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Bailiffs employed by Nottingham Council had arrived at the Accused’s premises in Nottingham, 9 Harley Street, which were listed in a Compulsory Purchase Order, or possibly so,  in Nottingham, on November lst 1979, apparantly by mistake, intending to secure the premises for the council.  They abandoned the premises and the Accused, on return from an Open University degree examination, later that day moved in and wrote a letter to the City Solicitor explaining what had happened and offering to abide by two weeks’ notice should be formally given (though they had power do so).  The letter appears however to have arrived on the tray of  the alleged Bullying Liar, who sent the Bailliffs back next day to take possession of  the premises and then, according to the Accused’s evidence and claims, set about manufacturing a claim that the Council had issued an entry warrant - to the degree of  altering council minutes which authorised an entry warrant for number 7.  The Housing Committee were not authorised to issue warrants on owner-occupied houses and only for houses they already owned.   At a subsequent Magistrates’ Court hearing the alleged Bullying Liar produced a spurious claim that a warrant had been signed by the Lord Mayor and been deposited in his office together with an affidavit verifying its authenticity.   But, declared the alleged Bullying Liar, the warrant and affidavit had been lost and all three witnesses were now out of  council employ,  If  the Accused persisted in his claim that there was no warrant, yelled the alleged Bullying Liar, the Accused would be charged costs for the production of the witnesses.

The council were obliged to make an offer of  compensation and to pay on immediate demand a ninety percent of  the amount offered (irrespective of  whether it was accepted in full settlement or not).  The Accused required the money, or at least a part of  it, to replace the premises.  However, on visiting the council’s Department of  Technical Services on the Monday, November 4th, the Accused was met by the alleged Bullying Liar who refused survey of  the premises or offer of  compensation.  There followed ten years during which there was no resolution to this impasse on account, allegedly, of  the alleged Bullying Liar taking sole control on behalf of  the council of  both the intended negotiations for compensation and the representation of the council in court cases brought by the Accused consequent on the council or his own maladminstration.  All communications from the Accused or anyone else (including the Prime Minister) with council intended  to resolve the impasse or to urge for the production of  a different negotiator met with no fruitful outcome on account of  their routinely being referred to the alleged Bullying Liar.

In August l980 the alleged Bullying Liar eventually produced, via a surveyor appointed by the Accused, an offer of  £2150 for the premises.  This was an underestimate of  the correct market price even as in November l979 (since when there had been and continued to be a high inflation of  house prices).  But the accused was entitled to a further ‘disturbance payment’ to make up full restitution for loss and needed cash for the replacement of the house, which, on account of  rapid rate of inflation, was urgent.   The alleged Bullying Liar was in law obliged to part on immediate demand with an advance payment of  90% of  the amount offered which was in the Accused’s view more than enough when added to what he could produce for himself to replace the premises.  He accordingly accepted the offer under the understanding that the money would be immediately available and that a further claim for disturbance payment could be made later.  The allged Bullying Liar however then refused to pay the money.  This appeared to be because he insisted that the Accused agree to accept the sum on ‘all counts’, waiving his right to disturbance payment, rather than as the Accused had indicated ‘for house and land’ (or for some agreed specification of what the ‘counts’ actually were).  The alleged Bullying Liar then threatened to refer to the Lands Tribunal (which is what the Accused in any case intended) claiming that this would lead to the Accused paying costs and to the money being sequestrated in the court so that he was for a long period unable to lay hand on it.  The alleged Bullying Liar however instead of  referring to the Lands Tribunal then threw a spanner in the works by announcing that he was issuing a vesting declaration on the grounds that the Accused had ‘refused’ to accept ‘agreed compensation’ which he specified as being ‘on all counts’ - this being an alleged trick to force the Accused to accept the conditions which the alleged Bullying Liar imposed and to make the money inaccessible through deposit into ‘The Court’.  There existed no agreement on ‘all counts’, the Accused had not refused to accept compensation but the alleged Bullying Liar had refused to pay it.  This resulted in a series of court cases as a result of which it was believed that the alleged Bullying Liar was forced to abandon and did abandon his intended vesting declaration.

By this time house prices had more than doubled.  The Accused then referred assessment to the Land Tribunal and the alleged Bullying Liar is alleged to have thrown another spanner in the works by persuading the Land Tribunal to refuse to hear the case by allegedly secretly submitting an allegedly  misleading letter.  There followed a further series of  cases in the High Court in which the accused sought an order that the Lands Tribunal hear the case.   The Accused, on grounds that have been discussed in the previous chapter, was claiming sufficient to effect full replacement at current prices as well as a more realistic assessment of  the market value of  the house, which the alleged Bullying Liar claimed was to be done in terms of  November l979 prices.

The case eventually reached Lord Donaldson, the Master of the Rolls, who had expressed disapproval of  Nottingham Council’s conduct, feared a miscarriage of  justice and appeared to be taking a personal interest in the case.  Lord Donaldson ordered that the Lands Tribunal hear the case and added that outstanding points of  law or appeal on the assessment could then be considered if necessary via a ‘rehearing’ in the Court of  Appeal, which had the facilities available which were available to the Lands Tribunal.  He did not consider it an objection that 9 Harley Street had been demolished and that no surveys had taken place.  This had been a common problem during World War ll and still regularly occurred and posed no inordinate difficulties.

The Accused was now continuing his search of  council and council committee minutes and other records and continuing to look for relevent council documents.  Council officials found the ‘originals’ of  all the recent l957 Act CPOs, though the No l Miscelleneous Clearance CPO proved particularly elusive.  A council official eventually found it misplaced in one of  the ‘blue books’.  It had been well known on Harley St that the original order had cited the houses 4-24 Harley Street, which were notoriously disrepaired (or some in the block were), which were already council owned and that the eleven houses in the order had suddenly been changed to include the block l-15 Harley Street, without explanation and without any surveys being conducted (even though council officials had indicated that the CPO would be abandoned altogether).  It had been admitted by the council’s Yesman, Mr Westerman,that no surveys had been conducted - this  tradition dating from pre-l974 Housing Act days when inner city houses were routinely demolished en masse for no valid reason.    Council officials appeared consistently to refer to Harley St as Hartley Road and there had to be a strong suspicion that when officials sitting in an office had performed the alteration they supposed they were arranging demolition of  houses on Hartley Road (about half a mile distant, on the other side of  Derby Road).   Nottingham Council’s CPOs appeared suspect in general.  Nottingham Council had a custom of  documents referring to lists of  houses merely as ‘on the attached list’ without the houses being listed in the document itself.  The document would be printed or typed in a professional manner on high quality paper while the ‘attached list’, which was supposedly iniitialled or signed by some committee chairman would be on lower quality typing paper, typed more amateurishly and pinned on by means of  a staple (or even loose) and the allegation that it had been signed or initialled sometimes or always very dubious.  Certainly there was nothing whatsoever to prevent substitution.  The strongest evidence of  chicanery or substitution or forged signature or no signature or initials on the list was obtained on study of  some other CPOs.  In one case a signature on one CPO appeared to be a tracing of  a signature on another.  The evidence points to it being policy in the l957 Act era sooner or later to demolish the entire city housing stock in the l880s (during which most  houses in British cities were built, supposedly by Irish Labour no longer needed for building railways), and that no checks were considered to be necessary and that signatures were routinely manufactured and that substitutions were commonplace.  Now that it was national and council policy to preserve such houses the manner of  compilation could legitimately be regarded as fraud.  Such comments that houses were irredeemably unfit which had previously been made with a rubber stamp mentality when nothing else was required were in modern circumstances also fraudulent.  To this is to be added evidence that council employees deliberately encouraged vandalism or deterioration once CPOs were unjustifiably declared.

The Accused felt that evidence was emerging that the compilation and justification of  CPOs and his CPO in particular was riddled with fraud.  This suggests that the CPOs were illegal or invalid.  The alleged Bullying Liar was strongly convinced that the council was protected by a section of  the l957 Act which gave the victim two weeks’ in which to appeal after the Minister had ‘approved’ the CPO after which the validity of  the CPO ‘may not be doubted in any proceedings whatsoever’.  This meant that any chicaneries had only to be sufficiently concealed for it to be impossible for the victim to discover proof before the two weeks elapse - or for false pretences to be maintained until then and then dropped.  Members of  some professions, perhaps all of  them, appear to have psychopathic personalities.  The reader may perhaps be able to think up some professions which are essential to society but for which psychopathic personality is essential.  This involves cutting off some perceptions which affect morality or cutting off aspects or morality - in the manner of the dissociated personalities or ‘normorans’ which the Accused considers to operate when people conduct their work functions.  The reader may have already in this story about 9 Harley Street have discovered - and it is not unusual elsewhere - numerous cases of  the moral justification of an action being to envisage a series of  court cases arising from it and if  a sequence can be envisaged which lead to a favourable outcome the action is morally justified.  Or if  some verdict or opinion is obtained in a court of  law, that is taken to be the truth or moral right.  The reader may also have learnt that statements are mde in courts of  law which a naive layman would consider utterly unprincipled but meet with approval in the courts within what the outsider would consider a twisted view of  ethics.   The entire l957 Housing Act is riddled with such amorality.  Nevertheless it is, as discussed in the previous chapter, not supported by legal precedents that the exclusion clauses and Henry Vlll Clauses in statutes really provide maladministrators with unassailable protection.

It is particularly true that where fraud has occurred that the maladminstrator is not protected.  In the case of  the Accused’s Lands Tribunal Case claim of full replacement compensation it is little more than a quibble whether some exclusion clause prevents the CPO from being invalid or doubted.   If there is no CPO, then the Accused’s claim for restitution of  loss irrespective of  how much it costs, and at present day prices, is granted automatically.  Perhaps it is granted automatically anyway.. but alleged Bullying Liars and Courts of  Law are biased and are apt to manufacture any excuse or  equivocation to deprive victims of justice.   But if the council (or its representatives) have obtained the CPO fraudently, then there is compensation or damage for the fraud which led to the supposedly unassailable CPO and in that, again, the bureaucriminal is not protected by the fact that there is a CPO.  Similarly an alleged Bullying Liar may claim that CPOs are unassailable and that no misconduct after the approval of  the CPO can remove the council’s alleged powers above the law and to behave exactly as it likes - but the compensation or damages are awardable for the fraud directly and not under CPO legislation.  This is somewhat similar to the example of  the alleged Bullying Liar’s claim that he is protected by the wording of  S12 of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act from losing any powers or rights through his failure to abide by the law.  Damages can still be extolled for the maladministration itself.

The proposition that the law protects bureaucriminals absolutely both from being Found Out and from paying restitution to victims could be justified by taking a statistical sample.  The Accused had done so.  He knew that there existed no published cases in law where a bureaucriminal had been Found Out or penalised.  There had been a few cases where courts had removed some supposed legalistic objection to a payment to a vicim being made, but never one where a court had ruled in favour of a victim of  maladministration.   However, in theory, ‘above the law clauses’ do not protect bureaucriminals.   The victim however faces practical difficulties.  In the Graf v Nottingham Cases it turned out again and again that some simplistic allegation made by an alleged Bullying Liar, without proof and even contrary to evidence or clearly false was regarded as a fact that could not be doubted and a fact supported with a mountain of  evidence was branded by judges as ‘mere conjecture’.   There exists also the concept of the ‘agreed facts’.  The ‘agreed facts’, the victim will discover, are the facts as agreed by the alleged Bullying Liar.  They are written in the language of the lawcourts.  Bureaucrime cannot be expressed in the language of the lawcourts.  This in turn leads to the eventual written judgement bearing no resemblance to the actual allegations and arguments in the case.  The victim can redress the balance by having more lawyers and more expensive lawyers than the maladministrator.  But, if  he is really a victim, he can’t afford lawyers or, if he can, he may find that they misrepresent his case as much as any Bullying Liar.  But this does not mean that the victim cannot argue the point and win the argument, even though something quite different is likely to appear to his discomfiture in the eventual judgement.  Cynics may also argue that the point had been reached at which house prices had reached such a level that even if he added the trivial amount offered by the council and added it to what he had available he could not see any way of  replacing the premises, that this trivial sum would simply be lost if  he received it on account of the DHSS means test and that he might as well prolong the issue as long as he could.

The Accused was anxious to discover whether there existed any surveys of  9 Harley Street (or for that matter of  any other houses in clearance areas).  There had been a visit from a council official in September l976.  But he or she (the Accused thinks it was a woman) merely asked whether the residents were in favour of  a CPO.  She had discovered that residents were not in favour of  a CPO.  Therefore, under the new council policy, there was not to be a CPO.  The Accused did not know whether there had been a further council invasion while he was at a training course for two weeks at Letchworth.  There was a visit of  the Yesman prior to the Public Inquiry, as has been reported.   The Yesman had said that no houses were surveyed until and only if  the owners or residents appealed to the Minister against the CPO.  What took place was hardly a survey and has been adequately discussed.   Mr Pearce, the council official originally appointed to negotiate with the Accused carried out a hurried ‘survey’ on October 30th l979.  Mr Vanborough, in January l980, wrote that he had conducted a ‘survey’ of the premises, on behalf of  the Accused, in the company of  council officials but Mr  Vanborough never produced a valuation of  his own and never produced any documentary evidence of  any actual survey.  The Accused assures the author that no stone was left unturned to locate surveys.  Council officials reported that they had ransacked council offices high and low, that there was no trace of any survey and confidently asserted that none existed.  In fact, there were no surveys. not just no surveys of  9 Harley Street.  In particular, there was no survey conducted on September l976 and none conducted in the Accused’s absence.  Also, curiously, there was no record of  Mr Pearce having conducted any manner of  survey.   Mr Pearce had already on November 4th, the first day on which council offfices were open after the ‘entry’ mysteriously left council service.  From that day onwards, despite repeated requests to search and to produce, no copy of  any survey conducted by Mr Pearce was discovered or produced.  It also proved impossible to discover Mr Pearce’s whereabouts!

The Accused was through the need to protect himself from this persecution forced to investigate very thoroughly.  His researches concentrated on Nottingham but they were to some degree relevent also to council rackets nationwide and he discovered much which he would not have discovered and nobody else would have discovered had it not been for this compulsion.  It is not known whether the machinery of  the rackets was planned or whether there existed any person who had a knowledge or overview of  all aspects of it.  It may have been an organism which evolved and survived through its own capacity for survival rather than a machine designed by and operated by some human god.  There was a complex and hidden world of  local authority finance and of  government grants.  There was also what seemed to be more a deliberater rather than unconscious gerrymandering of  the housing market - the inner cities market as well as the housing market in general - by government in concert with local authorities.  Local authorities had bought up vast tracts of  houses built by private developers during a slump in the housing market in l974.   The Accused produced a great catalogue of  private estates for sale on the private market, bought not only by Nottingham District Council but by District Councils throughout the county.  Councils were prohibited by law from participating in the private housing market but did so by various clever fiddles.  These private houses became ‘empty council houses’ and comanded rate support grants.  A great deal was said in parliament about ‘empty council houses’ it being supposed that councils deliberately or negligently failed to transfer those on the waiting list into legitimate council houses or that there was obstruction by councils of  offers by prospective owner-occupiers to buy genuine council houses.   These ‘empty council houses’ supposedly were the product of  Labour socialism rather than Tory capitalism  (The district councils which had bought these houses were predominently Tory.  Most district councils at that time were).  Also, although the Accused was presented with no surveys of   Harley Street, he did find a financial report - which showed how the council could profit from demolishing other peoples’ houses (These were the only other people’s houses in the district) by pulling down, putting up new ones and collecting rate support grants.  The demolition of  1-15 Harley Street seemed highly profitable to the council even if ruinous to victims.

The Accused performed a full search of council committee minutes and obtained details of  all house purchases involving the council or its monopoly housing associations.  These could be described as highly suspicious - blatently suspicious!  Houses acquired by the council were sold on to housing associations - in the Hart Street Housing Action Area, the Bridge Housing Association.   A typical price for a house was £1800.  But simultaneously with the ‘sale’ of  the house, the council would awared the Housing Association an improvement grant.  These were regularly over £8,000 and there were several instances of  over £17,500.   It had by now become evident that it was not clear what had been done with this money.  Also, particular houses were targetted repeatedly, given large grants again and again.  It seemed that it was unlikely that the money would be used for the actual houses designated but  that it was more probably used to build houses on nearby bombsites.  A more interesting aspect of  these ‘improvement grants’ given to housing associations was that the Department of  Technical Services charged a ten per cent fee, which was an additional extraction from government funds, for ‘negotiating’ these improvement grants.  The Accused catalogued all these improvement grants.  The Department of  Technical Services had received several million pounds of government money in ‘consultation fees’.  The general policy was for the council to buy up and either keep or  pass onto its local monopoly housing associations (which it had set up by a Housing Committee Minute of  l974) at the same time the council was selling the occasional bombsite to friends of the council for some nominal sum while at the same time granting  massive ‘improvement grants’ to enable the friend to build new premises -which turned out then to be let to numerous unidentified indoasians.   The Hart Street area at this time was full of  mysterious indoasians.  Improvement grants are intended for the benefit of  existing residents.   Indoasians are very nice people but they had the unfortunate characteristic of  being easily identified as not the original residents in the area - all of  whom had been transported!

Nottingham’s Land Committee bought up houses in clearance areas prior to approval of  the Minister of  1957 Housing Act CPOs.  Circulars would be sent round to tell residents that the Council was prepared to buy such premised before the CPO was approved by the Minister but not afterwards.  There is evidence of  the council having bought up a street from private landlord and of  the CPO then not having been approved by the minister and also of  houses being bought off owners or residents at confiscatory prices and then sold on to friend of the council.  But the only transaction where the original ‘owner’ is actually named is the ‘sale’ of  ll Harley Street to the council by Cher Bonio.  There is doubt that Cher was the actual owner and doubt therefore also that she would have been entitled to compensation, that is to say, anything at all, once the CPO was approved.  This is suggested also by the diminutive price she was paid, according to the council minute, - £1600 and also by the fact that she was awarded £50 ‘disturbance payment’ - that is, ‘removal expenses’ for which £50 was paid routinely to tenants but not owner-occupiers.  Cher said that she was refused payment of the money until the CPO was approved and only if it was approved and that she was refused rehousing until it was approved and if  it was not approved.  She also claimed she was not paid any money!  Damage to 11 Harley Street, said to have been inflicted after the CPO was declared by the council, was the reason for the Minister approving the CPO on 1-15.

There are two cases of  compensation awarded to owner-occupiers mentioned in council minutes.  Both were awarded replacement compensation and not ‘market value’ compensation - the excuse in one case being that the house was ‘church’ (the Accused, who may not be reliable in these matters, assures the author it was not) and the other that the owner (who was compensated for two adjacent houses which he said he was using as one) was an inventor!

Why did the council approve of  these rackets which were going on under its nose?  We do not know - but the monthly meeting of the Land Committee approved hundreds of  resolutions and cound have done so only with a rubber stamp!

The Accused obtained from the Ministry of  Local Government a letter to the effect that the alleged Bullying Liar was incorrect in saying that the council were prohibited from selling inner city or any other houses or prohibited from going ahead with exchange scheme which the council had originally promised the Accused.  Rather than being in accordance with government directives, the alleged Bullying Liar’s policy was contrary to them.  It was illegal for an improvement grant to be greater than the market value of the house and there was an upper limit not to improvement grants given to owner-occupiers but to improvement grants to be issued to housing associations.

The Accused obtained from the surveyor Mr Vanborough a letter to the effect that he had not been acting as ‘agent’ in place of the Accused and that the term ‘all counts’ was to be understood to mean ‘house and land’ and not to exclude disturbance payment.  Mr Vanborough said he was willing to come testify on behalf of the Accused at the Lands Tribunal.  Then he said he was not.  The council had written to him that the Accused had ‘refused agreed compensation’ [which he neither had done or was physically able to do.  The alleged Bullying Liar had refused to pay].  The Accused discovered that this was not quite the full story.  The alleged Bullying Liar had for six years been withholding the surveyor’s fee.  Prior to the surveyor writing the letter, the alleged Bullying Liar had paid it!  Mr Vanborough also admitted that he had only supposed that the accused had ‘refused agreed compensation’ because the alleged Bullying Liar had said so.          

The assessment for ‘house and land’ if carried out strictly according to requirements includes a moiety for the land with a ‘supplement’ available to owner-occupiers for the house.  The compensation for the land, assessed as it would be without the house present, is not diminished by the fact that it costs money to demolish the house.   The Accused was not certain how honourable it was to drag up this question of  the ‘land’.  But all points had to be considered.  Nottingham City and County Council and the various District Councils used a standard £1 per square foot valuation for land in their internal transactions and in their transactions with one another.  They also used this figure in CPO assessments.  However, inner city land may be valued as considerably more expensive.  Where the council had been confiscating land, some was used for building houses -  but Barratt Hutches could be crammed in sufficiently to allow some of the land to be used for industrial development or prestige projects.  The Accused had been brought up with the condemnation of  back-to-back housing which social historians condemn with horror (that is houses which are on three sides continuous with other houses).  The Accused had pointed out that ‘back to back’ hutches were being built.  The alleged Bullying Liar had said there was nothing wrong with back-to-back housing.  If the blocks are surrounded by gardens or free space, he is probably right.  Nevertheless, there was land left over.   This was expensive development land.   1-15 Harley Street was a small island of  non-council land in a great sea owned by the council (or its client housing association).  Where a developer needs the last piece of  land to make up a site that commands a high price.  The monetary value of  land can also be assessed in terms of  the income which the council according to its own computations expects to receive from its land - which is reckoned mainly in terms of  potential rate support grants.  This would produce for  9 Harley Street land a figure over £50,000!!  It was also necessary to point out that according to the Land Registry the Accused’s land stretched into the middle of  Harley Street!  The Accused skills may not have been valued very highly by the employment system.  But that made it necessary for him to use them as well as he could for his own benefit.  If  he had in fact spotted a valuable piece of land going cheaply, he was perhaps entitled to keep the benefits of  that skill.

[The alleged Bullying Liar pointed out on one occasion that the Accused would in any case be making over l00% ‘profit’ on 9 Harley Street.  If the alleged Bullying Liar had bought the house merely as an investment and had then sold it, then perhaps he would have made a l00% profit - except that in such an eventuality it might have been CPO’d and since he was not living there he would not have been paid compensation.  On the other hand, the alleged Bullying Liar might not have CPO’d his own house.  Perhaps he would have obtained a £30,000 improvement grant in recognition for his services to the Department of  Technical Services.  But if it is merely a case of  living in a house, buying for one price and selling it for another - then the increased price is just price inflation and the new house will be similarly elevated in price and there is more likely to be loss than profit.]

The Accused bound the photocopies of  the documents uncovered during his researches, together with relevent comments, into a series of  dossiers, of which several copies were made - three of each being sent to the Lands Tribunal as part of  the evidence.  The alleged Bullying Liar produced nothing until shortly before the hearing.   He produced a short list of  what he called ‘comparables’, what were supposedly ‘market prices’ at which houses similar to 9 Harley Street had been bought or sold approximately November l979.   This included the ‘sale’ of  11Harley Street in l978 for £1600 and the ‘sale’ of various Hart Street properties about the same time for around £1850.  This ‘evidence’ was presented by the alleged Bullying Liar at the hearing in his usual allegedly aggressive manner, with the mentality allegedly of  a mugger who who is openly mugging, inciting others to mug and maintaining that the victim is an inferior being who deserves to be mugged - and not permitting any contradiction or amendment of  his very narrow and irrelevent information.

The price of  ll Harley Street was the alleged Bullying Liar’s main example, the only one allegedly to which he referred in the hearing.  He cited only the price. Had the Court been prepared to consider such evidence, the relevent and more Bullying Liar said nothing about ll Harley Street beyond the price.   The Accused’s dossiers contained the more fully informative relevent Land Committe Minute.  council minute.  £1600 was certainly not a market price.  Although the author does not wish to bring calumny on the good Ms Cher (who said she did not receive the money anyway) this sounds very much like a bribe paid to a person who did not own the house and was not entitled to comensation to persuade her to wreck the property.   The relevent considerations which arise from this evidence are not those which the alleged Bullying Liar projected.  If indeed this figure was the basis of  the council valuation of  9 Harley Street, then it has to be adjusted for the Cher payment preceding the ‘entry’ of  9 Harley Street by two inflation-years, for 9 Harley Street being larger and in a better condition and for this not being a market price but a well below market price apparant bribe.   The council’s entry or abortive entry on November lst, without warning and without negotiation of  compensation is likely t have been a mistake and the subsequent November 2nd entry and refusal to negotiate or pay compensation may have been the product of the alleged Bullying  Liar’s allegedly aggressive personality.   However the alleged Bullying Liar’s justification of  the council’s behaviour was to so allegedly extreme as to give the impression that not merely could they, after the event, get away with it but that he considered it the council’s duty to swindle and persecute victims and that all was done not accidentally but deliberately.   The possibility of  the CPO on 1-15 Harley Street having been a deliberate vendetta against the Accused has not been disproved.  The council appears to have used dealings affecting ll Harley Street, the nature of which was concealed, deliberately to defraud the Accused out of compensation.  This again is an argument for damages for full replacement of  loss, the assessment of which is even punitively to the council biased towards the Accused’s assessment of  is own requirements.

The alleged Bullying Liar’s brief list of other house prices sent to to the Tribunal again merely mentioned prices and not the circumstances - that these were houses sold by the council to the Bridge Housing Association.   All these houses were in the more comprehensive list in the Accused’s dossiers which also contained photcopies of  the relevent council minutes.  At least one of  the properties listed by the alleged Bullying Liar was adorned with eye-brow raising repeated improvement grants!   The overall evidence known to the Accused pointed to these houses being originally in job-lots bought by the council off private landlords.  The council could in fact, if it had so wished, whether it knew so or not (and it appeared not to know) have bought these houses compulsorily under l974 Act provisions and handed them over to Housing Associations (or kept them) - as was commonplace in Leicester.   As such it turns out, also, the council could have fixed ‘market prices’ at whatever level it chose.  Such landlords may well have been ‘willing sellers’ and the council, since it did in fact buy and did not have to (and didn’t pay anyway) were ‘willing buyers’.  The landlords were however were ‘willing sellers’ in a special sense.  The council could have threatened them with l957 Act CPOs - in which case the landlords would have obtained no compensation whatsoever (there was statutory provision only for compensation where the owner lived in the house).  Even if it did not, the houses were likely to be occupied by tenants paying controlled rents and were a burden rather than capital earning income to the owners.   Corporations which owned tracts of  inner city housing or absentee landlords who owned large numbers of  houses invariably sold to councils without audible protest (and had long ago written off the value of  the houses).  Evidence points to a few of these houses having been apparantly placed on the open market before the council bought them - but offers other than from the council (even if higher) being rejected.  This established a ‘market price’, an allegation that the council sales, or some of  them, were open market transaction.  The houses were then bought at this artificially generated ‘market price’, or since they were bought as a job lot, slightly lower.  Since this was a job lot, there would not necessarily be a separately quoted price for each house.  The council then ‘sold’ the houses at the same price to the Housing Association.  Multiple transactions which were known to have taken place were not recorded in council minutes but a large number of  houses sold individually were.  The £1850-£2250 price range quoted appeared to the Accused to be rather low, but nevertheless the Accused was not intentending to produce evidence that these particular houses were bought and sold by the council at different prices (in other cases, he was - but more as evidence of  a culture of  fiddling or opportunism rather to claim that the council had paid higher prices).

However when the council ‘sold’ the houses on to the Housing Association, in the cases reported in council committee minutes, invariably it was part of the sale that the council also awarded the Housing Association an improvement grant, which was government money, that greatly exceeded the price - even five times or more initially, before it was later topped up.  There would also be a  payment ‘to the Department of  Technical Services’ out of  government money - totallying in all millions of  pounds - as a fee for negotiating the improvement grants.  It was not stated into which account this money went and what it was used for and no reference could be found to this income in any version of  council budget (and the Accused had also not established whether other housing racket incomes were fully recorded in the council budget).   This could not be described as a ‘sale’.  It was a means of  extracting money out of  the government, at least some of  which went to the council or to its employees.  The improvement grants more than covered the cost of  the houses to the Housing Association.  Particularly extravagant improvement grants were awarded to a house described in other minutes as the Bridge Housing Association’s ‘Show House’ on Hart Street.   There was no evidence of and nobody knew anything about any Show House!  This money was clearly not intended for the houses for which it was nominally awarded.  It may have been originally intended for some morally justifiable purpose though later committee minutes and newspaper reports suggested that the ‘improvement grants’ were in fact ‘loans’ from the council on which interest was paid and that morally justifiable purposes included the award of  improvement grants to pay the interest!  Morally justifiable or not - these ‘improvement grants’, according to the letter from the Ministry, were illegal.   The generation by council employees of income for themselves, a council department or the council out of government money or from loan facilities under government scrutiny by mysterious manipulations of  improvement grants awarded to housing associations whose directors were also city councillors 

was hardly likely to generate public enthusiasm if Found Out.   By l985 the Hart Street Area, according to a survey report compiled by the Accused, was assuming the appearance of a deserted village which had been hit by a neutron bomb, largely apparantly uninhabited, but certain houses overflowing with Indoasian tenants, and with not merely no visible sign of  ‘improvement’ and considerable deterioration.  Both the council and the Press were allegedly beginning to rumble over the large debts of  the Bridge Housing Association, continuous monetary top-ups and the alleged vandalism that had exploded in the area which was the excuse for the top-ups.

The Accused spent many hours trying to decode and find explanations for council accounting.  He was not familiar with all the concepts and devices and it not certain that what the author reports is unequivocably correct.   The reader, similarly, were she to attempt to decode the accounts of  public and private corporations would be hit by similar mysteries.   Town councillors or company directors were no better informed that the Accused.  It is not clear that anyone knows how these conglomerates operate except perhaps for the occasional genius such as Robert Maxwell.  When researchers uncover these foibles they lead to suspicion.  It may well be that there is more concealed that does not meet the researcher’s eye or understanding - that there in nothing immoral or improper going on or that attempts to rectify would not have a benign outcome.  Nevertheless such discoveries always lead to heated accusations and to nobody being willing or able to provide an explanation.  If  there had been an effective Lands Tribunal hearing and the Council had in consequence been Found Out, then the alleged Bullying Liar by projecting these council transactions - to which were to be added more and others of  a different nature catalogued by the Accused - would have opened a considerable can of  worms.

Councils were heavily dependent on maximisation of  money extracted from the government.  In the case of the Housing Rackets this appeared to override the declared nature and purpose of  central and local government policies and to create a hidden accounting that was actually operative whereas the openly admitted accounting and the reasons declared for various actions being performed were bogus.  A great deal that went on could by the suspiciously minded be regarded as reminiscent of  backhanders and bribery.  Nottingham Council was amongst those which claimed to balance its budget  Nottingham Council had a reputation for providing an excellent service with the resources available rather than being in continuous crisis like Liverpool.  But amongst those that were regarded as well-managed it was the most heavily dependent on housing subsidies and housing rackets.  If house prices were driven up, then rates, rents and rate support grants also went up.  Not merely Nottingham but other councils, with government encouragement, appeared to be engaging in a conspiracy to increase house prices and to remove cheap housing from the market.  Where the council was effectively the only trader or had control over the market - as in the inner cities - it was possible to play legerdemain with the figures.  By l980 a market of  much higher house prices was already clandestinely established.  It had only to explode into view - though internal council accounting already assumed its existence.  But at the same time the council was able to manufacture an apparant open market of  bogus much lower prices.  The Labour-voting (if they bothered to vote) East Midlands inner cities had a high rate of  unemployment.  This meant that the rents and rates were paid by the government.  The money being poured into inner cities was openly intended to rectify that by turning the existing populations into communities which not only lived in what the government supposed were better conditions but which were more readily able to earn a living - and thereby also to relieve the government of  an economic burden!  The government was supposedly investing into the existing populations and making them economically productive.   The old ‘degeneracy theory’, which is in this work alleged to have produced a persisting hidden agenda, had the contrary view that the ‘degenerates’ were beyond redemption, did not have equal right with social classes and that the objective was to prevent them from reproducing and to get rid of them.  The reader has learnt that the Accused, as effectively a second generation foreigner, was classed a degenerate, despite apparantly having very useful talents, and had been denied means of  earnng a living.  He had been trying at 9 Harley Street to find a means of  rectifying that - but the CPO was being administrated in a manner in which to prevent him from doing so.   But the evidence points to the objective of  making existing populations more ‘economically productive’ was altogether a washout.  The ‘authorities’ did not know how to go about this - and this effectively meant that there was a hidden agenda based on the assumption that it could not be done.  The Accused as a pioneer within deprived communities turns out to have been very effective.  It had to be done in accordance with his example - by members of the community itself, from within the community, with a belief in the capacities of  the indiginous populations, by internal evolution, with the community’s own resources and with an appropriate internal economy - not by patronage from outside and by annexation and incorporation by what was in money terms a much more prosperous outside community.   Efforts to enhance the employability or self-reliance of the alleged degerates were for the most part sham and more persecution and the provision of  subsidies and jobs for outside people who went through the motions of  being the agents of the patronage.   Populations were also to a considerable extent pushed out, while costs were put up and the inner cities were turned over to those already belonged to social classes and could afford the costs (known to council officials as ‘gentrification’) or, in accordance with ancient degeneracy theory requirements, turned over to first generation immigrants, preferably illegal immigrants, who were pro temp but not permanently, to be put into a position such that former indiginous degenerates could not compete - though the intention was not that the should reproduce and establish themselves but should be eventually kicked out and replaced by Fresh Immgrant, which was to be bought off Approved Slave Agencies - an international conspiracy between governments in human traffic.  A consequence of  this was also the creation of high crime, high disorder, dumping grounds (which were to expand and infiltrate).  The NHS closure list hospital was now the model for the whole of  British Society.

The Accused had not ever had any intention to uncover maladminstrations or secrets of government.  He was not now motivated towards any vendetta.  But the council’s refusal to pay compensation had rendered his position desperate - and in the mid-l980s the eventual outcome appeared likely to be rapidly much more catastrophic than turned out.  Arguments that maladministration or fraud rendered the council liable to full replacement compensation had to be pursued.  Alternatively it was to be argued that if  mystery accounting and hidden policies were not maladministration, the Accused should nevertheless not be penalised because they existed.

The Accused as far as possible produced evidence of  apparantly more genuine market prices of  his own, historical and contemporary.  This included the prices at which the council advertised its own inner city houses for sale in the l970s, houses which the Accused argued were worth less than 9 Harley Street and on the basis of  which prices (and it appeared that the houses had been sold to Housing Associations, if sold at all, at these prices) he claimed that the correct l979 market value figure was £3750.  The Accused had been offered such a house (Evidence was produced) at such a price or at discount in exchange for 9 Harley Street and he had assumed therefore that any earlier negotiation of  price for 9 Harley Street could be legitimately based on such prices, which, in fact, understimated any meaningful ‘open market’ prices.   Since this sales list was later declared bogus and the alleged Bullying  Liar had refused to consider such a previously promised exchange deal or sale, the 1979 price had to be correspondingly raised.   In fact, what the council had offered and had been agreed was effectively replacement compensation and so what was now offered had to be replacement compensation.  The £2150 figure had never been intended to be a realistic assessment of  the ‘market value’ of  the house.  The Accused needed money - some money - to replace the house and needed it urgently.  The council refused to make any other offer and indeed for almost a year had refused to make any offer at all.  The Accused was not offered negotiation or fair terms but placed under duress (which invalidates any contract).  aThe existence of the offer obliged the council to make the 90% statutory ‘advance payment’.  It had appeared at the time that this was more than enough to enable the Accused, assuming he had other money available of  his own, to replace the house.   If the Accused could not replace the house with the sum available he could come back for more as ‘disturbance payment’.   Immediate payment or payment on demand was an essential aspect of the contract - whereas it was never agreed that this was a legitimate and adequate market price sum.  The council had however both refused payment of  the supposedly agreed sum and had refused payment of the advance payment when it was formally accepted and indeed had thrown a spanner in the works with the attempt at Vesting Declaration that it made it impossible for a considerable period to acquire the sum or to negotiate by any means - and the council had refused all overtures to negotiation.   Any existing contract had been invalidated by council.   The outcome was an obligation for payment for full replacement at whatever contemporary prices turned out to be.  However there was still for the purpose of  any arguments or council positions to which it might apply for this November 1979 assessment for the figure to be rectified to a realistic level.  There was also a need for a multiplier to be devised which translated such a  l979 figure into a contemporary figure though the Accused did not propose that the figure thus produced would necessarily be sufficient for compensation.

It might be argued that whether the Accused relished such a situation or not, his talents served the community best as he had been using them at 9 Harley Street - devoting so much time to his chess club that this could be regarded as full time occupation - and providing those and other services to other people free of charge.   If he wished to live honestly, without being compromised by threats to his intellectual liberty or freedom of  expression and wished to be free to record his own thoughts and experiences - as regards psychiatry and as regards other topics, perhaps he was free to do so.  After all, he was the persecuted and suppressed leader in his own field, well ahead of  contemporaries, and he could educate others only by the secretive and isolated stance he was taking.  It has been previously argued that the Accused was not just indulging in a personal obsession but telling the truth when he claimed that he could not survive as a person and could not provide service to other human beings as a council tenant and had to live within his own means in premises he himself owned, however low the attendent income or expenditure, and that he could not leap to a threshold income and expenditure imposed by Thatcherism in one bound rather than by gradual attrition.

The degeneracy theory point of  view is that the person with eccentric requirements is a degenerate to be extinguished.   Only normal requirements should be provided.   This text hopefully will modify such an opinion, not only as regards the Accused but as regards those for whom the degeneracy theory opinion is not so obvious astray.  The hardened degeneracy theorist finds many inner city residents and many of  the chronically unemployed hopelessly beyond the pale and considers them psychopaths or schizophrenics.  But this is the result of  being born without opportunity not the result of a genetic or irremediable deficiency.  Nevertheless Compulsory Purchase Law recognises ‘special requirements’.  Special requirements and handicaps (Everyone has handicaps.  It is not possible to be an expert at everything.) gave a degeneracy theory tendency to be classified, so that again there exist norms or classes, with the rights of  everyone else excluded.  Nevertheless the Accused searched high and low for records of compensation paid to owner-occupiers.  He found only two cases.  Both of  them were as assessed as for special requirements and both assessed as replacement compensation - that is the council paid for the accommodation into which the victim moved, irrespective of  price.  Sure enough there were classifications which were produced - a church and an inventor - in other words what is known to cartoonists as a mad scientist.  To popular conception, all scientists resembled the Accused and all were mad (that is, their attitudes were appropriate to their being scientists).   It was the Accused, not the inventor, who was Nottingham’s publically recognised Professor or Mad Scientist!  However, Nottingham Council knew nothing about Mad Scientists or people who lived in churches or what were their requirements (though, from the Accused’s point of view, as regards Mad Scientists, this was not for lack of  trying).  These were excuses.  The council paid replacement compensation, realised it was necessary and it was the only sort of  compensation which negotiators who were not a law unto themselves offered - and the Accused should have been offered it (which, before the alleged Bullying Liar intervened - he was).

If extremist fundamenalist degeneracy theory is not invoked, then it might also appear reasonable to assume that if ‘market value’ compensation - or even ‘replacement compensation’ - is to be offered that if the victim requires to buy a similar inner cities house to that vacated, then such houses actually exist for sale on the market.  It was the Accused’s assumption in l979 and subsequently that such houses for sale existed.  Furthermore it might be assumed that some were ‘unimproved’ or within the victim’s means rather than ‘improved’, or very expensive and priced well above realistic value.  If the local council insisted that a house was to be ‘improved’ it could then offer an improvement grant and pay for it (though it was neither the policy of  governments nor of local councils to force ‘improvements’ on owner-occupiers).   Such unimproved houses were offered and continued to be offered on the placards of  Estate Agents.   Suspicion was to develope more and more that there were not really such houses for sale, that there was a hidden agenda or reality that there were no such houses on the market.  The Accused did not know and the author does not know to what extent the market in inner city houses or in improved houses had by the mid-1980s in actuality or appearance dried up - but the Accused was never to obtain any unequivocal evidence of  any actual sale to a private individual rather than to a council, housing association or developer of any ‘unimproved’ inner cities house.  In Leicester a few owner-occupiers of ‘improved’ houses in inner city areas did pop up, or allegedly so, much to the annoyance of  other residents who took this to be evidence of  ‘gentrification’ and of  themselves being priced out, but it is not known by what means such alleged owner-occupiers obtained their homes. 

The Accused did, however, produce evidence in the form of  asking prices quoted for improved and unimproved houses, most of which he had inspected, from l979 onwards, in the form of estate agents’ advertisments.  These were mainly in the Leicester, Nottingham and Derby cities and counties.  In an ideal world perhaps ‘replacement’ should be next door, but it is the fate of the degenerate to be moved on!  However there was not a consistent picture even where the examples were similar, close to one another and the prices quoted at the same time or approximately so.  Further, house price inflation was raging and nobody actually knew what level it had reached to today or would do tomorrow!

There existed both under the l965 Act and under the l845 Act a penalty of  £50 a day which the council had to pay the Accused until they returned the premises (intact).  The alleged Bullying Liar had allegedly wriggled out of  the l965 Act but there is no wriggling out of  the l845 Act.  The provision that the two Acts are to be regarded as being identical in effect does not mean that the l965 Act changes the meaning of  the l845 Act retrospectively.  It means that the ambiguity in the l965 Act is to be interpreted as not changing the effect of the l845 Act - that the penalty could be extracted.  The Accused therefore at intervals would sent the council a bill.  He did not expect it to be paid and would have been satisfied with the adequate replacement compensation and suggested the council might negotiate this.  The current demand was also included in the Land Registry application (together, with good measure, a computation of  interest on the sum).  The reader therefore can be assured that if  the law of  the land was enforced to the letter, the Accused would have been a rich man!

A surprisingly large amount of material was covered in the Graf v Nottingham cases in a short time.  The Accused was familiar with all the relevent and irrelevent material but made no pre-case notes on what he was going to say, beyond a few lines (and these notes would not be consulted during the hearing).  Since the Accused was speaking impromptu, he might have been more obliged to isolate pionts of law or argument more briefly and clearly than in the present discussion or in his copious submissions and affidavits.  Nevertheless the amount of material covered may have been sufficient to confuse the court or to jeopardise the relevence or  quality of  the judgement.  Judges are prepared beforehand and they tended to be prepared for much simpler issues than were actually raised.   The introduction to the Lands Tribunal case which has been given to the reader however is more extension than reflected by the brevity and nature of the actual case.

The Lands Tribunal case was scheduled to be heard in Belper, in the Derbyshire peak district.  Possibly this was intended to assist the Accused.  Belper was some twenty miles up the road.  A hearing or preliminary hearing in Nottingham before a judge based in Nottingham may have been convenient to the Accused.  But London is also easily reached from Nottingham.  Belper was more likely to be convenient to the alleged Bullying Liar, who travelled there by car.  This arrangement was also likely to lead to an inflexibility in the hearing that proved decisive.  There were rooms available for court hearings at any time and at short notice at the county court in Nottingham whereas in Belper the Tribunal had to hire the Town Hall!  The Accused’s researches and preparations for the Graf v Nottingham cases took a long time.  To the alleged Bullying Liar it was even an advantage to be ill-prepared.  His routine was to write down on a piece of  paper his brief  misinterpretation of  Lord Donaldson’s judgement (which, it proved, he had neither seen nor read) and to repeat stock slogans such as ‘refused compensation’ and ‘statutory duty to demolish’ - a brief repertoire of  phrases allegedly ideal for alleged bullying and allegedly ideal for misleading courts with distorted oversimplifications.   The Graf v Nottingham cases were not the only defences agains persecutions with which the Accused had to attend and he was afflicted with numerous other highly time consuming and complex duties.  Perhaps largely through exhaustion the Accused fell ill before the hearing.  He wrote to the Lands Tribunal (before it was revealed that the hearing would be at Belper) asking for a postponement on grounds of  illness.  But it turns out that there is one law for the alleged Bullying Liar and another for the Accused.   The alleged Bullying Liar (who had unilaterally arranged the rearrangement of the S12 Magistrates’ Court Case to a Friday afternoon - though he had no right to do so) now objected.   Perhaps the reader can think up a legitimate explanation of this other than malice or  obsession to impede justice.   When lawyers ask for postponements, which they are forever doing, they are granted automatically and after over five years’ delay by the alleged Bullying Liar there was hardly any justice in denying a few days’ delay, on grounds of illness, to the Accused, who had never previously asked for any postponements and was not to do so again.   So the Accused received a letter from the Lands Tribunal to the effect that the alleged Bullying Liar had objected and that the postponement could not be granted.  However, were the Accused to turn up at Belper at the appointed time with a ‘medical certificate’ the postponement ‘might’ be granted.   This meant that the Accused had to go to Belper anyway (and it cost money to travel to Belper) and he had in any case to be prepared to present the case!  The Accused did not have time to waste going to a GP trying to procure a medical certificate.  If he managed to negotiate the receptionist he would then be given an appointment after the date of the court hearing.  So the Accused went to Belper!

There were two judges (or ‘registrars’) of the Lands Tribunal.  At any rate, there were two whose cases readily appeared in the legal journal devoted to cases concerned with land.  The Accused was familiar with the published cases of  this particular registrar, Mr Solon, and, indeed, referred to them in his court submissions.  In published cases the victim is invariably awarded generous replacement compensation at contemporary prices - and the judge finds excuses to justify it.  If there do not exist any case any existing excuses, a new case is heard and judge finds one.   On the basis of  Mr Solon’s published cases the outcome of  Graf v Nottingham was a forgone conclusion.  Even where the victim’s negligence had caused delay, contemporary price full replacement compensation was awarded.  Mr Solon’s judgements were well-written, just, impressive and favoured the victim.  Perhaps judgements are actually written by the judge’s clerk or wife.  Even if not - it is common to find that those who write impressively - not only judges - are less impressive face to face.  Mr Solon may have been affected by the adverse circumstances of the case.  But in the Accused’s case he was less impressive.

There had been a case traipsing over a year in the High Court named Graf v Lands Tribunal.  The Lands Tribunal had been sent copies of all submissions relating to the case.  The Lands Tribunal had refused to hear the Accused’s case and the Court of  Appeal had directed the Lands Tribunal to hear it nevertheless.   The Lands Tribunal might have been expected to know that the case existed and also expected to know that it was facing a case of  some complexity which might be expected to last even several days.  The case had been submitted by the Accused and his papers might have been expected to know what it was about.   The Accused had been asked to give his estimate of  how long the case would take - and he did.  The Lands Tribunal had been misled by the alleged Bullying Liar once through his submission of preliminary information without the Accused’s knowledge  - and this had led to its being overruled by the Court of  Appeal.  It surely was not going to be misled by the alleged Bullying Liar in exactly the same way once again?

The eyes of  Mr Solon’s pleasant and attractive lady clerk lit up as the alleged Bullying Liar entered the room.  The  Accused was not accorded this compliment.  This does not constitute any grounds for complaint.  Ladies are entitled to admire the alleged Bullying Liar if they so choose and the alleged Bullying Liar is permitted to have lady admirers.   This was one of  the few redeeming features of the case.  The clerk had not previously met the alleged Bullying Liar but she had spoken to him on the phone.  It is the clerk who initially studies the case, peruses the legal texts and explains the case to the judge.  It does not exhilerate the victim to learn that the rapist has been communicating with the clerk.  This is not necessarily malpractice, however.  The Accused had never visited the Lands Tribunal, but it is not unusual for the victim to meet the judge’s clerk at the early stages and to be given advice on the judge’s foibles and how to present the written and spoken aspects of the case.  But then the Accused had been speaking for less than three minutes before Mr Solon angrily complained that he had been ‘misled’.  It was important for him to catch a train at four o’ clock.  He had been told this would be a simple and brief case.  He had been told nothing about there being a previous case in the  Court of  Appeal nor of any prior expectation that there would be unusual aspects which would require further judgement in the Court of  Appeal.   It may not have been sweet nothings whispered by the alleged Bullying Liar into the ears of  the clerk which led to the being misled..but the alleged Bullying Liar surely is the bookmakers’ hot favourite as the source of  misleading.   Then the Accused began to refer to his dossiers.  These consisted of  numbered sheets of paper punched with holes held in thin cardboard folders similarly punched with holes, with two knotted pieces of string keeping all together - a do-it-yourself version regularly used by the Accused of  the more professional technique of binding documents used by the Accused.   These, said Mr Solon, had not been ‘lodged’.  These documents were a very important part of  the case.   They certainly had been lodged, were covered as required by affidavits, and their lodging had been acknowledged by the Court.  However, although they had been accepted by the Lands Tribunal as part of  the case, they had not been received by the judge.. or they were in London while he was in Belper.  Judges study cases before the hearing and arrive with their minds at least provisionally made up.  The judge by now appeared in a panic.  He was thinking about his train or whatever was at the other end of  it.  Perhaps he was facing breakdown of  his marriage if  he did not arrive at St Pancras on time (or was it just that he had a booked first class carriage?).  There followed therefore a very unsatisfactory hearing.  It was the alleged Bullying Liar and the quality of  his evidence that mainly got the lashings of  the judge’s tongue.  He was relatively polite and tolerant towards the Accused but repeatedly complaining that he was unprepared for the questions raised and  did not have time to deal with them.  It might have been better for the case to be postponed and then heard in London rather than Belper, but that, for whatever reason, was not suggested and did not happen.

The parties contending the case are each permitted to bring an ‘expert witness’.   The Accused was his own Expert Witness.   The alleged Bullying Liar however brought a young man called Mr Watkins, who gave his title as ‘Chief  Valuer’ of  Nottingham Council.  Although the name ‘Watkins’ appeared on at least one council letter the Accused had supposed it was written by Mr  Darkhorse and had supposed that Mr  Darkhorse was the Chief Valuer.  Mr Watkins, as he himself admitted, had never seen 9 Harley Street and knew nothing about it.  The lady clerk after the hearing politely thanked him for coming to ‘give moral support’ to the alleged Bullying Liar.  Perhaps that was why he attended!  Any claim that he provided authenticity for any assertions by the alleged Bullying Liar was sham!  The reader might also suggest that the alleged Bullying Liar did not have as much experience of  actual appearance in court cases as the Accused, was nervous and felt lonely.

However a more sinister potential interpretation of  events emerged.  The alleged Bullying Liar referred to himself again as ‘The City Solicitor’.  However he claimed that he had, as City Solicitor, been ‘retained by the Director of  Technical Services’ and the Accused understood him to mean or imply by that he had all along and continuously from November 4th onwards in all aspects of  the story, including the S12 case, been ‘retained by the Director of  Technical Services’.  Just as the term ‘City Solicitor’ was used by any member of  the City Solicitor’s staff, the term ‘Director of  Technical Services’ was used for any employee within the Department of  Technical Services.   Being ‘retained’ by a member of  the staff of  the Department of  Technical Services is not the same representing Nottingham Council.  A representative of  Nottingham Council paid out of  council funds, that is to say, by the public purse, is expected to represent the policies and wishes of  the Council.  Councils, in turn, are expected to represent the public.  The citizens of  Nottingham did not wish the alleged Bullying Liar to victimise the Accused.  Nor did Nottingham Council.  The policies and procedures of  Nottingham Council as regards all aspects of the 9 Harley Street affair were quite clear.  The councils policies and directives were adequately reported in the Accused’s dossiers.  The bizarre ‘entry’ to 9 Harley Street and the subsequent refusal of negotiation and compensation were contrary to council policies and directives.   The alleged Bullying Liar was preventing the council from finding out rather than representing it.

The Accused had supposed that the alleged Bullying Liar was a maladministrator who was protecting himself.  But it now turned out that he might be representing and protecting a maladministrator or maladministrators in the department of  technical services.  A lawyer who is retained by a felon may recite a cock and bull story in court.   The alleged Bullying Liar had recited a cock and bull story about the warrant in the S12 Magistrates’ Case.  If a lawyer representing Jack the Ripper says ‘at the time at which my client was seen by fifty witnesses murdering the deceased he was attending a Masonic dinner fifty miles away’, that may be acceptable if  he admits he is representing Jack the Ripper but not if he claims to be representing the Commissioner of  Police.  The alleged Bullying Liar and the alleged Chief Valuer were presenting ‘surveys’ to the court.  Up to the day prior to the hearing council officials had been claiming there were no surveys.  The alleged Bullying Liar and indeed the Department of  Technical Services were claiming there existed no surveys.  Now there surfaced without prior warning - and these documents should have been lodged in advance and made known to the Accused - the supposed survey by Mr Pearce.  What was presented was in fact not a survey by Mr Pearce but some hurried diagrams drawn on a piece of  paper by the Accused - who is no architect or artist - and presented to Mr Pearce.  But Mr Pearce’s name was used to justify the alleged Bullying Liar’s alleged valuation.  A more serious misdemeanour was that the alleged Bullying Liar and the Watkins produced what they claimed to be a survey conducted by Mr Westerman in September l976.  We already know that no such survey ever took place.  A council official came round with a form or survey and asked some questions (such as who lived at the house) writing down the answers and there were other questions on the form, at the end of which the official simply put a tick.  What was produced the Accused recognised as the original form.  Some of  the original writing was difficult to discern - but it was there.  However, the form had now been overwritten in two hands - and this overwriting was, the Accused declares, later addition.   One set of writing was - in block capitals! - an extract from Yesman Westerman’s routine spiel (the catalogue of  all defects that may be found in houses) produced in connection with all CPOs.  The kindly reader may consider that ‘inadequate notice’ was given and that these documents needed ‘further investigation’, but the Accused considers them merely to unequivocal forgeries.

The Lands Tribunal Case, as the reader has learnt emerged after the alleged Bullying Liar’s allegedly scurrilous attempt at vesting declaration had been scuppered by the Accused’s application to the High Court.  This mischief was a major ground for the Accused’s claim for replacement compensation.  The alleged Bullying Liar was now again claiming that he had uttered a Vesting Declaration.  He knew nothing about the Accused’s action in the High Court.  He denied that it had ever taken place.  The reader who has heard the story may suppose that inevitably the alleged Bullying Liar had very much heard about and had heard about it from the Land Registry as well as from the Accused and that he had had  no choice but to abandon the Vesting Declaration.  The Accused produced the order from Mr Justice Woolf and other documents.  The alleged Bullying Liar denied that that proved that any action had ever taken place.  The judge denied that this proved that any action had ever taken place.  However the alleged Bullying Liar said that there existed a vesting declaration, then that it did not, then that it did, then that it did not.  That he did not was apparanlty his final choice.  The reason for the denial might have been that if  there was a vesting declaration, then the judge wanted to know why he had not been told about it and why, if  there was such a declaration, there was a case in the Lands Tribunal to determine compensation.

The Accused now also produced the letter from Nottingham Council, sent at the time of the delivery of  the Notice to Treat, which instructed the victim, if an owner-occupier, to remain in the premises until after compensation was negotiated and paid.  This can be taken as decisive new evidence concerning the earlier S12 argument over whether there existed a ‘valid’ Notice of  Entry.  As has been previously related, under the original argument relating to Harris v Birkenhead, this is of no relevence.  But under the new argument forever thereafter quoted which appeared in the Magistrates’ affidavit this open declaration by the council that they have no intention of entering and deny any right to enter removes any claim that a ‘valid’ notice of  entry existed.

The reader might suppose that this letter now produced was evidence that the alleged Bullying Liar had been deceiving the courts and that the entry on November 2nd certainly was illegal - and, in the present context, that the council must pay the required present day price replacement compensation.  However the judge looked at the authentic original letter.  It had no date on it, he remarked.  It might have been sent at any date.  It could not be proved that it was sent together with the Notice to Treat.  A mini- court hearing and police inquiry could be set up to confirm that it had been sent on the date of the Notice to Treat and the Accused’s affidavit confirmed that it did.   That is what would have been proved.   The  Accused however pointed out that of course it had no date on it!  It was standard letter which was sent together with every Notice to Treat.  It was added to the package.  It was also irrelevent whether there was a date on it.  If owner-occupiers were to remain on the premises, then they were to remain on the premises irrespective of  on what date the instructions were despatched.

The alleged Bullying Liar repeated again the standard argument, from the Magistrate’s affidavit, justifying November 2nd l979 entry.  If  the reader has by now heard this argument repeated ad nauseam and has heard the discussion surrounding it ad nauseam, the number of repetitions she has encountered is nothing compared with the number of  times the Bullying Liar recited these creed and declared that Lord Donaldson had claimed that the entry was in all respects legal, right and proper.  The Accused showed the the Court the actual transcript of  Lord Donaldson’s judgement.  It turned out that although the Accused had sent the alleged Bullying Liar a copy and no doubt the Court did as well, he had neither seen it before nor read it!  It is true that Nottingham Council eventually ended up with at least two dustbinfuls of  the Accused’s court papers (They were stored in dustbins in the Guildhall).  But had the alleged Bullying Liar been acting in good faith and had he read the submissions to only one of  the Court cases that would have been sufficient - and when this transcript was sent there was still only a relatively small quantity of  such paper.  The Accused explained.  The judgement concerned only the effectiveness of  S12(c) as a remedy.  According to Lord Donaldson’s opinion at the time, it was a useless remedy.  The entry was nevertheless illegal.. quite obviously it was illegal.  It was contrary to terms both of  S12 and S16 of  the Act... The judge could not understand.  The alleged Bullying Liar’s credo was to live on!

Aforesaid events bear witness to the extreme bias in the Law Courts, or in courts where an alleged Bullying Liar carries sway.   The alleged Bullying Liar stands as the Accused felon.  The victim submits the case and informs the court was it is.  The alleged Bullying Liar then intervenes to tell the court it is something else and tells it what verdict it is to bring.   This is done without the victim’s knowledge.  The victim is required to take oath.  The alleged felon is not.  Then whatever the felon claims as fact is accepted in the absence of  evidence or in the face of  contrary evidence.  Any evidence which contradicts the alleged felon’s story is asserted not to exist.  If a Court rules against him, then in the next court hearing he says that never happened and the previous verdict is said not to have existed.

The Accused pointed out that ‘comparables’ produced by the Council were ‘internal council transactions’  The Accused however needed not point that out.  The judge was already interrupting the alleged Bullying Liar to denounce him for producing figures with no evidence that they were market transactions.  However, the judge also considered the Accused’s estate agent figures to be worthless.  If a house was advertised at a price, he pointed out, it did not follow it was sold at such a price.  The Accused was concerned that the ‘surveys’ were fraudulent and had been foist upon him without warning when they had been purported by the council from their alleged birthdays onwards not to exist and had still been purported not to exist on the previous day and that they were concrete evidence of  the council pursuing its transactions altogether with conspiracy and fraud.  The Accused did not openly pursue this line very strongly since he did not wish the alleged Bullying Liar to reaslise that he had been rumbled and wanted to conduct further inquiries before hitting him it.  The Accused now had photocopies and he needed to go over them with magnifying glass and fine toothcomb and deliberate carefully over his conclusions.  The judge however immediately reassured the Accused that these surveys would have no bearing on any assessment and later laid into the allaged Bullying Liar angrily on account of these not being surveys.

9 Harley Street itself had been demolished  in early l980 and there was now a Barratt Hutch on the site.  So there was no evidence on which a ‘market value’ assessment could be based.   The Court of  Appeal believed that this was no obstacle.  Mr Solon however believed it was an insuperable obstacle.  He glanced at his watch.  The time limit had been reached!  He had a train to catch.  Hurriedly he gathered up his papers and made his way to the door while his clerk uttered polite farewells to the alleged Bullying Liar and the Watkin.  Mr Solon declared that he refused to make a ruling.  The alleged Bullying Liar pestered him that he must make a ruling.  Mr Solon refused.  The alleged Bullying Liar pesterd.  Mr Solon refused.  The alleged Bullying Liar pestered.  Mr Solon refused.  Then Mr Solon broke down.  Perhaps it would not look to good.

The pre-existing (supposed) assessment of  £2150, he said, remained.  He did however say that this assessment was definitely for house and land.  The Land Tribunal, he said, did not deal with disturbance payments.  Disturbance payment was a separate issue and was not included in the price.  This at least was an important gain for the Accused from the hearing - though the likelihood was that, as with previous gains, the alleged Bullying Liar would not accept that this aspect of  the ruling had ever been made and his concept of the ‘all counts’ clause would simply reappear.

If it is assumed that there exists the option of  appeal, the outcome of  his hearing at first sight is not such a disaster.  S16 of  the l965 Compulsory Purchase Act alone proves the case.  Even had there been an amicably arranged agreed entry on November 2nd, the council still had to pay immediate compensation and had lost any protection from the CPO after six months of  paying no compensation.  A recitation of  the history of  the non-negotiations confirms the argument.  The alleged Bullying Liar, since it is the only smokescreen available, would propose that there was a legal entry on November 2nd l979.  This argument breaks down.  It turns out to be possible to argue about this until the cows come home, but it should be put at the end and not at the beginning - and the argument is proved long before this consideration is reached.  It is customary in court cases relating to compensation disputes for the alternative sums under various disputed criteria to be named before argument takes place as to which is appropriate.  The Lands Tribunal, in the absence of  any other agreed sums, provides these figures.  But if the Lands Tribunal refuses to determine them, it is perfectly possible to do without.  Really, in this case, the council had to pay the cost of  51 Elford Rise.  It may not necessarily from the Accused’s point of  view have been an ideal solution, but it was a solution available - and the author unfortunately cannot think of  any other practical solution.

It does not necessarily mean however when the victim in theory has a winning case, that he will win the case.   The published cases in which the victim always wins are expensive cases conducted by expensive lawyers.  The authority moreover is not represented by an alleged Bullying Liar but is perfectly prepared to throw the case!  It was not reasonable policy for the Accused to risk and expensive case and there limited options available.
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