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Pictures in the Attic, Volume nine chapter ten            Copyright Roland Graf  10.1.03, 3.9.03 and .4.9.03 


It is not clear whether or not l-15 Harley Street was in the Hart Street Housing Action Area, which surrounded it.  Mr. Westerman, the Yesman, in his ‘report’ attached to the published version of  the compulsory purchase order suggests that it was not.  He produced the bizarre argument that the block and the three other houses in the CPO occupied too small an area to constitute a Housing Action Area - which suggests he believed that they were not already in a Housing Action Area.  It is unlikely that the Yesman even knew of the existence of the Hart Street Housing Action Area.  The Accused’s researches suggest that the ‘Miscellaneous’ CPOs had no connection with the council inner city housing policy but were a separate device invented to keep l957 Act officials in a job.  The Accused’s researches suggest that when the Housing Action Area was originally declared l-15 was unequivocally within the Area and there was no CPO.  There is also doubt as to whether there ever was a CPO - that the CPO originally declared by the council did not contain l-15 Harley Street and that the council never approved of the changes.  Maps of the Hart Street Housing Action Area produced for the December l978 Public Inquiry had a boundary surrounding the area and separate internal boundaries excluding 1-15 Harley Street and three other houses.  The owner of 7 Harley Street, a lawyer, in conversation with The Accused, mentioned this arbitrary exclusion of  1-15 Harley Street from the Housing Action Area and was convinced that it was illegal and ground for nullifying the CPO.  At that time nobody knew of any claims that the houses were not within the Hart Street Housing Action Area.  Nor were they aware of how these CPOs were compiled - by the council approving CPOs on such and such a number of houses on an ‘attached list’ which could be readily altered.  If 4-24 Harley Street were, as believed, the houses originally on the list, these were at the very edge of the ‘Area’ and could be excluded within there being any islands of non-HAA within the HAA.  The Accused felt however that it was a matter of power politics - that the owners and residents of l-15 Harley Street had been selectively deprived of their rights at the expense of other people, that this fact of politics could not be gainsaid and that nothing could be gained by pursuing that argument.  Perhaps The Accused should have ‘questioned’ the Yesman on this point at the Public Inquiry.  The Accused was not then fully aware about the apparent chicaneries in compilation of the CPO that later came to light - or, at any rate, at that time did not have proof.

There existed a Hart Street Area  Residents’ Association - or, at any rate a  Secretary.  Residents’ Associations can play an important part in bringing self-determination to post-l974 government policy relating to inner cities.  The Accused in the 1970s, however, believed Residents’ Associations to be council-owned council-quisling bodies.   This Hart Street organisation, as The Accused saw it,  would be there to engender democratic support for the CPO in the sense of  the ‘majority’ being offered a bribe - the spoils stolen off  the minority.  Houses on Hart Street indeed, amongst their improvements, were to have as annexes what appeared to be asbestos sheds which encroached on 1-15   Harley Street land.  The Accused was to discover that outside toilets were sometimes during improvements replaced by annexes which might also contain kitchens and bathrooms.   Newly built houses also sometimes had toilets and bathrooms in what seemed to be akin to outhouses or annexes.  The Accused did receive a circular from this ‘Residents’ Association’ and invitation to join it.  The Secretary, however, appeared to The Accused to have been appointed by the council (if there had been an ‘elected’ representative, surely, there would have been an nominations and an election and The Accused would have been elected) and  lived in a house further up Harley Street.  It seemed from the circular that residents not being CPO’d were being bribed with offers of  l-15 Harley Street Land, that this association had been formed to promote the CPO (via the claim that premises on Hart Street - which was owned by the Bridge Housing Association - needed the land.  To ‘join’ it was necessary to call at the secretary’s house and meetings were held at the secretary’s house, which, in The Accused’s view, was not a neutral venue.

The Accused received through the door, in May l979, on the assumption that Harley Street was within the Housing Action Area, an invitation to an exhibition advertising the Hart Street Housing Action Area.   There was also a Local Plan affecting the Hart Street Housing Action Area and there was to be a Public Inquiry into the Local Plan.  The Council had included a brief reference to the demolition of  houses within the Housing Action Area in the local plan and, as such, The Accused could have objected to these demolitions at the Local Plan Public Inquiry - even though, supposedly, the Minister had already approved the CPO.    The Accused was to use this device successfully against a CPO under the current Education Act at the East Leicester Local Plan several years later.  The Accused could have (and, indeed, the thought did occur to him) have submitted the Robin Hood Housing Association scheme to the Inquiry.  The Accused was then less experienced and did not have the support of any influential and independent residents’ association (representing the residents rather than the council), felt that the power politics - the selective deprivation of rights - could not be overcome and neither appealed to nor attended the Public Inquiry.  It was his impression that the alleged exclusion of the houses from the Housing Action Area prevented him from doing so.  He had inquired of council officials - who said they had not heard that l-15 Harley Street was not in the Housing Action Area and did not know whether its residents were entitled to appeal to the Public Inquiry or not.   An appeal to the Local Plan public inquiry, which could have been followed up with a High Court order of Mandamus should the appeal be rejected,  could in theory have thrown the cat amongst the pigeons and might have brought to the Ministry (which had a local branch in Nottingham) an awareness of  what was going on - but it is the author’s impression that The Accused had at this time very little information and, since he had been promised a satisfactory exchange scheme.

The Accused did, however, attended the exhibition.  The CPO was an obvious error, yet was being pursued with an unjustified vigour - a vigour that emphasised the selective deprivation of rights to which the author has referred.  Residents were being persecuted.  Who was behind this, wondered The Accused.  He decided to conduct an experiment.  This was intended to disprove a theory towards which he supposed the evidence pointed, a theory which seemed correct but should not be correct.  This was a mistake made by The Accused on previous occasions.  It was the mistake made by Hamlet in which his uncle, if guilty, was expected to act in an emotional manner.  If the uncle had not reacted, that would have been all very well - but however could Hamlet react or save the situation if the psychological test confirms the theory - in which case he still has not got unequivocal proof but has alerted the suspect?

The Accused invited himself to the exhibition.  There were not many who invited themselves to the exhibition.  There was a gentleman who turned out to be the owner of  two adjacent houses in an older  CPO on the other side of  Castle Boulevard and nearer town.   One of  the purposes of this gentleman presenting himself and lobbying council officials was that compensation is paid only for one house, the owner’s home, whereas, the gentleman asserted, he was living in both houses and they should be treated as a single house - that is, he should be compensated for both.  He was also, he said, an inventor.  He produced a pair of  crutches he had invented.  The Accused felt embarrassed.  This was merely a piecing together of  other people’s inventions.  He was overestimating his hopes.  Although The Accused kept this to himself, the inventor did then complain that on these grounds he had been refused a patent.  It turned out eventually that there purpose in the inventor drawing attention to the fact he was an inventor.  The inventor was to be awarded compensation not on alleged market value terms but under more generous ‘replacement compensation’ terms on the grounds that he had special needs as an inventor for which premises could not be bought on the ‘market’.  He needed a workshop.  The Accused asserts that it must be useful to lick a few arses or to be of acceptable social status.  The Accused was much more of an inventor than the inventor.

Then there came prancing in imperiously a tall middle-aged  - or getting on a bit but fit and not affected by his years - gent.  It might have been Admiral Lord Mountbatten.  But it turned out not to be.

       “I am the Great Godfrey Chrysalis!”, announced the gent, “Chairman of  the Park Residents’  Association, City Councillor, Vice-Chairman of  the Land Committee”.

The Great Man Himself!  The Council Officials all threw themselves on their knees and salaamed in a circle around him.

        “You may rise!”, said the Glorious Leader, “Which one you is your commanding officer?”

        “I am, your Lordship!  Let me take you on a guided tour of our magnificent exhibition.   Now this photograph labelled ‘artist’s impression of  a motor car standing outside an improved house’ is an artist’s impression of a motor car standing outside an improved house...  This poster marked ‘components of  a central heating system’ shows components of  a central heating system....This is a photograph of  107 year old  Maggie Mustard whom we turfed out of  her house last week...’.

         “Oh, Very Good! Very Good! Lead on...er...”

         “McDuff,  My Lord!”

Was this perhaps the Chrysalis of  Chrysalis Textiles, wondered The Accused.  It was somewhat unlikely.  Chrysalis was not a Nottingham Firm.  Not now, anyway.  The Accused had shares in Chrysalis textiles.  This was one of  his many less successful stock market ventures.  The Accused saw the writing on the wall, but in his customary manner held onto the shares.  After all, they paid a good dividend, would continue to do so if the firm survived - and the company had for years not been Found Out and did not seem to be in any danger of  being Found Out.  Textile companies had had, had and were to have a high mortality rate but prior to decease were apt to make profit by miraculous means.  Chrysalis’s factory in Wales was flooded.  So they collected on insurance the amount of  profit lost through lost production.   This generated profit and dividend for years, during which years the Welsh workers suddenly found that they were without a job and that the machines had been clandestinely transferred during an overnight moonlight flit to premises in Leicester, borrowed from a rival.  But soon thereafter the firm transferred to Northern Ireland, where they got a regional development grant - and then, suddenly, the firm went into receivership and shares in Chrysalis Textiles no longer existed.  Now you see them, now you don’t!              

So The Accused started chatting with a minor official within earshot of  the great man.  The CPO, he said, was the product of  council mischief and greed.  They were intent on confiscating other peoples’ property and making a great profit on it.  But the evil-doers would be foiled.  He was offering the council more for the site 1-15 Harley Street than they would be prepared to pay in compensation.  The government was going to pass a law in November which would force the council, in those circumstances, to sell to The Accused.  It would be impossible, within the Law, for the council to demolish the properties in time!

The theory is that Councillor Chrysalis was the No 1 suspect.  If he was really the perpetrator, then he would overhear The Accused and there would then follow an overreaction by the council and a stampede to demolish the premises without conformity with the legal requirements.  The Accused supposed that Councillor Chrysalis was not guilty and that there would be no such sequel.  But there was to be precisely such sequel - which does not prove Councillor Chrysalis guilty any more than Hamlet’s Uncle was proved guilty.   The Accused was to conduct a brief correspondence with Lord Chrysalis, then no longer as young as he had been in the l970s, in which His Lordship revealed that he had never even heard of  Chrysalis Textiles and it also sounded very much as if he had never heard of the CPO on 1-15 Harley Street - beyond what he was told by The Alleged Bullying Liar when making inquiries.

The Accused arrived home one day to find an envelope from the council Housing Department in which was a form into a space on which was typed the address 51 Elford Rise.  The Council were offering The Accused - or whoever was the intended recipient  - this house to rent.  The Accused was not specifically named on the form or envelope.  No indication was given why they should be offering The Accused or intended recipient this house for rent.  If  The Accused did not reply within two weeks of  the date on the form the offer would be withdrawn.  The two weeks had elapsed and almost certainly had elapsed before the letter even was sent.   But there must be some mistake.  The Accused could not afford rented accommodation. [No negotiations had taken place with the council beyond the aforementioned meeting with Mr. Pearce and the council had stated  no intention of taking possession of 9 Harley Street and there was therefore no reason to suppose that this letter implied any imminent intention by the council to acquire the premises].

The  council was hounding residents out and whenever a house was tinned up, The Accused assures us, there was a burglary - either immediately before or immediately after (the corrugated iron sheets which are used for ‘tinning’ up  being  removed).    The burglars had to be council workers or  tipped off  by council workers.  The residents of  number seven had been moved out and rehoused by the council, but they arranged for another party to move in as squatters.  The Accused noticed one day a couple of  suspicious looking gents outside the back door of number seven - with some resemblance to Laurel and Hardy, in dusty black suites - not typical burglars, but, he thought, more resembling bailiffs.  They were planning a burglary, thought The Accused.  He went out to investigate.  He wanted to remember them  should he see them again.  The two men were very nervous.

    “Is there anyone living here?”, asked the men, “We’ve knocked on the door and there is no reply”.

    “Yes, there are some young men living here.  Perhaps they are not in at the moment”. 

  Laurel and Hardy furtively scurried off.

Next day The Accused went out in the morning.  He arrived back to find belongings of  his strewn around the yard, including some clothes in an abandoned box.  The back door was open and the Yale lock had been forced off its screws.  His bicycle was missing.   This was to be a great handicap for decades to come, since he could not afford to replace it (or, at any rate, he knew of  no accessible vendors of  cheap bicycles.  But he was to be so impoverished that even a ten pound bicycle might have been out of  his range).   His typewriter had been damaged.  (Which meant he had to write subsequent court applications by hand).  Nobody in the district would have burgled the house.  No burglar from outside the district would have come into it.  This was obviously an act of  harassment by the council.  There had to be somewhere an eviction notice.  The Accused searched everywhere for the eviction notice. Since The Accused owned the premises, CPO or no, as the law then stood the Council could not deliver an ‘eviction notice’ and it would not be called an ‘eviction notice’.  We do not know what it would be called since no such entity exists,  though in previous court cases it was assumed that after the council had acquired the premises a two week notice of actual possession was necessary (though the previous owner could hand over the premises sooner and without notice).  But we will call it an ‘eviction notice’.  It had not escaped The Accused that council employees might be perpetrating chicanery.  Whatever the notice is called, The Accused could not find it!

The Accused, after a thorough search, could not find the ‘eviction notice’.  So he was wrong. He gave up.  No he wasn’t and he didn’t.  The Accused recalled that his deductions invariably proved right.  If  he had deduced there was an eviction notice, there would be an eviction notice.  The insulation in the downstairs front room was three carpets deep.  He took up the three layers of  carpet by the front door.  Underneath the third layer he found it!  It was a postcard with a printed heading which proclaimed it came from a firm of  bailiffs called Cherry.  There was a handwritten scribble.  “We will move you to your new council house next week. Council”.  The postcard however did not come from The Council.  It was not revealed on the card whom it came from - unless it came, as the heading asserted, from Mssrs. Cherry or someone with access to their postcards.  The Accused phoned  up the Magistrates’ Court.  Had they issued an entry warrant for 9 Harley Street under Section l2 of  the Compulsory Purchase Act?  If so, he wished to appeal against it.  It was an error.  No, they hadn’t issued such a warrant.  The Magistrate’s Court, said the man of the telephone, did not issue entry warrants.  No Court, as far as he was aware, issued entry warrants.  The council issued them.  The Accused phoned up the City Solicitor and various other dignitaries. No, they had not issued an entry warrant for 9 Harley Street.  If  The Accused was an owner-occupier they could not do so.  If entry warrants were issued said the person identifying himself as the City Solicitor such a warrant was signed by the Lord Mayor and kept in his office.  The Lord Mayor’s Secretary reported that during his lengthy period of office the council had not issued an entry warrant for 9 Harley Street or any other house and that the council could not issue an entry warrant for 9 Harley Street because the house was owner-occupied.  The Accused was eventually able to trace the phone number of  the bailiffs Cherry.  They said they knew nothing about it and certainly had not been contracted to evict anyone from 9 Harley Street.  If The Accused was, as he said, an owner-occupier, the council could not evict him.  Evictions were performed under the instructions of  the Under-Sheriff, Sir Anthony Wharton (a lawyer).  The Accused should contact him.

The Accused therefore went to see Sir Anthony Wharton.  He proved to be the senior partner of  the lawyer Shapiro who had acted for The Accused in the eviction of  Sheba and Mick.  His office was on the same floor of  that of  Mr. Shapiro, who had his door open and greeted The Accused as he passed.  The Accused showed Sir Anthony the postcard.   He knew nothing about it, he said.  There existed no entry warrant for 9 Harley Street.  The Accused should see the Director of  the Housing Department Clearance Section, Mr. Auld, the Nasty Auld Man.  If  The Accused was an owner-occupier, he added, the Council could not issue an entry warrant for his house.  Sir Anthony had pinned up on a noticeboard above his desk however the letters from the council  “The council has issued a warrant to take possession of  the following premises.  Will you please arrange for the possession to be effected”.  There followed a list and the signature Marcus Wakely, City Solicitor.  The most recent of  these warrants was dated September and the first house on the list was 7 Harley Street.  So the house for which a ‘warrant’ was issued was most certainly 7 Harley Street and not 9 Harley Street.  By the time The Accused’s consequent Magistrate’s Court Case was heard on these events (March l980) Sir Anthony Wharton, who did not then seem moribund, was dead.  This was coincidence.  So it is a fact that the council issued an entry warrant for number 7, which they could do, and had not issued an entry warrant for number 9, which they couldn’t.

The Accused then found the house 51 Elford Rise, mentioned in the expired council circular.  This was on a  hill, overlooked - two hundred yards away - by Sneinton windmill (famed for having once been occupied by the great mathematician Green whose importance to modern technology cannot be overestimated)  - at the end of a short road off Windmill Lane (not called Elford Rise) on a corner (and therefore on Elford Rise though the door did not face it and the gate did not open onto it) and one of  a square of  houses surrounding a grassy park.  Being on a corner it had wangled more land - a larger garden - than other houses (which meant it was if bought likely to be more of  a bargain than other similar council houses).  Aesthetically, it was the best council house going.  However, it was still a council house.  The door was apt to be flimsy and vulnerable to vandals.  The downstairs window (facing Elford Rise) was so large that it would be impossible for The Accused to repair it himself.  The glass would be too heavy and unwieldy to carry and to put in place (which it eventually turned out was done by glaziers using a sucker with a handle that resembled a sink unstopper.  There was no ready means of  reaching the roof (to mend any broken tiles).  Therefore, if  The Accused bought this house, he could well face catastrophe.  There was a rent currently quoted at seven pounds a week.  However, it was already known there were going to be large hikes in council rents over the next two years.  The Accused in any case could not take rented accommodation because the compensation he would be paid would disqualify him from obtaining (meanstested) social security payments and housing benefit.  His cost of  living in rented accommodation would be higher than at 9 Harley Street and his compensation would whitter away and he would be left with nothing.  The letter which had been delivered with the notice to treat offered CPO victims a large discount on the price of  council houses.  But these newer houses, by existing standards and compared to the larger and somewhat sounder  1880s inner city houses, were grossly overpriced and could be expected to remain so even with discount.  It was possible to buy four l880s houses for the price of one of these 1930s style council houses.

So The Accused hied himself to the Nasty Auld Man.  At this point it may help the reader to know something which The Accused did not find out until he had scanned through council committee minutes deposited at Nottingham Central Public Library after the forthcoming ‘eviction’.  The Council Housing Department’s Clearance Section, that is to say the Nasty Auld Man, had already awarded the demolition contract to a firm, Diablo Demolishers of  Lenton.  The reason given for this was that tenders had been invited on another demolition site.  There had, as far as the author is aware, been no invitation for tenders to demolish 1-15 Harley Street nor for any block of houses plus 1-15 Harley Street and it is not clear how Diablo came to hear about 1-15 Harley Street.  The author merely states facts.  He is not responsible for any conclusions that may be drawn from them.  Diablo, when tendering, had offered a discount on their proposed price provided that they also got the 1-15 Harley Street Contract and were able to demolish it at the same time or immediately afterwards ‘when they were already in the district’.  Possibly by ‘the district’ they meant the East Midlands, though since Daiblo was based a few hundred yards from Harley Street this was unlikely!  The reader might deduce that the Nasty Auld Man had blundered.  The council did not own l-15 Harley Street.  Were this so, the Nasty Auld Man might be in a panic.  The Accused produced this information in Court to show that there was motivation or reason for the transgression of  law.  The Alleged Bullying Liar appeared only in two (allegedly highly biased) court hearings - the Magistrates’ Court and the Land Tribunal (but he also had a phone and a pen) - in which the presiding judge or Magistrate appeared to be prepared to accept any nonsense from the alleged BL.  The alleged BL allegedly yelled that this fact uncovered by The Accused - that a demolition contract had been improperly awarded before the council had acquired the premises -justified the council’s precipitate behaviour.  

The Nasty Auld Man did not openly admit responsibility for the scribbled postcard.  How this came to be delivered is open to conjecture.   The Nasty Auld Man, however, turned out to be the one council employee or contractor who, before the eviction, did not repudiate the scribbled postcard.   Perhaps it was convenient.  The Accused pointed out that the notice he had received was not an official council document.  It was on a postcard that was the stationary not of  the Council but of  a private firm of  bailiffs - who claimed not to have sent it - and it was not signed by anyone, or not by an authorised official.  It carried no authority and if he acted as if it did so and sustained losses the council could judge him as being in error.  He himself had no authority to issue such a notice since the Housing Department did not own the house.  The Nasty Auld Man said it was a council document.  The authorised council official, he claimed, had picked up a card with the bailiff’s logo by mistake - though, admittedly, he did not reveal how he supposedly knew this.  

Was 51 Elford Rise the house to which the bailiff referred?  Mr. Auld said it was.  The Accused said he appreciated that 51 Elford Rise was, aesthetically, an attractive house.  If he were to live on a council estate it would be unlikely that there would be any more attractive alternative.  The Accused however also explained, as is known to the reader, that he could not take up the offer but had to buy a house similar to 9 Harley Street.  The house l4 Harley Street, across the road, was vacant and he could move into it at a day’s notice if the council was agreeable to his purchasing it.  There was also a house nearby on Derby Rd, recently advertised as for sale by the council, which The Accused considered ideal.  The Nasty Auld Man said it was illegal - prohibited by the government - for the council to sell him one of  their inner city dwellings.  This was the first time The Accused heard this nonsense.. which he was later to hear also from The Alleged Bullying Liar. He assumed that Mr. Auld, who did not appear to be sophisticated in the niceties of  law, administration and diplomacy, had made an error.  Never mind, said The Accused.   All he had to do was to write to the Minister and permission would be given.  It was  a formality.  Perhaps that was the wrong thing to say!  The Accused indicated that he was not accepting the offer of  51 Elford Rise but nevertheless wished to keep the matter open.  He might win the football pools.  But he had only seen 51 Elford Rise from outside and not from within.  The Nasty Auld Man said that he could not in the immediate future view the interior of  the house because it was ‘not ready’ but he would arrange for him to be shown round it when it was.    

The CPO clearance had to be complete, said the Nasty Auld Man, by the scheduled completion date!  The Accused was still ignorant and naive, but he did know that clearances were never effected by the scheduled completion date.  This date just existed for propaganda purposes.  When one scheduled completion date was passed, another was substituted.  But the Nasty Auld Man insisted that all must be complete by the date of  completion. [That ‘scheduled dates’ have no practical significance is confirmed by council records.  The Accused did not know about the mistaken award of a demolition contract, and no such thing was suggested by either party, though he had deduced that this might have happened.]

    “You shouldn’t even be thinking about a scheduled completion date”, declared The Accused, “I own  9 Harley Street, not the council!”

    “Oh dear!”, whined the Nasty Auld Man, “What shall we do?  What shall we do?”

    “9 Harley Street has to surveyed and there has to be an adequate offer of  compensation.  Then it is possible that I might as an interim measure until a final solution is worked out stay in this 51 Elford Rise.  But the council will have to give me, in formal manner, in a letter signed by the City Solicitor, give me at least two weeks’ notice.   That is the law.  You can’t just barge in!”

       “The law can’t touch us!  We can do anything we like!  You will see what you can do!” [sic].

It turned out not to be just the NHS which evaporated witnesses.  By the time The Accused’s Court Case took place in March l980 Mr. Auld had left his employment at Nottingham Council and his whereabouts were unknown.  Which was convenient.

Since the Nasty Auld Man had said that The Accused could not view 51 Elford Rise until it was ‘ready’ and would be told when it was and he could, it might be assumed that nothing further would happen until The Accused was further contacted.  But not so!

The Accused had seen at the Under-Sheriff’s office that the council had issued an entry warrant for number seven Harley Street.  The letter which The Accused had seen turns out to be the only ‘warrant’ that the council issued in such cases.  So, The Accused, when he got back home knocked on the door of  number seven.  Had they heard that the council wanted to turn them out of  their house by force.  Had the council asked them to leave?  No!  They had a very good relationship with the council.  Even though they were squatters who sneaked in, the council was offering to rehouse them and the dates were all arranged.  So The Accused wrote a letter to the City Solicitor informing him that the warrant on number seven had been issued under a misunderstanding.  Seven Harley Street, despite the warrant, was never entered by force.   But it may have been that it was The Alleged Bullying Liar who received the letter - and his explosion of  anger perhaps was the reason for the subsequent invasion of  nine.  Or he could have read the number 9 on top of  The Accused’s notepaper, could assumed that he was referring to a warrant naming number nine and could have gotten on the phone and yelled “Get the Bastard!”?   A copy of the letter sent to the City Solicitor was used in evidence is subsequent court cases and, allegedly, it never registered with The Alleged Bullying Liar that the letter referred to number seven and not number nine.  The existence of this letter can be taken as confirmation of the fact that The Accused knew that the ‘entry warrant’ was issued for number seven and not number nine.

All these dignitaries and perhaps more were visited on a Tuesday.  The Accused also contacted by phone,  Mr. Pearce, the surveyor, who was appointed by the council to negotiate compensation with The Accused.  

         “I did not want this to happen!”, said Mr. Pearce.

Certain council officials, Mr. Pearce said or hinted, were involved in mischief.  Including his boss.  He advised The Accused to contact a Mr. Somebody, the Administrative Director of  the Housing  Department.

  “Mr. Somebody will deal with it!”, said Mr. Pearce, “ I can’t contact him because it is a civil service and local authority rule that an employee may speak to only those of  equal rank in other departments or to his immediate boss.  If I tell my boss, he’ll block it.  But a member of  the public is free to inform Mr. Somebody!  You phone him up or see him at the Housing Department.  He’ll be willing to help you!” 

[This appeared to mean that, unofficially, Mr. Pearce had already informed Mr. Somebody but that Mr. Somebody could not admit this and act upon any complaint until The Accused made it.  He could act only on  information from his immediate deputy, from his opposite number in another department or from a member of the public].

The Accused asked Mr. Pearce to survey the house and, at least, take dimensions of the rooms (and cellar).  Mr. Pearce motored up to do this next day, a Wednesday, and The Accused gave him some diagrams which were neither elegant nor drawn to scale.  Mr. Pearce also was very conveniently within days no longer in council employ and at some distant place where nobody knew where he was and where he could not be contacted.

It is not currently recalled what The Accused was doing on the Thursday - though he was presumably issuing press releases and preparing for his Open University Examination in computing.  This examination commenced at Nottingham  University (not far from Harley Street) at 2pm on Friday.   The Accused set out very early, allowing over an hour as safety margin.  He walked out of  his back door, along the covered passage way (over which 9 Harley Street extended) and, as he emerged at the front he was met by two or three bailiffs, a council official and a policeman.  

         “Good Evening”, said The Accused.

The visitors introduced themselves.

     “Serves you right!”, said the first bailiff, “for not paying your rent!”

     “You are doing well out of  it”, said the second bailiff, “You are going into council house where you don’t have to pay your rent until they turn you out of  that!”

     “I don’t pay a rent.  I own this house!”

     “Oh, do you?”

Everyone was very puzzled.

        “There is only one of  you?”, The Accused asked the policeman, “I must be going down in the world! Five years ago I rated six policemen!”

     “You probably still do!  But we have so much work to do nowadays that we are undermanned.  Actually I don’t even work full time any more!  I’ve retired but I’m occasionally asked to come back for the odd job!”

     “We thought you would have barricades up.”, said the First Bailiff.

      “Whatever gave that idea!  I didn’t even know you were coming!  I’ve had no request to leave from the council.  You didn’t give any date and time of arrival.  The shotguns and barricades are for the picture in the paper.  There don’t seem to be any press photographers around. If you want a group of  actors throwing down dung at you from the heap the council had tipped into the back yard, then that has to be arranged between both parties in advance.  My objective is to preserve the house, not to invite damage.  If  I ask you whether you are going to use force if  I refuse entry, you say you will and I then, on those grounds, let you in - do you agree that that in law amounts to entry by force on your part?”

      “It probably does!”, said the council official.

      “Of course it does!  That avoids damage to the house.  OK. I refuse you entry.  Do you now say that you will use force?”

      “We do!”

      “So all you need now is a warrant. Have you got a warrant?”

They all looked round very nervously.

     “No, we don’t seem to have a warrant!”, said the council official, “We’ll go and get one!”

Half an hour later they rearrived in their cars.  The council official showed The Accused two pieces of  paper.  He should perhaps have asked who gave them to him! They were documents on some issue not related to entry of  houses.  They bore the cyclostyled signature of  Marcus Wakely, City Solicitor.  All pieces of council paper did.  But the spaces had not been filled in.   “I .........., spinster of  this parish, agree to be the faithful, loving wife of.......”.  It may have been that.  The Accused in court was to describe the one of the documents as a ‘shopping list’.  Whatever they were, they were nothing to do with entry warrants or compulsory purchase.

     “What papers are these?”, asked The Accused.

      “A warrant!”, said the council official.

      “You believe that these papers are a warrant - which they are not - and you can’t be dissuaded otherwise?”

       “They are a warrant”

       “And if  I don’t let you in, then you’ll break the door down and cause damage which I am trying to prevent”

        “We will enter by force if  necessary”

         “O.K. Then I will leave the door open.  I’ve got to go off to an exam.  Read the electricity and gas meters in the cellar and lock the door when you’ve finished”. 

         “Can you sign the tenancy agreement for your council house.  You don’t have to pay any rent until Monday...”

         “Same as before. Consent cannot be given under duress.  The council may agree to something by signing or my signing, but what I do under compulsion does not commit me to anything.”

So The Accused walked off to his computing examination.  He left the examination early because the days were getting shorter and there was advisable for him to get away before it became dark.  Although The Accused was confident that his answers were correct, he received only a grade 2 for the subject.  On his return to Harley Street - it was now getting dark - The Accused noticed that the lights of  number nine were on.  The Accused had repaired the Yale lock on the back door after the previous burglary - but now the back door which had been left open, with the lock undamaged, was open but with the with the lateral screws of  the lock forced out of  the wood - exactly as in the previous burglary,  There was no evidence of  anyone having entered the house beyond that one of  the mattresses in the upstairs room had been shifted and water poured over it.  So the burglary had not yet taken place.  The Accused repaired the lock, switched off the lights and left, after closing the door, carrying two suit cases.  On his way he called in at the Guildhall, the council offices, and spoke to one of  the lawyers in the City Solicitor’s department, a Mr. Robson, to inquire what was or ought to be going on.  Mr. Robson originally yelled at him - as might be expected from an Alleged Bullying Liar - but then cottoned onto the story, said he did not approve but that it was not his affair and he was not going to get involved.  He had no information to offer.  We do not know what happened to these the entourage who had previously arrived, whether they had entered the house and why they abandoned it.  The Chief Constable, who had supposedly provided a policeman, knew nothing about it either.  The Accused eventually arrived at 51 Elford Rise, which is two and a half miles from Harley Street, to find it dark and with no lights to switch on.  He therefore returned to 9 Harley Street.

[It was later claimed in Court by The Alleged Bullying Liar and the Magistrates that it was The Accused’s responsibility to instal electricity and lighting, but The Accused had been refused entry to inspect 51 Elford Rise because it was ‘not ready’ and was not told in advance he was to be transported there.  The Accused had not come to any prior agreement to go to 51 Elford Rise and had not been asked to].

The Accused then wrote a letter to the City Solicitor explaining that a bailiff’s entourage had called without prior warning, which may or may not have had some connection with a compulsory purchase order, that he was asked to sign a tenancy agreement for a  council house which he had not previously seen from inside.  He had left for an Open University Computing exam when the bailiffs were supposedly taking possession of the premises but had arrived back to find the lights on , the back door open and the house abandoned.  He had then found that the council house had no lights and had therefore returned and taken repossession.  He required two weeks notice of  any eviction to make necessary arrangements.  If the Council chose illegally to take possession or repossession, he would charge them a rent of  £50 a day.

The Accused had a diary entry which gives a more reliable account - and there are several affidavits.  But The Accused claims two other events occurred on that Friday.  

Firstly. At around ten past four in the afternoon, after finishing the exam, he phoned the Mr. Somebody he had been told to phone and was told by the telephonist that Mr. Somebody was ‘in conference’ and could not be contacted before the following week.  All other housing managers were similarly out of  circulation.   The Accused supposed the telephone girl must have been instructed to fob him off. 

Secondly, The Accused travelled to Leicester to attend a meeting of  the Grasshoppers Chess Club.  There he found himself surrounded by people with problems they wanted him to solve and found himself conducting five conversations simultaneously.   The most voluble of  the protesters was Noor Kapadia, who turned out to be organiser of  the fourth team (that is, the former Highfields second team).

When The Accused’s Foxhunter’s Club had amalgamated with the Highfields Chess Club The Accused had initially  been given the impression that Tes Dhillon organised the Highfields teams.  This may or may not have been the case, but it turned out also that Chris Ross said he was secretary of  the Highfields club, that he and some other Highfields members disapproved of the amalgamation which they felt had taken place without their consent.  This group of  friends included some not currently playing in club teams - and they were also able occasionally make contact with people who had formerly played for the club but with whom they had been out of touch.  The politics and discussions of  this group took place at Chris Ross’s house or off club premises.  On club premises Tes Dhillon appeared more organiser and spokesman for the Highfields club (or former Highfields club) - including those who turned out to be dissidents.  Tes Dhillon  had a group of boys from the Judge Meadows School where he was a teacher.  Each group - Tes Dhillon and the schoolboys and Chris Ross and the older boys who claimed to pre-date these youngsters - seemed almost large enough to field a team but not quite.  Chris Ross’s friends may have been more numerous but they were not all quite so likely to be available.  It had been The Accused’s impression that prior to the amalgamation the older boys had played for the Highfields first team and Tes Dhillon’s youngsters for the Highfields second team - with players being borrowed from the other team when necessary to make up numbers.  The Accused had also supposed that within limits that the regulations permitted this had also been happening now that these teams were the Grasshoppers second and fourth team fourth team.  How it comes about that The Accused was not better informed about who was playing in which team in the club of which he was acting secretary is open to conjecture.

The Accused was surprised therefore that Noor Kapadia, then around sixteen years old, introduced himself as an entirely independent fourth team secretary organising is own team.   Noor insisted that he wanted his team to win its division.  It did not currently have enough players and did not have players strong enough to achieve his ambition.  Players who had previously played for his team were now barred players for other teams - or because this was now the fourth team and not the second team and the former Foxhunters second team had now been interposed as the Grasshoppers third team, it was no longer permissible for regular players in the former Highfields first team to play in the former Highfields Second team.  Noor seemed to be particularly put out by not having available Saddam Hussein (though he seems to have been playing) who had formerly been playing on the top board of  his team.  The Accused  initially tried to make excuses and to avoid becoming involved and to avoid suggesting any changes.  He did not wish to antagonise the Highfields players...saying it might be possible to recruit new players by advertising for them (which would take time and not necessary produce any or many players) or else he possibly might be able to find some former  Highcross or  Foxhunters players though there were few currently available who were not accustomed to higher divisions - for which they were or might be needed.  Noor however  persisted and persisted and would not let himself be fobbed off.   Noor was more concerned with the performance of  his team rather than unable, by hook or by crook, to field full teams.  The Accused asked Noor about the past performances of  his team and it emerged that his estimation of  the players was based on the previous years’ performance in a lower division (or the Highfields spirit of fixed hierarchy).  The players who were considered the most accomplished had at the beginning of  the season, before the rules began to be enforced, or attemptedly so, not performed so outstandingly and indeed appeared to have lost all their games - and Saddam Hussein, who had, The Accused was told, won seven games in succession at some point during the previous season, had lost five games out of five played.  The Accused confessed that he had not envisaged the fourth team as having ambitions to win matches.   As the club was developing, players who won games would be needed for higher teams.   If  there were players who never won any games or had no ambition ever to win any games, the fourth team might be their natural location.  However, the data in Noor’s private notebook  (which included the results of  games played in matches) suggested that the players supposedly highly rated who might or might not now be prevented from playing for the fourth team because they regularly played for the second, did not or would not have enhanced team performance.  It had in fact been players lower in the order who had not been promoted - Noor himself and Sadim Hussein who had regularly been winning games.  Although the history of  Sadim Hussein has been previously related, in connection with the problems created by the Highfields fixed hierarchy, it may have been on this occasion that his performance first came to The Accused’s notice.  The skills of  young players, The Accused explained,  improved rapidly and it seemed that old reputations had clouded clear vision of  the relative merits of  the younger  players who had now overtaken their elders.  Noor was likely to improve team scores by putting himself and  Saddim Hussein on the top two boards.   They would win their games.  No they wouldn’t!  Yes they would! No they wouldn’t.  Yes they would!  That should guarantee two points to start off with.. and only one more point out of four games was needed to draw a match (or one and a half to win it).  He should make absolutely sure that he had a full team (of  eligible players) for every match.  It did not matter whether his cat played on the bottom board.   There had to be someone.  In his division, the opponents were likely to be makeshift teams - and as the season progressed clubs with only six members were likely to find it harder and harder to field full teams.  He and Saddim would be wasted winning games by default or against the opposing team organiser’s non-chess-playing girlfriend substituted at the last moment.   Younger players’ performances were likely to improve during the season and board orders should continue to be dependent more on current results rather than reputations.   There was hidden talent in this fourth team.  If  it consistently won on the top two boards, little more was required of  the rest and if  Noor did recruit his cat, there was no need for the cat to win any games, other than by default or against other cats - but the cat nevertheless might eventually turn out to be a strong player.   Noor preferred recruiting his cat to The Accused supplying or procuring players.   However, The Accused felt that Noor’s ambition or will to win might not be shared by the rest of  the team.

Noor reminded The Accused of  Mick Miller.  Noor even looked like Mick Miller (apart from having darker skin).   That degree of determination belonged to world champions, not to chessplayers in lowly divisions of  the Leicestershire League.  The Accused’s first impression of  Noor, when he had delivered his laments, had been that he was hysterical.   All organisers of  the Highfields club seemed hysterical.  But The Accused was now rather more delighted.   He needed young players who could adapt to playing on top board in the first division.   He had not expected to find the required person lurking in the fourth team of  his own club.

      “You might be better off playing for the first team...Could  you manage our match next Thursday?”

     “I’m not good enough!”

     “That’s my responsibility, not yours.  Just do as you are told and play in next Thursday’s match!

     “If  I play for the first team, does that stop me from playing for the fourth team?”

     “Have you played for the second team at all?”

     “No”.

     “Amazing! Have you not even played in one match for the second team.. as a reserve or substitute?”

     “I’ve never played for the second team!”

     “Then their error is our good fortune.  Don’t play for the second team.  Only for the first team.  Then you can play three first team matches before being barred from the fourth team.  But you might prefer being a first team barred player...”

     “That would mean I couldn’t play for the fourth team..”

     “It does that.. but it would mean you were playing on one of the top four boards.  You’d start on fourth board.  If you keep winning, then you would go up to top board in accordance with our atomic grading system - board order dependent on recent performance for the team.  We could keep you on fourth board for a game or two if you feel nervous.. but our barred players can all hold their own on top board.  Alan Ward, Phil Lucas and I are much the same in playing strength and can play in any order.. and my guess is that you will soon be the same or better...If you are better, the rest of us will have to catch up.  Our barred players are all the same...If you are that keen on winning matches, you should be a first team barred player, not in the fourth team....”

       “I don’t want to be a first team barred player.  I want to stay in the fourth team....”

       “If you say so.. but any time you want to be first team barred player, just tell me!  Play on Thursday and for the next to first team matches and we’ll see how it developes...”

Noor was in two minds during his early matches for the club first team whether to join that team permanently or whether to retire from it and remain in the fourth team - but then he decided unequivocally that he would be a first team barred player - and within a year found himself  team secretary.

According to this version events The Accused returned to Nottingham during the night.  Next day, Saturday, at noon, he again ventured out of the back door and along the passage to the road .. and as he emerged from the passage, The Accused met the bailiffs again.  The Accused recalls that they then smashed a window with an iron bar.  Whether or not that it is true they then, or, if  they did not smash the window,  immediately, attacked the front door with an iron bar.  Why did they not knock or try the back door?

        “We are knocking the house down!”, one explained, “So you can’t move back in again!”

They were then restrained from serious damage by an accompanying council official.

The reader has learnt that on the Friday the bailiffs and their party abandoned the house, leaving the lights on, or abandoned the eviction.  There is no proof that they did not abandon the eviction.  Perhaps they discovered that they had arrived at the wrong house or that they did not have a warrant.  The Alleged Bullying Liar has not actually said that the intended invaders did not call off their proceedings but his defence against The Accused’s allegations does assume that they did not.  But we only have his word or non-word for it and there is no other evidence.  If indeed the intended eviction was found to be a mistake and/or called off, then the reader might suspect that The Accused’s letter, intended to avert any further action by the council until transfer of possession could be arranged in a manner not inconvenient to The Accused (which would not have been difficult) was received by The Alleged Bullying Liar who then reacted immediately by ordering the bailiffs back in.  They had been told that The Accused had moved back in.. ad only the recipient of the letter, the City Solicitor, and most probably The Alleged Bullying Liar, on his behalf, could have told them.

The Accused attributes to The Alleged Bullying Liar the failure to unearth unequivocally what led to the council’s error.  An attempt was made to evict The Accused from his house, 9 Harley Street, New Lenton, in Nottingham, by bailiffs who believed they were employed to do so by Nottingham Council.  Or were they?   The original note from the bailiff  had said merely that they intended to take The Accused to his ‘new council house’.  Perhaps the intention was merely to show him this house and offer the tenancy but not immediately to evict him from his existing premises.  Perhaps they had not intended to enter 9 Harley Street at all.   The City Solicitor had asked the Under-Sheriff to take possession of number seven, not number nine.  The bailiffs arrived on November lst l979, The Accused went off to take an Open University degree examination and when he returned the bailiffs had gone and they had not taken possession of  the house?  Why not?  Had they realised their mistake?  Could it be that the facts were subsequently obscured by the obstructiveness of  The Alleged Bullying Liar?

The Accused’s house, 9 Harley Street, in New Lenton, Nottingham, was included in a questionable Compulsory Purchase Order.  Assuming that the CPO was valid the council could take possession of  it after they had paid compensation.  Indeed, if  they paid for the premises and avoided serious loss to The Accused they would have been on reasonably safe ground even had the order not been valid.   The council had no intention of  taking over the premises without paying compensation.  If  they were to take them over by force, then the Housing Committee would issue a ‘warrant’ (in name only, not as a document) and instruct the Under Sheriff, Sir Anthony Wharton, a lawyer in private practice, to arrange for possession of  the house, for which he employed the private firm Cherry and Co.   But the sworn evidence of  The Accused indicates unequivocally that the Council had not issued any warrant to enter 9 Harley Street.  No request had been sent to Sir Anthony to take possession of  9 Harley Street and Sir Anthony had not instructed the bailiffs to take possession of  9 Harley Street and had told The Accused that he neither could do nor was going to.  The Council had issued a ‘warrant’ to take possession of  7 Harley Street whose tenants had been rehoused and in which there were living (by arrangement with the owner or former owner) what were effectively squatters who were living rent free for as long as they could until they too moved to council rented accommodation (which had already been arranged with the council).  The Bailiffs had called on number seven on Monday and found nobody in.  Thus it would seem that the bailiffs had delivered their original postcard to the wrong house and had then taken possession or  had intended to take possession of  the wrong house.

However, according to The Accused’s account errors were not merely not identified and not corrected but were compounded because of  the intervention of  The Alleged Bullying Liar, a lawyer on the staff of  the City Solicitor, an alleged Mr. Marklew, who according to The Accused’s account was fanatically hostile (or perhaps not exceedingly perceptive) and could not contemplate the possibility of  the council having made an error (or himself having made an error?)  - and chose instead to victimise The Accused.   The alleged BL always signed himself in correspondence as Marcus Wakely, City Solicitor, and described himself as not The Bullying Liar but as The City Solicitor.   It turns out that council officials regularly use the signatures (and names) of  their head’s of department.  At what point did The Alleged Bullying Liar take over?   The Accused claims that the alleged BL acted at times as secretary of  the council Housing Committee.  The Accused had obtained a flea in his ears from a council lawyer on the phone when he had complained about a bulldozer demolishing his allotment.  Was this The Alleged Bullying Liar?  The Accused reports the alleged BL allegedly bullying  Mr. Manson at the Public Inquiry and allegedly distorting information.

The reader has learnt that within three days of the Saturday November 2nd l979 witnesses Pearce and Nasty Auld Man had vanished and were employed or unemployed in some inaccessible place.    It emerges also that at some point of  the history, certainly before March l980, when his evidence might have been embarrassing to the council in Court, Sir Anthony took ill and died.  Thereafter the Council no longer appointed an Under-Sheriff and bailiffs are believed to have been hired by the Council Housing Department’s  Clearance Section acting under instructions from the City Solicitor.  Had The Alleged Bullying Liar already taken over by November lst l979?  Was the presence of the bailiffs on November lst in retribution over The Accused’s letter, sent to the City Solicitor, informing him that instructions had been issued to enter 7 (not 9) Harley Street, when an agreement already existed between council and occupants relating to their rehousing and they had received no urgent request to move and were unaware of any ‘warrant’?  If  The Alleged Bullying Liar had not intervened at that point, did he do so on receipt on the Saturday morning, November 2nd, of  The Accused’s letter informing the City Solicitor of  the circumstances of  the attempted entry next day, his repossession of  the house and his request for two weeks’ notice of any intention to take possession of  the premises?  Instead of apologising and acceding to The Accused’s request, was it The Alleged Bullying Liar who sent the bailiffs a second time?

So The Accused on the afternoon of  November 2nd moved to 51 Elford Rise, carrying there by hand what luggage he was able to manage.  He took with him some of  the 200 watt light bulbs he used at 9 Harley Street - a rare make of  lightbulbs obtained one-off  from one of  the dealers who then existed who imported goods mainly from Warsaw Pact countries - lightbulbs which never burnt out and which had cost ten pence a piece - some ten bulbs and  probably the entire supply ever imported into Britain.  Nobody other than The Accused wished to buy any such lightbulbs.  These bulbs also provided heating for 9 Harley Street.  It is not known (though this is recorded in The Accused’s as yet unconsulted detailed dairy) whether The Accused was able to use these lamps immediately or whether he had to wait for the East Midlands Electricity Board to reconnect the mains.  It was now dark by five in the afternoon.  The Accused had also taken a supply of  candles which he had also previously cheaply procured.  But what was to be The Accused’s next move?

The reader may recall that it was made known to The Accused in his infancy that he was not welcome to earn a living in Britain (or anywhere else).  He was treated as a second generation immigrant.  In accordance with the l930s Nazi-style ideology second generation immigrants were not wanted.  Not merely that.  The Accused was believed to have a German name - in a country at war with Germany and in which older generations had been educated to hate Germans.  So The Accused was an ‘unclassified’ or ‘classless’ person, a member of no social class and refused income from any source.  He had to try to survive by his own efforts and therefore had to endeavour via the route open to the unclassified - the state grammar school and the Cambridge University open scholarship entry system (which was intended for future academics and civil servants).  This ‘competitive’ system threatened the monopoly of Military Officer Class closed shops and was therefore sabotaged.  The sabotage included the Parental Means Test on Students Grants.  This might not be a handicap for the Military Officer class who were traditionally financed and promoted by their parents - for whom it enabled the parent to remain in control and  to decide whether or not the student would be financed (and for the parents to recover the money from the state by other means if they chose to finance the student).   The Accused however was unclassified.  Although Military Officer Class parents might be able to finance and promote their children’s’ careers within their own class, the parent of the unclassified were more likely to be pressurised to use the power conferred by the parental means test to undermine their children’s’ efforts.  If this failed, there was available the Military Officer Class’s weapon of mass destruction - psychiatry.  The anxieties of classless parents were fanned and exploited to persuade parents to pressurize and authorize their children to be irreversibly psychiatrised.  The unclassified faced a reign of terror.  It was not The Accused’s parents’ cultural tradition to finance the careers if children.  The first law of heterosexualism was in operation - money passes from man to woman - the transgression or potential transgression of which is identified with homosexuality.  Victims of the parental means test found themselves without any income from any source, banned from earning a living and subject to severe penalties if they gave up their studies through starvation.  The parental means test affected only those forced to enter university immediately on leaving school - the classless who were refused income from any other source.  The Accused found himself victimised at clinical medical school because he was a Cambridge Graduate who had proceeded by his merits rather than being selected on social class criteria after attending Public School and his mother was mobilised to create psychiatric threats which forced The Accused to persist with studies for an inordinate period without prospects and without adequate finance.

The Accused, with seven hundred pounds salvaged from his grandmother’s legacy, managed to qualify as a doctor and then worked in closure list hospitals which did not employ residents who were sent to them by teaching hospitals as residents but temporally registered foreign immigrants receiving grants from their own governments (to obtain British Royal College qualifications).  These were available in effectively unlimited numbers, putting employers in a position to impose draconian creative wage deductions - so that the Accused found himself paid less then ten pence an hour (after deductions) for over a hundred hours work a week -not just his own work during this time but that of numerous others privileged to do nothing.  Since the foreign doctors had been promised that no ‘white’(British graduate) would work in ‘their’ hospitals The Accused found himself victimised because he was a ‘white’ (British graduate) would work in ‘their’ hospitals, the Accused again found himself persecuted - and especially so in two Trent Region hospitals in which there were doctors who regarded themselves and the hospitals as being funded by Muslim Arab sources and The Accused as being of suspected Jewish origin.

Although there very good foreign doctors (and some not so good white ones), the medical gerontocracy exploited the availability of workers who were compromised or whose credentials were dubious and who could not criticise openly or blow whistles to pursue a private political agenda on behalf of their own social class and to immure themselves against the public discovering what was going on in ‘closure list’ hospitals.  The Accused found himself commissioned to rectify a decade or more of negligence but, at the same time, in so doing exposed himself to victimisation as a potential whistleblower.  The Accused at Carlton Hayes Psychiatric Hospital, near Leicester, found himself asked to perform the decades-overdue statutory annual physical examinations on the hospital’s hundreds of long stay patients (none of whom had been originally admitted to the hospital on psychiatric grounds) -because the Nurses’ Trade Union supposed this would produce evidence that the rival cabal, the ‘Food Gang’ or ‘Nursing Officers’ were stealing food, selling it to local retail outlets and starving the patients.  Naturally, The Accused met obstruction and was forced eventually, on behalf of a consultant, the late Dr. Sylvia Reid, who was absent on account of an attack of rheumatoid arthritis, to appeal to the Ministry of Health and Sheffield (Trent) Regional Hospital Board for help.  Instead the Accused was victimised and persecuted at his next appointment - at Nottingham Children’s Hospital, and for the rest of his life.

The Accused after leaving Nottingham Children’s Hospital - to avoid being trapped into further victimisation - worked only NHS hospital locums.  He last worked as a doctor in September 1973 - possibly because of a government edict that hospitals were only to employ locums from two right wing agencies, though the wages and prospects were so meagre that it was hardly practicable to continue.  The Accused had bought a half share in 299 East Park Road in Leicester but had been terrorised out of it by the psychiatric threats  of his former employers at Nottingham Children’s Hospital.  In  April 1974 he bought 9 Harley Street in Nottingham, where he was to live for five and a half  years (as has been related.

The Accused at Harley Street was intending to correct impediments to his earning a living which he had been prevented from correcting in l964 through the twin effects of  the parental means test on students and grants and by the danger of his mother putting him under psychiatric threat if he was victimised or transgressed what he describes as his ‘obsessions’ (and was also handicapped, especially so in the (hospital) medicine career which he had been forced into through these impediments, by severe myopia).  These deficiencies, or whatever were the deficiencies and whether they were the cause or effect of discrimination - or both - could be corrected only with money - or income.  But because of the deficiencies he was unable to earn the necessary money to correct the deficiencies.  These deficiencies can be attributed to the British (or any other) socio-economic system discriminating in favour of social classes (in an ambiguous sense, since class membership also imposes severe restrictions) but seemed to The Accused more immediately to arise from his being the only child of  Austrian parents isolated in Britain, insecure and without an extended family for support and guidance, with Accused-mum becoming in consequence, as The Accused saw it, a misguided absolute dictator using her power to enhance rather than diminish prejudices.

One such critical deficiency was the need to gain a driving licence - which The Accused was unable to do not merely because of lack of money and, when a doctor, lack of time but because he did not have the required friend or relative with a driving licence to sit next to him in a car.  As he saw it the driving licence or right to drive was the hallmark of social classes and there was an unbridgeable gap between the classified and unclassified (so that the unclassified had no classified peers or associates).  Had The Accused had a driving licence he would have had no difficulty in obtaining lucrative (and unexacting) employment as a medic or medically qualified person outside NHS hospitals.  The Accused also needed a secure home and a network of friends or to set up a family or family equivalent.  The Accused’s parents had two homes - one in Hendon and Briarwood in Leicester.  Accused-mum thought of Briarwood as a home provided for The Accused but Accused-mum appeared to have ambivalent attitudes and more to want The Accused as an unpaid caretaker with no security or rights or residence - and The Accused had at critical junctures found himself locked out or in danger of psychiatric threat if he did not keep away from his mother.  The Accused had tied himself down to the East Midlands where prospects were negligible (compared with London) or non-existent at an early age through is responsibility to his chess club - which had been intended as a peer-structure though he now felt the responsibility as preserving it and defending it against victimisation by the Wigston Mafia - a duty but a hopeless duty.  Accused-mum was irresolutely opposed to chess and The Accused’s chess club, a factor that aggravated The Accused’s plight.

The Accused’s residence at Harley Street can be seen as per se a viable means of surviving on a very low income - at least until Thatcherism and Bread and Circuses impinged.  But it was also to The Accused an intended means of rectifying the deficiencies.  He needed to live within his meagre income and accumulate funds to enable himself to buy the necessities to earn a living - to do this stage by stage, gradually, increasing capital and income little by little until it was sufficient to provide long-term security.  The Accused, other than for a brief lowly paid job at CHESS, Sutton Coldfield was unable to find employment.  One reason for this was the discrimination against university graduates and, particularly, medical graduates and another (if it is not the same reason) the fact that the economic system was adjusted so as to ensure that incomes always stayed as they were - so that the early school leavers had started with an advantage and were always given preference and greater advantage.

It was not The Accused’s intention to be dependent on state benefits and he claims that he while at Harley Street he never was dependent on state benefits - though at times he claimed and received them, though not necessarily a great deal.  State benefits are meanstested and that has to be taken into the equation.  The Accused’s plan in the long term was incompatible with claiming state benefits.  Payments began to be curtailed if the claimant had a couple of hundred pounds in cash (though this later rose to three thousand pounds) and the reduction in payments outweighs any income the cash may generate.  Before the sufficient capital is accumulated to enable a classless person to buy a means of earning a living and security, the person who is accumulating who claims social security finds that the more he accumulates the less his income and the greater his penury.  Indeed he will find long before he has sufficient cash that he is entitled to no payments at all.   The person who is crawling out of the poverty trap must be able to live on virtually nothing.  The Accused claims that initially his weekly expenditure was ‘less than four pounds’ and eventually ‘less than eight pounds’.  The Accused’s plan would in most hands have been unlikely to succeed even if expenditure was reduced to that.  Even lower expenditure would be necessary.  However, such budgets - of four pounds and eventually eight pounds (or less than) would not have been regarded by others as compatible with survival - and a degree of contrivance and eccentricity was necessary and an abandonment of what amongst the classified were essentials.  There was no point in The Accused, as the classified would have done, spending everything immediately in the hope of getting a job.  University graduates in the East Midlands were not given jobs or were rapidly hounded out if they were - and it had been The Accused’s experience that whatever the theory in the direst need he was unable to get anything from anywhere.

The Accused during latter days at Harley Street was claiming and being paid supplementary benefit and was saving, he asserts, as much as eight pounds a week.  This was a valuable and, as matters turned out, perhaps even an essential accumulation and, therefore, it was in The Accused’s interest to remain as long as possible.  There was an expectation after the ‘eviction’ from 9 Harley Street of there being a compensation payment, and, if it were to be assumed that the CPO would be enforced (which was not expected) before.  There was a complication in that if The Accused was paid such a sum he would immediately be ineligible for social security payments and if he did not then restrict his expenditure at least to the degree that it had been restricted before he would lose the money paid - which was needed to pay for the replacement house.  In other words, unless The Accused was able to live in miraculous penury he would effectively lose the house without compensation and find himself homeless.  If he did, his previous experience told him, nobody and nothing would help.  There are rumours that compensation payments are excluded from the DHSS means test - but if so nobody told The Accused and he did not know! The author does not know whether this was or is so or not.

The onset of Thatcherism might be expected to cause such price inflation that all of  The Accused’s efforts would in any case have been nullified.   The Accused denies this.  His story is that despite all the difficulties and setbacks he had been making excellent progress and had it not been for the alleged activities of The Alleged Bullying Liar he would have been able in l980 to earn a satisfactory living and would have had excellent prospects.

The proposal that The Accused move to 51 Elford Rise was not compatible with the aim of earning a living and long term security.   51 Elford Rise, in addition to the unrepairable windows and inaccessible roof, turned out also to have a flimsy council door (which, indeed, was eventually kicked in).  There was a gas mains pipe leading into the house, but the Accused could not afford to pay for further installation.  The Accused was able eventually to retrieve his Baby Bellin electric cooker from 9 Harley Street.  But it had there been used only occasionally, cooking being mostly performed on a gas ring or on the coal fire.  Electricity was expensive and The Accused could not afford this for regular cooking.  Also the house was fitted with a bath and an oil central heating system, also with the heating provided by electricity and beyond The Accused’s means.  The Accused claims he could not afford furnishings or essential equipment such as ladders.  There were copper rather than lead pipes and these were apt to burst during the winter.  Because the house did not belong to The Accused, it was less durable than 9 Harley Street, damage was not easily repaired and it was valued at a much higher price, The Accused could not risk inviting his former gang of  nomadic associates to the house - and although The Accused was familiar with the shops and other aspects of  the New Lenton economy he knew nothing about Sneinton.  He was never to cook meals in Nottingham, eating only at the (relatively cheap) caffs open from around 5 a.m. till around 9 a.m. on the Sneinton Market (and some other caffs).  Harley Street was easily accessible to the Broad Marsh Bus Station and Railway Station via flat ground along Castle Boulevard.  The Accused claims that the distance from Elford Rise to both bus stations and to the railway station were longer - and whether this is true or not, it was impossible to reach 51 Elford Rise by any route without climbing a steep hill.  The Accused was to be permanently handicapped during forthcoming years through his bicycle having been stolen in the course of  the burglary -which The Accused attributes to council contractors - which preceded the discovery of the ‘eviction notice’.  51 Elford Rise was not ideal for The Accused’s lifestyle of spending a great deal of time in Leicester - and largely because of the high cost of living it entailed The Accused over the sixteen years he was in possession of  51 Elford Rise was hardly there at all except for a regular weekly visit - and was eventually forced to buy it and eventually it was so damaged (partly because it had a defective roof and partly because of local vandalism) that the Accused found it necessary to give it away!  

The more serious immediate problem was that 51 Elford Rise was rented accommodation.  The rent initially was seven pounds a week - but it was already known this would rise steeply over forthcoming years (the amounts of the rises being then already known to council officials).   It was the fact that 51 Elford Rise was rented and that the Accused in consequence was dependent on state housing benefit that was the major problem.  This created a poverty trap from which The Accused could not escape.  The capital amount that would make The Accused ineligible for state benefits would be insufficient to generate the rent.  The Accused went through difficult periods at 9 Harley Street but the amounts involved, as sums of money, were by other people’s standards small though to The Accused significant.  However the Accused had when he left 9 Harley Street for at least a year kept his expenditure every week within his income.  If, as may be the case, the Accused was every week saving eight pounds or more out of  £16 a week income, this was more than others were saving out of incomes of  £50 a week or £100 a week or even higher - and indeed folk on high incomes were regularly spending more than they earned and increasingly in debt.  From the day The Accused  was to move out of  9 Harley Street there was supposedly not to be a single week during which The Accused’s expenditure did not exceed his income. Also, although The Accused may not have had what had come to be regarded as household and social essentials, he was maintaining a satisfactory standard of living and indeed his life may be regarded as preferable to those who were toiling away for evanescent wealth.  Had Nottingham Council kept its promise to provide The Accused with a similar house in exchange for 9 Harley Street he would have remained very well placed - and perhaps might even have made something of the first class honours Open University degree he was to be awarded.  The Accused claims even to have very nearly to have been in a position to raise the money necessary - though we are not told exactly how - to replace 9 Harley Street without any payment or compensation for the council and to be so without being permanently financially embarrassed.  Certainly so if within two years, as he expected, he would have been able to earn an adequate living for his purposes (and without having to devote his time to alleged persecutions by The Alleged Bullying Liar and General Medical Council).  He claims that on the basis of  what were advertised as the price of houses he was only some fifty pounds short of what he needed - but that fifty pounds he was unable from any source to obtain.  Evidence began to accumulate that the market in inner city houses was bogus but, if so, The Accused was not yet aware of this and the author has no positive proof whether in November l979 this was so or not.  But over the years that Nottingham Council was to pay no compensation the Thatcherite price inflation accelerated.   The Accused, on account of the means test, did not receive full supplementary benefit payments and also Housing Benefit did not pay the full rent and council tax and did not pay the water rates.  The water companies were an independent quango, a pseudo-government organisation with powers to impose taxation much on the lines of the future privatised formerly nationalised industries and already had fat cat directors and imposed charges so high that benefits agencies refused to pay for them. [The Accused had a rent card and made regular payments, just as if he was not receiving Housing Benefit but the author understands he was receiving it].

The author has also been instructed to convey to the reader some other points which were included within the original garbled version of  the above paragraphs.  One salvation available to grammar school pupils (and by Cambridge science graduates regarded as an inevitable necessity) was emigration.  The propaganda media claimed this was a ‘brain drain’ of people seeking to better themselves - and in retaliation raised the ‘incentive’ paid to incumbent drones, thereby narrowing opportunities for neophytes even further.  The drainers did not drain because they were greedy but because they had no choice.  There were cases of doctors qualified in Britain emigrating for there were no jobs available for them at home (because they were initially required to work in hospitals - from which they could be excluded because they were women, of incorrect social origins or whatever because there was unlimited importation of foreign doctors) - but this was rare.  There was a world glut of doctors and doctors were nowhere wanted - not even to work for charities in impoverished countries.  An example that is often quoted of a country hungry for British immigrants is Australia.  But even Australia was exporting doctors to Britain and although manual labourers were on its list of wanted immigrants, doctors were not (and were not on anyone else’s list).  The Accused did not have to be a doctor but he claims that a major bar against immigration was that his parents, despite their background, did not realise that to find some means of survival somewhere the unclassified have to be citizens of the world and were unable to envisage dispensing with what he saw as their dependency on his presence and were not prepared to provide a background security to which, if all failed, he could return.  The Accused wishes also to remind the reader that in 1972 Accused-mum concocted the idea that he was not permitted to remain or stay at Briarwood unless he also had separate accommodation of his own (provided by himself) - supposedly because Accused-mum was terrified of possible consequences of his having acknowledged rights of residence.  By contrast other parents not merely subsidised their children’s’ careers but bought them houses (which generated tax concessions)!  The Accused faced discrimination because his parents supposedly belonged to a category where it was customary to do so.  The Accused felt that he had been forced into a position where he was exploited by Accused-mum who retained the benefits of double residence but passed onto him the penalties.  The Accused claims that one of the reasons for his adopting his pre-Elford Rise lifestyle was that he was self-sufficient, dependent on nobody and could live entirely honestly.   He would have us believe that not merely until November 2nd 1979 had he never committed any crime but that he was not even in any situation that was vaguely dodgy.  The situation he now found himself, renting accommodation, with state subsidy, when in fact he was living at Briarwood under highly ambiguous terms dictated by his mother, may not have been illegal but was highly dodgy and might well lead to deprivation of rights and destitution - and was he claims a situation he had been forced into through no fault of his own and one that potentially branded him as a guilty person whereas in reality it was persecution.

The Accused wishes the author also to repeat the allegation that Nottingham Council were pursuing a policy akin to genocide - a policy of systematically destroying communities.  Although the council were supposedly pursuing a l974 Housing Act policy of preserving communities - they were in the Hart Street Area in fact engaging in conduct more consistent with the ideology of the l957 Act, the Nazi-style degeneracy theory and Cyril Burt’s dogma that the inner cities were ‘foci of subnormality and crime’ which were to be destroyed by scattering the population and destroying ties of kinship and friendship.  The entire population of the so-called Hart Street Housing Action Area was, The Accused claims, evicted (and replaced with so-called illegal immigrants).  The l974 Act ‘improvement policies’ were intended to be for the benefit of the existing population.  Possibly a few people might find themselves shunted out of the area without there being provable breach of the law - but on this scale, with supposedly every single person removed, the conduct was unequivocally criminal.  The existing population of the Hart Street Area, as The Accused relates it, were abused and victimised and forced to leave against their will - and treated as vermin because of their relative poverty - as imaginary rats inhabiting imaginary rat-infested slums.  The Accused claims also to have been abused and victimised by The Alleged Bullying Liar and by Magistrates and Judges - openly treated as vermin or an inferior citizen - persecuted because of his apparent poverty.  He as also to be persecuted by the General Medical Council because of his poverty.  Although it is morally unacceptable to pass judgements on people, whether on the Accused or on The Alleged Bullying Liar or the doctors educated at Public Schools with their parents’ money, it might be humiliating to be abused by people who prosper because of  inherited opportunities, or opportunities bought with other peoples’ money when these people are less able at their jobs than those being victimised, whether the victimised are qualified for such occupations or not.

There are grounds for supposing that the Thatcher Government was pursuing a vendetta against Inner Cities which had voted Labour and that council housing and improvements policies were being used to gerrymander the populations of  parliamentary constituencies to preserve Tory seats.  It was The Accused’s initial impression also that the Nottingham Council policy, particularly so in the Hart Street Area and the Meadows, was being manipulated in the interests of  the conservative party.  As matters stood, prior to the removal of the inhabitants of Harley Street, had The Accused stood against local Tory Councillor Chrysalis (as an independent) he would have won!  An analogous theory was widely held in Nottingham and some members of Nottingham’s Labour Party were even trying to find means of embarking on criminal prosecutions against the Council on this account.  However, they did not claim it was the Conservative Party who were the intended beneficiaries.  They claimed that the intention was to create a safe (or even safer) seat for East Nottingham Member of Parliament Jack Dunnett.  ‘Left wingers’ believed that the ‘right wing’ Dunnett was the centre of a corrupt cabal - an allegation being made also against ‘bosses’ of labour parties in northen cities where their party consistently had large majorities.  Such allegations were commonplace and usually coupled with allegations of malpractice in housing and clearance policies.  The Accused was surprised to hear these allegations about Jack Dunnett and the author has no evidence to confirm them - but the Accused’s acquaintances did produce maps and argue that there was party political gerrymandering - and were at least themselves fully convinced.  Allegations that there are dodgy and powerful local Labour Party bosses are common - and are currently not unknown amongst opponents of  Kieth Vaz in Leicester.  Readers may suppose that such allegations are a regular feature of Labour Party politics and should not be taken seriously.  Conspiracy Theorists may be enthused by the coincidence that the Chief Environmental Health Officer (a medic - formerly known as the Medical Officer of Health) who was nominally responsible for the Compulsory Purchase Orders (which under terms of the l957 Act were nominally declared on psychiatric or health grounds though the Neodarwinist term ‘unfit’ was used - just as it was used by the General Medical Council) became on his retirement a right wing Tory councillor.  Although The Accused felt some scepticism towards the arguments against Jack Dunnett he did strongly suspect (with, he claims, adequate evidence) that there was a cabal of public school boys who patronised untalented quislings.

It is not certain whether the bailiffs arrived at 9 Harley Street on November lst 1979 were intending to ‘take possession’ on behalf of  the Council.  They may just have been private individuals trespassing or there by mistake.  After the bailiffs, for whatever reason, had abandoned their intended taking of possession, if that is the correct term, on November lst 1979,  The Accused took repossession and wrote to the council requesting that he be given two weeks notice of any subsequent ‘entry’.  This letter was posted that night into the Nottingham Council’s Guildhall office.  Nevertheless the response to this - attributed to The Alleged Bullying Liar - was the rearrival of  the Bailiffs next day.  The Accused had no need to make the concession of being willing to accept two weeks’ notice.  As the law then stood the council had no right of entry.  The law was allegedly only perverted as a result of the manner The Alleged Bullying Liar conducted the Graf v Nottingham court cases.  The Master of the Rolls, Lord Donaldson was to rule in the Court of  Appeal in l980 that the Council should have given The Accused the two weeks’ notice that he requested.

The Accused claims that he been given the two weeks’ notice he would have been able to avoid his subsequent embarrassments.  It was consistent with The Accused’s record that he would have been able to do so.  The Accused in the conduct of his chess club affairs regularly did nothing at all about some problem (though he knew what he would do) for periods even of years and then suddenly effected everything within a couple of days.  That is how the Highcross Chess Club was formed in the first place!  Such conduct is also required of anyone whose income depends on the stock market.  The outcome would not necessarily have been convenient to The Alleged Bullying Liar.  He could have scuppered the CPO altogether by putting into effect his Robin Hood Housing Association scheme.  The Alleged Bullying Liar was to take matters into hand and refused the promised exchange scheme or provision of a similar inner cities house under the mistaken impression that this was forbidden by the government.  Within two weeks The Accused could easily have approached the Ministry and arranged a dispensation.  Not that ‘dispensation’ was the correct word.  There existed no such regulation or directive and it was not within the Ministry’s power to issue such an (illegal) order.  Of course, it might have happened that The Alleged Bullying Liar muscled, took control of everything and refused to cooperate (as he allegedly did as matters actually ensued) but it is reasonable to suppose that all could have been satisfactorily settled.  After all, if it had not been in accordance with the character of the Alleged Bliar to react to a request for reasonable notice by sending in bailiffs it would not have been allegedly in his character unreasonably to obstruct.

The Accused when he moved into 9 Harley Harley Street had anticipated the contingencies both of having to replace the house in five years and of there being an inflation in house prices.   It was not, The Accused claims, that there existed no viable plan (as the author knows The Accused there would have been a great many plans to cope with a great many contingencies.  If there was plan A, there would have been plan B to should plan A go wrong and plan C should plan B go wrong.. and plans D, E, F, G and H...  It is usual for people to have just one plan or no plan at all .. and a great many people survive, or at least so in some manner and for a time.  In the sense that Accused in some manner and for some time had survived until l979 and in some manner and for some time has survived until the date these words are written, some plan of the Accused’s or of providence must have succeeded - maybe plan Z.  The unfortunate individuals who only had plans up to Y and no plan Z are unable to record their memoirs and we do not know what were their experiences and how a knowledge of these would affect sociologists.  People are apt to become somewhat vegetational or psychiatrised after the failure of all plans and students divert themselves to the non-aetiological side-issue of the genetic nature of vegetation and psychiatrisation.  Nevertheless the Accused appears to have been in the habit of finding that what he describes as all contingency plans being scuppered (by ‘all’ he presumably means those that were scuppered).  In the present case The Accused claims that there would have been no difficulty at all in rapidly finding replacement premises for 9 Harley Street, similar to 9 Harley Street and owned and not rented, had it not been for the alleged complications and obstructions created by The Alleged Bullying Liar.  In other words, refusal of compensation, per se, was not sufficient for scuppering but the alleged conduct of The Alleged Bullying Liar caused extra complications, encroachment on time and expenses.  

The Accused had originally bought a house in Nottingham because, he claims, according to his calculations, the importation by the Health government of large numbers of immigrants from India (not, as he claimed, from Uganda) raised the Leicester house prices to such a level that it was cheaper to buy a house in Nottingham and travel by bus or bicycle.  This will have been calculated on the assumption, which seemed safe in that era, that one pound a week in expenditure was equivalent to one thousand pounds of (cash) capital.  The Accused was now being turned out of 9 Harley Street.  He needed to buy a replacement house -but this did not necessarily have to be in Leicester or Nottingham.

It may appear to the reader that The Accused did not need a replacement house at all.  He lived at his parents’ house Briarwood in Leicester and, indeed, it was he and not his parents who was occupant of the house.   His parents would not sell the premises.  It was a permanent home and he would eventually inherit the house and his parents’ estate.  He had no need to waste his money on buying another house and was securely placed and could devote himself to earning a living.  However these are not the facts as they unequivocally appeared to The Accused.  His mother during her fleeting visits to Briarwood would have much to do within limited time and be flustered.  Her attitude appeared more to be that The Accused’s presence must not be officially acknowledged.  She even declared she would ban The Accused from the house or sell it if his name was on the voting register (which, nevertheless, it was).  It was not his impression that his parents were well off (and indeed they seemed to be too poor to maintain Briarwood).  When Accused-mum was at Briarwood, for a short visit or long, she expected The Accused’s attention and it did not seem realistically possible to hold down a job while living at Briarwood (not that there were any jobs going in Leicester).  As the law stood, his mother’s ambiguous position but The Accused into a very dodgy long term position - one in which he was threatened with destitution - and which was even made worse by the Accused possessing his own house.  Although local councils have a responsibility for housing their homeless citizens, The Accused was not unequivocally a citizen of anywhere (which is why he never went into local or national politics) and it had been his experience that he was regularly denied what were accepted as rights by and for others.  The Accused felt that because he was severely shortsighted and dependent on spectacles he was prone to being victimised and would not find it safe to live rough (though there existed such a contingency plan).

So a house was necessary, not for The Accused necessarily to live in it, but for it to be available if he needed it.   This did not have to be in Leicester or Nottingham.  Houses in Derby and Derbyshire were amongst the cheapest in the country.  Derby Council was to be branded ‘left wing’ and to be heavily criticised because it had not cashed in on the housing rackets and manipulated or rigged house prices for its profit.   The National Coal Board used to own houses in the vicinity of pits.  Indeed, 1-15 Harley Street had originally been built as homes for miners at the Lenton Colliery.  Pits were closing, the National Coal Board was employing less and less miners - and it was selling off  (exceptionally well built) houses on the cheap.  Maybe they had already obtained compensation for them from the government.  The National Coal Board was selling off houses in Tibshelf in Derbyshire.

Tibshelf is a long way from Leicester.  But it was a was a relatively vandal-free.  The Accused was then still healthy and youthful.   Tibshelf is accessible to hitchhikers via the Ml and he could always ride there by bicycle.  If The Accused did invest £1000 in a house in Derby or  Tibshelf  if  that investment met with an accident then, after all, it was his own money which he had already paid - whereas if  51 Elford Rise met with an accident there was a debt to the council!  On the other hand, without any accident, £1000 invested in Tibshelf in l979 could reasonably be expected in four years time to be £5000 or, whichever was the greater, twice the price of an inner city house in Nottingham or  Leicester.   These colliery houses were so cheap and their purchase so much justifiable purely from the point of  view of  investment that The Accused even mentioned the possibility on several occasions to his mother.   The National Coal Board, surely, were handing out free gifts. The Accused did not then have a bicycle - it has supposedly been stolen by Nottingham Council contractors (The Council, in its minutes, blamed ‘tinners’ for thefts from clearance area houses) - but if he bought a house at Tibshelf Prices he could add a cheap second hand bicycle to the budget.  In the meantime, however,  it would have been useful for his mother to give him a lift in her car.  

Accused-mum, however, proved inexplicably hostile to Tibshelf.  The reason for this reaction revealed by his mother shortly before her death in l995 was that the name ‘Tibshelf’ reminded her of  ‘tip’.   Why should Accused-mum be averse to tips?  When she had passed through Abervan in the l940s The Accused had wondered whether the tips were perhaps too near to houses but Accused-mum had assured The Accused that the tips, which were covered with vegetation, were pretty and safe.  The vegetation was essential ad prevented the tips from disintegrating.  The tips did however eventually cascade over the nearby school.  Maybe someone had removed the weeds.  Tibshelf was not threatened by tips.  The Accused was not afraid of tips.  When searching for houses to buy he homed in on the houses with tips in their back gardens.  They always cost a thousand pounds - or several thousand pounds - less and the tips were easily removed! [Or if they were over a mile high, suitable plants could be introduced].  Accused-mum perhaps had an emotional association with the word ‘tip’ - acquired through absorption of  the emotions expressed when others used the word, but without any practical consideration attached to that emotion.  Accused-mum was on several occasions to recommend Milton Keynes which is also far from Leicester, but halfway between Leicester ad London.  She had read in newspapers that houses there were cheap.  However, Accused-mum was overestimating The Accused’s assets (and Milton Keynes was, The Accused believed, not provided with affordable Public Transport between 8pm and 8 am when he supposedly would need to travel).

The Accused was to find his time consumed by the machinations of  the General Medical Council and of The Alleged Bullying Liar - and much else.  He made futile attempts to inquire what buses might be taken to visit Tibshelf to inspect the houses and did once walk as far as a few miles outside Nottingham.  Perhaps it would have been helpful for him to try harder and to buy a house in Tibshelf.  He didn’t.  If this was a mistake, then.. people do make mistakes.  Others in The Accused’s position could be expected to make even more mistakes.  The Accused studied the housing market very thoroughly - indeed, nobody in the country had a greater knowledge of the housing market.  Compensation for Compulsory Purchase Orders should not depend on victims being infallible clairvoyants, incapable of error and never making a mistake.

The Accused was surely not expected in law to play and win against Nottingham Council a game of chess in which the council had five queens’ start and could make up its own rules as it went along.  If the handicap had been no more than that then, maybe, The Accused would have won - but the assumption was that the Council were the world champions and that the victims did not even know the moves.  The council were expected to compensate not only for their own deeds and errors but for their victims’ ignorance and incompetence.  If The Accused did make mistakes, then perhaps reasons can be found by perusing The Accused’s diaries.  One reason would be that there are only twenty four hours a day.  Another would be that it was expected that if the CPO was to be enforced, all would be settled by amicable and informal negotiation.  The Accused’s legal position was not clearly defined.  There had been no negotiations or communications with the council.  There existed no correspondence from the council asking The Accused to leave premises.  There was no formal statement that the council had taken possession of  the house and that they had done so in connection with a compulsory purchase order.  There were to be instead, The Accused assures us, from The Alleged Bullying Liar, the alleged utterances of  the yobbo!  The council might at least be expected to be involved in The Accused’s plans, but they, or their self-appointed representative, refused to enter rational discussion.

The Accused’s funds - and this is critical - were as a result of  the move to 51 Elford Rise - rapidly diminishing and what was financially feasible on October 3lst was now longer feasible.   Persecution also invariably inflicts upon the victim the need to spend time, money and effort in defending himself and The Alleged Bullying Liar was to perpetrate further persecutions.   The Accused’s time during the weeks after the alleged eviction and during the years thereafter was more than fully occupied.  And the alleged council officials had stolen The Accused’s bicycle and vandalised his typewriter, two essential implements in The Accused’s communication and progress.

It might seem to the naive reader that the council had made a serious error when taking possession of  9 Harley Street.  For all the council knew, his uncle might be the Lord Chief Justice and this Lord Chief Justice might be generous in his support and prepared to supply an army of  lawyers.  After all, he would get his money back - with interest!   How could The Alleged Bullying Liar really be sure that The Accused was too impoverished to fight against the antics of  an Alleged Bullying Liar?   Even were The Accused that impoverished and were The Alleged Bullying Liar to pursue the case with maximal ruthlessness and dishonesty, there was still a possibility that the council or  the perpetrators might lose and be Found Out.   

The Accused was expecting to negotiate with someone who knew how to negotiate.  The reader in the position of a Bullying Liar but possessed of  her own intelligence, would she not say to herself that all would be well if  The Accused was rapidly paid sufficient compensation - that all that was needed was for The Accused to take the money and be satisfied (which could very easily be arranged).   So the reader would be very anxious to hand over adequately and generously and as soon as possible!  Compensation is the way out of  all blunders by public authorities or their employees - and The Accused assumed this was understood.  It is not necessary for the aggressor to offer the maximal amount he can think of or in his coffers.  He need only make the offer which cannot be refused - which satisfies the victim’s needs.  The victim can then be fully expected not to refuse or not to ask for more.  The Acccused did not need a lot.  In fact, the reader has learnt that The Accused  supposed that he could replace the house if  the council only made a few hundred pounds immediately available - which they were obliged to do in law, even though The Alleged Bullying Liar refused to do so!

So The Accused wrote a letter suggesting to the council that they pay compensation and posted the letter at the Huntington Street sorting office so that it could be expected to arrive on Monday morning.   The reader, if  an Alleged Bullying Liar, might be expecting such a letter.  She would not be expecting it to be full of praises for the council.  She would not expect the victim to make any statement which could be taken by a scheming bitch as herself to a commitment to some position which he might later regret.  If the victim named some sums or sums of  money, he could be expected to list everything that could possibly listed thought of or invented.  When an estate agent named a price, this would be the intended price plus twenty per cent haggling margin.  In this case, however, the victim might be expected to name a sum or sums which catered for every possibility and interpretation.   If a specific set of circumstances arose (such as that such and such a sum would be paid on or before some stated date) the amount acceptable might be considerably less.  Councils were expected to be reasonable, to arrange to cater for the victim’s requirements and to make some offer which the victim was prepared to accept.  The letter would be an implied invitation to the reader, in her capacity of  Bliar, to state her own position, either formally or in private negotiation.

Negotiations with the council had taken place so far only to the extent that the Council had promised, informally and in writing, that if  the CPO was enforced and when it came to negotiate and settle compensation, there would be houses similar to 9 Harley Street, consistent with The Accused’s requirements, made available to buy cheaply by the council (that is, the compensation would be paid fully or in part in kind and that this would be done in a manner not leaving The Accused with prohibitive additional expenses).   It had also, in The Accused’s view, been understood that were the council to require the premises in a panic, The Accused would simply move over to other premises on the road.   One of  the purposes of  the aforesaid two weeks was to arrange this.   Technically this amounts to an ‘exchange’ - a procedure authorised by the l957 Housing Act, though it did not need any specific authorisation.   The Accused realised that the council was the more powerful party and therefore might decide to make a profit on the deal.  He would not have been surprised nor have been seriously inconvenienced had the council offered to exchange but asked The Accused to provide two hundred pounds from his own pocket.  If  they had instead offered him a few hundred pounds plus ownership of the new house - which is what they should have done and which what The Accused intended to suggest - that would be welcome.  So The Accused was expecting compensation to be paid in kind rather than in cash.

Payment in kind was dictated by The Accused’s circumstances.  But there were other considerations that favoured this - which should also have made such a proposal welcome to the council.   The council is expected to offer, or supposedly so, a ‘market price’ for the house (plus disturbance payment).  It is irrelevant that the house has been declared ‘unfit for habitation’ by the Yesman.  This is merely a formality to enable the council to obtain a CPO.  The houses are perfectly fit and valued as such.  The need to compensate for blight other than in the sense of  valuing the house as if there was no CPO in the area to drive down prices and in the sense that there was damage to neighbouring houses (engineered, allegedly by the council) was not critical since 9 Harley Street was in excellent condition on November 3rd 1979, except for a window broken by the bailiffs (and The Council was not deny responsibility for this).  Nevertheless - the concept of market price, the market price of houses, the market price of houses in inner cities in l979 and subsequently and market prices in the immediately relevant circumstances of 9 Harley St has been discussed on previous occasions - in previous chapters and previous volumes - and will be again.  To cut a long story short, neither the reader nor anyone else has any idea what the market price, if there is such a thing, appropriate as an offer for compensation for 9 Harley Street might have been not even as a figure within some thousand pound range. But a house was worth a house.   A house for a (similar) house was fair exchange.

The suggestion that there be such an exchange of  houses surely made negotiations much easier for the council.  It saved argument about what may or may not be the appropriate ‘market price’.  In any case, the council was expected to pay ‘replacement’ compensation - that is an ‘owner-occupier supplement’ (to the compensation for the land, which was usually taken to be included in the ‘supplement’) plus a ‘disturbance payment’ which made up the full cost to the victim to restore his position.  These are not realistically separate items and the rational attitude is to regard the full replacement compensation as a single item (which in all other CPO compensation negotiations known to the author it has been).  This amount is not known until the replacement is affected.  So the compensation, surely, has to be an exchange scheme.

1-15 Harley Street were, in fact, in the Hart Street l974 Act Housing Action Area, not in a l957 Act Clearance Area.  They may or may not have been temporally taken out of the area, but the land was to (quietly) put back in.  1974 Act legislation was relevant and the government had a l974 Act policy.  It was the council’s moral and legal obligation to sell some of the houses it had acquired for itself in the inner cities and particularly in the Hart St. Area where the council and Bridge Housing Association had established a monopoly.  The council had an obligation to preserve and encourage owner-occupiers.  The l974 Act grants were given under that understanding (not that all the houses by acquired, their inhabitants turned out and ‘illegal’ immigrants be imported to fill them up again).The legislators regarded owner-occupiers as necessary for an independent community spirit (and the Thatcher government was vocally and openly, even if not in fact, very keen on owner-occupation).   There could be owner-occupiers only if the council parted to them with some of its houses.  If the council in future years (or immediately) sold its houses for the price it had valued them or what it had claimed was their market price, they would be accused of giving them away.  If they sold them at a more likely price, they would be accused of profiteering and swindling the original owners (They wouldn’t be, since nobody would know - but they might be).  But if a council exchanged a house for a house it could not be criticised.

The proposal of an exchange scheme was also convenient to the council because it allowed flexibility in the sense of  ‘which fund?’.  1970s junior hospital doctors might find that the management would perpetrate any contrivance to defraud them out of their wages by means of creative deductions and bogus tax charges.

But then after they had worked 110 hours a week for a pittance they applied for a further ‘overtime payment’ for the other fifty eight hours - or two alleged hours - worked during the week and, although this could be scrutinized carefully and excuses found for no payment - the money was handed over in full, without deductions and without query or comment.   The reader may already have noticed that the NHS with one hand is criminally tight fisted and with the other is criminally profligate.  Such inconsistency was commonplace in government organisations.  One reason for this is that it depends on ‘which fund’ it comes out of.   One fund may be empty or there may be a propaganda exercise to be very wise and frugal with this particular fund while another which hardly anyone knows about is flowing to the brim.  This is believed to be how the money was found to rebuild 4-24 Harley Street.

So The Accused could have mentioned that it might be necessary to find new furniture for the new house.

    “Oh, no you can’t have that.  We are not going to replace your old mouldy mattresses and broken up cupboards with brand new designer luxury goods from Habitat...”

    “You may have to.  I might not be able to get it through the door or it might not fit into the new room.”

    “It’ll have to get through the door and it will have to fit into the room.  There is no way we can get money for new furniture”

    “Yes, you can.  You can get it off social services... There is a scheme...”

    “No, we can’t do that.  There is a government clampdown on payment to scroungers.  You can only get a loan.. and you would be lucky to get that.  It won’t get past the auditors... oh, wait a minute.. what religion are you ...?”

     “Well, I was brought up as a Roman Catholic...”

    “Then you can get it from the Religious Minorities Antidiscrimination fund...What do you want? ..Shall we start with three thousand pounds for a three piece suite...”

    “No, if I need that, it will cost twenty pounds at the most...”

    “We’ll make it five thousand pounds for a three piece suite...”

Also, the victim might have difficulty, when negotiating with a council, in getting money out of a fund for which ratepayers (as they were then known) pay - but find the council more generous when the money is supplied by taxpayers or the council officials fill up a form and ask the government for the money.  The exchange scheme would allow flexibility.  In any case, all that would be happening would be that the Council would be dishing out property which it already had, which had cost it little or nothing and for which it might not have any other use.

The Accused also naively supposed that he would be saving money for the council by dispensing with lawyers, surveyors and bureaucratic complications and that this would save the council so much on peripheral expenses as to enable him to get more while the council would still end up paying considerably less than it would have had it meted out a confiscatory payment and paid out for all the unnecessary acolytes.   The Accused made analogous errors in other contexts, such as by offering terms, when applying for jobs, under which he would be paid considerably less than the advertised salary (which he would have done, for instance, if he was applying for the post of  Managing Director of  British Petroleum because he would wish to make sure he really was managing director and would offer the firm a discount in compensation - and because he would lower the basic salary and make a moiety or later increase (though not more than originally offered, conditional on the success of  the policies he was proposing).  It turns out that those responsible consider that the more that it paid for agents, experts, acolytes and jobs for the boys the better.  The Accused when a doctor faced a resistance against paying him for his work and he was to find a resistance against being paid for his house.  But it is does not follow that the National Health Service and Councils are unreservedly frugal.  It is more a matter of social status - who is the rat who must be abused, cheated and exploited and who are the born heroes who must be embellished at his expense.  The Accused in any case considered agents to be less able to perform their tasks then he could himself and hat they just were middle-men who would have to do and say exactly what he told them to do and say and whose work he would in any case have to do, whether they existed or not.  The Accused did not trust anyone to perform researches on his behalf or to issue statements on his behalf without his checking for himself.  But jobs for the boys was compulsory and any offer to save money by dispensing with them was a crime, not a generous gesture.

Although The Accused’s objective was payment in kind and although his actual requirements were likely to be less than full compensation, he had to frame his suggested payments in monetary terms.  The reader when negotiating with her best friend might open the batting by proposing exactly what she wants and what will eventually be agreed.  But that is not a general rule to be followed when negotiating with an as yet unknown party.   There is another form of  negotiation, that of  haggling.  Hagglers may know exactly what will be the outcome even before they start, but they go through the ceremony.  If an estate agent in l979 advertised a house for £2000 then The Accused could be reasonably certain that if he offered £1850 that offer would be immediately and eagerly accepted.   If The Accused wrote asking for £2500, the recipient might very well assume that he meant £1750 - or less.   If the council negotiator is expected to haggle he loses face if he does not beat down the original amount suggested - and therefore the extra £750 has to be built in.  The negotiator can then boast that he has reached a settlement that was less than The victim has asked and less than the council was prepared to pay.   In some instances, such as when an assessor offers an amount for insurance settlement, the negotiator gets a bonus based on the amount the eventual settlement is below that which the agency has stipulated as the maximum it is prepared to pay.   Whether anything of  the sort existed with Nottingham council we do not know, but The Alleged Bullying Liar did, The Accused claims, subsequently appear to behave as if  there was!   If so, perhaps he had been on a Business Management two weeks’ Training Course.  The Accused had to guess what was the maximum amount which he could possibly need for replacement.   Furthermore, there might be a delay in payment and he therefore had to take into account the possible effects of  inflation.  It was reasonable to expect immediate payment but nevertheless The Accused supposed it was necessary to anticipate conditions eighteen months ahead (actually it was to be ten years before The Accused received any payment).  To this had to be added a haggling  margin.  Although it was expedient for The Accused to exaggerate his requirements (or what he supposed to be his requirements), he had to name a figure which could also be easily justified as reasonable.   The Accused decided to ask for £5000 (or maybe it was £4000.  The Accused has a copy of the letter should this be a critical issue).

 This £5000 was broken down into items, some more comical than others, such as price of the house and land and cost of replacement furniture.  But the intention was to convey that £5000 was needed and the itemisations were intended to add up to this amount.  Some could be added to one item and a similar amount could be deducted from another.  Or a different item for which the council could more readily or with less embarrassment obtain funds could be substituted.  The Accused asked for £5000 and expected to be offered, if the offer was to be made in monetary terms, and to accept around £3500.  The Accused was not expecting to face a brick wall but expected the compensation to be very rapidly negotiated.  His concern had no relation to what was actually going to happen but whether he should accept if it was offered, £3250.  The negotiator might well try it on by going as low as this, not expecting it to be accepted, but what if he sat on that figure and refused to go any higher? Although there was no reason for the whole issue to be settled in five minutes - as The Accused expected it to be - there was a possibility that the amount ‘agreed’ for compensation proving insufficient for replacement.  There needed to remain the option of asking for more.  The Accused did not expect to ask for more and, if he had been able to find the extra money from his own sources, would not have done so - but the option had to remain.  But The Accused anticipated no difficulty in arranging this.  It would not commit the council to actually forking out more -- unless the Accused sued for it in a court of law and, even though that possibility existed, The Accused did not expect any objection to this unspecified extra (which in any case, under the designation of ‘disturbance payment, was a legal right and there were records in law books of successful claims for such top-ups even hen apparently everything had apparently been settled contractually in full).

The Alleged Bullying Liar was to claim, in the alleged manner that was allegedly his wont, that the claim for £5000 (or even for £3500) was excessive.  With hindsight, with a clearer vision of what was going on in the so-called housing market in the inner cities in l979, this does not seem excessive at all.  But even though The Accused did not expect to get £5000 and did not (for immediate replacement in the market as it as believed to be) need £5000 or even the full replacement price for the house, this was not even as facts were known or readily ascertainable in November l979 an unreasonable claim.  The Accused knew that the Council had plenty money available.  The Accused was the only occupier within the No l Miscellaneous CPO entitled to compensation.  The council by their own calculations (based on the rate support grants payable on the houses it expected to erect on the site) expected to make an enormous profit.  £5000 was to the council chickenfeed which they could hand over without blinking an eyelid and which left them, was no more than they had budgetted to pay and left them with a higher than budgetted profit.    Although, if the council were cooperative, there was no need to point out that their conduct had been heavy-handed or illegal, but nevertheless it was and the council could be expected not to be overly parsimonious.   The Accused, if they negotiated under The Accused’s terms, would be saving themselves at least £1000 in fees to middlemen - and on other savings.  In the only other two payments to owner occupiers by Nottingham Council to owner-occupiers the sums are believed to have been over £5000 plus very considerable payment to middle-men.  In the long run it is unlikely that the council saved themselves much by not cooperating with The Accused and indeed, although The Accused was deprived of compensation, it is likely that the cost to the council was considerably more than £5000.  The council prior to November l979 had obtained thousands of houses via l957 Act CPOs, had only had to pay for three of them and as already selling some houses it had ‘bought’ to friends of the council for a profit (plus improvement grant). As it turned out, because of the alleged chicanery, £5000 was to be considerably less than The Accused eventually needed to replace the house.  This was also a very valuable site of inner city land.  It was a non-council owned island in a large site owned by the council and, in such circumstances, developers are prepared to pay considerable amounts to make up the plot.

The Accused valued 9 Harley Street, in his November 2nd l979 letter claiming compensation, at £3750.  9 Harley Street in l990 would have cost over £40,000.   The council in l979 were asking £12,500 for 51 Elford Rise though this was a smaller house than 9 Harley Street and not comparable in practical construction.   It eventually turned out that the council was not willing to pay the discount it had promised CPO victims on the houses to which they were transferred (though a ‘right to buy’ discount accumulated with years of residence).  If this was replacement the council should have paid the £12,500.  However, The Accused’s valuation of 9 Harley Street at £3750 was accurate and the only accurate and researched estimate produced during the history of 9 Harley Street non-payment of compensation.

 The Accused was familiar with prices advertised by estate agents.  There existed amongst estate agents an unrealistic difference in price between improved and unimproved houses.  If  the house was unimproved then there was an improvement grant available and in practice there was no discernible difference between the improved and unimproved.   Most houses were classed as unimproved and improvement grants were awarded repeatedly for the same premises (despite this being illegal).  There was an even greater difference between prices advertised by estate agents who sold only a few inner city houses, who perhaps might quote the price £12,000 and those advertised by the estate agents who specialised in and had a high turnover of  inner city houses - and who for a similar house might quote £2000!  Prices advertised by the council were even lower than those of  specialist estate agents.  These were clearly prices below realistic market estimates (though it turns out that these houses were not really for sale at all).   Assuming that advertised council valuations were genuine, The Accused considered it dishonest to claim an estate agent price for 9 Harley Street when, in fact, he intended to buy replacement premises from the council at a council price (and, as he then understood, at a discount).   Therefore, he supposed there should be a ‘council’ valuation for 9 Harley Street.  There were some valuations which could not easily be interpreted - such as the advertised price for the severely damaged 4 Harley Street of  £2250.  When a council-owned house was advertised at a certain price there was never, after a delay, a reduction in the asking price.   The house merely eventually disappeared off the list (and several, including 4 Harley Street, vanished off the list even rapidly without any evidence of  their being sold).   However, on the basis of  an overview of  advertised council prices The Accused felt he had to suggest the figure of  £3750.  He expected to be offered £3500 for the house and also for the negotiator to postpone any immediate payment on The Accused’s other listed demands - which explains why the same figure has been suggested previously as the council’s expected offer for everything.  The Accused considered it impossible for the council even if on the fiddle and taking advantage of  its insuperable power to offer less than £2800.  The Accused was to be made aware of  houses being sold in subsequent years by estate agents to themselves for less than £3000 and then being resold as ‘improved’ houses for £17,500.  But he claims to have encountered after November l979 not as single house advertised at less than £3000.  Earlier in l979 houses had been advertised for less than £2000 by Nottingham estate agents, but retrospectively it seems that these were actually sold in accordance with unofficial council policy to monopoly housing associations and not genuine open market sales).  Since The Accused had valued 9 Harley Street at £3750 he had to add another £1250 in miscellaneous claims to make the sum up to £5000 - which was also the necessary amount for negotiation down to the £3500 he expected to be offered. 

[The author has repeated what The Accused has told him.  But surely the council as selling houses to the Bridge Housing Association for £2250 (plus ‘improvement grant’ which subsequent researches suggest may have been a form of mortgage and token houses had been advertised, though not necessarily sold to the public, for similar amounts - and there were houses on the council housing list ‘advertised’ for such amounts.  Perhaps The Accused has an explanation.  Maybe prices suddenly rose in November l979.  It is not critically relevant.  These £2250 prices do now seem decidedly bogus - knowingly low valuations.  The minimum was certainly very soon to be £3000 or more and perhaps The Accused was thinking several months ahead.  The author has previously repeated The Accused’s claim that he took projected l8mths inflation into account at least in as far as that the amount suggested or expected was to sufficient to cover this when added to any money of his own he had available for house-purchase].

There were ancient principles and statutes which stated that the victim should be given ‘replacement compensation’ where the victim had a special need for which no market existed.  This could be interpreted a meaning that if  the victim was an inner city lighthouse keeper, then his lighthouse had to be replaced by another lighthouse or  if he was bishop he had to be presented with a palace with a personal chapel.   These needs happen to be clearly and briefly defined concrete objects - a lighthouse and a chapel.  They can be bought.  But the only person who wants a lighthouse is the lighthouse keeper and the only person who wants and is considered to need and to be entitled to a private chapel is the bishop.  Lighthouse keepers and bishops are, in inner city areas, rare, and indeed, some inner cities have for years persisted without a single example of either.  Such structures are not readily obtained on a ‘market’ and the chances are that the lighthouse keeper and the bishop have to arrange for their lighthouse or chapel to be specially built.  This provision in the law was so interpreted.  It was not really that there existed no ‘market’ but that the replacement of  the specified need cost more money than the council was prepared to offer in ‘market value’ compensation.   But this concept can be extended surely to include the genuine case of  individual needs and/or of  lack of  market.   But surely, if the alleged market value principle applies, this is because the alleged market value payment is sufficient for the victim’s needs - sufficient to avoid deterioration of his position.  The victim’s needs may also be less concretely and specifically defined that a lighthouse or chapel.  The Accused, the reader has learnt, had not merely a need for replacement of  the house but specific needs as regards the nature and location of  the house.   The council therefore surely were obliged to pay full and realistic replacement compensation.    Also, there did not in l979 exist any realistic and meaningful ‘market’ in inner city houses - nor in subsequent years.  All was rigged, manipulated and gerrymandered by government, council and racketeers (or, as they came to be known, ‘entrepreneurs’).  The Accused was to find that councils and housing associations, with government money, fixed the minimum price of houses on a non-market basis and intervened to compulsory purchase any house, via the l974 and subsequent acts, if there was any chance of a private individual obtaining a house at a free market value rather than that rigged by government - and estate agents were also in the act - buying ‘unimproved houses even for less than potential outside buyers were prepared to offer and then selling them at a great profit as ‘improved’.  t up monopolies which either outpriced other potential bidders or  more overtly simply did not allow any houses to reach the market.  The prices that were to be quoted by the council at the 9 Harley Street Land Tribunal hearing for inner cities property did not refer to any actual open market.   They referred to their own private market - sales by the council to their monopoly housing associations in which grants of  government money in various directions were realistically also part of  the transaction - or they referred to bogus purchases of houses in intended clearance areas before approval by the Minister and not owned by the person to whom the payment was made. So there was no market.  Law therefore required the compensation to be ‘replacement’ and not ‘market value’.

The reader, versed in psychiatric law, may object to the aforesaid analysis.  Psychiatric law permits survival only to approved social classes.  The reader may say that it was well established that compensation for l957 Act victims was ‘market value’ and that by implication in statutes and by precedent and long established tradition the ‘market value’ in such cases was not market value but confiscatory compensation.  The ‘replacement compensation’ alternative was available only in very exceptional cases where the victim was able to force the council’s hand - a recognised military officer class person recognised as such within his own class who lived in an inner city - an admiral of the fleet who under some excuse was there resident, the local councillor or  the vicar or governor of the inner city area.   There was not a general provision that every person had to be provided accommodation according to his personal requirements.   He could only be provided as was appropriate for his own recognised social class - that is, except for the admiral and the governor, as was appropriate for working class.   Working class did not own anything.  They only required tenanted accommodation, which was provided in compensation - and no compensation was paid on the house. That was all working class required.  If  the victim was in fact classless and had to own a house, then he was vermin - and good riddance!  An exception could be made only where the membership of an alternative class was clearly defined - where the specific requirement was named and it was accepted that it constituted membership of  a separate social class. The council could thus, at their discretion, supply the local spy with a new radio station or the local Don Juan with a new harem or the local call girl with a new telephone or the local mugger with a new cosh.  But the council was not required to ensure that the home owner was in a position to obtain a new home.  As the chairman at the Land Tribunal put it, a house is a house and not a special need - and so it does not have to be replaced.

That might be a correct assessment of  psychiatric law.   Whatever an Alleged Bullying Liar decides is psychiatric law.  However, The Accused’s researches suggested that there is a long tradition in published law for replacement compensation to take priority in all forms of compensation assessment.  There is no authorisation for confiscatory ‘market value’ compensation or below replacement cost compensation even when the victim is unclassified or degenerate (another word for unclassified).  The belief that there was some Victorian legislation authorising ‘market value’ or confiscation is false.  In the days when degeneracy theory and slum clearance was born, compensation was assessed at replacement price and the superstition that the tradition was otherwise was introduced by lawyers acting for confiscatory authorities persecuting victims who could not afford lawyers but it was only assumed, not true, that there existed some ancient authority for this belief.  Market value assessment is only to take place where it is a realistic estimate of  replacement compensation.  It is perfectly true that this can be rephrased as stating that market value assessment is to be used unless it can be shown that such assessment is not a realistic estimate of  prices in the market within which the victim affects replacement.  But it is not true that there are such extensive restrictions on that exception that effectively it does not exist.   There are no exceptions to the exception.     Even if  this analysis is not accepted, the ‘disturbance payment’ was required to make up the difference between market value and replacement compensation.

Furthermore not merely was a generous replacement settlement indicated in the extraordinary circumstances affecting The Accused - but in practice replacement compensation was almost invariable, if not, with the exception of  The Accused, invariably, arranged for owner-occupier victims.  In the other two Nottingham cases, one was given generous replacement compensation for not one but two houses on the grounds that he was an ‘inventor’ and the other on the grounds that his house was a ‘church’.   It was not stated how the inventor’s house did or needed to differ from any other house nor was it clear why the church was a church.  The Accused claims it was a house and had no architectural features associated with ‘church’, though quite possibly the owner-occupier had some religion and prayed in the house - or he might have belonged the Church of  Cornflakes, Bacon and Egg.  In theory the drug addict was not to be supplied free with a new cannabis plantation because ‘illegal’ provisions or requirements were not to be replaced.  But such a criminalesque law is contrary to psychiatric law.  Maybe the drug dealer could be a registered drug company or the rapist a sex therapist.  There might however be customary for there to be excuse for the replacement compensation..inventor, Buddhist Monk, rapist, drug dealer, lighthouse keeper or whatever.   But excuses are easy to find and only those who read through council minutes with a fine toothcomb discover these transactions anyway - and such historians are unlikely to know whether the inventor really has had an inventory that has to be replaced or whether the Bishop really was living in a church that had to be replaced.  So The Accused could have been an inventor, a priest, a journalist, a scientist or what you will.  But nobody had bothered to ask him whether he was anything significant.  He was not anything significant and was not asked.

The Accused supposed he was sending his letter to Mr. Pearce at the Department of  Technical Services of  Nottingham Council, with whom he had no doubt he would have reached rapid agreement, and not to any  The Alleged Bullying Liar.   The letter is handwritten because burglars, or according to The Accused, council officials, had wrecked The Accused’s typewriter (as they had also done prior to the Public Inquiry).It was to be The Alleged Bullying Liar however who insisted on monopolising negotiation or lack of  it.
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