the time that it remained in its place. Despite Tariq’s argument that the pathway was wide enough for both his art and pedestrians, it has still caused a serious hazard, going against the main purpose of the Act which is to ensure that public pathways remain safe and accessible. 
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