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After the public hearing of the Public Inquiry into The Accused’s objection to the Nottingham Miscellaneous Clearance Areas No l Compulsory Purchase Order, the The Ministry Inspector’s entourage departed to Harley Street.  The Accused was sitting in the car conveying the inspector. 

         “Is that the house you mean?”, he asked as they passed 4 Harley Street.  “I see what you mean!”.

 They stopped outside No 9, got out and went into the house.  While they were upstairs in the inspector glanced out of  the front window.  No 4 was across the road to the right.

        “Is that the house you mean? You can see it very clearly from here.  I see what you mean!”

        “All you can see from here is that wall.  The damage is more inside and there are bricks missing lower down at the front....”

        “Yes.  The wall you can see from here.”

        “Can you see anything wrong with the wall from here..?”

The inspector seemed surprised at the question.

    “You mean”, continued The Accused, “that it is suffering from Joshua’s Syndrome? ... As when he unfit the Battle of  Jericho.. or  Cromwell’s Syndrome.  I hadn’t noticed that.  Is that bad?”

    “Seriously so!  It’s unstable.  You can see it quite clearly.  It’s just that house on the end.  It stops where the other house starts...”

The Accused had not noticed.

    “The patches of carpet on the walls look artistic.  I did it like that in a flat I had when I was a student.  Nowadays I can afford to get someone to put in wood panelling.  So I’ve become lazy.  Were you losing a lot of  heat through that wall?”

    “Not particularly.  It is also insulation against sound.  This is a sensory deprivation chamber.  You can’t hear any sound from the road but it does travel, parallel to the road, thourgh the interior of the building .....the carpet patches on the wall are for insulation...”

    “I noticed you’ve taken door down in the passage downstairs and put up that curtain..and there is the curtain on the front door.  Is that to keep the heat in the front room, where you’ve got the fire?  You sit in the front room, do you?”

    “I’m not sure.  Actually, it seems to keep the back room warm as well.  Maybe it’s something to do with setting up stationary pockets of air.  Well, ... it is.  There’s draperies also over the back window and over the entrance to the back kitchen... It’s trial and error, I suppose.  It works, whatever the theory...You may not think so.. The queen may not do it that way in way in Buckingham Palace....”

    “She would if  she could afford those expensive curtains!”

    “Are they curtains?  I don’t know what they are called.  They are more tapestries...”

    “They are called curtains...”

    “I didn’t know they were expensive.  I get things for a few pence from jumble sales ... or presents from antique dealers.   The market price at Southerby’s doesn’t really count here.  Something may be worthless or something else worth a fortune.  It’s all the same.  That carpet in the backroom downstairs was probably worth thousands of  pounds.  Now it’s eaten away by moths - or their larvae.  But it didn’t cost anything in the first place.  It was needed to cover the floor, not to sell at Southerby’s... The correct method is wood panelling, is it?”

    “Wood panelling isn’t any better.  But if you are lazy and can afford it, you can get somebody else to do the work......I have somebody to do it who uses wood-panelling..”

    “Oh, I see, that had not occurred to me.  I get the carpet pieces for free, or five pence a time, and my labour or time is not valued at anything .. but if you are paying for someone else’s labour...The boards are mass produced in a factory and ..

    “The eight houses - is it eight? - are a single building”, pointed out the inspector”

    “They fit together like a jig saw.  It is not just each house separated from the next by a vertical wall.  This room is longer than the one at the back.. It extends over the passage and over the front room of  seven...But I think the first two houses may be separate or separable from the rest..”

    “It is a single building, isn’t it?  But I’ll have a look.  There is nothing wrong with those two end houses, is there?  You said the problem is with number eleven, didn’t you?”

    “If  there is a problem.  But there isn’t.  I want to annex eleven.  I can get in via the loft through their ceiling.  They’ve vandalised the place.  But that doesn’t matter to me. I can use it as an office.  I can repair it if  I have to...”

     “I’ve got tolook at the whole block.  It’s a single building.  Either all of  the houses have to be pulled down or none of  them.”

     “You do have a leaking roof”, pointed out the inspector.

     “We’ve never had a leaking roof!”

That was true.

    “You’ve got a” (damp)  “patch there!”

    “No, we havn’t!...”

    “Up in the corner there.  It doesn’t matter. It’ll be a loose tile”

This was on the stair landing, in the back corner, on the side of  eleven.  There was another damp patch on the back corner of  the back upstairs room on the side of  eleven.

    “This is very strange.  There have never been any roof leaks before.  It can rain here for months on end and there have been no leaks.  This has appeared since I left the house this morning.  We’ll have to go under the roof to see what has been happening.  You can see into number eleven where they have knocked down the ceiling.   It’s done deliberately.   They are paid by the council to do it.  Do you know how much the council knows about the damage?”.

    “I’ve not had any reports from the council.  There is nothing from them which can be used as evidence in the inquiry.  There sometimes is.. but often there is not.....”

    “They are required by law to submit the ‘principal grounds’, the reasons for demolition...”

    “No, they don’t do that.. it’s not necessary.. I havn’t seen that list  ..How did you get it?  Hen did you get it.. ?”

    “The council sent it about a month ago.. It’s their list of reasons for including the house in the Compulsory Purchase Order ..They have to submit it by law.  Only, there was no survey or reason for inclusion of the house at the time .. it is excuses after the event..”

     “They don’t have to provide any reasons.  This would not have been prepared for the Public Inquiry.  I havn’t seen if before, but it amounts to nothing.. It couldn’t be accepted as evidence.. It makes no difference one way or the other....  Do you have expensive lawyers?..”

     “No, does that make any difference?”

     “I was thinking of these cases where the owner of the house has an army of lawyers and  the next door neighbour has money and the court cases go on for years..”

      “Does that happen..?”

The inspector related a case in the South of England where it seemed to be that the householder’s complaint was trivial and did not seem justified and it seemed that the complainant’s survival was not  was not threatened by the CPO and that his energies and money could be more profitably invested than in pursuing a his neighbour in the courts..

    “It does not seem clear that subsidence was the reason for the demolition of the house nor that the neighbour was responsble for birds nesting on top of the drainpipe nor that the nest caused a blockasge nor that the blockage was the cause of subsidence - nor even that the pigeons the neighbour was seen feeding by some unnamed person in some unnamed place were the same birds ..but maybe lawyers make a diffeence...Did he win his case?”

    “I don’t know.. These cases seem to go on forever.. They keep on having postponements..”

     “I see...  This court case is his private entertainment .. If the neighbour also regards it as entertainment and can afford it or they’ve already agreed that there will be no damges and that they will share costs or thast it is all for show or tax-evasion or whatever... But that couldn’t happen here.   Neighbours might appear to outsiders not to get on very well with each other in the inner cities but there is nevertheless a comunity which hangs together and has its own regulations.  Attempts to use couirts of law to get money out of impoverished neighbours would certainly be against the rules .. and anyone who did thast would lose more than he would gain..”

    “A married couple is it?”

    “There’s rumours to that effect..”

    “A man and a woman, I mean..”

    “They say they are not married.  But the general opinion on the road is that they married seven years ago.  I’m inclined to think that is correct.  Maybe they’ve forgotten about it.  They are solidly attached to one another... and regularly yell and throw things at one another...”

    “It sounds as if  they are married.”

So the Inspector and The Accused trekked up the stairs to the attic.  One the side of  the attic there was a wood partition with a door that led into a large cupboard under the front roof.  Here nothing was amiss.  The entrance to the communal roof space on the other side was concealed by a large board against which was pressed a bed.  The Accused moved the bed and board away and they entered the space and walked along the beams in the direction  of  number eleven.

     “I can’t see off  hand where the water is coming in...”, began The Accused

     “It’s coming in there..where you can see the light coming in...”

     “I can’t see anything.. oh....is that it?”

      “Yes, the water is coming down the beam along here and then round there ..”

      “You mean this little wavy line of discolouration.. that looks as if, when it is raining, there is only a small trickle.. Can that cause all that moisture on the ceiling.. “

       “Yes, that is where it coming in!”

       “I don’t know how to repair that, where exactly the leak is.. I’ve invented concoctions which seal leaks but I am not sure where I’d put and how to be sure that everything is sealed...”

       “You don’t have to use that stuff of yours.. it’s just a spipped tile...”

This was at the side of  the top of  an upright beam at the junction of  nine and eleven and the lesion seemed to The Accused difficult to see and inaccessible.. and to The Accused the confusion seemed more complex than merely one displaced tile.. and the tile the inspector indicated was overlapped from underneath by other tiles.. it seemed as if attempts at corrective manipulation might cause further damage..

       “I don’t understand this.. .”, muttered The Accused, as he gazed at the tiles, “I suppose I’ll have to go out onto the roof  to repair it.  But then climbing over the roof could cause more damage and bother.. In theory you can do it from inside with a finger... That might result in even greater displacement of tiles and confusion .. but might nevertheless carry less risk of damage than climbing on the roof .....That tile is completely out of  place.. I don’t know what it is doing there or where it came from!  What happens if  I push it at the edge here.. It slips in between there!  I never expected that to happen!  Is that all there is to it?”

The Inspector gave The Accused a look that conveyed ‘of course that is all that there is to it’ and then gave the tile a prod with his own finger.

With the tile, The Accused was lucky.  He just happened to find the correct trivial manoevre which resulted in all falling into place .. which also happened not infrequently when repairing fractured bones - which, although The Accused had been thinking in the manner of a casualty officer, was more The Accused’s metier than repairing roofs.  What was not so lucky was that there was a gaping hole in the ceiling of  number eleven from which the upstairs back room of  number eleven was visible.  The room was in considerable disarray and the door, with the hinges attached, and with the ripped out screws still fixed into the holes in the hinges, was lying in the doorway.  They returned downstairs with the retinue that had been waiting in the attic.

    “I have had a letter from a gentleman living at number seven.  Will he be in?”

    “He won’t be!  He lives in Manchester.  The one who wrote owns the house.  He popped back to Notttingham  for five minutes last year so that he could write you a letter telling you how damp the house was. ..  

[It would hasve been more accurate that he popped back 1-2 months previously and then wrote such a letter]...

     “Oh, I quite forgot...  There has been a previous episode of dampness..  When I first moved in five years ago there was a spate of vandalism.  I brought a friend and he brought a friend and that friend brought a lady friend, whom nobody had invited and had somewhere else to live but considered herself the grand duchess.  So when she felt cold, she had to put the stair bannisters on the fire... and the mahogany stair rail .. I have got another one from somewhere.. I don’t know where it came from... I havn’t put it up yet.. I havn’t worked out how to ..It needs some sort of things you stick in the wall for the rail to rest on..   Then everything went smoothly until Mr Westerman arrived intent on finding excuses for his CPO.. after I had appealed.   Then the folk next door kept telling me they had leaking roof.  Then I got patches on my breakfast room wall and they said this was water leaking through from their leaking roof.   Then they said the leaking roof was no longer leaking ...or maybe that they’d closed the skylight - and there were no more damp patches in my breakfast room.  But it makes no sense to me...I would have liked to see their leaking roof or their leaking roof patches of dampness....”

    “Yes, I noticed that.  You mean where you have taken off  the wallpaper?  Where there are those concentric rings still staining the plaster where it has dried out.  Is it centred at the outside junction of  your back wall and his side wall...?”

They proceeded down the stairs and continued the conversation in the room in question.

    “Oh, I see! It might be!  I’m not sure.  That is what I thought in the first place.  That the water was coming from the outside.  I thought that there might be a blockage of  the drainage system.”

    “What do you mean by that...?”

    “Victorian gardens sometimes have a system of  undergound gutters that might get blocked up...”

    “Do they?  I’ve never come across that.  Do you mean big country houses- along the paths?  Doesn’t the water here run over the surface into drains? These yards were covered with blue bricks, weren’t they?  -  with forrows on the surface.  Is there a broken roof gutter or drainpipe on their” (number seven’s) “ side?  There is a drainpipe along their back wall, isn’t there?”

   “Oh, yes, that’s right!  But it isn’t that.. not unless it is cracked under the ground.  But it isn’t that. The council want a CPO.  So I’ve had to be vigilant and I’d have noticed that straight away!  I suppose it could be that I damaged the drainpipe outside this wall or blocked up a drain when when I removed the paving bricks at the back of  the yard.. I wondered about that....  When it first happened I thought it was because I removed some of  the blue paving bricks alongside the wall to plant a virginia creeper I found on the side of  the canal.”

    “That little plant you’ve at the side.  Is that what it is?  I thought it might be a honeysuckle.”

    “Oh, yes,  That’s right!  It is probably a dead honeysuckle now.  Nothing seems to grow there.  Before that it was a Virginia creeper from the side of  the canal.  There’s a lots of it there.  And horse-radish.  I captured some of  that too and planted it in the yard.  I thought I might have damaged a drainpipe under surface level with the spade...”

    “Hmmpph!  Where is this drainpipe of  yours?”

    “I think it is about there, outside the wall”

    “I can’t remember seeing any drainpipe there...  I’ll have a look....”

    “There is somebody in next door is there?  I’ll just have a word with with them.  It won’t take long.  There is no need to look at their house, nor the others.  There’s nothing wrong with the other houses, is there? - besides the roof leak next door?  It could be as you say, that you can deal with anything there is here.  But the block is a single building.   It would cost too much to repair the damage next door at .. eleven, is it?  If one house cannot be repaired, then the whole block has to come down.  You say that you see nothing against continuing to live in this house as it is .. but it would cost the council more to repair number eleven than to demolish the block and erect a new building.  It is quite complicated and expensive to arrange that sort of repair .. and there are administrative costs.  The whole building will have to come down because of  the damage in eleven.  You said that the first two houses could be separated from the others.  I had a good look at the walls you showed me when we were in the loft or whatever you call it.. I see what you mean but I think you are wrong.  I can’t see any way in which those walls can be separated.  At the very least it would mean rebuilding the roof and rebuilding the wall .. it is not as simple as you suppose.  It would be too expensive.  Where did you say that drainpipe of  yours was?”

    “I can’t really see that it would be that expensive to repair number eleven.  On the basis of  a valuation appropriate to their comments, it would not cost too much to buy number eleven off the council - or the whole block.   It surely wouldn’t cost more than fifty pounds to effect the repairs, supposing that was compulsory.  Since we havn’t seen it all.. perhaps two hundred pounds.”

    “You mean that you would get your friends to do the work free of  charge.  You want to set up a commune, do you?  If I was a student living on a grant I might be tempted to think on those lines.  That would be between you and the council.  I would be very reluctant to take on repair of  number eleven on that basis.   Are there any other houses available?  What about these houses in that other compulsory purchase order?   Are you familiar with Mr Manson’s house?”

    “When I was working in Wales a few years ago these blocks of  terraced houses were called ‘cottages’.  They are the same - but with roses growing over the front walls.  English tourists were buying them for fifteen thousand pounds.”

    “It’s more than that now.  It depends where the houses are.  In Wales these would be selling for forty thousand pounds apiece.”     

    “So will these be in a few years’ time.   This pulling down of  houses is an aberration - a momentary disease of  society.   A cottage is easier to maintain.  So too with a row of  cottages.  I am not familiar with Mr Manson’s house, but my recollection of  the houses over there is that they are large.. more like a hotel, school, nursing home or probation hostel ...this block is unique.. uniquely suitable...except perhaps for the block across the road, but that has only a short distance between the backs of  the houses and a factory immediately behind a high wall.  The yards are small and dark and there are no pasages to reach them...other than an alleyway on the side of number four...”

The Accused’s evidence suggests that the CPO originally named the eleven houses (‘on the attached list’) 4-24 Harley Street but that council officials then discovered that the council already owned 4-24 and substituted 1-15 and three other houses to keep the number at eleven and to keep the CPO and their jobs in existence - without conducting any surveys of  l-15 and when those houses were in perfect condition.  The Alleged Bullying Liar, of course, denied that there had been any surreptitious substitution but also allegedly made comments which appeared to admit it - such as that the council could not buy its own houses, 4-24, was sufficient justification.   It was not as unusual for a council, even Nottingham Council, to include its own houses within a CPO as the Alleged Bullying Liar suggested - but it might have been embarrassing for one set of council officials to declare that houses managed by another set of officials had to be pulled down and could have led to internal wranglings that might have erupted into mass Being Found Out.  Further, the evidence so far strongly suggests that Ms Cher of  number ll was given financial inducement by the council to wreck her house.  The evidence is that the council ‘bought’ the house from Ms Cher for £1200 but informed her that it would not pay her the money and rehouse her until and unless the CPO was approved by The Minister - which could be regarded as incitement or bribery to vandalise - and although Ms Cher had probably now been rehoused, which is what she wanted, a degree of internal damage had been caused which was sufficient to deem this necessary despite a council policy of not moing anyone out who wanted to move until the CPO was ‘approved’.  The council did not declare the CPO in December l978, when the Public Inquiry took place, but allegedly in l977 when they were still in excellent condition and any substitution of houses that took place, whether this was before or after ‘approval’ of the orders (CPOs in so far as that the number of  houses was known, even if not which houses, were planned years in advance).  The damage to 11 Harley Street was the only reason for demolishing 9 and the rest of the block - and this had been caused, or caused in the main, after the CPO was declared by the council, after number nine was ‘bought’ by the council (or after the Land Committee had approved the purchase.  The minute mentions nothing about any delay in payment).  The council were themselves responsible for this damage and it sounds as if they incited it deliberately in order to get the inspector, should there by a public inquiry (which there would be, since The Accused was an owner-occupier, and owner occupiers always appealed against CPOs).  Later this damage to eleven, and the £1200 paid for what appears to be a bogus purchase of  number eleven,  was an excuse for minimising compensation paid to The Accused.  This manner of conduct was allegedly justified by the Alleged Bullying Liar through an interpretation of the case West Midlands Baptist Trust v Birmingham Corporation (1969)  - and the advice from the Ministry did sound very much like incitement to vandalise in order to minimise compensation.  The alleged Bullying Liar was still able to yell in courtrooms that the house was unfit for habitation and the worst in the area and that it was the council’s duty to demolish - yet it was eleven not nine to which these ex-cathedra pronouncements referred.

Thus the inspector’s decision depended on money.  Finance was not a consideration in the former l957 Act CPOs.  The houses were pulled down anyway - though financial limitations in the sense of  the need to replace the houses (somewhere else) delayed the implementation of  CPOs, once they had been approved by the Mininster, or even for decades after the council had already acquired the houses.   This was a l957 Act CPO but the inspector represented the Minister, who had a l974 Act Policy - and under that criterion the consideration was money.  The logical procedure therefore was for the council or inspector to list the alterations which were demanded and for the council then to talk money with the owners.  Such a procedure (an ‘improvement order’) already existed via the l957 Act.   The Accused was put into a bizarre position because of  the inconsistency of  the l957 Act with the l974 Policy and had the money been discussed after the alleged defects were named the problems he faced could perhaps have been more accurately defined and remedied.

One source of  injustice was the very fact that the 1957 Act was now obsolete.  Formerly, once the CPO was approved, The Accused would have had plenty of  time in which to negotiate or regularise his affairs.  But shortly there was to be no more money for the l957 rackets.  It was fully expected that this would be so by the end of  l979.  Further, this CPO was believed to be the favourite project of  Tory Councillor Chrysalis, Chairman of the Park residents’ assocation and former Chairman of the Council Land Committee, to which allegedly the alleged Bullying Liar had some allegiance, even though he was secretary of  the Housing Committee (or so at some committee meetings).   The result was that the CPO was to be enforced with inordinate haste and compensation awarded (or refused) under the policy allegedly promoted by a junta of  officials of  minimising or defrauding victims of  reasonable compensation (in the same way as the alleged degenerates working in NHS closure list hospitals were defrauded out of  their wages).

There was a regulation that improvement grants must not exceed the ‘market value’ of  the house.  The fact that improvement grants were awarded automatically led to the services for which improvement grants were awarded becoming expensive - and Nottingham Council was awarding the Bridge Housing Association improvement grants which were six times the transaction price which was described as the market price of the house.   But the Inspector at Public Inquiry acted according to Ministry Instructions ot Nottingham Council custom.  So the inspector supposed  that the cost of  restoring 11 Harley Street, in improvement grant economics, exceeded the current ‘market value’ of  1-15 Harley Street.  Or did he mean that it exceed the market value of  11 Harley Street?   There is an alternative formulation, actually quoted by the inspector, which seems to mean the same thing but doesn’t: “Does it cost more to restore 11 Harley Street than to demolish the house or houses and rebuild?”.  If the inspector is referring only to the specific house, then, since the only known future of  number eleven was for The Accused to annex it, then perhaps the relevent single house is 9-11 and not just 11.  If The Accused intended to purchase the entire block 1-15, which was assumed in the Robin Hood Housing Association project, then perhaps 1-15 is the single house.

But what exactly was the ‘market price’ of  ll Harley Street?  In theory it was the price it would have commanded if it had not been in a clearance area - but not so in practice.   The alleged Bullying Liar later argued that other houses in the Hart Street Improvements Area had particular market prices.  But these were not genuine market prices and the prices that eventually crystallised were more consistent with the £17,500 improvement grants.  The market price of a house depends on whether or not there is a sitting tenant and perhaps also on what rent the sitting tenant was paying.  If the tenant was paying a controlled rent, the market price was zero!  What sort of ‘market prices’ was the Alleged Bullying Liar quoting?  The alleged Bullying Liar, in another context, was later to quote the £1200 allegedly given to Ms Cher before the house was wrecked as a ‘market price’.  But was it even at the time pretended to be that?  Had she, in fact, been the owner?

The rule that improvement grants were available up to the market value of the house but no higher is not likely to have operated at face value.  As a matter of fact, improvement grants came from the government and the higher the amount granted the greater the commission and other benefits for the council and its employees.  The rule is more likely to have been, in practice, that the higher the grant the better and that it was compulsory that the grant had to be higher than existing market value or at least five times the amount.  In council accounting - and in the financial reports which were not revealed when CPOs were formulated - improvement grants were not budgetted as expenditure.  They did not cost the council anything.  But the £30 a week ‘rate report grants’ from the government each of the small houses to be built on the 1-11 Harley Street site were to obtain were counted as income.  That is to say, as far as the council were concerned, taking into account the rate report grants alone the new houses were worth £30,000 apiece to the council whereas if 1-15 remained in private ownership and rates (local taxes, now called council tax) remained at the current level, they were worth hardly anything to the council.  The cost of demolition of 1-15 Harley Street was approximately  £200 though really it also was zero to the council.  The government paid for it and demolition of houses not owned by the council was per se profitable to the council, council officials and friends of the council.

Nevertheless, let us suppose, for argument’s sake, that there realistically existed a regulation that improvemet grants must not exceed the market value of a house - and that whether or not ll Harley Street could be preserved depended on this regulation.  It is very difficult to argue in terms of assumptions which are diametrically opposed to fact - and despite any resolution to the contrary, the reader finds himself constantly drawn back to the reality, not the supposedly compulsory assumption, that the objective was to maximise the expenditure on ‘improvements’ and had the council officials known there was damage to ll Harley Street they would have jumped up and down with glee and immediately have set up as expensive a repair scheme as could be fantasised.  Let us suppose that the market price of ll Harley Street was really £1200 - a bogus price for a transaction in earlier 1978 before the damage had occurred and which  transaction was succesfully kept secret until at least l985.  The Accused was intending to use cheap or free materials to repair ll Harley Street and free labour and he expected to cost to be well below £50.  The cost certainly would have been less than £200 - nowhere near!  The reasons for higher costs were the high cost of so-called unskilled labour and it seems reasonable enough that those who are refused employment and wages should be free to perform their own labour.  However, what is relevent is not how much repairs cost but how much grant can be generated.  It is not possible to get an improvement grant for minor repairs performed at low cost by the owner, even where the owner is so impoverished that he cannot raise a small sum.  It is possible to obtain an improvement grant only for set procedures recorded and priced in the contemporary catalogue.  The minimum improvement grant in Nottingham was said to be £1000.  In other cities it was higher and it is likely that it was really higher also in Nottingham.  £15000 is more realistic.  If  the improvement grant is £1000 and the market value £1200, these are approximately equal.  But this grant which equals the market value is the lowest obtainable and every alternative or variation is higher.  The Accused would have been entitled to a 100% improvement grant but it is likely that it was supposed that he would get a 50% grant, which was more usual, - which means the £1000 minimum plus another £1000 which perhaps in the context of the regulation meant twice the alleged market value! 

The Accused received a letter two months later informing him that the Minister had approved the CPO.  Perhaps it was from the Council.  But The Accused supposed it was authentic.  The Accused then received another letter from the Ministry stating that the public inquiry was to be reconvened.  But he understood this to refer to Mr Manson’s house - on account of  his having been given inadequate notice to make his original appeal - and that his own CPO had been settled.  He did not therefore attend.  Perhaps he should have done!

Nottingham’s alleged Bullying Liar was very keen on the so-called ‘exclusion clauses’ in Acts of  Parliament.  These include the ‘If the authority is satisfied that...” ex-cathedra clauses which cannot be contradicted.  There existed also clauses which prevented any order or statement of intent from being rescinded after a time limit.  It was possible to appeal to the High Court on a ‘point of law’ after a Minister had signed a Compulsory Purchase Order but only within two weeks of  the order being issued.  Perhaps The Accused should have appealed.  Because of the slow progress of legal processes once they commece, this would at least have delayed the CPO - and, indeed, would have delayed it long enough for the council to have abandoned it.  But The Accused was not then aware of  that! - and it is doubtful that he would have considered that a reason for submitting an appeal in the absence of any other reason.   In fact, initially The Accused did appeal, send his documents to the court, with copies to the council and the Ministry.

The advantage of such time limits and exclusion clauses from the point of a Bullying Liar Organisation is that it is a licence to deceive, conceal or not tell the full truth.  It takes a good deal more than two weeks to get to the bottom of  things.  Furthermore, the victim does not know how matters will evolve.  There were grounds for supposing that the council’s subsequent conduct retrospectively invalidated the whole CPO.   There indeed exists statutory authority for this - but a Bullying Lawyer will yell the exclusion clause at his intimidated victim and the judge will snarl at the victim with scorn!   The Accused had obtained from a jumble sale a copy of  Professor Wade, of  Cambridge University,’s  book ‘Administrative Law’.  Perhaps Professor Wade was writing about criminal rather than psychiatric procedures.   He cited precedents to indicate that judges had rendered exclusion clauses inoperative.  The reason for the time limit affecting compulsory purchase orders, the alleged Bullying Liar was to yell, was that it was necessary to allow the council to pull down houses without having to worry that it might be forced to put them back up again (which was impossible).  Professor Wade’s analysis did not agree.   The question resolved itself usually into one concerning compensation.  Although the deed might not be reversible (and the council if  challenged would make sure it was not!), the liablity for compensation or damages remained and compensation or damages or monetary redress was payable for the deed.

The CPO could be regarded, if  retrospectively rescinded, never to have been a CPO in the first place - always invalid.   It was impossible for the Minister to approve an invalid CPO! (or the CPO which the Minister approved did not exist or was not that which now was purported to exist).  The exclusion clause did not protect an invalid CPO because the CPO had never existed.  Professor Wade was particularly emphatic that this was so in the cause of fraud.  Lord Denning had on several occasions issued pronouncements, taken to be precedents, that fraud invalidates everything... and that there can be no time limt on appeal against fraud.   

However, it seemd to The Accused that for such an appeal to be upheld it was necessary to prove that loss was sustained or was to be sustained as a result of  the authority’s action.   The Accused found that he was in law entitled to replacement compensation (when disturbance payment was included).   Further the council had promised the option of  replacement of  the house - an exchange deal.   The council was offering on its public sales list council owned inner city houses, near to 9 High Harley Street and similar to 9 Harley Street and the prices the council claimed to be asking were considerably lower than those being asked for similar houses by estate agents.  The houses the council had available were in worse condition and worth less than 9 Harley Street.   The Accused however did not expect to obtain compensation from the council at estate agent prices and to buy a similar house from the council at a lower council price.  The Accused did not feel this morally justifiable.  In those days he still regarded city councils as munificent organisations which represented the people and which protected the underprivileged.  He supposed that the low prices quoted on the council list were low because of the council’s charitable attitude, that they were trying to help poorer people and he did not wish to take advantage by obtaining compensation on a higher scale of assessment that the council were using to price the house he was to obtain in exchange.  Nor did he expect necessarily to obtain a house in exchange plus some extra money because the replacement houses were worth than 9 Harley Street.  The victim is always to some degree swindled and The Accused expected some loss.  It would be adequate for his purposes for one house to be exchanged for another (unless he got 4 Harley Street and he was expected to pay to repair the extensive damage which remained while it was on the council sales list).

Therefore, although the council had erred in CPOing 9 Harley Street, even if it now chose to go ahead with the CPO, The Accused stood to be adequately compensated.  As matters were then understood, he might make some loss but not so beyond any level for which he had not already budgetted in contingency plans.   The Accused stood to receive a reasonable deal and could not complain.  Only after the event did it become evident that the alleged Bullying Liar was not prepared to go ahead with the exchange scheme to which the council had previously agreed.   It was therefore only approaching a year after the time limit had lapsed that The Accused discovered that the reason for his not appealing against what he supposed to be a flawed CPO had been unilaterally  rescinded by the alleged Bullying Liar. 

It may help the reader at this point to be acquainted with facts which were not in March l979 known to The Accused.  Nottingham Council had a different procedure for dealing with tenants in houses listed in compulsory purchase orders whose owners did not live in the house than they had when dealing with owner-occupiers.  The miscarriages of  justice appear to have arisen because the council’s lawyer, the Alleged Bullying Liar was not aware of  the council’s own procedures or chose not be aware.

The only award to the tenant of  a  house whose owner did not live on the premises was ‘removal expenses’.   No compensation was payable on the house.  However they had to or, if they did not have to, did rehoused the tenants.  Therefore the council therefore, within the limits of  human decency, could choose to take over the premises any time they liked and could  rehouse any time they chose to.   In that sense, as regards tenants, the claims made by the Alleged Bullying Liar wrongly attributed to the case Harris v Birkenhead (see the Chapter 9.6:BLL), were quite correct.  The council therefore at any time they chose delivered to the tenants a ‘Notice to Treat’, a promise to negotiate for compensation, a legal requirement to maintain the validity of  the compulsory take-over, but in this case little more than a formality.   The also delivered a Notice of  Entry naming some date allegedly at least two weeks after the date of  delivery of  the notice.  On that date, indeed, in accordance with the claims incorrectly attributed to Harris v Birkenhead, unless there was some extraneous circumstance that might cause a dispute over this, without any further to do, without knocking on the door and introducing themselves, regard themselves as owning the house.  The house then became the property of  the Council Housing Department.  Having then affected this ‘notional entry’ the council could perhaps not then simply drag off the tenants and stick them into other accommodation.   That is still open to dispute.  But the council had a procedure for dealing with that.

In the case of  the owner-occupier, an extreme rarity in the world of  Nottingham Council, there existed a procedure too.   As the law then stood the council could not take over the premises until it had ‘paid compensation’ - that is to say, had bought the premises at a price which had been agreed or was ordered by the Land Tribunal.  This was generally supposed to be the law and was the law.  Any changes made by judges as a result of  this case were not previously the law and a mistake.  It could be reasonably argued that there are alternatives to paying the compensation, such as agreeing that it will be paid (on the assumption that it will not be refused  after demolition), or preparing survey reports and submitting them at a later date to the Land Tribunal.   But that is not relevant in the present case.   Laws do not openly stipulate these possibilities.  The council therefore had to negotiate payment of  compensation and pay before it took over the premises.  For this purpose the owner occupier required in advance two documents - the aforesaid Notice to Treat and also a circular from the council informing the victim of  the aforesaid procedure.  However, all is done by conveyor belt and every victim was given a copy of all three documents  - notice of  entry, notice to treat and circular explaining procedure.  It was quite clear from the circular explaining procedure that the Notice of  Entry, naming a particular date, was inoperative.  Whatever fairy-tale any Alleged Bullying Liar may allegedly have later  whispered into the ears of  Courts of  Law, of  this there was no doubt.  The victim would be allocated a negotiator by the council, compensation would be negotiated and paid and the council would take over the premises, now having the power to do so, if  the victim stayed beyond an agreed date or  at two weeks’ notice (though there is no previous case known or recorded anywhere of a council invading premises and evicting the owner even where compensation was paid and a date agreed, let alone without warning and with refusal to pay compensation!)

Nottingham Council had given its Housing Committee a procedure whereby it was permitted to evict its own tenants - and only its own tenants - under certain circumstances without there being a special resolution of  the council  referring to the circumstances of  the individual case.  The Housing Committee approved merely a list and this was then rubber stamped by the full council or its ‘policy committee’.   This procedure was used only if  the tenant was rehoused into another council house and only after three offers of  alternative housing had been refused.     Then the Housing Committee issued a ‘warrant’.  This was not physically a warrant or document and was not described specifically as a warrant under the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act and the procedure was not described as having any connection with compulsory purchase.   It is not known whether any ‘warrants’ were issued under the act.  It was merely a ‘warrant’ authorised by the council and consisted of  a letter listing the houses occupied by the tenants which was sent to the Under Sheriff  of  Nottingham, Sir Anthony Wharton, who was in charge of  evictions (for which a private firm, not council employees, were employed).   Tenants in CPO’d houses which were not owner-occupied and who had become council tenants through delivery of  a Notice of  Entry (at a time when the premises had already effectively been abandoned by the landlord or owner) therefore became council tenants and this procedure could be used.  It could not be used against The Accused and was not used - though the Council’s Alleged Bullying Liar claimed so subsequently.

In the case of  9 Harley Street the notices were sent, the validity of  the Notice of  Entry repudiated by the council, and a negotiator allocated.  Then nothing happened.   Then the council panicked.  If there was not a deliberate conspiracy, then the council’s Housing Department’s Clearance Section knew nothing about The Accused.  Why should they?  He was not an owner-occupier, not council tenant.  They did not deal with owner-occupiers and did not know who was dealing with them and how.   The Housing Department however, whether by mistake, greed or malice, issued a demolition contract for l-15 Harley Street (of which The Accused was only made aware during subsequent searches).   Then they discovered The Accused.    There was nothing that the Housing Department could do about this - but instead they, or some other party, at first advised him to leave, which was hardly done in an official manner, which they were not authorised to do and which he could not do without sustaining loss.  Then they broke into his home.  Then they evicted him from his home and transferred him to a council house.   The council’s Alleged Bullying Liar then chose to protect those responsible and also monopolise the negotiations with The Accused.

The Alleged Bullying Liar then manufactured a story to justify the eviction claiming that it was deliberate rather than a mistake and that it was authorised by law.   He also insisted on monopolising the negotiations for compensation, adopting a very hostile attitude.  The alleged Bulling Liar then appears to have made another mistake (amongst many) and appears not to have been aware that owner-occupiers were entitled to disturbance payment, other than in the sense of  a fifty pound routine donation as ‘removal expenses’ by the Department of  Technical Services.  A sum, a sum that was likely to inadequate, was ‘agreed’ by The Accused - £2150 - well below realistic market price - on the condition that the option of  a disturbance payment remained open and that the money was handed over immediately or immediately when requested.  He was in all probability prepared to waive the disturbance payment but only after he had received the cash and had  made arrangements to buy a new house and had found he had no need for any further payment.   The disturbance payment would ensure him against inflation.  Although required to do so by law (the ‘90% advance payment’, which applies to the council offer even if it is contested as inadequate), the Alleged Bullying Liar then refused to pay the ‘agreed compensation’ because The Accused would not sign a statement understood to renounce entitlement to disturbance payment.

The Alleged Bullying Liar therefore prevented The Accused from replacing the house in an inflationary market by refusing to pay compensation and by reneging on a previous agreement that the council would give him a similar to 9 Harley Street as his property in exchange for 9 Harley Street.  Eventually the Alleged Bullying Liar insisted on sticking the boot in by claiming that the council had acquired the house (which it had already demolished) by means of a ‘vesting declaration’ on the grounds that The Accused had refused to accept allegedly agreed compensation.   The Accused however had not refused compensation.  He had been waiting for it to be paid and the alleged BL had refused to pay it.   The Vesting Declaration broke down because the Land Registry (against whom The Accused conducted a court case, which they did not defend) was not at all happy at the Council’s behaviour and Lord  Woolff issued a permission to apply for an order of  prohibition, which he supposed would not be necessary to issue.   The alleged Bulling Liar had however nevertheless improperly deposited the money in the Chancery Court, so that The Accused could not get at it, and also submitted a claim that The Accused had agreed to forgo the disturbance payment, which claim The Accused would have had to disprove before taking the money out.   The Alleged Bullying Liar appeared to agree that there was no Vesting Declaration but in subsequent  Court hearings however then suddenly again claimed that the Vesting Declaration existed!

The Accused then referred the house to the Land Tribunal for assessment of  compensation.  The  Alleged Bullying Liar however wrote a misleading letter to the Tribunal on grounds of  which, without The Accused having been given a copy of  the letter, the Tribunal refused to hear the case.  The letter was a misquotation of  the Master of  the Rolls, Lord Donaldson, who had pronounced on the legality or otherwise of the entry.   So The Accused went to the Court of  Appeal and Lord Donaldson ordered that the Land Tribunal hear the case and said that he would then settle outstanding matters on appeal, the Court of  Appeal having all the powers and facilities of  the Land Tribunal.  There occurred a very unsatisfactory Land Tribunal case, alleged to have been perverted through the Alleged Bullying Liar misleading the court in advance and the Land Tribunal judge refused to give a ruling.   The Accused duly appealed to the Court of  Appeal, not on the basis of  a ‘statement of  case’ but to ask for a mistrial to be declared on grounds of  fraud, fabricated documents and all manner of  council misbehaviour which now seemed abundantly provable.  However when The Accused arrived in Court he found that the Case being heard was not that which he had submitted but one based on the ‘statement of  case’ procedure, which was inappropriate since what happens is that the clerk of  the Land Tribunal Judge phones up the Alleged Bullying Liar to inquire what the case was all about.   This substitution had taken place without The Accused’s knowledge and he supposed that it must have been performed by the Alleged Bullying Liar.  An attempt to restore the original case met with no reply and there was no support from the House of  Lords Judicial Committee (There never is).   Eventually The Accused collected the compensation ‘agreed’ by application to the Chancery Court but without disturbance payment.  This had taken ten years however and resulted in severe inconvenience and loss.   The Accused had been trying to establish a means of  earning a living and this alleged persecution by Nottingham Council’s Alleged Bullying Liar prevented him from doing so. 

Postmen in Harley St. and environs never delivered Recorded Delivery letters.  Residents would not accept them if  they did.  They just put a note through the door asking the addressee to fetch them.  So in January l979 The Accused received a leaflet through the front door informing him that there was recorded delivery postal package awaiting him at the Northern District Sorting Office (off Canning Circus).  This he duly retrieved and he read the contents in a caff.  The contents consisted of  the aforementioned documents.  Although it is claimed that all CPO victims received these documents, all other victims claimed that they had received none of  them - and since they were sent by recorded delivery that is not unlikely!  But, maybe, the documents were not sent.  This included a Notice to Threat - no Notice to Treat - but since the word ‘treat’ meaning ‘negotiate an agreement’ no longer belongs to the English language, presumably it was a Notice to Threat.  According to the Alleged Bullying Liar’s subsequent claims that council had had no intention of treating and had been determined not to.  The Notice to Treat had two footnotes that aroused suspicion.  One footnote declared that the victim’s legal fees might under ‘some circumstances’ be paid by the Council.  It sounded very much as if the council decided the circumstances - that the lawyer would be a council employee and therefore would be paid only if  he acted on behalf of  the council rather than the victim!   The Accused was not to be offered any compensation for lawyering on his own behalf.  There was also a note declaring that a ‘recent case in the House of  Lords had decided that the compensation was to be assessed ‘as on the date of  entry’.  This implies that the council did not intend to compensate for wreckage which was the result of the compulsory purchase order - that the council was motivated to wreck and would then be rewarded for it -  which did turn out to be the Alleged Bullying Liar’s policy.  The Accused felt this was likely to be a misinterpretation and that it was malpractice to quote such a dubious conclusion without even stating to which ‘Case in the House of Lords’ it referred (enabling the victim to check up).   This misunderstanding is discussed in Chapter 9.6(02c20BLL) in the context of the case West Midlands Baptist Trust v Birmingham Corporation (1969) [whose actual title is even longer and is naturally usually just called the Baptist Case], which turns out to be the case to which the Notice to Treat refers.  However, for the next nine months after delivery of the Notice to Treat nobody at Nottingham Council had any idea to which case the Notice to Treat was referring.  It took The Accused a similar period to discover that this was the case - and even then it was initially this was denied by the Alleged Bullying Liar that this was the case - though he did later did promote the claim that the Baptist Case (to which, probably, it had been The Accused who had drawn his attention, though the Alleged Bullying liar almost certainly never read the original transcript) licenced councils to vandalise houses and then to compensate with the alleged market price of vandalised houses.  The Alleged Bullying Liar is alleged to have taken advantage of his own ignorance of the law affecting owner-occupiers and to have used his authority in courts of law to impose his interpretations on judges.

There was also the letter which said that owner-occupiers would have to remain and should not leave their premises until compensation was negotiated.  This letter also repeated the claim that owner-occupiers were now responsible for any damage that occurred after they had abandoned premises because they were being CPO’d and for deterioration that took place even when they remained in residence after the CPO was declared by the council.

There was also in the package a list of council owned premises of a private-market nature and at private market prices - which turned out in subsequent researches to be on the estates ‘bought by the council during the l973-4 housing slump and which for legalistic purposes may not have been council owned.  It was not realistic that the victims of CPOs buy such premises, even after ‘discounts’ - though ‘The Council’ appeared to be hoping that they would!  However, CPO victims were also offered, with similar ‘discounts’. cheaply priced (before discount) inner city dwellings (including 4 Harley Street) in the vicinity of Harley Street and of sufficiently similar construction to 9 Harley Street.  It might seem unlikely that The Accused would and could, as an insurance policy, simply go out and buy one of these houses (which it appears were in any case not really for sale).  Whether he was at the time claiming social security payments or not or receiving payments or not - the author is inclined to think he wasn’t - the history has been that he was at least entitled to such payments, though not necessarily a substantial amount.  The claimant is entitled to own one house, in which he lives, without this being counted as capital and, on top of that, is or was permitted to own only a few hundred pounds.  There are suggestions that there existed legislation that enabled CPO victims, under such circumstances. immediately to acquire a second house, with or without council finance, but the author has not been able to pin down such legislation and, if it existed, The Accused did not come to hear of it.  However this offer of similar premises did offer a solution to  The Accused’s predicament which he supposed could when and if necessary be negotiated very rapidly.  The Accused did not know of any other takers for these houses though it turns out that they were all to be ‘sold’ to monopoly housing associations or retained by the council (or, at any rate, 4-24 Harley Street, were retained by the council, possibly to enable them to be restored with council money not specifically earmarked for such a purpose).

Then there was the Notice of  Entry.  This stated that the Council would ‘enter’ the premises on February 2nd 1979.  That state precisely, not that date or thereafter. During the court cases that took place from March l980 onwards it might seem that lawyers have some specific meaning for the word ‘enter’ in this context or a variety of meanings that can be chosen as is convenient (and also so for ‘take possession).  However if events such as took place in relation to 9 Harley Street had ever taken place before, this has not been recorded.  There was no need to have a definition of ‘enter’ and similar terms.  CPOs had been conducted so that disputes on that issue did not arise.  However, this notice did immediately raise in The Accused’s mind ‘What do they mean by enter?’.  This question has not been unequivocally answered, but there are doubts whether the council was then entitled to issue any manner of ‘notice of entry’ or in any sense to ‘enter’.  Also, the minimum of two weeks notice that is necessary if other conditions are fulfilled, was not given if the notice is taken to be sent out at the earliest date on which it can be received and, according to The Accused’s calculations and investigations, it had not been put in the envelope and sent out within the retrospective two weeks either.

The Notice of  Entry was an absurdity.  So The Accused repaired to Nottingham Library and read through the legal texts.   The relevant Acts of  Parliament appeared to be the Compulsory Purchase Act of  l965 and the Land Clauses Consolidation Act of  1885. The relevant sections of these acts were in language more meaningful when fields were being acquired to build railways than when houses were being acquired.  Three sections of  the 1965 Act appeared interesting.  Firstly, section 11 of the Act stated that there must be delivered to the victim a Notice to Treat and a Notice of  Entry, giving at least fourteen days’ notice.   If the conditions imposed by that section of  the Act were fulfilled the authority could then ‘enter the premises’.   But it did not make clear under what context it could enter and it seemed more that the authority existed to enable councils to conduct surveys rather than to inconvenience tenants - and that entries could not be unannounced and forced.  Then there was Section l3 of  the Act which forbade the authority from entering the premises if compensation had not been paid.  Then there was Section l2 of  the Act which stated that if  the provisions of  Section 11 had been fulfilled and if a request for entry had been refused, that the authority could apply for a warrant to enter the premises by force.  If the council entered without such authority it could be taken to the Magistrates Court which would order the council to pay the victim £50 a day until the previous status quo was restored.  There was in this possibly some ambiguity.  What was meant by the council ‘entering’ the premises, was it or was it not legal for them to do so and what could The Accused do about it if  they did?   Clearly The Accused could not just abandon the premises.   However, the preamble to the l965 Act stated that it did not set up any new statutes but merely collected them together in a single Act.   This had resulted in all sections but a few of  the l898 Act having been repealed (and replaced) -  but Section 89 remained.  This included the provisions restated in Sections 11, 12, 13  and l6 of  the l965 Act and made it clear that the council could not set foot without paying compensation  and without the entry being in all respect legal, no loopholes being allowed by the wording, and that the fine could be extracted if the Council ‘entered’ without paying compensation.   It sounded if  the Council were seeking to enter to conduct surveys (a possibility mentioned in Section 11 of  the l965 Act).

The reader has been given a greater familiarity with Nottingham Council procedures than was then possessed by The Accused.  The reader knows that the Notice of  Entry was sent by mistake.  Nobody at the council even knew that it had been sent.  These notices were sent out to deal with the case in which the house is owned by an absentee landlord, who is not entitled to compensation, who effectively has already abandoned the houses.  The council, or supposedly so, does not have to buy these houses.  Once the CPO is ‘approved’ it automatically takes over these houses and treats them as its houses and the tenants as its tenants (and when it chooses to rehouse them, subject to the provisions discussed referring to ‘warrants’, does so).  The notices of entry are sent out as a formality to dot the i’s and just put into an envelope from a pile in the council office, each form bearing a photocopy of the City Solicitor’s signature printed onto it before the form is even filled in.  In such cases, where the notice is a formality, it does not even matter that this is not the City Solicitor’s signature, whether authentic or copy.  Officials were not used to dealing with owner-occupiers and the envelope sent to him had merely been filled up in the same manner of the others.  These notices of entry indicated that the council now owned the houses, not that they were in any sense going to enter or evict the tenants.  However, the accompanying letter made it clear that these notices of entry did not apply to owner occupiers, that they should remain until the council had ‘bought’ the houses.  Also, had the council intended The Accused to move out they would have offered him alternative accommodation and would not have ‘entered’ until that had been arranged.

There was no intention to ‘enter’ 9 Harley Street at that time, neither on February 2nd, nor any other date or at all and the claim that this was a ‘valid’ notice of entry was merely a fabrication used by the Alleged Bullying Liar to justify a subsequent entry that took place by mistake and not with any party having the impression that a ‘notice of entry’ had been sent out.

It was nevertheless necessary for The Accused to obtain clarification.  It was hardly feasible for The Accused to move house and this was hardly possible without council assistance.  It was not in The Accused’s interest to move out from 9 Harley Street, where he could live within his means.  The Accused had during his researches discovered that it was a principle of law that in legal proceedings a person is not expected to do or have done voluntarily anything which is not in his interests.  However, if he did move out, he might (and would) find that the council then did not take over the house.  There does exist a legal provision that once a CPO is approved by The Minister the owner and occupier may serve a notice upon the council compelling it to acquire the premises, but The Accused, if he knew about this, did not know what it entailed - and Nottingham Council did not know about it, are unlikely to have responded to such a procedure and it is not known how long it would take to enforce - and the council could still say they were not responsible for any damage that took place before compensation was eventually negotiated - and there had been no surveys of  9 Harley Street, the council knew nothing about 9 Harley Street and what might be its ‘market price’ and were not in a position to offer compensation.  This provision, if it seriously exists, is a footnote, not in practice relevant, and even if it existed The Accused was not obliged to do any such thing.  So if The Accused moved out, then the council would not immediately purchase the premises or ‘enter’ or ‘take possession’ and would eventually offer compensation for a derelict building which they would claim, under the terms of their covering circular, to have deteriorated because of his culpable abandonment.  On the other hand - if The Accused remained some council employee might suddenly arrive and knock down the building.  That indeed is just about what eventually did happen and The Alleged Bullying Liar claimed that the original bogus notice of entry gave ‘the council’ the right to do this without further notice and so in perpetuity on February 2nd l979 and or on any date thereafter!  There are cases in law where a Notice of Entry has been served, a genuine notice of entry but with no intention of entering on the date named, and that the council have issued a second notice naming the actual date and there have been argument about the validity of the second notice - which indicates that the first is not enough.  But, nevertheless, that is what the Alleged Bullying Liar, to justify subsequent mistakes, eventually  decided was the Law.  

The reader, in view of what eventually happened, might suggest that The Accused at that stage should have made sure he obtained a declaration from the council, in writing, signed sealed and delivered, that the council had rescinded the notice of entry - even though the ‘accompanying it letter’ rescinded it and that it was quite clear that it had been rescinded.  He should, the reader might argue, have gone to a court of law and demanded such a signed sealed document.  The author would be interested to hear what a court of law might have to say about that.  As matters stood in January 1979 the alternations of the law created by the Alleged Bullying Liar in the Graf v Nottingham Court Cases did not exist and the council had no right of entry.  In that case, why push the council?  That might just force them into issuing a genuine notice and annexing the premises - and as matters then stood The Council were not even expected to go ahead with the compulsory purchase of  l-15 Harley Street!  The Accused was then still under the impression that councils were benign institutions that represented the people, that they acted reasonably and could be trusted and that if employees made a mistake the councillors themselves could and did intervene!

The Accused photocopied the relevant sections of  the aforementioned Acts of  Parliament and hied himself to the Council’s Guildhall offices.  Perhaps it was getting late.  He was met at the door by a gentleman, who was on the way out,  who later gave his name as Mr. Hammond -which was the name of the ‘Chief Executive’ of Nottingham Council.   The empire of  what was formerly known as the Town Clerk was split into two sectors - one ruled by the City Solicitor and the other by the Chief Executive.    It has never been clear what the division between the two offices actually was.  The Accused showed him the Notice of  Entry and then the photocopies of  the Acts of  Parliament and the notice ordering owner occupiers to stay until compensation was paid.  He read through these and pondered for a long time.  He looked puzzled.  He said that all was ‘very peculiar’ but suggested that the only purpose of  the notice was to enable the council to gain access for surveys, that The Accused should not worry and that he would be given official notice of  any intention to enter.  The Notice of  Entry, he said, should be ignored.

The Accused, some weeks later, received a letter from a Mr. Pearce, of  the Department of  Technical Services.  He was appointed to survey the house and to negotiate compensation with The Accused.  The Accused duly met Mr. Pearce at his office.   Mr. Pearce said that The Accused had been very unlucky.  This was the ‘last of  the old CPOs’.  Had it been put to the Council even a week later, he said,  it would not have been approved.

Mr. Pearce was to repeat this information and the designation ‘The Last of the Old CPOs’ also on the other occasion when The Accused met him - and the author repeats this story and designation.  However, it is nearer the truth that The Accused was the last owner-occupier in Britain to be CPO’d.  Councils still occasionally declare l957 Act CPOs - usually where the council already own the building (or some rival council - such as where the county council own property in the city) or where the building is apparently abandoned and the owner cannot be traced - or a l957 Act CPO can be used as a threat when the council wish the owner to effect some ‘improvement’, going so far as obtaining approval of the order from the Minister and then abandoning it when the owner agrees to the ‘improvement’.  But these CPOs are not meted out to owner-occupiers.  Similarly, CPOs under the l974 and subsequent Housing Acts are not served on owner-occupiers.  They are considered entitled to live however they choose to live, though councils will compulsory purchase tenanted property or threaten to do so either to increase their own housing stock or to enforce some change which they consider to be in the interest of tenants.  When Mr. Pearce said that the council would have rejected the CPO had it come before them one week later, he may be inaccurate.   The No l Miscellaneous Order and the Albert Road Order were smuggled in as part of the report that outlined the new policy and the councillors, although they did not realise it and the decisions in some subsequent versions of the minutes are recorded as separate items, and therefore the Orders were ‘approved’ when they were already contrary to council policy rather than, as Mr. Pearce implies before.  A third l957 Order was compiled even later (supposedly on Christmas Day, l978) but did not contain any owner-occupied houses and, therefore, there was no objection or Public Inquiry, and was already past history by the time The Accused met Mr. Pearce.  Mr. Manson, who appealed against the Albert Road order, was an owner but not occupier (though he claimed, in conversation with The Accused, to have been offered and awarded substantial compensation by the council before the Public Inquiry resumed.  The author has no documentary confirmation of this claim.). 

The Alleged Bullying Liar was to claim that once the council had declared a 1957 Act CPO it was bound to continue with it and that once The Minister had approved the order it was bound to acquire the premises and demolish them as soon as possible.  The justification for this would that the ex-cathedra declaration of the Yesman was taken to be fact rather merely a formality that need not be consistent in fact.  Although this was never mentioned in discussions, the ex-cathedra statement takes the form of a declaration by the Chief Environmental Health Officer (or supposedly so) though he is in no way involved.   This dogma may be very impressive when yelled in a courtroom in the absence of any other argument but there were cases of  l957 orders not being enforced and of  houses thus acquired remaining in council possession without ever being pulled down (and there exist provisions in the l957 Act that permit this) or of the alleged defects while in council possession being corrected rather than the house being demolished (which is also specifically authorised by a section of the act) or (as is also permitted) the order may be withdrawn on the condition that the owner correct the alleged defects.  Up till the Nottingham No l Miscellaneous CPO it had been usual for there to be a delay of a decade or more between acquisition by the council and demolition.  What happened to l-15 Harley St. was more akin to vendetta or panic. 

Other council officials who strayed across The Accused’s path voiced similar assessment to the CPO to that of Mr. Pearce.  It was a mistake.  The officials may not openly have said that the council was not expected to go ahead with the CPO - and Mr. Pearce did not say so.  But that was the clear implication.  All pointed towards the CPO never being enforced.  Although it was not then certain and, with much more information, remains uncertain how the CPO ever came to be declared, if indeed it ever was declared (or that it ever included 9 Harley Street when it came before the council - for which there is no evidence), it did seem to be the product in some way of the Tory Land Committee or some of its employees, known to The Accused as the Rackets Committee, and either a mistake or propelled by ulterior motivation.  The council had allegedly been hoodwinked.   A Labour council took over in May l979 and, as then happens, initially had little understanding of what its employees were up to and was led on.  They would surely sooner or later Find Out.  It is alleged that council committees were somewhat negligent, did not always meet and that there is a bogus aspect to the minutes.  For this reason it seemed that if the CPO, if it was not enforced by November l979, would not be so at a11   This was so also for other reasons.  The old attitudes were expected to die out, it would become accepted practice to ignore l957 orders, the government was gradually tightening up on its procedures for allocating money to councils in such a way as to discourage 1957 orders and demolitions.  It was expected that the government in November l957 would introduce legislation that would make it impossible for councils to proceed with bogus l957 CPOs and would force the council, if they chose to acquire l-15 Harley Street and perhaps even if not, to accept The Accused ‘s offer to buy l-15 Harley Street - and so even at a nominal price.  It seemed even in January l957 for the council, in terms consistent with practicality and the law, to enforce the order in time.. and by the time they did so, it was impossible!

Mr. Pearce explained that he had been appointed to negotiate compensation with The Accused.  However, there was no urgency and he would contact The Accused again in November and then conduct a survey and make an offer of compensation.  Mr. Pearce confirmed that the council were prepared to arrange an exchange whereby The Accused obtained a house similar to 9 Harley Street in the vicinity of 9 Harley Street in exchange for his premises (which was also authorised by a section of the l957 Act).  The Accused’s chronology is not always reliable.  The author believes that the meeting with Mr. Pearce took place before The Accused withdrew his appeal against the Minister’s supposed approval of the CPO and that the guarantee given by Mr. Pearce was a reason for his withdrawing it.

The Accused was more active during the summer than during the winter.   Sonny and Cher moved out and The Accused took over their yard [This, surely, had already happened previously].  He found their house rather more damaged than he had anticipated.  Councillor Godfrey Chrysalis, who had been Chairman of  the Tory Land Committee until the Labour Party took over the Council in May  (Conversely, the Tory Government took over from the Labour Government in l979).   Councillor Godfrey Chrysalis was Chairman of  the Park’s Residents’ Association.  Therefore it was not unlikely that Mrs. Wilhemina Chrysalis, leader of  the Tory County Council,  was a resident of  the Park.  The Accused was sitting in his shorts, with heavily brownburnt skin, his long hair with its metallic red sheen looking at its best in summer, studying his open university units, when there came upon him a matronly but not unattractive lady neaking through the passage.  Upon witnessing The Accused she recoiled with embarrassment and shock - more at being discovered, it seemed, than at the sight of  The Accused.  She introduced herself, when The Accused tried to reassure her, as Mrs. Wilhemina Chrysalis, the County Councillor.  The Accused tried to make her welcome.  Had she come to witness the progress of  her CPO?.  “No! No!”, she urgently averred  and, after a short conversation ran off.  “Feel free to visit!”, said The Accused.

Besides reading his Open University Units in his back yard, The Accused read them in many another places.  So he wandered down towards the end of  Harley Street, where Sherwin Road was on the on the right and Castle Boulevard to the left and Lenton Lane, leading to the new University Hospital and to the University, was straight ahead.  The pavement of  Harley Street, on the left, connected with a Plaza on the side of  Castle Boulevard on which there was a Public Lavatory and a Pub.  Roland’s Caff was on the opposite side of  Castle Boulevard, a little to the left.  There were people lining the edge of Castle Boulevard.  A car drove past and in it Queen Elizabeth and Prince Philip smiled sweetly at the crowds while each mechanically rotated at the elbow a upwardly held forearm attached to a pronate hand.  They were going to open the new University Hospital.  It was rumoured that the hospital was not fully built and still empty.   There were supposedly as yet insufficient funds to equip it and staff it.  The Professor Hull about whom has been written in earlier chapters was in honour of  the queens’ visit awarded a knighthood - which the unappreciative Accused regarded as an insult to the people of  Nottingham (because he had interrupted his services to the people of Nottingham in a hospital which might be assessed in some respects to be opposed to their interests).

The Accused visited the pub very rarely.  He could not afford pubs and supposed he was not welcome in pubs - though he was made welcome whenever he went.  Usually when he went he would be greeted by a young guitarist, who, as guitarists invariably did, had a notion that The Accused should be his group’s road manager - which he could not be since he did not drive a car - and as guitarists usually did, insisted on calling him ‘John’ (on account of an alleged resemblance to John Lennon).

The Accused frequently went to Roland’s Caff to drink tea while reading his Open University Units.  Since this was a tedious task, The Accused was in the habit of  reading part of a page and then flicking through the remaining pages of  the unit and then returning to the original page to read.   Reading in public can annoy those who cannot read.   That was a regular hazard.  So on one occasion a gentleman became belligerent because of  this flicking through, claiming that The Accused was pretending to read at that speed!

“Only  stupid people work in this country”, The Accused remarked to Mrs. Roland Gower on one occasion.  Mrs. Roland Gower was very offended at this irresponsible and unvirtuous remark.   The Accused could not understand why the remark should be unvirtuous.  Presumably she understood him to mean that it was stupid to work, whereas what he meant is that only the stupid in this country are offered employment (whereas it is denied those who are not stupid).   The Accused, not being aware of  the misinterpretation, did not correct it.  But Mrs. Roland appeared to get over this ill opinion of  The Accused.   The Gowers, however, were not employees.   Mr. Roland Gower had been in the army catering corps and now, after his retirement, the couple were self-employed.

Once, only once, only briefly, there appeared in the caff an employee a maiden aged twenty, give or take a couple of years.  Whenever she bent over the counter, if  the customers looked down her blouse - which they did (and might find it difficult to avoid doing) - they witnessed a resplendent pair of  breasts.  At any rate, whether that is classed or resplendent or not, they hung down from the chest and each had a nipple on the end, which believed to be in the nature of the mammary appendages.  The Accused was not familiar with this feminine wile and therefore was unaware whether she was aware of  this display and/or  whether she wished to be appreciated or whether she was unaware and perhaps wished to remain unappreciated.   There were, after all, every few minutes a second or two during which she was leaning over to serve other customers and not leaning over the counter to chat with The Accused.  She was going to spend her hour off duty, presumably not her dinner hour, she intimated, in the pub - at three o’ clock.   Did The Accused happen to drop in by chance when she was there?  No, he could not afford pubs and thought he was not welcome at pubs and, had he visited the pub, it would have been obvious that she was the attraction that drew him there.  She did not however last the day.  Mrs. Roland decided that Mr. Roland might have been more motivated by her femininity than the need for an assistant.  Mr. Roland, however, said that she attracted customers - that he had never previously sold so many cups of  tea in a day!

There was an old l957 Act CPO on that side of  Castle Boulevard but businesses were to spared (and in fact the houses were to be too).  The Rolands had been awarded an improvement grant of  £15,000.  They had to find £15,000.  That makes £30,000 in a11  It was a 50% grant.  So the builder offered to do the work for £15,000 and charge it all to the council (saying that the Rolands had paid a similar amount).  The Accused expressed anxiety that the Rolands might be setting themselves up for blackmail, might be putting themselves in the hands of the contractors - and they did report that the contractors were insisting on all manner of  allegedly additional and allegedly unnecessary work on account of council regulations, common market regulations and regulations and regulations.  There were to be many lamentations throughout Britain that recipients of improvement grants were forced to have and pay for extra changes which they did not want, either as part of the original contract or as additional items that followed.  ‘Common market regulations’, often portrayed as safety regulations were the regular excuse (an example is the provision of lights in bathrooms which did not hang from the roof from a cord but were attached to the ceiling and covered with an inverted goldfish bowl in which water and dead flies accumulated (though, as a matter of fact, The Accuseds had a somewhat similar fly-trap in their bathroom at Abergavenny in the l940s)

The Accused, to avoid the Open University work causing tedium, and to be in the sun as it moved around, would wander from place to place when reading his units.  There was Lenton Park, a hundred yards from Lenton Lane.  It was usually deserted and he could sit on a bench, dressed as was customary, in shorts.  He liked to catch as much of  the sun as he could in summer.   He believed this protected him from getting bronchitis in the winter (which had been a risk during the cold winters at Briarwood).  When the sun no longer shone into the park, there was still a sunny patch of  long grass inhabited by grasshoppers in Lenton churchyard, opposite the park.   This was a reason for the choice of the name Grasshoppers for the current version of  his chess club in Leicester.  Some men came to mow the long grass.  They said they were from the Council.  So he wrote to the Council protesting on behalf of  the grasshoppers.  So he was a champion of  Grasshoppers. 

Or The Accused might read his units in Ron’s caff opposite the dole office on Wilford Road.  Miss World, who had been formerly come to 9 Harley Street to visit Dan Buster, was sitting there one day at a table.  She now lived in Derby, she said.  She had married a policeman which, she said, might not have been what The Accused expected.  On his way back, soon after l p.m. he met, on Castle Boulevard, Robin Wren, whom he had previously only encountered in town and not those parts.  He was leaving Nottingham that day, said Robin Wren.  He was abandoning his girlfriend and his flat and returning to his parents.   The Accused suggested, as had not been suggested before, that Robin Wren accompany him back and visit 9 Harley Street.  Indeed, although this had not been mentioned before, since it was the last chance, The Accused suggested that they might discuss the philosophy of Wittgenstein.

    ‘Should I or shouldn’t I’, wondered Mr. Wren.

    “Yes you should.” said The Accused.

     “I can only stay until three o’ clock”, said Mr. Wren, “I’ve got to catch a bus”.

  Since Mr. Wren had said “only”, The Accused became possessed of  the notion that three o’ clock was only a few seconds hence, assumed the time was insufficient, chatted awhile and took his leave.  That was not very clever - and typical of  The Accused.

Or The Accused might, after a night at La Chic, read his Open University units at Greasy Lil’s.   Some of the more unpleasant sights or experiences of  this era have been omitted, including one that took place at Greasy Lil’s, lest they tempt the wrongly impressionable to include them in their repertoire.

The Accused’s parents still lived in London and stayed there during the winter, but his mother, and also his father, stayed their on occasions during the summer - and throughout July and August, stayed at Briarwood, their house in Leicester.  The Accused had a bedroom at Briarwood  - but only a bedroom.  He had been given the impression that this was not a secure home for him - and been locked out on critical occasions.  His mother would arrive without warning and The Accused was then expected, if  he was there, to give her his undivided attention - and he felt he was being tyrannised by his mother.  It is believed that The Accused was in l979 no longer ‘helping’ her with her Open University Course.  She never completed her Open University Course though it was to remain her ambition to do so - but to her dying day she was, unbeknown to The Accused, collecting certificates and diplomas (and obtaining excellent grades and distinctions).  Sometimes The Accused stayed at Briarwood after attending Grasshoppers meetings or chess matches.   In summer he played also in the occasional chess tournament and attended Open University summer schools.

The Accused’s connection with the gay scene can be taken to have wellnight evaporated in l979 (and he claims that his social life altogether evaporated after he left 9 Harley Street - as a consequence of the manner that departure was effected).  The Accused arrived at the La Chic club one night to find that it had (permanently) closed down.  It was later reported in the Nottingham Post that Maureen Cleaver, an attractive transvestite and friend of  The Accused, had stolen several hundred pounds from La Chic to finance emigration to Brighton.  Those who suppose that it was The Accused who was known as Maureen Cleaver are incorrect.

So The Accused wandered off to the nearby Mario’s Restaurant.  But he was not let in.  So many people had come across from La Chic, explained the manager, that they had reached the limit of  their capacity.  Supposing this was a personal rejection (though it was happening to everyone else who was arriving at the same time) The Accused did not go to Mario’s again.  He would go instead, after Grasshoppers club meetings or matches, to a club called the Society on London Road, in Leicester.  He claims to have gone regularly on Thursdays - but that does not make sense, unless Grasshoppers had a Thursday club night (It may have done but the author is aware of only Tuesday and Friday clubnights).  The attraction there was a lad in blue denim jacket and jeans called Robert.   The Accused was too shy however to make this attraction known explicitly, too convinced of  his own lack of attractiveness or inferiority, despite possible encouragement.   But then The Accused happened to arrive at the Society club on a Sunday.   The doorman said he could not let him in because council regulations did not permit patrons to be admitted after eleven o’ clock (which, on Sundays, indeed, they didn’t permit).  The Accused supposed he was not welcome and did not ever attend any club again (except for a brief visits to a club called Leicester Place when invited by other people).

The Accused got himself elected Vice-Chairman of  the Highfields Community Association.   He was not the only candidate but nevertheless registered a large majority.   This was because he was regarded as their representative by the young Caribbeans.   The Accused was influenced by his recollection of  the opposition that he had encountered from old stagers when he had originally set up his chess club and felt that young people should be encouraged to manage their own affairs and that in this district the local population should do so and not rely  forever on the outside white intellectuals such as himself.   He had made a great fuss on the committee to ensure that not merely did the ‘youth representatives’ which the constitution stipulated exist but that, as the constitution required, they were elected at a meeting of  those they represented.   Highfields youth were regarded by their elders as tearaways and The Accused and his former Foxhunters’ associates who remained in the Grasshoppers first team (plus Alan Ward) had a natural sympathy for tearaways.  The Accused, on the committee, insisted that youth activities should be the priority in funding, assisted younger users of  the centre to present their cases to the committee and would (successfully) counter claims that such people might not be competent to manage their own affairs.

The pleas directed at The Accused by the Highfields section of  the Grasshoppers Chess Club were apt to consist of  hysterical yelling.   So there were such vocal lamentations that diminutive young Indonesian members were being bullied by  Caribbeans.   The Community Centre management was tormented by this pleading as well as The Accused.

        “Whatever can I do about this?”, thought The Accused.

   Then he had an idea.

    “When you say ‘bullied by West Indians”, he suggested, “is what you actually mean is that one particular youth is regularly standing on the steps leading to the front door of  the centre and asking for money - and that you don’t say so because you feel embarrassed by the fact that you are too frightened to refuse a donation?”

They admitted this was so.

    “In that case you can travel in convoys or we can arrange for  you to be let in by the back emergency entrance.  Actually, there is a way of  getting in through it from outside.  But I’ll have a word with the youth.  I think he will be amenable to negotiation”.

       “I don’t threaten anyone”, said the youth, when The Accused spoke to him, “They give me money willingly.”

        “If in fact you are not short of  money”, replied The Accused, “you shouldn’t be asking for it at a11  Why do you need it? .......Well, maybe that is so and maybe it isn’t.  But if  you ask anyone who is smaller and weaker than you, that is always a demand and a threat.   You must only ask people who are as big as you are!”.

          “O.K. you say so!  Do you count as being as big as me or don’t you?”.

The youth kept his word.  But his activities were then drawn to the attention of  the Management Committee and he was banned from begging on the steps.  Later he was arrested and briefly sent to prison for mugging and taking money off  a visitor parking his car  two hundred yards away in the grounds of  the Moat Community College.  He claimed later that this was an exaggeration of what had happened.

The rather more prosperous clubs in the county, if  they were short of  players, had a tendency, instead of  losing matches by default, to make technical claims of  default against more penurious city opponents.  The Grasshoppers Club was vulnerable.  There were visitors who claimed that the loud music that emanated from the Community Centre hall and the comely maidens who could be witnessed therein when looking down from a window outside the room in which chess was played were not an attraction to those playing in chess matches.  If the club had charged visitors a fee for permission to admire the maidens then perhaps they would have been an attraction.  The Accused, however, even encouraged additional noise in the club room (when there were not matches).   His players, he felt, had to be accommodated to maximum irritation, particularly when they were short of  time on the clock!   Five minute chess games would be played, as a training procedure, amid maximum rumpus.  After all, members would come across such irritations at other clubs - particularly at the Braunstone club where the room used for chess was separated by a cardboard partition from that used by practicing musicians and choristers.

Conditions that were not always ideal were not the only problem faced by chess clubs in Leicester city.   It was becoming increasingly difficult to procure premises at a11   The Leicester Chess Club was the only club in the city which survived entirely on members’ subscriptions - or almost so.   The Accused’s club had at one time met free of  charge in rooms provided by various pubs - which was no longer feasible - and had then for several years met on its own premises.   Now the former Foxhunters club continued to be subsidised by Highcross - that is to say, The Accused.  The former Highfields club, which counted as a youth section of  the community centre, obtained what was effectively a subsidy from the city council for providing educational and cultural services to the local community.   All the other city clubs were named after, met on the premises of  and were subsidised by organisations to which most or all of  its members did not belong.

The most high profile example was that of  the Leicester City Transport (LCT) chess club.  This had originally been formed as a club for busdrivers and other LCT employees.  However, to field full teams, it became necessary to recruit from outside.  When this happened, then regularly the motivation to win matches took over from the provision of  services to the originally intended section of  the population - whose members found themselves excluded.   Thus, at LCT, there had originally been resentment by genuine LCT employees.  However, eventually and permanently, until the club disbanded in the year 2000, there were no more LCT employees in the LCT chess club (except for the secretary, who was a former employee who had been invalidated out).

A more disturbing case cropped up in later years, when The Accused was on the league management committee, where a club had been formed specifically for the severely disabled.   Eventually it proved necessary to field also outsiders.  These might have been expected to provide a service to the legitimate members, whom nobody expected to win games and the non-disabled might have been expected to drop out of  the team when such legitimate members were available.   The Accused had occasionally accompanied his club’s teams which were playing against these opponents and found the disabled ladies and gents to appreciate their playing games with them and his impromptu simultaneous displays (with informal regulations) and to be ready learners when advice was given how to play their games.   Grasshoppers players, other than financially, were amongst the least disabled in the county but nevertheless were sufficiently conscious of  being underdogs never to underestimate other peoples’ potential.   Reports then came in that this club was being taken over by outsiders and  that not merely were existing legitimate members excluded but that there was no encouragement of  other disabled people on the site who as yet played no chess to participate.   In this case, the league committee expressed unanimous indignation and imposed remedial measures.  But these takeovers by outsiders in other clubs also provoked resentment - even though this might not be generally known - at least during the initial period when ‘legitimate’ members still remained.   These takeovers might reach the extreme - and happened at LCT - of  the club becoming one for ‘guest’ teams formed to win prestigious trophies.

There exploded a dispute between Grasshopppers and the LCT chess club (and also the Leicestershire Chess Association) on account of  LCT supposedly ‘poaching’ or enticing members.    There did exit LCT chess club members who although not LCT employees had never belonged to any other club than LCT and had a permanent loyalty to the club.   The Leicester City Transport social club had excellent facilities which were also used occasionally for county matches, Association AGMs and rapid-play tournaments organised by the Association.   There were those LCT members who supposed (and still suppose) that not only was The Accused trying to close down the LCT club but came close to doing so.  There was never any danger of  that and, had The Accused wished to close down the club, he could have done so and could have done so without anyone suspecting he was involved.   The Accused’s actual objective was to draw attention to the difficulties facing chess clubs in the city.   Members of  these ‘sponsored’ clubs were able to pay subscriptions - though in fact the subscriptions were inadequate to finance the club.   These clubs also did not, as Grasshoppers did, recruit members from the previously non-chess-playing population and train them to even county team level or beyond.  Chess facilities in schools were also fading out.  These members of  sponsored clubs, therefore, were unaware of  the long term problems facing chess clubs - and would eventually hit themselves.   It was no longer possible to organise unsponsored clubs in the city - and the growing trend for all to be exploited for maximal profit by large corporations was going to bring not merely the unsponsored clubs but the sponsored clubs in the city eventually to an end.  In the year 2002 (and 2003) the only chess club in the city is the Braunstone club on the city boundary and many in the city are unable to play chess because there is no accessible club. 

There were two available remedies.  One was for the City Council to provide chess facilities.   R. W. ‘Eddy” Edington informed The Accused that the council was building a leisure centre in the city centre and that there would be a room which The Accused could procure.  But the centre was never built.   What suitable premises the council had were sold off.  It became impossible, without draconian additional expense, if at all, to use or hire council-owned premises (including those of  the county education department) after 10pm because this now required payment of overtime wages to caretakers (who were compulsory).  The other alternative was for clubs to cooperate in acquiring a centre of  their own.  It would have been helpful for the LCT club to be more aware of  the long-term prospects.

Eddy Edington had introduced to Leicester the club of  ‘guest’ players formed specifically to win  competitions or the first division of  the local league.   This had originally provoked The Accused’s hostility because he felt that such clubs had no long term viability.  Players had no loyalty to such clubs and they did not have reserves who played occasional first team games might eventually become permanent first team players.  They relied on the efforts of The Accused and his club but undermined it without having any prospect of making a permanent contribution themselves.  By the time LCT jumped on this bandwaggon, The Accused had become accommodated to such teams or clubs being a permanent feature in the city.  He considered the LCT ambitions as misguided and a bad influence on others, but this was not enough to provoke The Accused into a campaign.   Some members of  LCT then, according to The Accused,  became overenthusiastic in recruitment of  members of  other clubs, relying on their tradition of  alcoholic intake and the enveiglement of all into repeating propaganda imbued under ethanolic influence.   Alcoholic propaganda is highly repetitive and The Accused was forever hearing the same propaganda from those who had visited LCT.  LCT had ‘facilities’  that other clubs did not have - and which Grasshoppers in particular did not have - and the facilities were always defined later in the spiel as being a snooker table and darts board.  The Grasshoppers Club had several dart boards of  its own and the Community Centre had a darts board - but they had no snooker table [ So The Accused says, but they may have had one in the youth club].   The Accused did on rare occasions make use of  the LCT snooker table together with Roland Kelly and Alan Ward but in later years LCT members assured The Accused that whether such facilities were available or not, none of  them had ever played darts or snooker - and that the propaganda was a fantasy.  Other clubs also had access to their sponsors’ wider facilities but they realised that they might be undermining this accessability if  they boasted about it - and so did not do so.   The Accused felt that Alan Ward was being encouraged to drink at LCT and that not merely caused difficulties for his club but threatened the health of  Mr. Ward, who was ambitious but was allowing his play and reliability to be affected.  But then it was to some degree Alan’s own choice and not The Accused’s affair - and Alan may have been leading The Accused on to some degree as to the influence of  LCT so as to manipulate him or to put himself into a bargaining position.   The former Foxhunters’ second team had insisted on being politically correct - and were so sincerely - and did not object to the Highfields venu on grounds of  the district being inhabited by non-whites, criminals or prostitutes, but nevertheless continued to meet at the Manchester Hotel, came to fear that their cars would be vandalised at Highfields and were displaying an attraction to LCT.  But this group, now identified with the Grasshoppers third team  - had always effectively been an independent section with traditions which differed from The Accused’s.  LCT might be their natural home (though their chess performance supposedly deteriorated at LCT) and within club regulations or traditions they were free to defect en masse to LCT.   There was in 1979 a troublesome outbreak of  alcoholism - in the population at large as well as in several chess clubs - and The Accused was obliged to speak against that.  But he made no public complaints that LCT was ‘poaching’ players.  LCT members, in fact, promised not to make overtures to members of  other clubs who did not press themselves upon LCT.  This however changed when John Manger was approached by LCT.

John Manger  reported to The Accused that an attempt had been made by LCT to recruit him to their club.  John Manger was unequivocally a Highcross player and had never had any connection with any other club.  It did not seem to be in John’s interest to be approached by LCT (whom, in any case, he had no intention of joining).  Grasshoppers had more realistic claims to being a social club than LCT.  But it seemed to The Accused that Grasshoppers could not compete.  So letters were written to the Leicestershire Chess Association and the Press.  The Accused was woken up at 6 a.m. when staying overnight at Briarwood by a phone call from Radio Leicester and spoke incoherently while still half asleep.  The man at the other end of  the phone said that did not matter.  They chopped and rearranged recordings to make them intelligible.   The Accused was arguing that the LCT club was one with select membership, not open to all, but using facilities subsidised by the city council which were being used to entice players from the Grasshoppers Club which was more genuinely the council’s own club.   The result of  this was that all Grasshoppers members  with cars and able to pay subscriptions were being absorbed by LCT, whereas the Grasshoppers Club, which was performing a  public service and open to everyone was being left only with an impoverished membership.   What was effectively a council subsidy was being given to those who did not need it at the expense of those who did, the Grasshoppers Club, which realistically was the council’s own club.  The current Grasshoppers club was for the most part one of  young people who, unlike The Accused’s club members in his youth, needed the support of  more rational and boring older people - of  whom there was a shortage.

The Secretary of  LCT was required to be a genuine LCT member.  This was a Mr. Hughes, who did not play for any of  the LCT teams (but had originally been dragged unwillingly into the outside takeover of  his club, but was now landed with it).   Mr. Hughes received a letter from the Manager of  Leicester City Transport reminding them that the LCT facilities existed for LCT employees.  This was intended to persuade the LCT members that they should be more politically sophisticated.  They should not be making a public exhibition of  not being LCT employees and of  using other facilities of  the social club.  The pressure from the city council was more that the LCT club should be more cooperative with rather than antagonistic towards The Accused’s objectives.    The disquiet at LCT’s behaviour was widespread and although it was not a major subject of conversation at the Grasshoppers Club it was so at the Leicester Club, which considered itself  more threatened than did Grasshoppers.   If the LCT club was going to bend the regulations, the letter was intended to convey,  it should do so more discretely.   There was no threat to close down the LCT chess club.   But if the LCT chess club wanted to be closed down it was going the right way about it.

The Accused found himself  in subsequent years barred from LCT premises by Mr. Hughes when accompanying his teams and attempts were even made to dissuade his entrance when he was playing in Grasshoppers or county teams there himself.   The LCT club was to show no gratitude to The Accused for not reporting this to the appropriate authorities!   However, Mr. Hughes did eventually take the opportunity of  presenting his personal case to The Accused.  He had formerly been in the SAS but invalidated out and given some post with LCT from which he had now retired.   His chess club was all that remained of  his life.  But Mr. Hughes was eventually to retire from the LCT chess club and to leave it without an authentic LCT secretary (and the club was eventually closed down).  There was a lasting vendetta against The Accused and his club by some LCT members which was instrumental in the eventual collapse of  The Accused’s club, in l988-9,  the year after LCT closed down, or at any rate the critical events that were to lead to the collapse of The Accused’s club some eight years later. 

The LCT members responsible for the vendetta misunderstood the events.  There was no danger of  The Accused or anyone else closing the LCT club down.  The objective of the propaganda was not to damage LCT but to solicit support for Grasshoppers and for measures to avert the anticipated eventual total impossible for chess clubs in Leicester to procure premises at prices at which they could afford.  The Acccused had for at least ten years been trying to explain to the Leicestershire Chess League and Association pundits that the price of premises was going to escalate and that their money should be used more wisely in purchasing or assisting his club in purchasing a permanent centre for chess in Leicester.  There should not have been hundreds of  pounds provided by impoverished club members that was handed over to the British Chess Federation.

The Accused’s remedy which he was simultaneously pursuing was an application by the Grasshoppers Chess Club for an Inner Cities Grant to set up a chess centre in Leicester.   He found at the bar of  the Highfields Community Centre the remarkably attractive sociologist Mrs. Susan Waddington, County Councillor for the local  Wycliffe Ward and later a member of  the European Parliament and leader of  their (majority) socialist group.   Mrs. Waddington had an Inner Cities project of  her own in Braunstone.  Although Highfields was famous for its poverty, non-white population and unemployment, it had a community spirit - a community spirit akin to that traditional in The Accused’s chess club in that it was concealed within continuous vocal sectarian disagreements.  It was Braunstone that was beset with vandalism, crime, psychoses and suicides.   The remarkably attractive Mrs. Waddington advised The Accused that it was essential to use the jargon.   ‘Grasshoppers Chess Club’ had to be preceded by ‘multicultural’.   Multicultural it certainly was.  Not merely were the majority of  members non-white (belonging to various cultures) but  it was the only chess club in the county with any non-white members!  It’s white members were also distinctly multicultural.  The Accused was misguided, confessed the remarkably attractive Mrs. Waddington, to suppose that chances were improved by minimising the projected  budget.   It was wiser to ask for a million pounds than to ask for a hundred, but it was necessary to allocate the budget in accordance with priorities imposed by the government.   The top priority was ‘capital expenditure’.   This can be taken to mean ‘buildings’ but turns out also to include carpets, office and gymnasium equipment.   The scheme should not be run on a voluntary basis but had to include stipulation for paid workers.   People did set up inner areas schemes to provide themselves with a  job - but, officially, this was not to be done.   The management committee had to be distinct from the employees or workers .... or at least theoretically so.  It was a complication therefore that The Accused’s project was highly specialised.   It was a known fact, surely, that The Accused was the only person not merely in the county but in the country who could  organise and administrate this proposed chess centre.  There had to be a management committee, which was set up prior to making the application and which made the application - and The Accused would therefore presumably be on it - which meant that he could not be a paid worker or organiser of  the scheme.   But there existed maybe ways round this.

In addition to this scheme The Accused tried to promote a scheme for a science academy - which was effectively the same scheme.   Chessplayers traditionally were mathematicians and scientists.   There was in Leicestershire schools increasingly either no teaching in these subjects at all or teaching that could not be taken seriously.   The Accused considered the reason for this to be the requirement that teachers were required to have what they claimed to be degrees in teaching - which provoked an anti-intellectual culture.   The staff in The Accused’s proposed science academies were not to be required to have degrees in teaching but rather to be professional or academic scientists employed in the academy part-time.  All pupils in city schools were to attend sessions in this specialised academy or such specialised academies to be trained in sciences and mathematics.

A proportion of  the cash allocated by the government for inner cities grants was allocated to local central administration - to the setting up of  committees and preparation of  reports and  propaganda.   Most of  the remaining funds were allocated to schemes set up by the local council.  What little remained was allocated to schemes promoted by the ‘voluntary sector’ - but these were apt also to be council schemes!   Inner city money was intended for impoverished inner city populations.  However, all manner of  organisations - such as the Chamber of  Commerce - muscled in.   Money intended for inner cities residents was apt to be used to demolish their homes and to set up industrial parks.  There was a great deal of  wasteful, unnecessary, useless or counterproductive ‘capital expenditure’, alleged workers and managers doing nothing paid enormous salaries and, instead of  local labour being employed on the schemes or  in the factories, it was imported from Coventry!  The Accused put forward this scheme year by year with little hope of  success - but this was more through lack of  support from chessplayers or others who might have contributed to the scheme than to its inviability.    In retrospect it seems also to have been injudicious of  The Accused to remain loyal to the Highfields Community Centre and Association instead of  teaming up with the Caribbean organisations which were successful in acquiring and erecting  buildings.   Such organisations, which gave The Accused his greatest support, drifted away from the Highfields Centre.

The Accused thus, because they did not support his proposals that there should be a permanent centre for chess in Leicester (or for activities amongst which chess was included)  found himself in disagreement with the administration of  the Leicestershire Chess Association  - for whose existence he was generally regarded as responsible.   The Accused saw in the Association a danger of  recurrence of  the defects in the former Leicestershire Chess League organisation - the emergence of a self-perpetuating oligarchy - even a Wigston Mafioso oligarchy - which resorted to undemocratic devices to preserve itself instead of  allowing others to play a part.  In particular, The Accused feared that contemporary young people would be shut out permanently because they were temporally shut out, as he had been because he was forced to go to university.   The Accused also felt that funds were being used to further interests more consistent with the needs of  the Wigston Club (when priority should have been given to setting up of  a chess centre in the city).   It was increasingly becoming as before the self-appointed Wigston Mafia against The Accused.

The Association constitution stipulated that nominations for committees and offices submitted to the AGM should be so by the clubs - possibly by individuals - but not by the Policy Committee - which could, however, fill positions that were vacant.   In practice, not merely did the Policy Committee immediately replace anyone who retired with its own nominee but it submitted a list of  nominations to the AGM.  There would for each office or committee be a list ‘nominated by the policy committee’ and then, bringing up the rear, ‘also nominated.. .. or there might be nobody ‘also nominated’.   Excuses which were sometimes felt to be not genuine or contrived were used to refuse nominations.   The policy committee would sit themselves on a podium during the AGM (even though nominally they had all retired and were seeking renomination) and from the podium there would be invective against candidates standing against their nominations.   If there happened to be no nominations, they were none accepted at the meeting itself but instead the Policy Committee later appointed someone it chose.   But there were occasions when the Policy Committee forgot to nominate someone but there was a club nomination sent in time.   Thus Dave Varman took on the responsibility of  Adjudication Secretary and The Accused  joined the league committee.   Grasshoppers also nominated The Accused to be President of the Association.   However, the Policy Committee nominated Barry Walker.  The Accused had no objection to Barry Walker, whose service to local chess predated that of  The Accused (though even now he was just about the only person who did!) and who had been supportive towards Mick Stokes in his early years as an organiser.   The Accused openly admitted in his propaganda and at the AGM that he considered Barry Walker to be an excellent candidate to be President.  Then Dave Varman, one of  the Grasshoppers delegates (The Accused was the other) voted for Barry Walker and not The Accused.  “Is that acceptable?”, the Chairman of  the meeting asked The Accused.  The Grasshoppers Club had nominated The Accused and in other clubs delegates were instructed  how to vote at the meeting.  The Accused explained that in his club delegates made up their mind on the basis of  what transpired at the meeting.  Dave Varman later claimed to have made a mistake, but The Accused would have had little chance anyway.   He was not necessarily wanted by the other first division clubs.  First division clubs smiled at each other, but secretly they all wanted to remain in  Division l and to be well placed to stab each other in the back.   The Accused cannot recall a single case of  a  member of  a club with a first division team - other than Wigston - being President of  the Association.   So Barry Walker was elected.  The Accused claims that it was prejudice and mischievous politics that he was never to be President of  the Association.  But whenever Policy Committee members approached him with the suggestion of  proposing him he declined, assuming that the antagonism of  the Wigston Mafia was insuperable.

The first two weeks of  September were a busy time for The Accused - preparing for the start of  his club’s league season.   The Atkins tournament, on the first weekend in September, was decorated by argument between Tes Dhillon and Alan Jex, secretary of  the Melton club.  Tes, in the manner of  schoolteachers - was apt to be emotionally protective of  his charges.  He was therefore not prepared to accept a decision that his team of  schoolboys had lost to the Melton team in the Chapman Cup.   The Accused was far from convinced by the merits of  pursuing this dispute.  The Accused felt that it was important to avoid disputes with other clubs and felt there was little to be gained in pursuing this one.  Victories in disputes were apt to be pyrrhic in that they created long-standing resentments.   However, it was Tes Dhillon’s affair and as club secretary The Accused had to act on his behalf.   A club collectively may have to support some individual or argument to avoid the club falling apart.  The Accused wondered how much sincerity there had been in the Wigston Club in their persistent protection of  Bill Oakfield.   Grasshoppers won this dispute but it can be expedient to lose and remain friends and rather than to win and stimulate antagonism.

The Accused saw Lucy for the last time in l979.   Nottingham  council had demolished Kings Meadow Road so that it could replace it with Barratt Hutches and Lucy had been transferred to a full-sized house at the end of a two hundred yard footpath , commencing across the road from Harley Street,  on the other side of the Sherwin Road roundabout, running parallel to Lenton Boulevard.  But Lucy had said that she was wanted to sever all her former connections and The Accused therefore supposed himself not to be welcome.  He was too shy to go on his own.  But one day he persuaded his friend William Wyshinsky to come with him.   Lucy was just being visited by a young Chinese lad.  So The Accused praised the merits of  the young Chinese lad.  So Lucy declared that if  he had these merits she had better test them out and disappeared with him upstairs.   She had not told The Accused and his friend to go nor to stay.   The Accused supposed they should wait.  But William feared that their presence was not required and felt more so as the waiting continued and, at his insistence, they left before Lucy returned.  The Accused suggested to Mr. Wyshinsky on a couple of further occasions that they should visit Lucy but Mr. Wyschinsky was not convinced they were welcome.  The Accused was too shy to go on his own.   The Accused was soon to move away from Harley Street and lose touch with Lucy, though in the coming years he was occasionally to meet Freddy who informed him that Lucy had married Tony and had moved to West Bridgeford, where she managed a hotel.
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