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Accused-mum had given the Accused the impression that she would pay for the Right to Buy 51 Elford Rise, in Sneinton, in Nottingham.  The council named a price (on which there was a discount).  The prices on the open market were rapidly escalating but the offer at the price named for open for a limited period (after which there would be a considerable hike).  The council eventually informed the Accused that the agreement must be finalised within two days if  the time limit was not to run out.  The Accused phoned his mother, who was in Hendon, from Briarwood.  His mother was in the habit of  listening to the BBC ‘Money Programme’, ‘You and Yours’ and other programmes which the Accused considered akin to the modern Money Pages in newspapers - propaganda to separate naive elderly ladies from their money.  It appeared that Accused-mum had been listening recently to such a programme and had devoped an obsession.  She kept yelling that the DHSS did not pay, or might not pay, the interest on a guarantor mortgage.  The Accused had not supposed that Accused-mum was offering a ‘guarantor mortgage’.  He had not been contemplating a mortgage at all.  Surely this would mean that the Accused paid for the mortgage.  Was this some device whereby Accused-mum obtained a third house for herself at the Accused’s expense?  The Accused still wanted to avoid claiming Social Security.  He had never supposed that the DHSS would pay interest on a mortgage.  Even if  so the interest was such a small sum compared with the disasters which the Accused faced that it was insignifant.  The Accused, even if  he paid himself, expected to pay off the price of  the house and, once a deposit was paid, the council would provide an extended time to pay off the money.  It was not so much a matter that the money was absolutely impossible to raise but that he needed capital and income on which to survive beyond the price of  the house.  To add interest on mortgage for this was ludicrous - and it there was a mortgage, the money then had to be paid.  The Accused would repeatedly ask his mother to listen.  Interest on a guarantor mortgage was not a relevent issue.  He was facing a deadline.  He either had to raise necessary cash or else the current Right to Buy agreement was cancelled and he faced a new price which he could not possibly afford.  But his mother kept yelling about the interest on guarantor mortgages and because the Accused was not interested in this slammed down the phone and no further communication was possible.  The Accused therefore was not able to implement this Right to Buy option.  At any rate, he didn’t.

The Accused was able to make one further attempt to buy a house.  There turned out to be a house for sale on Mere Road in Leicester.  Unimproved houses were now rare and this house was offered at £6000.  Unfortunately houses were now no longer available at below this princely sum and and indeed this was several thousand pounds below the price of  any house which had been on the market for several years.  This turned out to be a large and excellent house.  The Accused realised that an improvement grant was available but whether he could afford to cash in on this he did not presently know.   He came to a tentative agreement with the estate agent to buy the house.  It seemed though that he might get it for a little less if  he waited.  Also, if he (or the Highcross Chess Club) was to raise £6000 he would have to sell shares owned by himself or  the Highcross Chess Club.  He felt this was not an ideal time to sell, that he could at a later date get a better price for the shares.  Accordingly he wrote to his mother.  He said that he was intending to buy this house for £6000.  He intended to pay for it but at present he did not want to sell some shares which could contribute to the price.   This meant that he was short of  some £500 in cash (actually it was less, probably nearer £50).  It would be helpful if his mother could lend him £200-£500.  The security on this would be various stocks and shares which he could specify and were valued at well above this amount.  The house was not to be security.   This was because he intended to accomplish the purchase himself and did not wish his mother in any way to be involved or to interfere.  He added that the house from a commercial point of  view was an excellent bargain and that costs could be recouped by letting out rooms to university students.  (In fact, since this was a largish house and help was needed in its protection and maintainance this was advisable.  It was not necessary to charge an extortionate rent and the Accused did not doubt that he could find suitable tenants).  His mother screamed and shouted at his proposal to let rooms to students and then said nothing further.

The Accused assumed therefore that his mother was not prepared to lend the money on the terms he suggested.  So he collected together money from various takeover bids and share sales with a view to raising the £6000.   One Monday evening the Accused was at Briarwood and walked out of the door with the aim of  departing to a chess match.  On the street, however, he met his mother who had just arrived.  She was going to inspect the house on Mere Road, she said.  The Accused explained that he was obliged to attend the chess match.  He did not want his mother to interfere.  The terms he had offered relating to the loan were specifically designed to stop her interfering.  He was now dealing with it himself.  His mother however yelled that he was not prepared to come with her on this important mission and departed on her own.  This boded ill.  Accused-mum’s interventions were always a disaster.  There is a need to have a capacity to listen but not talk - or at any rate, to talk the irrelevent.  Accused-mum had a habit of  talking without interruption and of  listening only to the extent to supposing that the other person was uttering her own preconceived ideas which became an obsession.   When Accused-mum returned it did seem that she had been talking a great deal instead of  just looking and keeping quiet - not that any function was to be fulfilled by her even doing just this.  The lady who owned the house, she said, did not even know that the house was eligible for an improvement grant.  Surely, if  she did not know it, then it was not in the Accused’s interest that she did know it!  It seemed also that Accused-mum’s impression that the price was £7000 and not the £6000 to which the estate agent had agreed.  Accused mum made no suggestion that she would pay the £7000 or any other amount.  The Accused later discovered that the lady was no longer willing to sell the house for £6000.  Another person had expressed interest (that is to say, Accused-mum) had expressed interest.  The price was now £7000.  The Accused had been preparing to pay £6000 - since this was a cash amount rather than a guarantee to pay later or to pay by mortgage the estate agent had been readily willing to accept this.  The Accused could not afford £7000.

Soon after that the house was taken to the market.  However the Accused was to get further information from George Lucas.  George said that he and some associates had been paid to paint the interior of  the house.  For this he was paid an enormous sum.  The explanation of  this said George Lucas was that an estate agent had bought the premises for £3000 - George was emphatic that this was the amount.  After the painting he described the house as ‘improved’ and sold it for £30,000!

The tale of  the guarantor mortgage and that of  the house on Mere Road adds to the catalogue of  instances when Accused-mum led the Accused on and sabotaged his efforts - or merely sabotaged his efforts, suddenly, to devastating effect and without any apparant explanation.  He suspected that this was due to some compulsion or obsession from which  Accused-mum suffered - or, as some would have put in the past, possession by a devil.   The reader will recall that the ‘normorans’ or dissociated personalities to which the Accused attributes not only ‘hysteria’ but much human behaviour that is regarded as socialised or normal resemble demonic possessions.   The Accused suspected that the particular possession on this case was due to a ‘bolognism’ - a formula of words with compulsive force - the ‘orders’ she believed to have received from Sir Aubrey Lewis in l965: ‘Chessplayers are homosexuals.  Keep him away from these people’.

The Accused was able to discuss this behaviour rationally with his mother for the first time in l995, shortly before her death.   She admitted that she had been motivated by precisely this bolognism.   Her obsessional opposition against his chess club and his playing chess had been based on a misunderstanding.  He had not realised that he himself had set up the club - that it was his own club.  She had supposed that he was subsidising some other club purely to promote futile homosexual ambitions.  She also had supposed that the proposal to invite students to the Mere Road house was an intention to entice nubile young men and did not realise that it had an economic purpose - that the students were expected to contribute a rent.  There were many other misunderstandings which had persisted because Accused mum had yelled without interruption and refused to listen when the Accused had tried to inform her of  contradictory facts.   It turned out that Accused-mum, rid of  her obsessions, did not consider the Accused’s plans and conduct in relation to the Mere Rd House as at all misguided and realised she had made a mistake to interfere.   The Accused suggested to his mother that she had misunderstood her own bolognism which she attached to l965 events - ‘You were a homosexual, corrupted by an older man’ - was a delusion common amongst mothers and in fact referred to her fears concerning the father.  The father’s job is to drag the child into the outside world, away from the mother - and she equates this with homosexuality.  He further confessed that he would have taken the bolognism ‘Chessplayers are homosexuals’ to be a reference to the Foreign Office and what is now called the Government Communications Headquarters.  The Accused had been expected to join this, but Lewis represented the interests of  the Ministry of  Defence and Public School values.  Such reactionaries always referred to the grammar school people or  intellectuals as ‘homosexuals’.  This is what must not be Found Out in themselves and they project it onto those they consider a threat.  ‘Keep him away from these people’ could be taken as a reference to his intended trip to Russia with the London University Chess Club.  Surely Accused-mum would have regarded such interpretations as highly improper and they would have resulted in threats of  psychiatry.  Nevertheless on this occasion in l995 she considered them very reasonable.  After all, the Accused had said that it is necessary to be aware of the psychology of  the person who emits the bolognism rather than to take it literally and to take it aboard as an obsession.  Retrospective analysis suggests that it would have been better had Accused-mum done so!

This was the end of the road as far as the Accused was concerned.  Some interest in other houses may appear in the Accused’s diary.  But Thatcherism had now run riot and prices as high as £60,000 were being asked for l880s design inner city houses.  The Accused was left with no alternative but to opt for Right to Buy 51 Elford Rise.   The price, after discount, had now risen to £12,500.  The Accused seems to be somewhat reluctant to reveal how he raised this money and whether this really was his own money.  However, this appears to have been raised through sale of  shares owned by himself or his club or through takeover bids on shares producing cash payments.  Some of  these were holdings which had been acquired while he was still a student in the l960s and which had suddenly become valued at several thousand pounds.  Thatcherism can also be held for a great increase in share prices - or maybe this was merely an effect of  what the Accused supposes to be a repetitive cycle in which shares reach a maximum price of  some ten times their minimum price.  No compensation was paid by Nottingham Council and none was available to be used for the purchase.  The Accused paid an initial amount, a considerable sum, as deposit and then added to it, within the time limit imposed of  several years, as money became available through previously undervalued shares shooting to a higher price.

This money extracted from shares, however, had been intended for other purposes.  He needed it to enable him to earn a living and he had endured much penury in anticipation that it would one day be available.  He had to part with all he had - or most of  it.  Or his ability to hang onto it had in any case been compromised by the failure to regulate his affairs more satisfactorily during the period after the l979 alleged persecutions by the alleged Bullying Liar.  The fact that he had to use this money and that he was overdepenent on his shareholdings also led to mismanagement of  his holdings at least from the time when he found himself committed to convert all or a substantial amount to cash.  It had previously been managed according to principles that would have avoided any major misjudgements or losses.  If there had not been the additional imperative of  finding cash for the house these shares would have been sold when expedient and reinvested rationally to avoid serious losses.   As it happens the value of  the holdings, including some cash,  at one point shot up, the Accused claims, to over £40,000 - far more than was actually required for buying the house.  This is probably a fantasy amount including all manner of amounts due which were never to be paid = but the Accused did not suppose this was really £40,000.  The amount was soon to sink to next to nothing.  This had not been necessary.  As it turned out, the Accused eventually found he could not arrange or pay for necessary repairs to 51 Elford Rise and found it necessary to give away the property for nothing - indeed to pay for the repairs as well as giving away!

One of  the adventures with shares afflicting the Accused was holding in Maxwell Communications Corporation.  If the Accused had not been so severely affected by the need to buy the house and other demands he would have sold sufficient of  this holding to hedge against subsequent losses.  However now there was no longer any sensible way of  managing his holdings, balancing risks and of  reasonably arranging for the capital and income to be expected to reach or to remain within his requirements (with the various risks and eventualities taken into account).  He realised that Maxwell might eventually drop dead but seeing no reasonable and safe way of  organising his affairs waited too long.

The Accused had originally purchased his shares in the British Printing Corporation, if indeed they were his shares (which they appear not to have been) for 13 pence - that is to say, £130 for a thousand.   It may have been slightly less.  He paid slightly less than Maxwell eventually paid when taking a majority shareholding.  In its subsequent heyday the company paid more than this in yearly dividend, so the Accused cannot really claim to have lost.   The stock market price was at one time over two pounds a share.  The Accused was impressed by Maxwell.   Company accounts were apt to be somewhat devious and there was indeed plunder of  pension funds and excessive commissions and bonuses that were paid to Directors and other atrocities introduced by Tory Law which were then kept secret until they leaked out in footnotes in takeover documents.  Maxwell however kept shareholders informed in great detail of  his finances.  Mounds of  paper would arrive every month.  It is true that a great many of  these referred to continuous mergers and demergers of  companies within the Maxwell complex - presumably for tax purposes.   Maxwell had his own merchant bank and therefore could engage in such activities relatively cheaply.   Maxwell and his family took no dividends and in contrast to other companies Maxwell declared that his companies would on no account use pension fund money for their investments and expenses - which in other companies was and continues to be customary.  However, the accounts were of  such complexity such as only Maxwell and some similar people with 1980s companies could understand.  There was nobody of  sufficient acumen to succeed Maxwell.   The l980s are now described as a period of  ‘recession’.  This was however never part of the progaganda at the time.  Rather it was purported that this was an era of  great private enterprise, liberty and prosperity.  Company accounts would appear very impressive.  Nevertheless they were dodgy.  This was because the high rate of inflation was neither openly admitted nor taken into account.  Bogus profits were recorded in the sense that money was devaluing so rapidly that if an item was sold for supposedly more than the cost to produce the realistic price of  production, in terms of  present prices , was greater than price at which it was sold.   This played itself out over a long period of time and when companies suddenly found they were making large losses they did not collapse quite so permanently as they did under similar low interest rate government policies in the early 2000s.  There were remedies.  One was simply the devaluation of  cash.  What were debts which in the l980 would have been regarded on the scale of a South American national economy rather than of a public company were by l990 relatively tractable - and were even paid off.  Another device was to organise a large rights issue.  Thus where a share perhaps had previously sold for a pound, shareholders would suddenly discover that it was now valued at only a few pence but that they were given the opportunity of  buying a few dozen for every one they already held at a discount.  Companies also were also far less reluctant to cash in on high share prices to issue and sell more shares (whereas in during the Blairite era companies would be buying shares, borrowing more money and dishing out so-called capital payments).   Maxwell companies were not heading for collapse, but all companies were bluffing and treading water.  Maxwell had a particularly good plan.  He spoke Russian and had always been inclined towards trade with the former Warsaw Pact countries.  He forsaw not only future developments in communications but that trade with such East European countries would eventually escalate.  But he had to hang on until that happened.   Maxwell was hated and abused by the British Public School Establishment.  All Austrian businessmen in Britain were - perhaps even all foreigners - but the Austrians and Czechs were given particular stick by true blue gang of  British inebriated and useless non-executive directors and it was regularly they and nobody else who were regularly accused of  incompetence and fraud - largely because they were unreasonable enough to do better than the true blues.  Eventually there was anxiety that Maxwell had to pay off within a short period a considerable sum in the ‘euroloans’ which had become popular and which had become branded as lethal.  Maxwell fell off a ship and drowned, nobody was now willing to issue replacement loans.  Maxwell’s enemies at the Daily Mirror rejoiced though their public proclamations may have damaged their own interests.  The Maxwell share price further collapsed and loans which were tied to share price stood to be called in.  This led to a vicious circle.  Maxwell had stated that it was his policy for Maxwell companies to have no Maxwell shares in their pension funds.  It appeared however that whether or not this applied to MCC shares, the Daily Mirror pension fund had a considerable number of  Maxwell shares - so that the capital value of  the fund and its income collapsed when MCC shares became worthless.  It was then claimed that money from the Mirror pension fund had been transferred to Bishopsgate Investments, which was not as subsequently suggested a mysterious obscurity but Maxwell’s merchant bank, with a considerable portfolio of shareholdings of  its own, with the aim of  paying off a loan but had supposedly vanished.  It seemed to the Accused that nothing had occurred that had not been openly declared in documents issued to shareholders and that nothing had occurred that was illegal and improper.  Those who investigated did not understand the accounts.  Particularly so the Serious Fraud Office which is full of  innumerate lawyers.  If MCC was really in such a bad state as suggested, then why did the Maxwells not pay themselves any dividends and why did they retain such a large majority holding instead of selling off while the going was good?  In the Accused’s view detractors in Maxwell’s companies, who perhaps had a long-standing resentment of  Maxwell, were shooting themselves in the foot with their propaganda.  Maxwell companies continued to be perfectly viable and the interests of  the company and shareholders should have been protected instead of vultures cashing in.

Maxwell, of course, had a physiognomy which suggested he might one day perish from a cardiac infarct and perhaps somebody had thought that it would be best for the company for Maxwell’s death to be concealed by throwing him overboard.   The story of  his toppling over railings, at night, on his yacht however did not appear convincing.  Press reports did not give much relevent information but murder seemed a much more likely explanation than suicide or accident.  The likely explanation was that Maxwell, who nominally was no longer Chief Executive of his company but a figurehead President, had discovered that fiddling was afoot, that he was going to expose it and that he was murdered to keep him quiet.  The Accused was not in doubt who the suspects might be.  If the investigation had been conducted by the Accused, he felt, if there was any such conspiracy he would have found out.  The Accused even wrote to the Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police giving his reasons for suspecting that Maxwell had been murdered (and how it had been done).  He later regretted this as eccentric, but the Commissioner wrote back very politely and appeared to imply he had already considered the Accused’s arguments very seriously before he had received the Accused’s letter - but there was now way of  gaining sufficient information and the suggestion had to remain as a possibility.  The Accused was to remain worried that guilty parties had thrown up a smokescreen and had slandered Maxwell to cover up their own activities.

The alleged Bullying Liar consistently refused even to answer letters from the Accused and letters written to the council intended to bypass the alleged Bullying Liar also were ignored.  The Accused eventually received a letter from the surveyor, Mr Vanborough, stating that the council had offered £1950 on ‘all counts’.   If  the Accused did not accept immediately, the council were threatening, the offer would be withdrawn.  The Accused was suprised and shocked that so low an amount should be offered.  This seemed to be vindictiveness on the part of the alleged Bullying Liar.  The Accused paid a visit to the surveyor and also made it clear to the surveyor and the council (via unacknowledged letter) that he remained in charge of his own negotiations and nobody acted on his behalf.  He made it clear also that the phrase ‘on all counts’ was not acceptable.  The ‘counts’ to which this referred had to be specified.  This was an offer for the house and land, not an offer ‘on all counts’.  The Accused was not going to waive his right to disturbance payment.  If  the council wished such a small amount to be contemplated, then clearly disturbance payment could not be discounted.  The figure offered was too low.  However, given that ‘house and land’ were specified, this figure was a basis for negotiation.  In fact, since there existed the further entitlement to a disturbance payment, the figure was largely irrelevent.

But why, wondered the Accused, had the alleged Bullying Liar after so much stone-walling suddenly made an offer and why did he suddenly appear in such a hurry.   Perhaps the alleged Bullying Liar was aware that there was a statutory requirement that compensation by paid no more than six months after entry (in addition to the requirement that it be paid before entry - but this was a provision to cater for such a situation as facing the accused where a mistake had been made and it had to be rectified).  If  the payment was not made within the limit then in theory the whole CPO, whether real or alleged, collapsed.   The six months had already elapsed but the alleged Bullying Liar might be taking it to commence at some other date than the November 2nd date of alleged entry.  The Accused did eventually form some plausible theory, though it is not currently recalled what it was.  Nevertheless the alleged Bullying Liar was suddenly in a panic.  The news of the offer reached the Accused on a Friday and sure enough on the Monday another letter arrived from the lawyer indicating that the council offer, on the same terms, had been increased to £1150.  It appeared from the surveyor’s correspondence also that the alleged Bullying Liar maintained his stance that he would not pay unless the Accused dropped his case in the Court of  Appeal.

There was a subsequent claim that the Accused accepted the sum of  £1150 on ‘all counts’.   The surveyor, not realising what was afoot, may originally have written to the council saying that Accused was willing to accept on ‘all counts’ (though the Accused had already made it clear to both him and the council that he didn’t).  The phrase ‘all counts’ was a reflex amongst surveyors who did not suppose it meant anything beyond whatever the counts the money was for.  The Accused wrote independent letters to the council sufficiently to state his own intentions, even though the alleged Bullying Liar ignored such missives (not even sending an acknowledgement, though they were received).  The Accused may or may not have ‘accepted’, but that was never a critical issue.  The Accused was prepared to accept the sum.  However, ab initio the alleged Bullying Liar refused to pay the sum or acknowledge his side of the agreement or non-agreement because the Accused would not agree to the terminology ‘all counts’ but insisted instead that the words ‘house and land’ should be used - or if the alleged Bullying Liar had some other suggestion he should make it.  He did not do so.  If  the alleged Bullying Liar refused to pay on the grounds that the Accused did not accept this clause, which could be taken to imply that the payment included disturbance payment, then clearly he did not suppose that offer had been accepted on such ‘all counts’.

The reader has learnt that there existed a statutory ‘advance payment’ of  90% and that the alleged Bullying Liar was now obliged by law to hand over on demand 90% of the amount the alleged Bullying Liar had offered irrespective of whether the Accused accepted this as final settlement (for house and land or anything else) or not!  The Accused, when he thought he needed the money for house purchase, did write to the council (the letters being inevitably received by the alleged Bullying Liar) asking for this sum.  The alleged Bullying Liar might not be expected to be aware of such a provision even when the Accused sent a photocopy of  the relevent statute (and of a Statutory Instrument increasing this to ‘at least ninety five percent’).  But councils did not usually argue over this.  Any other council and any other council lawyer would have made £2000 available to the Accused any time he asked, on the date on which they allegedly took occupation of the house or even before!   Nevertheless the Accused received no reply to this demand for the statutory advance payment - in fact no reply whatsoever to repeated demands.  Therefore it is fair comment that the alleged Bullying Liar refused this statutory and obligatory payment.

It would be useful to the Accused perhaps to be able to prove that he was deprived of  the opportunity of  buying a replacement house by this intransigence - which is clearly breach of  law.   This is a reasonable claim and had the alleged Bullying Liar paid the money the Accused would have had no choice but to buy a house somewhere with it very rapidly.  In fact, that particular purchase would have been immediately been forced into effect.  However it was delayed and evaporated.  So the Accused left the money in the hands of  the council.  Now the Accused reasonably and correctly made two assumptions.  Firstly, the Accused could if he so wished demand the entire sum.  Secondly, the Accused could still demand the statutory advance payment, which was almost the entire sum.   Certainly as regards advance payment the Accused could if so chose go to the High Court to obtain an order that the money be paid (which would be very embarrassing to the alleged Bullying Liar!). The alleged Bullying Liar’s quibble regarding the use of the phrase ‘on all counts’ was not tenable.  Nevertheless whatever approaches were made continued to be ignored and rejected for this reason.   The Accused however supposed the money really to be his and merely in custody of  the council and, so long as the Accused was not actually buying a house, conveniently so since the Accused did want to exceed the DHSS savings limit and lose the money!

The Accused had been informed by Lord Donaldson that the County Court was a likely arena (though possibly an expensive one) for demanding compensation or damages from the Council.  The ‘entry’ had was not as the alleged Bullying Liar claimed legal but was there existed still a case for damages though the original S12 had been rendered inoperative not merely in the Accused’s case but in all circumstances by Lord Donaldson’s judgement.  Law and justice are not always invoked but quite clearly the council had a responsibility to enable the Accused to replace the house, irrespective of current cost, and to restore his circumstances.  S12 or no, the council did not have any protection from the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act,  Under that both the manner of entry and the refusal then to pay compensation was illegal.  The Accused studied this but came to the conclusion that whatever route was used, the Lands Tribunal would be employed to assess the amount of compensation or damages for the house (and resulting from the circumstances of the entry including those to which Lord Donaldson objected).  The Land Tribunal could also make an order relating to the disturbance payment.   Therefore what was required was referral to the Lands Tribunal.

There was a possible deterrant to referral to the Lands Tribunal.  The Lands Tribunal judge was later to say that the Tribunal regards every case automatically as a referral by the authority which pays the damages or compensation.  Maybe this is correct and maybe it is not.  Nevertheless, the person who refers the case to the Tribunal may be charged costs.   The alleged Bullying Liar appeared then to resolve this (a sizeable time later) by declaring via the surveyor that if  he did not accept the money the alleged Bullying Liar would refer the case to the Lands Tribunal.  This, the alleged Bullying Liar was quoted as saying, would result in the Accused being charged costs, in there being considerable delay and in the money then being sequestrated through being deposited in the court where the Accused would be unable to reach it!  The surveyor apparantly took this nonsense seriously.  The alleged Bullying Liar may just have been bullying or uttering threats but the Accused took him at his word and took him to be committed - that he was going to refer to the Lands Tribunal.  The Accused made it clear however, directly and via the surveyor, that the Accused was not refusing any money, that the alleged Bullying Liar was in no way prevented from paying it to the Accused if  wished to do so.   The only obstruction was the alleged Bullying Liar’s irrelevent objection to the Accused agreeing to receive it for ‘house and land’ and not ‘on all counts’.   This resulted in no response.  The Accused waited therefore for the alleged Bullying Liar for the case to be referred to the Lands Tribunal.

The Accused waited and waited and waited for the case to be referred to the Lands Tribunal.  He decided eventually he would have to refer himself after all!  But before he did so he received another letter.  The alleged Bullying Liar had decided, the surveyor informed him, to issue a Vesting Declaration, acquiring ownership of the land and house on the grounds that the Accused had supposedly ‘refused agreed compensation’.  The money agreed supposedly ‘on all counts’ was to be deposited in the ‘Court’.

Is this not very strange.  The alleged Bullying Liar is admitting, surely, that the Council do 

not already own the land.  Surely to justify himself he had to claim and had claimed that the council had ‘taken possession’ and did own the land!  However, could the council wriggle out now from the liabilities caused by his refusal to pay compensation.  The Bullying Liar claims that the Accused had ‘refused agreed compensation’.  If  the Accused had agreed to compensation on ‘all counts’ or any other then surely there was nothing to prevent  him from sending a cheque to the Accused, to the surveyor or to Mr Shapiro, the lawyer.  This procedure is intended for cases where the authority cannot locate the person to be paid (and therefore is more likely to be used when the Lands Tribunal has assessed compensation).  It was physically impossible for the Accused to refuse payment of  compensation.  It was not the Accused who had refused to accept it.  It was the alleged Bullying Liar who was refusing to pay it.  He was refusing because the improper provision ‘on all counts’, which the alleged Bullying Liar understood to include disturbance payment, was not agreed!  So the alleged Bullying Lawyer was misusing this procedure so that the money was deposited as supposedly agreed ‘on all counts’ and the Accused could not withdraw it other than by accepting these ‘all counts’ terms.   The alleged Bullying Liar was therefore engaging in an infamous fraud.  High Court judges find such complications very difficult to understand.  Perhaps they have an inbuilt defence against the fact known to all non-lawyers, that lawyers are crooks.  Does the reader understand.  Surely it is effing obvious!

So the Accused was obliged to institute another court case or serious of  court cases to prevent the Vesting Declaration being manufactured and the money being deposited in such a manner that the Accused would find himself deprived of  Disturbance Payment.  This series of cases was initially called not Graf v Nottingham but Graf v Land Registry.  The objective was to apply for an order of prohibition against the Council and Lands Tribunal against issue of  Vesting Declaration and registration of the land in the council’s name.  The grounds for this were that the Accused had in fact refused to accept ‘agreed compensation’.

The Land Registry however conceded the point.  The Accused paid a brief visit to the London Land Registry, before appearing in the Royal Courts of  Justice (round the corner) but he had already heard from them.  The alleged Bullying Liar had approached a tame Registrar in Nottingham who, on receipt of  the Accused’s papers had referred them to London.   The London Registrar negated registration of the land, considered the council’s behaviour as highly unsatisfactory and wrote in those terms to the Accused.   There were certain judges who automatically rejected every application, apparantly because they understood nothing, and others - a minority - who did not.  In his application for ‘permission to apply’ the Accused eventually appeared before Mr Justice Woolf - later Lord Chief Justice.  Woolf J was in possession of  the letter from the Land Registrar and as well as the Accused’s submissions.  The written submission from the alleged Bullying Liar claimed that the surveyor was the Accused’s agent and that the agent had supposedly agreed to settlement on ‘all counts’.   The reader has learnt already that the alleged Bullying Liar refused on November 4th l979 (and subsequently) to negotiate with the Accused personally and insisted that he appoint a surveyor.  It seemed obvious that what the alleged Bullying Liar had in mind was that the surveyor would be paid by the council and that he would be obliged to agree supposedly on the Accused’s behalf whatever the alleged Bullying Liar decided.  The Accused therefore took precautions to ensure that the surveyor was not an agent.  The surveyor however was advised by the Accused to protect himself by posing as a friend of the council who was doing all he could to dissuade the Accused from his unreasonable attitude.  The reader has learnt that the alleged Bullying Liar was well aware that the offer had been accepted for ‘house and land’ and not ‘all counts’.  The alleged Bullying Liar’s claim was ridiculous.   Had the Accused agreed to the all counts clause then surely there was no way the Accused could award accepting the money if  it was pressed on him.  Alternatively, had the alleged Bullying Liar paid out the money to the Accused, then if  ‘all counts’ had been ‘agreed’ he could then claim he had paid it on those terms.  Mr Justice Woolf listened to the Accused’s various arguments which related to a range of issues arising from the council’s behaviour.   Courts prefer cases to be restricted to a single point of law - and the issue here was obvious enough - but the Accused had to protect himself and in his cases there were dozens of  points of law.  As the cases progressed the alleged Bullying Liar, the Accused alleges, to maintain his position rather than conceding, compounded felony upon felony and the relevent points of  law multiplied.  On November lst or even November 2nd the council could be regarded as merely having made an error that could be easily remedied.   As it stood, arguments based on the council’s refusal to negotiate and pay compensation were relatively weak.  The council could easily have adequately remedied this on November 4th.  However the subsequent alleged chicanery and obstruction made the refusal to pay compensation more unequivocal, the longest possible delays which the council could claim as permitted by any law or statute had long elapsed, the Accused was now seriously threatened by the council’s conduct, compensation based on real or imaginary l979 prices had long become grossly inadequate and the such considerations as the validity of  the Notice to Treat and of  the entry on the premises were retrospectively affected by necessary provisions clearly now not having been rendered - deliberately rather than by accident.   So the Accused was obliged to drag everything up and Mr Justice Woolf provided counterarguments, not giving any impression that he was inclined to towards the Accused’s point of  view.  But irrespective of court verdicts, surely, even the Accused in the face of such overwhelming alleged maladministration could not fail to win the arguments!   Then Mr Justice Woolf said “The council however say such and such....”.  The Accused was taken aback.  “Nothing the council say is true!” he blurted out.  “Oh, isn’t it?”, asked Mr Justice Woolf.  That was as far as it went.  Most judges would take the alleged Bullying Liar’s missive as ex cathedra dogma irrespective of  its merits.

Mr Justice Woolf granted the permission to apply.  This would be operative for six months and it would then have to be renewed, if necessary.   Mr Justice Woolf indicated that the renewal would be granted automatically.   However, he said, it was not likely that the Accused would find it necessary to apply.   The Accused’s S12 case was a defeat for the alleged Bullying Liar though he succesfully represented it at a victory.   This was also a defeat for the alleged Bullying Liar which he later did not acknowledge.  How the alleged Vesting Declaration eventually evolved is not clear.  The alleged Bullying Liar initially conceded that there was no Vesting Declaration.  Later he was to say that there was.  He also succesfully claimed that he knew nothing about the Accused’s court case affecting this alleged Vesting Declaration, succesfully claiming that it never existed (even though the Accused presented unequivocal documentary evidence).  It is not clear what is meant by the term ‘vesting declaration’.  It may be a purely symbolic or meaningless term akin to the term ‘warrant’ that cropped in connection with the S12 case.  The land may or may not subsequently have been registered in the name of  the council and, if so, it is not clear how so and why.   The money also eventually turned out to be deposited in the ‘Court’ and it was not clear why or whether the Council had had any right to deposit it there.  Clearly they had not - but they did!  Imposing upon the Accused considerable difficulty in getting it out and also imposing the false presumption that there had been an ‘all counts’ settlement.  There appeared to be no way in which the Accused could withdraw this money but obtain at the same time a ruling that there was no ‘all counts’ agreement.

There followed a referral to the Lands Tribunal by the Accused for assessment of damages or compensation for 9 Harley Street.  Surely this was what the alleged Bullying Liar had promised to do himself.   But then suddenly the Accused learnt that the Lands Tribunal were refusing to hear the case.  The Accused was initially unable to discover why.  It then turned out that the alleged Bullying Liar (signing himself Marcus Wakely, City Solicitor) had written a letter.   The alleged Bullying Liar was permitted to launch an objection but the fact and grounds (that is to say the letter) had to be made known to the Accused and if  the Tribunal ruled against the Accused it he had right of  appeal - on which there was a time limit - which, because the Accused had been told neither about the letter (or objection) nor about the decision had now been exceeded.  So this was another case of  alleged Bullying Liar alleged mischief.  The Accused eventually obtained a copy of  the letter not from the alleged Bullying Liar but from the Lands Tribunal.  The alleged Bullying Liar had presumably informed the Lands Tribunal that compensation had already been ‘agreed’ (on all counts terms), for which he could produce no evidence and which was in any case irrelevent.   This proposition will be discussed, but the Tribunal should not have taken the alleged Bullying Liar’s word for it.  It was at best an oversimplification and the alleged Bullying Liar was deceiving them if he claimed that this was a clear cut issue.  However the substance of the (short) letter turned out to be the same as in every alleged Bullying Liar letter - the claim that the Accused was basing his claim on his allegation that the entry on November 2nd l979 was illegal and that this had been ruled by Lord Donaldson to be in all respects legal, right and proper.   This fabrication and its relevence also has to be further discussed.   The Accused found it necessary initially to appeal to the Lands Tribunal for extension of  time limit to appeal as well as actually to appeal against the decision.   The alleged Bullying Liar naturally objected and wrote a letter, though the Accused has not seen a copy nor has a transcript of  any phone conversation.  There were various hearings affecting this but it evolved eventually into a case Graf v Lands Tribunal in the (Queen’s Bench) Divisional Court at the Royal Courts of  Justice in London.  This consumed another eighteen months.  Eventually the case was heard by Lord Donaldson in the Court of  Appeal.  The purpose of  the Court of  Appeal case was either for the Court of  Appeal to hear the case separately or for it to order the Lands Tribunal to hear the case.

1957 Housing Act victims. in accordance with the psychiatric law or Law of  Bullying Liars,  were to be treated as vermin, protected from no persecution or indignity, and to be bullied by the alleged Bullying Liar until they submitted.  The Accused claimed that that by now, both on account of  the delay in paying compensation and on account of  the manner in which the alleged Bullying Liar had conducted himself, if any such actual or pretended rights of  alleged Bullying Liars to persecute l957 Act victims had ever existed, they had by now run out.  The Law could no longer give the alleged Bullying Liar the benefit of  any doubt or no longer bend over to protect him.  This was no longer an assessment for compensation under l957 Act terms.  It was a claim for compensation sufficient to rectify the damage done.   If opportunity existed to present the facts to the Courts it would be evident that this was the case.  It was more for the Courts themselves to decide what was to be done to protect and compensate victims.   The confusion inherent in this case results from the alleged Bullying Liar’s conduct.  The author will try to explain the issues.  The reader is welcome to suggest a clearer formulation.

The Accused had ‘accepted’ an offer of  £2150 in Compensation for 9 Harley Street, even though it was an inadequate amount, because it was urgent to replace the premises.  The replacement of  the house was the objective, not to extract from the council adequate or even fair compensation.  The Accused was faced with the threat of  a rapid inflation of  house prices.  The Accused was willing to make a contribution of  his own and if  he delayed any longer with or without this contribution, with or without compensation from the council, he would no longer be able to replace the premises.   The Accused was forced into ‘accepting’ this offer under duress because he could not afford further delays.  Immediate payment was inherent in the offer of  compensation and assumed to be so.  However, the council representative, the alleged Bullying Liar,  had refused to pay the money because the accused would not agree that the payment was ‘for all counts’, that he was not entitled to a further ‘disturbance payment’ - a sum which makes up all loses in such an amount that what is lost can be replaced.  In view of  the diminutive amount of  the offer, the Accused could not merely right off the option of  further disturbance payment.  If he had been able succesfully to replace the house, he probably would have done.  Because of  the delays imposed by the alleged Bullying Liar the amount offered was no longer sufficient.

Compensation can be assessed on the basis of a valuation of  the premises as they are or were on a particular date.   Let us call this the ‘valuation date’.  Then the compensation offered may be either a ‘market’ price amount (in one of several alternative senses) or a replacement price amount (the meaning of which term is also arguable).  In the case of  a l957 Act CPO owner-occupiers are entitled to ‘market value’ compensation which is made up by a ‘disturbance payment’ to the ‘full replacement value’ (which provision the alleged Bullying Liar, if  he knew about it, presumably would have disputed).

It might seem therefore that all that has to happen is that the alleged Bullying Liar and the Accused just have to each propose their own dates and modes of  assessment, to wit:-

(i) The alleged Bullying Liar’s proposal:  Compensation will be a market price as on the date of entry, in the sense of  confiscation compensation based on a valuation on the property as it was or is presumed to have been have been on the date of entry, the date of entry being taken to be 2 p.m.November 2nd l979.   The alleged Bullying Liar does not agree that he is liable to further disturbance payment, payment of replacement compensation or damages.

(ii) The Victim’s proposal: that the compensation or damages be the amount necessary to replace the premises in the form of  a house actually within the required criteria and available on the market on the date on which the eventual definitive judgement is made (which could be after several additional hearings, cases or appeals).  The Victim would be grateful for l0% extra to cover additional damages or expenses.

The reader may suppose that what then happens is that the Tribunal agrees to option (ii), the Accused hands the alleged Bullying Liar the bill for 51 Elford Rise, the alleged Bullying Liar pays up, everyone is then satisfied and the Accused forgets about whatever additional claims he may have.

This is what happens if negotiations are carried out with ‘bona fides’ - everything is prearranged and the alleged Bullying Liar is merely seeking authority to pay up.   This what happened in the West Midlands Baptist Trust v Birmingham Corporation (1969) and Harris v Birkenhead (1976).  The councils were perfectly willing to pay but felt that it was necessary to obtain a judgement to the effect that the Law compelled them to do so.   Without bona fides, however, it is all much more complicated.  There are vaguely these two alternatives, confiscatory compensation based on a November 2nd ‘date of  entry’ applicable to everything and the council paying for the actual replacement at the earliest date at which the replacement can take place (or the nearest, possibly provisional, estimate).  This may be what the Court is told.  But there are in fact numerous alternative modes of  assessment and numerous alternative dates and in all formulations, including the two main ones suggested above, there is opportunity for internal variation - for the alleged Bullying Liar to minimise and the Victim to maximise.   Further a great many factors have arisen - maladministrations and delays - apparantly even culpable and deliberate - which can be taken to nullify currently or retrospectively the CPO, various documents and the right of the council to treat compensation as being for a l957 compulsory purchase order instead of merely damages for the premises and inconveniences such would have been the case if the same events had occured in the absence of  any CPO.

The Land Tribunal may decide to refer to the Court of  Appeal (or to some other court) decision as to which mode of  assessment is applicable.  Even if it does not do so, either party may appeal or may take further action in some other Court.  So, irrespective of  eventual decision, the Land Tribunal, would be expected to produce several alternative assessments - including both ‘market value’ and ‘replacement’ assessments as appropriate to November 2nd l979 being for all purposes the relevent date and as appropriate to the date of actual replacement being for all purposes the relevent date.  The Tribunal was, in fact, requested to do this.

The alleged Bullying Liar however was throwing a spanner into the works.  He claimed that the surveyor, Mr Vanborough, acting as agent on behalf of  the Accused, had ‘agreed’ to a payment of  £2150 on ‘all counts’ and the behaviour of  the alleged Bullying Liar confirmed that he considered that agreement on ‘all counts’ included renunciation of  any claim for disturbance payment or for eventual replacement of the premises or full compensation for loss.

The reader has had opportunity to study the full history of the role of  the surveyor in the previous volume and in this and will be aware that this assertion by the alleged Bullying Liar is mischievous.  The alleged Bullying Liar was fully aware that agreement was not on ‘all counts’, had for this reason refused payment and indeed had victimised the Accused with the delay of over a year added by the alleged Bullying Liar’s wholly improper and unjustified attempt to issue a Vesting Declaration.   If there existed a contract, the alleged Bullying Liar had broken it and the breach of  that contract now left him liable to full replacement compensation (assuming he was not so anyway).  The alleged Bullying Liar had written that he was not acting as an ‘agent’ and that he understood the agreement to be for house and land and not for disturbance payment or anything else.  Furthermore he expressed himself willing to attend the Land Tribunal hearing as witness.  It is of relevence that it turned out that there exists a procedure whereby the victim claims from Nottingham Council a disturbance payment (in writing, on a form) and the alleged Bullying Liar apparantly did not know about the procedure and refused point blank on behalf of the council to consider disturbance payment.

It has been recorded that on November 4th l979 the alleged Bullying Liar appeared to insist on dealing with a ‘surveyor’ and not the Accused personally because the surveyor would be paid by the council, could be expected to put forward the alleged Bullying Liar’s point of  view and could be used as device to swindle the Victim.  The Accused had taken measures to prevent the surveyor being so used.  However it did turn out that precedents were not fully geared to coping with such misuse of  intermediaries.   There was a tendency, by quoting inappropriate precedents, to label any intermediary as an ‘agent’ of  the victim and to regard the victim as committed to whatever the agent decided on his behalf - that is to say, anything that any alleged Bullying Liar said that he had agreed on his behalf.  This is aggravated by the fact that anything any alleged Bullying Liar claims in a court of  law, even without evidence or in contradiction of  evidence, is taken to be true and anything which a victim claims, however great the evidence, is ignored.  Further it is not at all clear under what terms in the case of  a Compulsory Purchase Order a victim can obtain a surveyor or lawyer paid by the council.  It appears to be as and when the council decides - and although the Notice to Treat suggested that the council ‘might’ pay for a lawyer to act in negotiations (the Accused had a lawyer) no such offer was made.

Let us turn towards the notion of  assessment which in all respects uses the November 2nd l979 date for pricing and assessment.  The alleged Bullying Liar was asserting that the Accused’s claim for current date replacement assessment was based on the allegation that entry on November 2nd l979 was illegal and that there was therefore no justification for assessment on Compulsory Purchase Act terms or, specifically, terms which proposed that date to be a ‘valid date of  entry’.  Lord Donaldson had ruled, insisted the alleged Bullying Liar, and he was again to interrupt the Accused by yelling this at the eventual Land Tribunal hearing, that the entry was ‘in all respects legal and proper’.

The Accused’s case in the Land Tribunal did not, in fact, depend on whether the alleged entry on November 2nd l979 was or was not illegal.   This was even irrelevent.  Sure enough, all could have been settled on November 2nd, or November 4th, or even on some date after that..perhaps even in l985 or l986.  But it wasn’t and that was because the council were refusing to pay compensation.  This created a liablity to pay the present day replacement compensation or damages irrespective of  what was the situation on November 2nd l979.

Nevertheless, the claim that Lord Donaldson had said that the entry was ‘in all respects legal and proper’ was absurd.  He had said that it was ‘absolutely disgraceful’.  The entry was clearly illegal and was so evidently by statute.  S16 of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act made it clear that the entry was illegal if entry took place before payment of  compensation.  There might possible be excuses for the council making a mistake, but the alleged Bullying Liar had gone so far as to claim that the failure to negotiate and offer compensation was deliberate - and he went on refusing.  Lord Donaldson had moreover stated that the council were in error not to respond to the Accused’s request that he be allowed to remain on the premises and be given formal two weeks’ notice of  entry with which the Accused was prepared to abide even though there had not been a current offer of  compensation (though he expected there would be).   Again, the Law and the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act stipulate that this is necessary.  However, according to Lord Donaldson, it was not possible for the Accused to bring action or secure remedy by the method he had chosen - a summons under Section l2(c) of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act.  This was because of  the manner in which S12 was written (by mistake).  It did not merely fail as a remedy in the Accused’s case, but failed as a remedy in just about all, if not all, circumstances.  Lord Donaldson had suggested that the Accused resort to some other remedy.   He suggested the County Court - that is a suit for damages on the grounds that the manner of entry was unreasonable and improper and illegal under provisions of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act and other statutes.  The entry the reader will have discovered in this and the former volume was for numerous reasons clearly and obvious illegal and there was no legal basis for a November 2nd assessment.   Assessment would have to be either by agreement or by damages awarded by a court.  Although Lord Donaldson had suggested the County Court (and had written a judgement for the Accused to use in such a hearing) the Land Tribunal, at least in the first instance, was wrong.

The reason for Lord Donaldson’s ruling that S12(c) was functionless was that it allowed remedy only if  there was transgression of the terms specifically stated as necessary in S11 (and not those in other sections of  the l965 Act or elsewhere).  S11 stipulated only that there be given two weeks notice of  entry and there be delivered a ‘Notice to Treat’.  It was supposed that ‘two weeks’ notice of entry’ meant a piece of  paper labelled Notice of  Entry and that the Notice to Treat was a similar piece of paper.  It did not stipulate whether the notices had been delivered deliberately or by mistake or what happened concurrently or afterwards.  In the case of the Accused the Notice of  Entry appears to have been delivered merely by mistake and to have been subsequently forgotten, but a concurrently delivered letter made it clear that owner-occupiers such as the Accused were to remain in situ until compensation was negotiated and that possession by the council would be subsequently negotiated.  Furthermore, whether or not a Notice to Treat was delivered, the Notice to Treat implied an intention to treat under the improper terms resulting from the alleged Bullying Liar’s interpretation of the case West Midlands Baptist Trust v Birmingham Corporation (1969) and the council did not treat - according to the alleged Bullying Liar deliberately so - and, as here becomes relevent, went on to refuse to treat.

However, it is not at all clear that Lord Donaldson’s ruling was correct.  He was under the impression that the argument eventually cited in Magistrates’ affidavit had been proposed and examined in the previous Magistrates’ Court case.   This case has been reported in the last chapter of the previous volume.  It had not been examined.  The claim that all that had to be done was to deliver pieces of  paper was based on the alleged Bullying Liar’s misinterpretation of  the precedent Harris v Birkenhead (1976), a precedent which Lord Donaldson himself eventually ruled was incorrectly interpreted.  This has already been discussed.  The alleged Bullying Liar claimed that once the two notices have been delivered, and in the context of  this argument it is quite clear that if  the argument is correct that then all that is required is pieces of  paper and that it makes no difference whether they are intentional, or subsequently or later repudiated, the council may, irrespective of circumstances, enter, take possession and expel the owner, without giving any further notice, at any time it chooses - and the right to do this never elapses.  

The alleged Bullying Liar is wrong.  Where an owner occupier-remains in residence and is entitled to compensation for the premises, the council cannot enter at any time it chooses.  Moreover, if  the owner or resident is actually present, irrespective of  circumstances, the council is required to give two weeks’ notice of  entry.   In the present case, the council said they were going to enter on February 2nd l979.  Then they said: “Sorry! Our mistake!  Neither are we going to enter on February 2nd nor are we going to enter at any other time!”.  If they then decide to enter in November and are entitled to enter in November (which they were not) they have then to give two weeks’ notice of  that date of  entry.  The council expressed no intention of  entering whatsoever.  All the Accused received was postcards from a bailliff which did not actually say that they intended to take possession of any premises, were not addressed to anyone and mentioned no address and which in all probability had been delivered to the wrong house!

Since it was not relevent to any argument in the Magistrates’ Court case the question of whether ‘valid notices’ had been received was not examined - and the argument which Lord Donaldson thought he was repeating was not examined.  It remains that irrespective of  what ineffectiveness may be imposed upon S12(c) of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act by an error in the wording, that parliament had not intended to change the law as previously stated in S89 of  the l845 Land Clauses Consolidation Act.  Moreover, S89 of that Act remained and remains law.  Furthermore the Accused had simultaneously -that is, as the same case - issued a summons under S89 of the Land Clauses Consolidation Act, which combines what has become Sections ll, l2 and l6 of  the l965 Act, and allows a similar summons with similar penalties.  S89 however is quite unambiguous.  If the council has not paid compensation or if it has not given two weeks’ actual notice or if it has not enacted the correct procedure as regards issue of a ‘warrant’ then it the council has to grant repossession and has to pay a £50 fine for every day it remains in possession.  Although the Accused repeatedly drew attention to his alternative S89 application, nobody commented on it!   The council also - as is relevent to a case for damages - also transgressed its own policies and written procedures.  So there remained an option for further consideration of  the S12 and S89 cases in other courts, either by application for rehearing on grounds of mistrial or by referral to the European Court or  European Court of  Human Rights.  But whetever the status of  S12 of  the l965 Act, the council’s entry on November 2nd was clearly illegal.


Although evidence regarding the validity or existence of  the ‘notices’ was not brought in the Magistrates Court or S12 hearing - or not considered relevent it was brought by the Accused during the cases affecting compensation.  The letter letter written by the council stating that owner-occupiers were to remain until compensation was paid and vacation of the house was negotiated was produced.   It was made clear that there had never been any notice of entry from the council and that in particular the council had not expressed any intention to enter on November 2nd l979, that the Accused had made thorough inquiries and had received a denial of  any intention to enter and indeed that the evidence relating to the letter sent to the Under-sheriff indicates that the council had no intention of entering 9 Harley Street and did so by mistake.  The status of  the Notice to Treat was also examined.  If the council deliberately issues this as a trick to establish a supposed right of entry but has no intention to treat, and then refuses to treat, then clearly such a notice is not ‘valid’!

There is a difference between ‘value’ in the sense of  what a house is worth and ‘price’ in the sense of  what is the current amount of  money paid for that worth.  Thus, a house in l900 may have been exactly the same house, and therefore of  the same value, in 1950, but the ‘price’ may be substantially larger.  In the Victorian era there was not a great deal of  price inflation and therefore if a property was valued and priced at the ‘date of  issue of the Notice to Treat’ this did not cause the owner a great deal of hardship if  the CPO was put into effect and the amount previously determined paid fifty years later at the time of  the ‘date of  entry’.   Moreover, were the valuation and pricing to be performed at the time of  entry and with respect to the house as it was at the date of  entry, it would still be the same house and have the same value and price.  So that would not inconvenience the owner either.  However, it might do.  If  the circumstances were similar to that of a l957 Act CPO in a Clearance Area, then the house would as a result of the CPO suffer from ‘blight’.  A house in a Clearance Area automatically commands a lower price, or no price at all, is prone to become neglected or damage or the council may deliberately incite vandalism.  For this reason it became a rule of  thumb that the house was to valued and priced ‘as at the date of delivery of  the notice to treat’.  This and other rules of  thumb were not used indiscriminately but where it was considered appropriate.  The objective was always to give the best possible deal to the victim.  It is clear also that in this Victorian situation there was no need for such a date such that of entry or delivery or notice to treat to have a precise definition.  A few days or even a few years would make no difference and so in compulsory purchase cases, which were generally conducted with bona fides that favoured the victim, there was no great argument over exact dates.  Nevertheless, as a general rule, a ‘date’ means six months either way.  Victorian custom however did come to recognise that the situation facing the victim might differ at the time of  ‘issue of  the notice to treat’ and the time when the authority ‘enters’ and pays.  So the rule of thumb was extended (by the use of  complicated legal language) to the effect that the ‘valuation’ is as at the date of the Notice to Treat but the price paid is ‘as at the date of entry’ (or the time of payment of compensation).

A new or more modern view was said to have been engendered by the case West Midlands Baptist Trust (1969).  Here the local council issued a Notice to Treat for purchase of  a Church at the beginning of  the twentieth century and also happened to produce a valuation.  If an authority does not enforce a CPO within three years it is taken to have abandoned the CPO and the CPO elapses.  Judges have repeatedly ruled that if the authority actually delivers a Notice to Treat it has not abandoned the CPO and the CPO does not elapse.  This could be disputed in this case.  The authority surely might sit on its backside for a little while and there might be argument between the parties that continues in a friendly manner for years while the victim still has full use of  the premises and there might be postal delays... but to resurrect a CPO after thirty years?   The parties did not however argue this point.  After thirty six years the CPO was resurrected, the old ‘valuation’ was resurrected and the Baptists produced a new valuation, which in fact was replacement valuation, not a ‘market’ value valuation - replacement valuation is always used for churches - which was very much higher.  The council did not doubt this new valuation and were perfectly willing to pay that plus whatever other costs might turn out to arise when the church was actually rebuilt or replaced (such as cost imposed by subsequent price inflation).  But a Public Authority cannot just dish out Public Money.  The corporation felt that it had be sure that it was entitled to and required to pay for the Church.

So the Baptist Trust and Birmingham Corporation agreed to go to the High Court for a ruling.  The existing tradition or rule of  thumb they said was assessment ‘as at the notice to treat’.  Should it not be assessment ‘as at on the date of  entry’ (or of  payment of  compensation).  The council supposedly was proposing the earlier assessment and the Baptists were proposing the later assessment.  There was no dispute as to amounts to be paid.   There has to be some suspicion however as to why this case was brought since, surely, there already existed a known ‘rule of  thumb’ - the earlier ‘notice of  entry’ assessment was acceptable (plus compensation possibly for additions or ‘improvements’ to the Church) but this had to be scaled upwards to bring to a ‘date of  entry’ level of  pricing.  The judges ruled that ‘valuation’ should be at ‘date of  entry’ levels - or at the time of  payment of compensation, whichever is sooner.   

There has been an embarrassed silence over the omission in the Baptist Case of  any reference to the possibility of  the payment of  compensation being sufficiently after the ‘date of  entry’ (no more than a nominal concept in the Baptist case) for inflation to have dragged the price to a much higher level.   The reason for this is that although the case reached the Court of  Appeal when the l965 Act was already in force, the case was conducted under the terms of  the l845 Land Clauses Consolidation Act and the l965 Act is not even mentioned.  The alleged Bullying Liar might choose to read some ambiguity into the l965 Act but the 1845 Act makes it clear that delay of payment until after ‘entry’ is not permissible.   In there are genuine difficulties, the authority can get away with another six months, but no more.  After that, if  there is no compensation, the CPO elapses.  The victim may be seriously convenienced if there is failure to pay immediate compensation, let alone delay of  six months, but there are provisions whereby bona fide negotiators rather than alleged Bullying Liars can and must avoid this.   In l969 a six months period was not regarded as one during which there would be significant inflation (as there was from l979 onwards).  It could be argued alternatively that the judges knew all about the l965 Act but did not mention it because it had not been mentioned in the lower courts and they, like everyone else, supposed that it made not a ha’penny worth of  difference.  It could furthermore be argued that whatever the ruling in the Baptist Case S16 of the l965 Act supercedes it and it very clearly prohibits entry before payment of  compensation.  The Baptist Judges therefore do not consider payment after the ‘date of  entry’ as a possibility.   They do not give Bullying Liars the authority to delay payment for as long as they like and still to consider themselves entitled to pay ‘date of entry’compensation.

The alleged Bullying Liar however misused the Baptist Case by claiming it was a ‘precedent’ authorising an atrocity.  He claimed that in l957 Act (and all other cases) the ‘valuation’ as well as the ‘price’ is ‘as at the date of  entry’.  He argued that at the date of entry the property could be expected both to be in a more deteriorated state than before - and that therefore there would be a lower ‘valuation’.  Morever, by then also like-for-like ‘market prices’ for the property or in the area would have cascaded and that therefore there was an additional diminution or minimisation in terms of  ‘market prices’.   It was the council’s public duty, he claimed, to minimise the payment made and therefore it must not offer compensation until after the property was entered.  It was for this reason, he claimed, that the council supposedly deliberately refused to negotiate and offer compensation before actual entry took place.   Evidence has been produced to the effect that the council also deliberately incited vandalism, to justify the CPO at Public Inquiry and to justify low assessments of  compensation.

If the Baptist Case was in fact a valid authority for confiscation as the alleged Bullying Liar understood it, then there are other provisions whereby remedy for damage caused by the CPO can be compensated.  It is separate law that there is compensation for blight and there is provision for the ‘disturbance payment’ which ensures replacement compensation and payment for any damage caused by the CPO - or the victim in theory could sue for the damage separately as an ordinary case for damages unconnected with the CPO.   ‘Market price’ moreover refers to the market that might exist if there were no Clearance Area or CPO and not to any artificial or imaginary market connected with the Clearance Area.  There further is a need for a market (in which replacement can occur using the alleged market values) actually to exist before the market value criterion is used.  

‘Market value’ is defined in the Baptist Case by the usual ‘price paid by a willing seller to a willing buyer’.  Now suppose that shares in British Energy which previously stood at £1 in the stockmarket suddenly cascade (which they did) to three pence.  Three pence is then the Market Price.  Those who sell under such circumstances possibly are ‘willing sellers’, though they may in fact be under some compulsion - the shares for instance being in some trust where it is obligatory for shares to be sold off immediately or the seller may have agreed to sell them in advance for the alleged market price of  the day or  they may be sold on behalf of  the real owners by Trust Managers who couldn’t care less.  Or perhaps the vendors are really trying to get rid of  the shares for what they can get because they anticipate even greater disasters (or some way of  buying them back cheaper).  Let us assume however that those who sell are willing sellers.  Those who do not sell however are not willing sellers.  They are not sellers at all.  But there is no reason to suppose that if  they were given the opportunity they would sell.  When the prices are higher there are more sellers and when the prices are lower there less sellers.  But if there is a market price for British Energy Shares - or for houses - it does not follow that every owner would be willing to sell at that price, even if  he had it in mind to sell.   There are those - and it may be the great majority - who keep out of  the current market because the price is not right.  It is not part of  a market to impose a price on people.  The Accused, who knew that 9 Harley Street without the CPO would soon have had a market price of  £40,000 can hardly be described as a ‘willing seller’.  The Accused however was also not a ‘willing seller’ in the sense that he relevent special requirements.  He needed to own his own house and it had to be within the curent inner city price range and had to have other characteristics which houses of  the 9 Harley Street type had.  It has previously been discussed that the Law recognises that where a market does not exist that it does not exist and that when the victim is not a legitimate part of  the market he is not to be regarded as being so and that replacement rather than ‘market value’ compensation is in order.  The Baptist Case clearly refers to replacement compensation and not confiscatory compensation.  The ‘market value’ concept is to be used only where it is a satisfactory guideline to replacement.  It is not a device whereby to deprive, punish or victimise people on the basis of  the political prejudices of  an alleged Bullying Liar.

Russel LJ’s Baptist Case judgement is lengthy and it can be criticised.  However his purpose is not displace the principle of compensation being paid.  He still holds that the objective is restitution for loss - replacement compensation.   The reason for the ‘date of entry’ valuation is to ensure that the victim is guarded against price inflation, not to provide an excuse for victimising the owner on grounds of  vandalism brought on by the council or CPO nor to victimise him on the grounds of  an artificial, imaginary market or one irrelevent to the owner.  Where the property is subject to blight, the ‘rule of  thumb’ remains that the valuation is ‘as on date of  notice to treat’ (or before) and the price paid, which is based on that earlier valuation, is ‘as on the date of  entry’ - or if  the compensation is paid earlier, on that date.  If it is paid later, then the later date is appropriate, but the judges do not mention that because under the law and circumstances then considered to exist or to be possible, payment could not be delayed significantly beyond the date of entry.  However, with the accelerated house price inflation of  l979 onwards and with the artificial closure of the actual market in inner city houses through clandestine government policy there was a need for greater elaboration of this judgement!

Whatever ‘rule of  thumb’ is produced and indeed whatever ‘precedent’ there may be some situation in which it acts against the interests of  rather than in favour of the victim.   The Accused produced not only the text of the Baptist Case and produced also the text of  other mainly more recent ‘precedents’.  These all involve the application of the principle of replacement for loss to specific circumstances and the proposal of  a rule which can be used in such circumstances.   A full review of  such cases makes it quite clear that the alleged Bullying Liar’s interpretation of  the Baptist case is wrong.

The alleged Bullying Liar,  it is true, produced during the whole era of  Graf v Nottingham cases only two ‘precedents’ - Harris v Birkenhead and the Baptist Case.  He appeared to the Accused to have read or understood neither.  He appeared also to have received his interpretation as to for what they were ‘precedents’ from a  work written by a Ministry Lawyer who also apparantly had neither read the cases nor understood them - or had conveniently misunderstood them.  The other cases quoted by the Accused in this context and the cases quoted by him in just about any context in all of  his court cases also produced fair redress to the victim in the actual case but resulted in the publication of  perverted principles which were used to justify victimisation in the general case.  The Accused was given little opportunity to present his arguments - which he attributes to perversion of  cases and procedures by the alleged Bullying Liar.  On the other hand, it was clear that when an alleged Bullying Liar or any lawyer informed a judge that a precedent existed the judge automatically assumed that the lawyer was right and would not be able to fathom any deeper inquiry.   This could happen even if  the judges’ own previous judgement.  He is apparantly not permitted to say ‘What I said was so and so..’ or ‘What I meant was so and so...’... but this flight from reality seems bizarre.  Lawyers invent convenient misinterpretations of  judgements, foist them on judges, who automatically accept them - and then they become Law.  The alleged Bullying Liars write the Law.

The alleged Bullying Liar’s interpretation of  the Baptist Case is wrong.   This in turn makes the Notice to Treat invalid.  This implied that negotiation and payment of  compensation would be in terms of  that interpretation.   Even if  the alleged Bullying Liar believed the interpretation was correct, even if  some chap at the Ministry told him to present a Notice to  Treat in that form,he should not have done so.  The case was open to reinterpretation.  Moreover he should not have referred to it as ‘a recent case in the House of  Lords’ so that he himself did not until the Accused told him know to which case this referred and so that the victim has difficulty in checking up and preparing a counter-argument.   It may be argued that if  this is a mistake in the formulation of the notice that it can be still be ‘valid’, that there is nothing to prevent the council treating under legitimate terms.  But the alleged Bullying Liar by his own admission or allegation, said that the council deliberately refused to negotiate with victims so as to be able to minimise compensation under alleged Bullying Liar Baptist Interpretation terms.  This was coupled with strong evidence of  deliberate encouragement of  vandalism by the council and systematic victimisation of  owner-occupiers by bogus purchases of  properties from tenants with the promise that the money would paid only if  the CPO was approved or  the deliberate victimisation of those who would remain by selectively refusing to rehouse those who did not wish to remain and informing them they would be rehoused only when and if  the CPO was approved.  The statement that lawyers and surveyors ‘may’ be paid by the council without any giving any details, therefore implying that they would be paid only if  they agreed with the council, is also not satisfactory.  So there is ample reason to suppose that on retrospective view, without any retrospective invalidation that occurred after that date, on November 2nd l979 the Notice to Treat was already invalid.

So if  the alleged Bullying Liar was to make it an issue (which he did) whether there existed a valid entry on November 2nd l979 and whether the council had on that date any powers conferred on it by the CPO the answer is that it didn’t and it didn’t.  If they had, moreover, they did not have an entitlement  to ‘market value assessment’ under the punitive terms the alleged Bullying Liar supposed.   It is the unfortunate fate of  the victimised or those faced with psychiatric trial, however, that it becomes necessary to spend an inordinate time on discusssing what is not the main issue.  The  Accused’s very similar later l998 Graf v Nottingham Case the entire time was also spent on futile attempts - they are always futile - at unravelling knots previously created by alleged bureaucriminals - false assumptions that had to be cleared away but which were not part of the relevent case to be presented.  The more relevent issue here is very simple and presentable in much briefer time though it becomes flooded out of view by the attendant paraphernalia.

On November lst l979 the council had made a mistake, but it was a mistake which as far as the Accused was aware could be rectified.   By refusing then to give the two weeks’ notice requested and refusing to come immediately to the negotiating table, the council again had made serious errors, but still, at least so the Accused believed - and in the light of  facts then known correctly - the mistake could still be rectified.   The mistake would have rectified by putting him into a position to replace the premises without inconveniences or losses which resulted from the alleged CPO, the manner in which it was implimented or the manner in which the council did nor did not negotiate.  There was no reason for the Accused, had the council behaved properly, suffering any significant inconvenience.  On November 4th again, the alleged Bullying Liar could have settled all satisfactorily then and there.  The Accused might not have signed or agreed to everything immediately but nevertheless arrangements for acceptable replacement of the premises could have been made and, if this proved not to be the case, the Accused might have asked for more, but probably not so.  The alleged Bullying Liar was wrong to refuse to survey the premises, to refuse to make an offer and to refuse an advance payment.  He was wrong to deny point blank the Accused’s right to a disturbance payment and he was wrong to refuse to negotiate with the Accused personally.  The offer of  replacement premises had been made both orally in writing, the Accused required such premises and had only failed to appeal in the High Court against the CPO because that promise had been made - and the promise should have been honoured.  The claim that the Ministry forbade such an arrangement or that it was illegal was ridiculous and if  the alleged Bullying Liar did not know how to arrange it, the Accused did!  Still perhaps the mistakes could have been rectified.  The council or Bullying Liar had the opportunity to rectify mistakes for months if not years.  Within a year perhaps it was inevitable that the Accused would suffer some permanent inconvenience, but nevertheless the alleged Bullying Liar or the Council could have discussed the problems and come to a satisfactory arrangement which would have avoided any cases going to court.  The Accused was perfectly willing to do this and offered to do so repeatedly.  The alleged Bullying Liar however refused to cooperate.  By the time the Lands Tribunal case took place it was quite clear that the alleged Bullying Liar was refusing to negotiate and to pay compensation.  He could not wriggle behind any laws designed to protect councils carrying out CPOs.  He was in the position of  a hooligan who was responsible for criminal damage and was required to provide restitution for all damage and convenience caused and even at a punitive level.  There should have been no quibble about market values.  Whatever it cost to replace, the alleged Bullying Liar had to pay.

By l985 there was no longer any possibility of  interpreting the alleged Bullying Liar as negotiating compensation or being willing to pay compensation.   He or the council were engaging in a prolonged programme of  persecution or victimisation.  The events on November 2nd l979 and before also now had to be seen in that light.   The alleged Bullying Liar’s behaviour and comments did not suggest that it was unfair or unreasonable to consider them in that light.  The alleged Bullying Liar considered it legitimate to victimise the Accused.  The rationale behind the alleged Bullying Liar’s refusal to pay compensation was apparantly his belief that the council had a policy of refusing disturbance payments.  If so, this was based on a resolution of the Land Committee which he had misinterpreted and which referrred to rehoused tenants in clearance areas and not to owner-occupiers.  It would appear that the Law stipulated that disturbance payment was the Accused’s right and that as much was due as was necessary (to replace loss) and, if so, the only way the alleged Bullying Liar could avoid it and abide by the alleged council policy was to by improperly bullying or tricking the Accused out of it.  Even if the alleged Bullying Liar is to be regarded as a Jolly Good Chap for saving the council a disturbance payment, it remains that the Accused had a statutory right to compensation, that the alleged Bullying Bullying Liar refused to pay compensation for the premises themselves, which in the long run could have proved sufficient, in order to bully him out of  any potential claim for disturbance payment or to punish him for not renouncing his right to disturbance payment.  The alleged Bullying Liar had various arguments to propose to justify his conduct.  There supposedly existed a precedent which justified barging into premises without warning,  S12 of the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act could supposedly be rendered inoperative, the surveyor was supposedly an agent, an interpretation could be given to an ‘agreement’ which it in fact did not have, he had supposedly issued a Vesting Declaration to prevent the Accused receiving the money or to force him into conceding to the alleged Bullying Liar’s terms - but what these actually were were alleged lies and alleged tricks.   They were not honourable conduct.  Everything he did was alleged lies and alleged tricks.  The alleged Bullying Liar most certainly had refused payment of  compensation for the premises and had refused the statutory advance payment.   The alleged Bullying Liar’s fiasco with the alleged Vesting Declaration put the lid on it.  The alleged Bullying Liar refused to pay the Accused compensation, then pretended that it was the Accused who refused to receive it and  then threatened to and, it turns out actually did, sequestrate the money in court so that the Accused could not reach it and so that he would be forced to accede to the alleged Bullying Liar’s terms.   

The Nasty Auld Man had yelled at the Accused: “We can do anything we like! You will see what we can do!”.  The Nasty Auld Man considered compulsory purchase to impose psychiatric law, a law in which once the CPO is imposed, whether with good reason or not or validly or not, the victim is permanently deprived of  all rights and all legal protections.  The alleged CPO is supposed to override everything.  According to an alleged  Nasty Auld Man or an alleged Bullying Liar any criminal act or conduct escapes penalty if there exists an alleged CPO.  This isakin to the similar psychiatric law of the psychiatric kangaroo court and the General Medical Council: “We are completely above and outside the law.  We can do anything”.  The alleged Bullying Liar was very keen on the so-called Exclusion or Henry VIII Clauses in statutes where the authority tells a lie or commits some unjust or improper action and then the victim is prohibited from doing anything about it - allegedly.  The reader would be well-advised to put an end to any such psychiatric law.

Some judges, particularly those in the Land Tribunal and the Chancery Court, prefer arguments to be presented in terms of  Statute rather than Common Law.  The reader has already learned, that statute or no, in a psychiatric case, an alleged Bullying Liar can get away with anything.  The statutes are ignored or changed.  The victim is assumed guilty and the facts and laws are altered.  In the present case, if  a statutory approach is taken, time limits become relevent.  At what point does a CPO expire or at what point are negotiations taken not to have taken place or is payment of compensation taken to be refused?

There is a three year limit imposed on the implementation of  a compulsory purchase order (from the date of  approval by the Minister).  The Town Planning Act CPO issued on 9 Harley Street in l936 had expired.  No action whatsoever had been taken on it and the reason for the CPO, the need at that time for a playground for a neighbouring school, no longer existed.   On the other hand, it was quite usual for l957 Housing Act CPOs to drag on for decades or even for nothing whatsoever to be done about them for decades.  But nobody ever challenged them on those grounds.  The theory that appears in the utterances of  judges and textbooks of law is that a Notice to Treat was served and that once a Notice to Treat is served, the authority has fulfilled the necessity of going ahead with the CPO and there is no further time limit.  But there is no evidence that a Notice to Treat has been served in all these cases.   If a Notice to Treat is served, the  owner may go to the council and demand that the council buy the property or, if no compensation is payable, that they take on ownership of the property.  This is what is taken to have happened ‘by default’ in Harris v Birkenhead (1976) case.  The l957 Housing Act (in other enactments there is no reason to suppose this is not so and no need for it to be specifically stated) occupants of  the house after the council has taken over ownership may remain for as long as they and the council choose.  There is not, as the alleged Bullying Liar claims, a ‘statutory duty to demolish’.  It could be evidence that a Notice to Treat or Virtual Notice to Treat has been served when properties within a clearance area have been foisted onto the council and when there are tracts of tenants who are now the tenants of  the council and not of  landlords.  Nevertheless it is doubtful that judges really think that a CPO becomes permanently established if and only if a Notice to Treat, or, possibly, a Notice to Treat to every owner and every tenant and every tenant or owner who subsequently surfaces has been served or can be proved to serve.  Lawyers like to have specific definitions such as the aforementioned ‘as at such and such a date’.   They get away with these definitions, which are apt to by symbolic rather than actual, for as long as they can - and then they have to think of  something else (though until then they argue about the symbolic entities very seriously, very wisely and at great length).   Really it is more a question of whether the authority is seen to be ‘acting properly’, whether its conduct can be justified - though it is easier to define what is meant by ‘service of notice to treat’ than ‘acting properly’.  However any continuous period of three years of  ‘acting improperly’ quashes the CPO!  It may be that the Adolf Hitler Ethnic Clearance CPO exceed that on 9 Harley Street in impropriety.  But the reader is unlikely to encounter a British CPO with a greater degree of continuous acting improperly than that on 9 Harley Street and the refusal to negotiate and pay compensation was well over three years of  exclusively and continuously improper activity.  So on these grounds the allegation of  expiry of  the CPO must arise - at any rate, as regards any rights conferred on the council to refuse replacement compensation to the Accused. 

Furthermore a time limit is imposed within which compensation must be paid.  S16 of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act and S89 of  the l845 Act proclaim that compensation must be paid before entry.  As far as the November l979 entry is concerned, that imposes a time limit of  zero.  However, these statutes propose a further period, during which a daily rent of at least £50 is payable to the victim, in which the authority must either hand back back the property or pay compensation.  Then the CPO expires.  The Accused collected a series of statutes, authorities and precedents which quoted either six months or a year as being the time limit in which compensation must be paid before expiry.  Judges like to believe that they are dealing with benign authorities which do not have be nudged into decent treatment of victims, they do not want to be obstructive to authorities and they do like getting into their bad books.   If there is an excuse, the authority can get away with it.  On the other hand if the ‘authority’ or the alleged Bully Liar says ‘Fuck you, you cunt! We are not going to pay you’ or tells the courts ‘There was no mistake.  The bastard was a Jew or a foreigner or opposed the CPO or wanted as much as to which he was entitled and not what I was prepared to give him!’ or ‘There is a council policy not to pay compensation’, the there may be no excuse offered.  The fact that conduct is deliberate does not provide grounds for regarding it as accidental.  The reader will find no difficulty in isolating periods of six months, a year or even five years of  continuous allegedly deliberate refusal to pay compensation.  So here again, the CPO has expired - and even were the reader to be reluctant to accept that completely and absolutely, it has expired as far as concerns any right possessed by the council to refuse replacement compensation.

The reader may have gathered that judges are very reluctant to rule or admit that either the CPO in all its aspects or in relation to a particular aspect such as the denial to the victim of  fair compensation can expire with a big bang rather than through so many months or years of whimper.  In the present case we do not yet know unequivocably that the CPO did not expire with a big bang before it even came to life.  But attention has again to be drawn to the alleged entry on November 2nd 1979.  It has been argued that the this entry was in any case illegal - but also that if  this was not clear at the time it has become retrospectively so through it becoming apparant that the Notice to Treat was invalid because there was no intention to treat or to treat in legally acceptable manner and, indeed, allegedly an intent not to do so and that this has been retrospectively created or confirmed moreover by the council’s subsequent failure to rectify.  But it is not merely a failure to rectify.  There was not just negligence but continuous open refusal to negotiate or  pay compensation after November 2nd.  Although these events occurred after the alleged date of  entry  they also and additionally invalidate the Notice to Treat as an instrument authorising the November 2nd alleged entry.

Further there are specific events or big bangs which can be taken to invalidate the CPO or the right to deny fair compensation after November 2nd l979.  The term ‘specific event’ turns out to be ambiguous.  Service of  a Notice of  Entry or Notice to Treat can be taken as specific event.  But really it is more a continuous event.  Two days later there is still a Notice to Treat and an offer and intention to negotiate.  Or two days later there is still an intention to enter on the stated date.  But then three days later perhaps there is no longer an intention to negotiate or to enter on the stated date.  On that occasion there is no Notice of  Entry or no Notice to Treat.  But then four days later the authority perhaps decides it wants to enter or treat after all and there is again a Notice to Treat or a Notice to Enter.  The service of the notice rather than being merely an event which has significance because it has retrospectively occurred initiates a continuum which may be interrupted or terminated altogether.  What is relevent at any time is whether the stated intention is then an intention.  Similarly, to refuse payment of compensation or to refuse disturbance payment or to refuse the statutory advance payment may be specific event or an event several times repeated but it initiates also a continuum which may be interrupted.  The alleged Bullying Liar could perhaps appear at the Land Tribunal and say “We offer compensation!  Here is a cheque for advance payment!  The victim can have as much disturbance payment as he requires!”.  It does appear to the author that if  the alleged Bullying Liar did this, he would also be conceding the argument and oblige himself to pay the necessary full replacement compensation.  It might also be that the alleged Bullying Liar did this and allegedly deceived the court as to the true true circumstances and implications of  what he was saying.  It seems to the author however that it was by now established both that the Accused was entitled to replacement compensation and that the alleged Bullying Liar had not been offering replacement compensation and that there was a need for an assessment or an order by the court that it be assessed.  It was not necessary to determine when the refusal to pay had occured or when other relevent events had occured in time but it was neverless established that such events had occurred and continued to be facts.   The author feels however that the alleged Bullying Liar’s Vesting Declaration fiasco is so heinous a misdeed that it nullifies with a big bang the CPO and any rights the alleged Bullying Liar may hope to glean from it to avoid payment of  fair compensation.

Although the alleged Bullying Liar was now claiming that November 2nd or November lst l979 was the date of entry, was this in fact what he believed?  In the Harris v Birkenhead (1976) case the judge proposed that a ‘notional entry’ had occured when the owner and occupants had abandoned the premises (without telling the council).  Although it is not known when this occurred, and it may perhaps have occurred long before the council actually declared a CPO, this event presumably also occurred on a notional or actual date of  entry.   The claim that the notional entry occurred is justified by the further claim that there exists a right for such a notional entry as soon as the Notice to Treat and Notice of  Entry are served and that at the moment the occupants desert the building the council notionally exercises that right.

Courts of Law cannot simply rule ‘councils are responsible for abandoned or derelict buildings in clearance areas’ - or ‘abandoned buildings in general’.  They cannot say ‘The council should have known about the building and tinned it up’.  This is because courts have no view of  the outside world.  The council might, after all, come back on appeal and say ‘We did tin it up’ or ‘We didn’t actually know whether it was abandoned - and it might not be’ or reveal ‘Actually it was Buckingham Palace and the Queen had gone on holiday’.  They might still do so - but courts feel safer when concepualising all in terms of dates and documents such as can actually be seen or notionally seen in court offices.  The council also have not ‘notionally entered’ but have ‘inadvertently and without their knowledge taken possession’.  But the word ‘enter’ is to be found in statutes, where it means ‘enter’, and lawyers, who do not know what ‘enter’ means, have to have to assume that it has some mysterious meaning or is to be used by lawyers without the meaning being by themselves or anyone else known.

If the alleged Bullying Liar had walked into 9 Harley Street and the Accused had tipped a bucket of  red paint over him he would have sued the Accused and not the council.  Nevertheless the alleged Bullying Liar inverted the Harris v Birkenhead judgement by claiming that the notional right of entry applied not only to abandoned buildings but to buildings still occupied by the owner (with the knowledge of  the council and obliged to stay because no compensation had been paid).  The judge had said that the council was responsible for mishaps in derelict buildings.   The alleged Bullying Liar had said that it was responsible for mishaps in all buildings - or did he not realise that is what the case was about?  But when does the notional date of entry in this reverse situation occur?  It does so presumably when the owner does not abandon the building.  Is this perhaps on the date on which the Notice to Treat and Notice of  Entry is delivered (whichever is earlier or later) - or the Notional Notice to Treat and Notional Notice of  Entry?  

In the Harris v Birkenhead case thereis a council which notionally enters and a tresspasser who actually enters and falls down the stairs - and the parents sue the council.  The tresspasser has not exerted a right to take possession (other than of  the council’s money).  But, sure enough, on November 2nd 1979 the bailiffs were simultaneously both the tresspasser who entered without authorisation but could sue the council and the council who notionally entered by being a hundred miles away and not knowing the building existed.  But surely the Harris v Birkenhead notional  entry or possession takes place before the actual entry of the tresspasser?  If the tresspasser enters at any time after the ‘notional entry’ he can sue the council, whereas if  he enters before he cannot.  The alleged Bullying Liar, according to his interpretation of Harris v Birkenhead, had he been greeted on November 2nd with a pot of  red paint, could have sued the council.  But so could he have done had he been so greeted on July 21st.  Indeed, he could have done so had he been so greeted on January 22nd l888.  The house was not abandoned on November 2nd l979 and it was not abandoned on January 22nd l888.  There is no relevent difference between the two dates.  If  the house is not abandoned, the alleged Bullying Liar can sue the Council.  But the alleged Bullying Liar thought there was a date when the notional entry or notional absence commenced - or after which he could sue the council.  That date, surely, was the date of intended entry named on the later abandoned and repudiated alleged Notice of  Entry which, if sent at all, was sent by mistake -  February 2nd l979.  That date was indeed notional, as was November 2nd: the council knew nothing about it!  This alleged notional entry date of  February 2nd proposed by the alleged Bullying Liar may or may not be convenient to the Accused.  It depends on the context and on which theory is being proposed as to what laws exist.  But it could be taken as evidence in favour of a date of Notice to Treat (approximately) valuation.  There is no reason to suppose that 9 Harley St had deteriorated either in value or in price between February and November l979.  If  it had done, the alleged Bullying Liar would not have known about it.  By at any rate November 4th there was nobody employed by Nottingham Council who had ever set eyes on 9 Harley Street.  But the alleged Bullying Liar appears to have supposed that it had.
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