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• 'l'er.t~~r.i.:::t C'ffcnccs ~n b r itain 

1. There are at p resen t appro x i mately 100 Irish prison e rs servin g 

sentences ir B:ritc::.in for t e r r orist offer. ces relate d to IH.i"\ activities. 

Allegations of harassme nt. and ill·· t r eut1.v:mt: of the s e prisoners have 

been in circulation almo s t from the b e ginning o f the terrorist camp aign 

in mainland Britain. It ·is undoubte dly true that many of the 

allegations are part of a propag ~r.d a campaigni in other cases the 

matters compl a ine d of are thc; inevitable result of refusal by prisor.e:r s 

to co-0pe~ate with the prison authorities. Nevertheless, the 
I 

information available to the De~artment, both from coniacts which tho 

London Embassy has with prisoners and their relatives and from 

published material, indicates that Irish prisoners convicted of 

terrorist offences ~r~ in many cases subject to unnecessarily harsh 
' I\ 

treatment or even arbitrary violence at the hands of prison officers. 

2. A nunilier of serious allegations of ill-treatment came to our 

attention in the autumn of last year. The most notorious of these 

\ concerned the measures taken by the prison authorities at Albany, Isle 

of Wight, to suppress a disturbance which arose when six prisoners -

Sean Campbell-, Fr. Fell , Eddie Byrne, John McCluskey, Con McFadden anc! 

Liam McLarnon - refused to obey an instruction to take down barricades 

which they had erected in a part of a landing of the prison in protest 

at the solitary confinement of another prisoner. In the scuffles which 

ensued when the prison staff moved to forcibly remove the barricades 

the six prisoners were injured and one of them, Sean Campbell, was 

hospitalised as a result of the injuries received. Further disturbance s 

involving Irish prisoners occurred at Hull in September and at Gartree 

in November. The Department, in accordance with its normal policy in 

such cases, v-1as in continuous contact through the London Embassy wi.th 

the I3ri tish a1.'.tho~ci ties on these and various individual cases for the 

purpose of keeping itself informed on the condition of the prisoners 

involved. The allegations of ill-treatment by the prisoners at Albany 

received vlidespread publicity and vlere taken up by Fr. Paul and 

Frank Maguire M.P. An investj.gation of the incident was carried out 

by AnDesty International , Howard League and the NCCL and their findi~ ~s 

published in an ag.:-eed report. This contained a "statement of concern" 

which listed those aspects of the bPhaviour of the Albany authorities 

in the aftermath of "Lhe disturbance ahout which the three organisations 

• 'IT(!. tmc.n.t of .:'::.1 sh Drj f' ()1lCl~~ Convici-cd of 
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• were most concerned . It is noteworthy that these are the snme 

grievances which, either individua l ly nr togethe1:', are 1•1entioned in 

most o f t he comp l aints which we re ceive fr om o r on b e h alf of prisoners 

a ll over Britain. 'I'he foll owing i s t he text o f the s tatemcn t : 

''(a) We are conccrn2d t hat more f orce may h ave been used aJainst 
the demonst~~ating prisoners than was requ ired mere ly t o 
r esto re o rder , and that conseque nt ly the prisoners suffered 
injuries" o f v ary ing degrees o f sev~ri ~y. 

.. 

(b) We a r e c once rn e d by the allegation th a t at le a.~t s ome of the 
prisoners did no t r e ceive adequa te medi c a l treatme nt fo r 
the ir injurie s . 

I 

(c) Our concern on point (b) is s t rengthene d by the swiftness 
with which the pri s one rs we r e put into c e llula r (s olitary ) 
confinement aft er t he incident , pcis s ibly before t h e y had 
adequately r e covered.from their injuries. 

(d) We are conce rne d by the fact that none of the prisoners' 
relatives \·ib."s o f fici a lly noti f i e d of the incide n t or the 
prisoners' injuries, and th a t their later requests ~o~ a 
second me dical opinion we re r e fused, in spite o f their 
obvious anxiety in view of points (a), (b) and (c) above. 

(e) We are concerned at the practice (exercised at the discre tion 
of the prison authorities) of removing even basic ame nities 
from the ce lls of prisoners in solitary confine me nt. This i s 
especially disturbing since the prisoners were injured, at 
l~~st one of them seriously. 

(f) We are concerned at the considerable length of terms of 
solitary confinement (ranging from 13 to 19 weeks) imposed 
on the prisoners. 

(g) We are concerned that the maximum duration of solitary 
confinement is apparently limited only by the length of a 
prisoner's sentence. 

(h) We are concerned that punish~ents of long periods of 
solitary confinement and loss of remission (ranging from 1 9 
to 23 months) can be imposed at internal disciplinary 
hearings in the absence of legal or other representation of 
the prisoner." 

It was reported in the press that Mr. Rees discussed the report with a 

delegation of MPs, including Frank Maguire, and representatives of the 

three organisations which produced it on 12 May . . 

3. The concern expressed at (f) above at the possibility of 

virtually unlimitea segregation, which is provided for under rule 43 

of the Prison Rules - this rule allows for the removal from circul a ti on 

of a prisoner "for the maintenance of good oroer or disciplir.e or i!1 
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.his mm in teres C.s 11 
- seems j ustifj_ed not o;.1J y in the context of the 

hlhany incident but in the light of the widespreod use made of this 

~ule throughout the British prison systc1n. The severity of the 

punishments awardable also illustrates the degree of discretion open 

to the authorities under the Prison Rules and hence the possibilities 

ior discrimination against particular groups of prisoners. While we 

~rc not in a position to assess the validity of all of the findings 

of the NCCL et al report on the Albany disturbance and still less to 

determine whether they can be properly applied to the British prison 

system as a w11ole, it does appear from the information which is 

available to us that certain aspects of the treatment of these 

prisoners are justifiable'ca~es of concern. 

4. The journal of the British Lavl Society - carried an article by 

A.D.W. Loga~ in its ·edition of 24 November on "'The Treatment of Irish 

Prisoners Convicted o ':i·\Terrorist Offences". Logan examined almost 

every facet of the treatment of these P!isoners and concluded that they 

were subject to discriminatory treatment at all stages of their 

detention. The general description and conclusions contained in this 

article coincided with our own experience that many regulations are 

applied to Irish terrorist prisoners in a discriminatory manner, that 

they are not.~lways adequately protected and that they are treated on 

occasion by the authorities in an unlawful manner. A number of cases 

regarding the treatment of Irish prisoners and the compliance of parts 
the 

of the Prison Rules with/Convention on Human Rights have been filed, 

principally by Logan with the European Commission of Human Rights. 
J 

The cases are at present being examined by the Commission and no 

decision on admissibility has been made in respect of any of them, 

5. The Parliamentary Secretary replied in the D~il on 16 February 

1977 to a question tabled by Deputies Blaney and Keaveney on the 

treatment of Irish prisoners in Britain, with particular reference to 

the Isle of Wight (copy of extract from D~il Debates attached). 

Dr. Kelly informed the House that aspects of the treatment of 41 

prisoners, including 11 in the Isle of Wight, had been discussed with 

the British authorities since August 1974. He went on to say that he 

expected "to be in political contact with the British authorities c0 

ensure that all Irish prisoners are treated properly". 

6. The ~3rliamentary Secretary met Lhe Home Secretary in L~~don on 

7 March. ~~ conveyed our concern at the allegations in circuJa~ion 

-~-~--~--- --
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• 1-Jhjcb ·Her e not onl y di s turbing in Uwm .; oJves bu+: \·1ere also, th.rou Gh 

their effcc t on public opinion, pot ent i a lly dLJ.r1rtt; i.ng to thG 

continuation and development of s ecur.Lty co·-opera tion bGbreen the two 
Governments. D1~. Kelly suge es ted tha t a sa ti sfu.ctury outcome to thG 

si tu.ation lJould be to transfe1~ sou1e prisoners v1iti1 links in ei thf-lr 

part of Ireland to Tlorthern Ireland. Ha also referred to the pa~ticular 

problem arising out of the Hay solitn.ry Ol' cellula.'-' confineMent \·.'as 

being used. The length of the periods involve<i and the condition of 

some of those in solitary confinement gave l~ise ~o doubts about tbe 

humanene!'~s of the application of rule ~-3. The Home Secretary replied 

that ·he was mmre of the problem but felt that the campaign on prison 
' 

conditions 1,;hicb \'fas being mounted in Britain \vas no different from 

that \vhich he \·las mrare v:as being ivaged in this country in relation to 

Portlaoise. Mr. Rees indicateQ. that he '\vould look at the question of 

transfer of prisoner·s put made it clear that he sm-1 serious obstacles 
• 1 

in the '\vay of such a move. The Home S8cretary contacted Ambassador 

Keating almost immediately after the me~ting and told him that there 

\<las one point he had omitted to make in his discussions ivi th the 

Parliamentary Secretary: there could be no question of transferring 

to prisons in Northern Ireland persons serving sentences for crimes 

committed before 1 Harch 1976 who would be entitled to claim special 
category sta t.us. Mr. Rees also promised to make available a copy of 
a detailed commentary on the Logan article which had been prepared 
in his Depa1·tment. This vias handed over by the British Embassy on 

29 Harch. It did not in fact amount to the promised point by poi.nt 

rebuttal of the allegations made in the article and in general 

defended any measures taken by the prison authorities as being 
required on g~ounds of security . I 

" I • " i 
! 
i 
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Treatment of 1,risol' crs . 

9. I\lr. Elauey and l\I r. r l.!:1l 'Cney 
asked th e Minister for Foreign AlTairs 
whctk1· he is furni sh-:: c! with up-to­
date information in rdntio11 to Irish 
citizens serving prison sent~nces in 
British jails and in particular those 
jailed on thG Isle of Wight; if he will 
make a statement on the all gcd mal­
treatment of the latter. 

Mr. Kelly: I am generally informed 
about the position of Irish citizens 
serving sentences in 13ritislt jails and 
am satisfied that in the vast majo·rity 
of casGs, there arc no signiliccnt prob­
kms. Ju the cases of some persons 
sentenced for terrorist offences in 
Britain in recent years, there have 
been alkgations of maltreatment of 
which I am aw<u·e and which are being 
exami1H.'d in detail. Aspects of the 
treatment of 41 prisoners including 
l 1 in prisons in the Isle of ,\Tioht h<w; 
been discussed with the Brit i~1 ~utho- · 

• t 

Qucsti01:s- it. !'ttl'• 

rities since Augu:t, 1974. :,1,.·.: t :, 
complete inquinr.; in the l!C i':- : ,· .. -:: 

and to be in co•1~arL at poliitc~d )·. ·, c! 
,.,tith the 13riti:;h c:u thoritics tcJ ,_., \'•~:­
that all Irish p•·:svncrs arc t:-\·:;::J 
properly. 

Mr. lllaney; It is u cful 1•1 ~n .-.~ 
that the Minist'.!r has been in c(·r.t.~tl . 
but how long will thi s cont.1ct :·o , ·r; · ~ 
H as there been any rea l hit(! 1a : :~ (" 
investiga tion or in the knowbl !· ~ t;L•! 

the Minister may hav ? Js the \h~:­
ster aware of what is mor~ th .•n :111 

allegation- it is factual-th:lt thnt: :1!c 
prisoners in the I sle of Wi,~;h t nf' .. ,. 
recovering in solitary CC'niint:tr.<"'\t 
from broken limbs, multiple t'r.::1:0:• 
and that there is information. "in h 
is available to the Minister. t l..d 
solitary confmement is be ing cnfnr,..:d 
in the Isle of Wight in the c;'"'. ,,: 
Irish citizens and that th :s m.::1n · tt 
least not only solitary confincm..:nl lt ut 
prisoners being without clot!ll'> ,, r 
bedding and living like half anim.d,·1 

Of course that alwavs h:1s b..:c!1 t 1
• • 

attitude of the Driti sh~ I ask the \li nt · 
ster urgently to follow up the contract ·. 
he has and not allow h1msc1f tn h<= 
led up the garden path c~ to N­
delayed so long that the ill.s ar.J •e re,' 
of these much abused rr!S0J;..:r~ .,, 1.! 
have been healed up beyond :·cl'• ·••n!· 
ticn before he can take acti·)n :i h·• :.!t 
this. It is a bloody di sgrace :llld ,; 
should be added to the Stra~romr,. 
trials that arc goinc on--

Ml'. Kelly: This w;11 be f01l ·''>~-•:d 
up vigorousiy, I assure the Dl:[):Jt: . . ' ' 
political Jcycl in the nen ~ l tltmc. 

, 
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9, I\lr. Ehmey and 1\Jr. r r{!:l~'cJ1ey 
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treatment of 41 prisoners, including 
11 in prisons in the Isle of Wi oht have 
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rities since Augu: t, J974, :\;y,,: t : ,~ 
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properly. 

1\1r. mallcy i It is u duI 11) ~n ",~ 
that the Minis! :!f has be~ n in C(,r.L1~' , 
but how long will this COnlJct :'\1 ,,')'/ 
Has there been any real hitl! I;) :: ... (, 

investigation or in the kno",bl :' ,,: t;l.'! 

the Minister may ha ve ? Is the \h~: · 
ster aware of what is 1110 r ... th.n 'I ll 

allegation-it is Cactual- th:lt tiler..: :I!C 

prisoners in the Isle of Wif:ht nn'.\' 

recovering in solitary c(,l1fln":lr;(·~ t 
from broken limbs, multiple r'r(:Ii:' 
and that there is informati on, \~ h" h 
is available to the Mini~tcr. Il.t! 
solitary confmement is being cnf(lT,·~d 
in the Isle of Wight in the (.1'-'.' 11\ 
Irish cit:'lens and that th: s m.::lO ' II 

least not only solitary confincm":l1t lo ut 
prisoners being witho11t clOlh,', "f 

bedding and living like half ani1l1 ,d~'1 
Of course that ?.Iwavs h :lS b": C:1 ti '" 

attitude of the Dritish~ I ask the \li i1l 
ster urgently to follow up till: contraCl. 
he has and not allow hImself In h<: 
led up the garden path C~ to N­
delayed so long that the ill,S ar.J '('IC,' 

of these much anused rf! SO I ;(r~ .. ~ 1.1 
have been he::t1ed up beyond :'Cl"I "11: " 

tion bdore he CJ.n take acti,)!) ::\,., :: \ 
this, It is a bloody disgrace J 11(1 li 

should be added to the Stra}r()m~ 
tri:lls that :lrc goine on-

Mr. Kell,,: This w;!! be f01l"",,'~d 
up vig(lrot;~iy, 1 assure the D~r:l!:'. ' I 
rolitical 1c"cl in the Hca!' 111ltlrC, 
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M~. Donlon 

1. He are a\-; .')_re of dam.;.ge totaLU ng nearly half a million pounds 
to private property in t~1e State caused by the activities of the 

British securi':..y forces in the Horth. There are in addition some 

outstanri.ipg claims front private property m..;ners i·lhich have not yet 
been processed by our Courts, and it is understood that some property 
mvned by local authorities and by the State itself may also have been 

' da.Tiaged. Hm\rever, it is understood that the approximately half a 
million poQnds referred t~ above is the majo~ part of the damage . .. 
2. Typically, the· damage consists of damage to building structul'es 
and to drainage and w~ter systems and to walls, etc., with some 
cases of damage to stocks. The damage resulted principally from 
the British campaign of road closures, including road cratering and 
cutting bridges, in the 1971-74 period. 

3. The British authorities acknmvledge liability for the damage 
in question,. to the extent that they will entertain claims for 
compensation sub11itted to the Ministry of Defence Claims Commission 
by the property ovmers in question . (During the '50s Bo.rde1· 
disturbances the British authorities paid compensation for similar 
damage to property with a minimum of procedural difficulty and 
without dispute as to their liability.) 

4. There is no difficulty in principle with .respect to compensation 
for publicly ~;.,ned property. We are pressing the Depa.r·cment of 
Local Goverr~ent to prepare a state~ent of claim for submission to 
the British authorities at an early date. Nor~ indeed, should there 
be any difficulty in the simple case where the private owner of 
damaged property submits a claim to the British Ministry of Defence 
Claims Commission. (We have however no practical experience o~ any 
such claim.) 

5. The difficulties which we face at present arise from cases of 
damage to private property where the individual property owne~ has 
sought 0nd o~taine:d a l·falicious Injuries a-vmrd througt_l ou.r cour·~s 

-_·····_ -_·-1 
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against a southern local authol'ity. Under a Government deci('icn 
of 1974, such avm.rds a.r~· .reimbursed to the local authority hy th3 
Department of Local Gove!~nment. Our position i~ that 1 as ultL:mte 
.responsibility for the ~8~age in question lies with the British 
authorities, they should assume the financial cost of compen?ation. 
The position of the B.rltJsh authorities is 

(a) that they cannot simply accept the assessment of 
·compensation by the I1ish courts but must apply their 
ovrn procedures, which in manJ' cases ·Hould present 
difficul U.es be.cause of the lapse of time; ?-nd 

(b) that any liability on their part i·s to the p_rope.rty 
owner. It cannot be transferred to an Irish author5ty .. 
which has p~id compensation. Such a transfer, they 
suggest, would leave them with a double liability. 

These arguments put forward by the British authorities are 
essentially matters of detail and of administrative arrangements, 
.rather than of policy. It is also clear that the British argument 
would lead to the absurd and potentially scandalous position that an 
owner of damaged property could successfully claim compensation from 
both the southern and the Northern Ireland authorities. I have 
been unable to obtain advice as to \vhether either the Northern 
Ireland authorities or our own Courts could refuse to make an at.·Tard 
where compensation had already been obtained from another source or 
indeed as to whether a southern Local Authority could oppose a 
Malicious Injuries claim on the grounds that a claimant should first 
pursue his .remedies with those .responsible for the damage, namely 
the Northern authorities. The first Circuit Court decision making 
a Malicious Injuries award in a case of this kind was made in 1972, 
at a time when the Northern authorities were .refusing to accept 
liability for damage arising from .road cratering "where the claim is 
made by a .resident of the Republic of Ireland". 

6. Later the same year, the Embassy in London .raised the question 
of compensation \vi th the Foreign and Commonwealth Office \vho said in 
the course of a .reply in November 1972 that in the event of 
individual claim&nts not being satisfied with replies to their 
enquiries f.ro:"l the MJnist.ry of Hr,rr:<:? Affairs in Northern Ireland, it 
was open to th.,~~e ind.:.viduals to se"'.:\ .redress before the eourt~ in 
Northern I.rolaud. 
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7. This is clearly an unsatisfactory .reply in cl. matter :!.11 1-Thl cll 

Britain is liable in international laH. The unsatisfc.ctory nature 
is underlined by the fact, .recently disclosed in a House of Commons 
reply, that apparently there have been no payments by the Britisil 
authorities fo.r damage to property ii1 the Republi(!. The 3lun in 

questionC£tm ) is significant and it is clearly in the interest of 
both administrations and of continued pnblic SU_i)port fo.r cooperfltion 
that a solution to present differences be found before the non­
payment of compensat ion by the British authorities becomes a matter 
of controversy. As the principles of the matter are clear, and 

' presumably accepted by both sides, -v;hat is nov1 required is an 
administrative ar.range~ent whereby agreed figures can be established 
and an appropriate form for the . .resulting tr-ansfer or transfers 
worked out • . 

8. An inter-departmental meeting has~een arranged for 17 May in 
order to discuss the problem further with the Department of Local 
Government. At this meeting it is proposed to seek an assessment 
of the total damage to property (both public and private) vii thin 
the State as a result of the activities in Northern Ireland of the 
British secuFity forces. We are also pressing the Department of 
Local Government to agree to our proposing to the British authorities 
(a) that all cases in which vie have paid compensation should be 
examined with a view to assessing in each case, by procedures to be 
agreed, the amount of compensation which would fall to be paid by 
them; and (b) that the conditions for the payment of such compensatio! 
to the Irish authorities should be examined. 

H. Swift 

13 Hay 1977 
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£2Etpensa.t.ton 

I vJant; tc) x·ef.P.r br·lefly to tho problems n.rislnc from daJ;'.~ae.e to 

property along the Border on our sldo as a result of the activities 

in the Porth of tho B1•i tisb /l.rmy and the 1 UC. This dmaage 

r·esulteu md.1.uly i'l,om cxplonions set off in ttc 1?71-71.~ l~~ricd D.!j 

part of t~e policy of closing ninor border !Oads by cratering the 

roads and cutting bridges. 'l;yp:tca1ly' the damaee consists o.f 

blast dan:l'ge to houses and fn.1•m out-building n, fences, etc. , 
'· '· 

disruption of ,.,ate.r and drainage systqms and damage to stocks. 

Over tho years there have beon contacts on and off with your 

authorities about compensation for nuch dru1aco. IIovrever, these 

contacts have not succeeded in solvin~ all tho outstanding problens. 

Your autho.rities have indicated that they accept liability for such 

damage to the extent that you are prepared to entertain claims for 

. conponsnt5_on submitted to the Ministr'' o:: D~fonce Clair1s Com.~ip ;;,j on •. a.. 
~'! ft..A_ ,,s-o . ...., '~·· ·----e...:~ -....l.~ ~ l'-"'- ~ ~ .. ~ 

You ha'Je also indicated that such claims could be in res ect oi' - J • 

publicly-m-rned property as \·rell as private property. 

A problem still renalns in .respect of p1·lvate persons ".·!hose 

property has been danagcd n.nd \JhO have alrCG.dy SOUGht o.nd obtc...!.ncd 

compensation from the Irish authorities. I should cxpl2ln tnc.t 

our Courts have ruled that pe.rsons whose property has been da.'7l.::.gud 

in the manner here in quostlon are entitled to nake Malicious 

D~ages cl~i.s against the appropri ate local authority and indeed 

such expenses ure recouped to the local authority by the Irish 

Govern", , ~": • Thc!)e dovcloprJonts in ou.r administrntl7o pr[lctic-<.~ 

took pl:.c ·' .: .1 the 1972-1.?74 period ·Jhcn y:)ur authorities see:r.od ',o 

, 
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be refuning to ace opt any .t·onponsibili ty for co. pennation fcl' the 

damage in question. At that time, the Foreign n.ftd Cet:l!nom-:eal th 

Office informed our Embassy in London that inaiv:' .. duc.l cl.nim~nt s 

for compensation uho wero not satintlo1 with roplion to their 

enquiries from the Ministry of Home Affairs in Uorthorn Ireland 

might sor.k redress before the courts in Hor·thcrn Ireland. Fol.~ 

its part, the Ministry of Home Affairs in Northern Ireland were at 
' 

that stage refusing to accept liability fo.r damaee arising f.rom road 

cratoring "where tho claim is mado by a resident of tf~ Republic of 

I.t·eland". 

Against tt1is rather coiTplic~ted background, the present problem is 

that m1ners of darnaeed property can, at present, claim co~pcnsation 

both from the Hinistry cf Defenc8 Claims CoMmission ~nd :-.gainst the 

Souther·n local author! t.y. It \·10uld clon.t·ly be inapprop1•iatc that 

they should get compensation from both sources. As far as we aro 

m-rare, this has not yet happened as no compensation would appear to 

have been p1.id by yon1• authorities in .rospoct of da.r.:nGe to p1·opertj· 

in tne South. It is also, hm..rever, ttnsatlsfacto.ry that 'vhile your 

authori tl es have i:J.dicated liubili ty fol' the dru::ago in question , 

compcnsa ti.on has boen, to dato, a cha1·ge on my Governnent . Clearly, 

"'hat ,.,·o nust aim at is some adninistrative arrangeraent ~..:hereby the 

ultlr.ate co~t o~ cor1pcnsatlon is bo.rnl3 by your autho.ri ties rn.the.r 

than by ours . 

\{e are m·rare of damage to private pro_I:.crty 1· un.nit1t~ to nea..rl:; a 

half a million pounds. This figure .is based on the awards made 

by our Courts aeninst loco.l nuthorltles unde.r the procedures I 
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mentioned above. What we want to do is to remove the anomalies 

from the present system t~, llereby 1ndividP3.1 property m·Tners could, 

at least in theory, bereri t r rom u double payment of compensa,tion 

and, on tho other hand~ regularize tho position '\trhereby my 

authorities have paid out almost £)oo,coo in respect of damage 

for 1.·1h!ch your Gove.rn"!lcnt is liable. I do not ~ish to begin a 

discussion on this matter, today but mo:oly to d.ra1-1 tho problem tc 

your attention. Wo vrould propose to pursue. the matter at official 

level in the next feit/ \•reeks and I \<IOuld hope that ue can count on 

a sympathetic hearing from your side • 
.:.. ,~. 

B.S. -

.., 

• -3-

mentioned above. \vhut \<TO ,\lant to do is to remove the anomalies 

from the p.rcsent system \I. ilereby indi v idua.l proporty OvTners could, 

at least in theory, bef'efi t r rom n. double payment of compensa'tlon 

and, on the other hand'i regularize the position "1hereby my 

authorities have paid out almost £500,000 in respect of damage 

for "lhlch your Governmcnt is liable. I do not ~ish to begin a 

discussion on this matter. today but moroly to dro:t'l the problem to 

your attention. Wo vould propose to pursue.the matter at official 

level in the next fei'i -Heeks and I ",ould hope - that ,-re can count on 

a sympathetic hearlng from your side. 
".~ 

H.S. -
17.5.1977 --
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