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The Sexual Offences Act made it an offence to solicit in a street or public place, but the prostitutes were
actually soliciting men who were on the street, from a ground floor window. In interpreting statutes, the courts
make certain presumptions: a that the statute is not intended to have retrospective effect; b that it applies only
to the United Kingdom; c that it is not intended to interfere with existing vested rights; d that the property of
any person will not be confiscated without compensation; e that there is no intention to interfere with existing
contractual rights; f that there is no intention to interfere with personal liberty; g that any person to whom
judicial or quasi-judicial power is given will exercise such power in accordance with the rules of natural
justice; h that the statute is not intended to derogate from the requirements of international law. Suggested
Mark - Fail The Law Commission obviously thought that the mischief rule of statutory interpretation was
preferable to the other rules of interpretation. Charges were brought under the Official Secrets Act for an
offence which involved being 'in the vicinity of any prohibited place'. Words and phrases should be construed
by the courts in their ordinary sense, and the ordinary rules of grammar and punctuation should be applied.
The literal rule requires judges to give the words contained in statutory provisions their ordinary, literal
meaning regardless of the outcome. The rule was described by Lord Esher in R v City of London Court Judge
[] 1 QB , who said that 'If the words of an Act are clear, you must follow them, even though they lead to a
manifest absurdity. On a literal interpretation he would absurdly have been acquitted of any offence, so the
court construed the term 'in the vicinity' to extend to the prohibited place itself. Judges should begin by
applying the literal meaning of a provision, but if the result of doing so is to produce absurdity, a judge can
modify the words used so as to avoid that absurdity. Any of these presumptions may be overruled by the
precise words of the statute. The second and wider application of the Golden rule is where the words have
only one clear meaning, but that meaning would lead to a repugnant situation producing a result, which would
not be allowed. Answer Two Traditionally, there have been three main rules of statutory interpretation used by
the courts: the literal rule, the golden rule and the mischief rule. However, the court felt that this was still a
hazard and as the Road Traffic Act was concerned with preventing hazards, it could still be covered and there
had been an offence. Regard is had to the provision's wider context. These are the literal and golden rules.
However, it does appear to be rather more satisfactory than the alternatives. The mischief rule is of narrower
application than the golden rule or the plain meaning rule, in that it can only be used to interpret a statute and,
strictly speaking, only when the statute was passed to remedy a defect in the common law. In such a Case the
court will use the golden rule to modify the words of the statute in order to avoid this problem. The court has
nothing to do with the question of whether the legislature has committed an absurdity. The golden rule is an
extension of the literal rule. The mischief rule was created in Heydon's Case 3 Co Rep 7a. The question arises
â€” is the hotel proprietor liable for property left on, rather than in, a vehicle, for example, on a roof rack.
Following exact words can also lead to unfair unjust decisions.


