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 MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE PARISH COUNCIL HELD IN THE  

COUNCIL CHAMBER, VESTRY HALL, ON THURSDAY  

11TH FEBRUARY 2016 

 

 

The Chairman read out the following statement: 

 

Members are required to declare any interests, dispensations, predetermination or lobbying 

on items on this agenda.  Members are reminded that changes to the Register of Interests 

should be notified to the Clerk. 

 

No interests were registered. 

 

Dr. Joy Temple notified the Clerk that she would be recording the meeting.  The Chairman 

read out the relevant Standing Order. 

 

PRESENT: Cllrs. Bunyan, Cook, Goodchild, Hall, Hartley, Holmes, Kemp, Rook, Smith, 

Swann and Veitch. Borough Cllr. Dawlings. 

 

APOLOGIES: Cllrs. Clifford, Fairweather and Fermor. Borough Cllr. Hannam  

 

MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING: 

225:  The Chairman, Cllr. B. Veitch proposed that the Minutes of the Meeting held on the 

14th January be adopted as a true record. This was seconded by Cllr. Holmes and agreed. 

Cllr. Hall abstained. 

 

The Chairman then proposed that the Minutes of the Extraordinary Meeting held on the 28th 

January be adopted as a true record.  This was seconded by Cllr. Cook and agreed. 

Cllrs. Hall & Hartley abstained. 

 

CRANBROOK WARD – ELECTION: 

226: The Chairman informed Members that the due process had been followed and a by-

election has been called. The election timetable has been published, and the election will be 

held on Thursday 17th March.  The final list of candidates will be available on Monday 22nd 

February.  She looked forward to having someone elected who is willing and able to make a 

positive contribution to the activities of the Parish Council. 

 

COMMUNITY CENTRE – BUSINESS PLAN: 

227: The Chairman stated that everyone had now had the opportunity to provide her with 

updates and comments on the draft version of the Business Plan, all of which had been 

incorporated into this version.  She then proposed that:- 

 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council approve this version of the Business Plan Release 2 

for submission as part of the planning application. 

 

This was seconded by Cllr. Cook and agreed. There were 9 votes for the motion with 2 

against; therefore the motion was carried. 
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Cllr. Hall queried why this was not up for discussion tonight.  Cllr Veitch clarified it was 

fully discussed at the Extraordinary Meeting and all relevant views had been incorporated 

into this version of the Business Plan.  She had invited people to comment either via the 

Clerks or to herself in writing and no further comments had been received.  Cllr. Kemp stated 

that this would be a working document.  

 

The Clerk reminded Members that a vote had now been taken. 

 

COMMUNITY CENTRE – POLL BROCHURE: 

228: The Chairman thanked Cllr. Rook for preparing the brochure.  This would be included 

with the Loan Poll papers.  She invited questions from Members. 

 

Cllr. Holmes stated he liked the illustrations; he was very much in favour.  Cllr. Swann stated 

that it was important that information is given out with the Loan Poll documents.  Cllr. 

Goodchild thought it was very good.  Cllr. Kemp had nothing to add.  Cllr. Hall made no 

comment.  Cllr. Smith thought that some of the text was difficult to read and Cllr. Rook 

agreed to revise this.  Cllr. Smith stated that the brochure tells people what the Poll is about 

and is visual.  Cllr. Hartley did not agree with the content.  Cllr. Cook agreed with Cllr. Smith 

that it was difficult to read some of the text and suggested a large print version could be 

available if needed. Cllr. Rook stated that there could be A1 versions on boards in the 

Information Centre.  Cllr. Bunyan felt the brochure was very good and asked whether the 

brochure would be changed if the layout altered.  Cllr. Veitch did not think the timescale 

would allow for this.  Cllr. Rook informed Members that several versions had been drawn up, 

the original had questions and answers but this had been taken out.  He agreed to revise the 

wording to “proposed” upper and “proposed” lower ground floor.  Cllr. Veitch suggested that 

the date should be added.  The amendments having been agreed, the Chairman then proposed 

that:- 

 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council approve that the brochure is issued with the Loan 

Poll information with the amendments agreed at this meeting.  

 

This was seconded by Cllr. Swann and agreed. There were 9 votes for the motion with 2 

against; therefore the motion was carried. 

 

COMMUNITY CENTRE – DATE OF ISSUING OF POLL: 

229: The Chairman informed Members that the Clerks had prepared a set of labels, one per 

household and had obtained a Business Response service for the return of the envelopes on a 

FREEPOST basis on a second class stamp rate.  The envelopes, information and brochures 

can all be printed within a few days.  Her preference would be to issue this Loan Poll as soon 

as possible for example: - Issue the documents Friday 19th February – Monday 22nd February 

with most being hand delivered, with the remainder being stamped and posted.  She 

suggested that the date for return of the responses should be Monday 7th March with the date 

for counting the responses being Thursday 10th March.  She stated that the only caveat on the 

above dates is that the printer’s proof of the FREEPOST envelope is subject to the approval 

of the Post Office.  Representatives of the two firms of solicitors had agreed to monitor the 

opening and counting of the responses.  Cllr. Veitch invited questions from Members.    

 

 

 



 

 3 

Cllr. Holmes stated he was happy with the suggestions.  Responding to Cllr. Swann, Cllr. 

Veitch stated that she had some volunteers willing to help with delivering the Poll 

documents.  Cllr. Swann offered to help.  Cllr. Goodchild also offered to help.  Cllr. Kemp 

had nothing to add.   

 

Cllr. Hall stated that she had sent an email to the Clerk querying the legality of a Poll.  The 

Clerk responded that she had sought advice from KALC and the Monitoring Officer.  She had 

received advice from Clive Powell from KALC which she had discussed with Keith Trowell 

from the Borough this morning and had sent him a copy of Mr. Powell’s advice which stated 

that the previous legislation was still relevant and current until such time as new legislation is 

adopted.  Cllr. Veitch clarified that we are conducting a loan poll of ratepayers and not a loan 

poll of the electorate.  Cllr. Hall asked how we could ensure that the poll is not corrupted. She 

also stated that the information given to the Clerk was not the information she had been given 

a while ago by John Scarborough – she had been told the legislation had been repealed.  Cllr. 

Cook suggested that the ideal of repealing legislation before any new legislation was adopted 

would be ridiculous. Cllr. Veitch confirmed that the original 1972 legislation is still in place.  

However, none of this was relevant as we are not holding a Parish Poll.  We are holding a 

poll or survey of ratepayers by post.  We are consulting with our ratepayers in the most 

democratic way.  The Parish Council has already resolved to undertake a poll, tonight we are 

discussing the date of issuing the Loan Poll.   

 

Cllr. Rook stated that the voting slips would all be numbered and all safeguards would be 

taken to ensure that all households would receive the documents and have the opportunity to 

respond.  Cllr. Hall stated that these should be checked off when returned. Cllr. Veitch 

confirmed that this would be the case.  Cllr. Smith stated that we need to be confident that the 

poll has been carried out properly and the information given out is robust.  We need to 

advertise the fact that we are carrying out the Poll so that people are aware of what it is when 

they receive it.  Cllr. Veitch confirmed that the envelope containing the documents will make 

it quite clear what the content is about; there would be an illustration on the front.  Cllr. Smith 

suggested in tandem with the delivering of the Poll that advertising needs to be effective.  

Cllr. Veitch suggested that all avenues would be used to advertise the Poll including the 

Newsletter and our website.  Cllr. Smith stated that we also need to be sure of what is a 

reasonable response rate.  He gave examples of election response rates which were quite low.  

Cllr. Veitch responded that the response rate for the car park poll was very high.   

 

Cllr. Hartley suggested that putting a picture of the community centre on the Poll envelope 

was a blatant attempt to rig the poll. The Chairman stated that the idea of including an 

illustration was to attract people’s attention.  Cllr. Cook made the comment that extant of the 

response and extant of the difference we are attempting to gather a large sample of 

ratepayer’s opinions.  We are not neutral; we are putting forward a proposal and asking 

whether they wish to go forward.  We are elected to represent the views of our parishioners 

and he wanted to follow through the process and consult them to seek their views.   

 

Cllr. Bunyan suggested that help would be needed to prepare the envelopes for delivery.  Cllr. 

Rook had nothing to add.  Cllr. Swann stated that he had spoken to Terry Martin – KALC 

County Secretary and there is no laid down response rate; we just have to show that we have 

consulted with the ratepayers. 
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Cllr. Hall queried this, asking if we get a 10% return and 6% are in favour and 4% are 

against, would this mean that you could impose the costs on the ratepayers.  Cllr. Veitch 

confirmed that this could be the case, but it would be for the Council to decide.   

 

Cllr. Swann informed everyone that if we decided to go ahead, KALC and the Secretary of 

State has to be involved and ultimately it will be the Secretary of State who will have the 

final say.  Cllr. Kemp stated that personally he would like the support of more than 50% of 

those polled.  The Chairman closed the meeting to enable comments from parishioners. 

 

A parishioner commended the debate and complimented all councillors present who were 

doing a terrific job at getting to the heart of things.  It is quite clear that the councillors are 

divided in their views.  The poll is to tax ourselves more on the parish precept. If the poll 

goes out in its present format it looks as though it is a done deal. There is a minority view – 

could this not be included in the brochure. The Chairman explained that there were other 

papers going out with the poll which clearly covered all the issues.   

 

The Chairman confirmed to everyone that the Loan Poll was to ascertain whether 

parishioners would support, or not, the borrowing of up to £2m. A parishioner queried the 

amount it would cost on a Band D property and challenged the figures given.  He also 

mentioned the £40,000 which is already in the precept and could be ongoing.  He suggested 

that people are already paying in their precept and this had not been made clear. The 

Chairman pointed out that all the dealings of the Parish Council are transparent and on our 

website. 

 

Another parishioner also mentioned the £40,000 and suggested that the Parish Council must 

play fair.  If we want a beautiful community centre tell the full truth of what it will cost. Cllr. 

Swann stated that all budget figures are reported in the Annual Report, the Newsletter and are 

all in the public domain.   

 

A gentleman asked whether there would be any more costs to the precept payers if the Centre 

were to be more expensive.  He suggested we should pursue the lottery and asked whether 

any contracts had yet been signed.  The Chairman confirmed that we had not signed any 

contracts.  She also confirmed that she had written the Business Plan.  She also confirmed 

that we were not even contemplating at this stage who would undertake the construction. 

 

The Chairman confirmed to a parishioner that the poll information would explain the costs to 

the precept payers.  The parishioner said that it must be made clear that if they want to be a 

party to borrowing up to £2m that it would cost them and make it clear how much.  Cllr. 

Smith stated that the information did actually make this clear.  Cllr. Cook clarified that the 

maximum amount would be £2m, it might be less, but we need to state the maximum. 

 

Cllr. Hall made the comment that it appeared open ended, why when it stated originally 

£1.5m has it been raised to £2m.  The Chairman confirmed this was to give a contingency. 

Responding to Cllr. Hall, she confirmed that if the costs came in at more than £2m, then we 

would have to do some more fundraising.  Responding to another question of what would 

happen if we ran out of money, Cllr. Veitch confirmed that the construction could be phased 

and she also confirmed that we are still awaiting the figures for a phased construction.  We 

can get figures for the shell and then the fitting out.   
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Cllr. Rook stated that we have to bear in mind that until we have planning permission nothing 

can go forward.  We need a robust business plan for the planning application and we also 

need to prove that we have the funds to build a centre.  Everything is interconnected.  We 

also cannot apply for funding until we have a planning consent.  Cllr. Hartley suggested that 

the National Lottery Grant Scheme can be applied for at an enabling stage.  Cllr. Rook stated 

that this was not what we had been told.  Cllr. Veitch agreed with Cllr. Rook’s comments and 

reiterated that the most important thing was to obtain planning consent; we have nothing until 

we have achieved this.   

 

A discussion then took place on why there was a delay on the count.  Cllr. Hall mentioned the 

timescales following elections.  Cllr. Veitch stated that she had no problem with the count 

taking place earlier than the Thursday.  A parishioner asked where the response envelopes 

would be held.  Cllr. Veitch confirmed that these would be under lock and key with the 

Clerks until the count.  The Chairman re-opened the meeting and proposed that:- 

 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council issue the Loan Poll between Friday 19th February 

and Monday 22nd February, with a response date closure of Monday 7th March, and counting 

date of Tuesday 8th March, or as soon afterwards as practical once the Post Office’s approval 

of the envelope is received.   

 

This was seconded by Cllr. Rook and agreed. There were 8 votes for the motion, 1 abstention, 

and 2 against; therefore the motion was carried. 

 

COMMUNITY CENTRE – INTERNAL DESIGN OF OPTION B: 

230: All Members had received the plans and the Chairman invited comments from 

Members.   

 

The Clerk invited Cllr. Hall to declare her interest, which she did and she confirmed to Cllr. 

Smith that her interest was that she was a member of the TWBC planning committee. 

 

Cllr. Smith had no comments.  Cllr. Cook stated that he had read Cllr. Hartley’s email which 

had been circulated to all Members with interest especially with regard to the toilets and the 

introduction of pillars.  He generally supported the plans as a work in progress.  

 

Cllr. Hartley stated that he was afraid to say that the design is terrible, it is poorly planned 

and expensive, the roundel is ludicrous, there is a waste of space and it needs a thorough re-

design. Cllr. Bunyan stated that she did not know what the requirements were on public 

buildings but she had reservations on all the corridors.  

 

 Cllr. Rook stated that the design was evolving all the time and he applauded the architect for 

not charging us extras.  The Libraries have now told us they want to talk to us again so let’s 

keep talking and there still could be considerable changes; whether they will be willing to pay 

for premium space is a different matter.  He totally agreed that a square box would be cheaper 

to build but from the very outset we had been told that it has got to be a significant building.  

He reminded everyone that there had been an architect’s brief, then three presentations and an 

architect was chosen.  We can continue to incorporate any sensible comments. 
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Cllr. Kemp stated that the architect had got it wrong, centrally and fundamentally.  The 

design is not about function but all about show.  It will cost a lot of money.  He had huge 

respect for the architect but he had got it fundamentally wrong it does not deliver the brief.   

This scheme is fundamentally flawed, turn it around now and re-engineer it. People would get 

a better building; we are saying that existing facilities are not up to scratch.  We cannot spend 

all this money on a building that is also not up to scratch.   

 

Cllr. Goodchild stated that he was not a designer and taking on board all the various 

constraints, he felt this does the job; it has got its good points.  He uses a lot of public 

buildings and it looked pretty good for the public to use.  Cllr. Swann agreed stating that 

initially he had concerns on the first layout presented, especially with regard to flexibility and 

lifts. He reminded everyone that we had been looking at a community centre for the past 

fifteen years and people need to know that we are getting on with it.  Cllr. Holmes stated that 

he had no skills in architecture and he agreed with Cllr. Swann in that people have been 

demanding a community centre for some time.  There has to be a compromise, it cannot be 

all things to all people.  He understood that the design has come in for a fair amount of praise 

from others.  The Chairman then closed the meeting to enable comments from parishioners. 

 

A local retired architect enquired on the “stairways to heaven”. The Chairman confirmed that 

these were for possible future proofing in the roof space.  The gentleman mentioned that the 

ram operated lifts would be expensive to put into another floor.   

 

A parishioner referred to Cllr. Kemp’s comments and informed him that if he had been on the 

Council ten years ago he would have been aware that an open framed building was designed 

but this did not gain favour with the planners or the powers that be.  He also reminded 

everyone of the Millwood Homes application for Cranbrook Engineering which included a 

pastiche of Wealden features including half roundels, oast cowls etc.  This is what the 

planners are looking for; it is difficult to get the planners to agree to anything.  It is also 

difficult to get the TWBC business development team to look at a business plan and accept it.  

It is like banging your head on a brick wall and he commended the people who have worked 

so hard to get this far.  It has taken 16 years to get this far.  Cllr. Kemp stated that he his 

criticism was constructive and he thought we should give it one last turn.  The two big spaces 

need to be back to back. The Chairman re-opened the meeting.  She would relay all the 

comments made this evening back to the architect and would be happy to take any other 

comments in writing.  Cllr. Hartley’s email had already been forwarded.  She then proposed 

that:- 

 

Cranbrook & Sissinghurst Parish Council approves the design of the Community Centre 

Option B for submission as part of the Planning Application with the incorporation of both 

written and verbal comments from tonight’s meeting, as agreed with the Architect.   

 

This was seconded by Cllr. Cook and agreed.  There were 7 in favour, 1 against, 2 

abstentions. Cllr. Hall did not take part in the discussion or voting. 

 

HM QUEEN’S 90TH BIRTHDAY CELEBRATIONS: 

231: The Chairman invited Cllr. Smith to report on activities planned at Sissinghurst, in the 

absence of Cllr. Fairweather who had asked for this to be an agenda item.  He reported that 

there is going to be a picnic on the Jubilee Field but was not sure on the date.  There was also 

the “Clean for the Queen” which they would be undertaking.   
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Cllr. Smith informed Members that there were grants available from TWBC towards any 

projects.  With regard cleaning, there will be a lead person for each street and a schedule will 

be drawn up.   

 

The Chairman stated that the date set for the celebrations is Sunday 12th June, which is the 

day of the Cranbrook Garden Safari.  We would not want to organise anything which would 

detract from that.  Could we have a tea party on the Ball Field?  She informed Members that 

the Parish Council purchased a gas beacon for the Jubilee celebrations which went on the St. 

Dunstan’s Church Tower.  Perhaps this could be re-used for the 90th celebrations.  The ideal 

of beacons is being promoted by NALC. 

 

Cllr. Swann suggested that as we are all one parish i.e. Cranbrook & Sissinghurst that there 

could be one tea party.  He would be happy to go along.  Cllr. Smith agreed to take this back 

to Cllr. Fairweather. 

 

Cllr. Rook informed Members that a litter pick would be held on the 6th March – all meet at 

the Regal Car Park at 10am.  High viz jackets, litter pickers, sacks and gloves would be 

provided. Cllr. Swann suggested that this should be advertised around the Town.  Cllr. Kemp 

offered to provide some signage.  Responding to Cllr. Bunyan, Cllr. Smith stated that the 

litter pick in Sissinghurst is either the 12th or 19th March – he would confirm. 

 

CHAIRMANS REPORT: 

232: The Chairman reported that she had met with Carrie Beech at the High Weald 

Academy.  We are looking at ways to inform and interest the sixth form students in local 

politics and the workings of the Parish Council.  She may be invited to speak to them either 

later this term or in the summer team.  If any councillor has any suggestions on how we can 

involve the students, please let her know.  She had made a similar offer to speak to 

Cranbrook School sixth formers.  The High Weald Academy is looking for reading 

volunteers and in the past the Primary School has also needed volunteers to help pupils with 

their reading skills.   

 

Cllr. Veitch informed Members that from Tuesday 16th February the Citizens Advice Bureau 

in Cranbrook Library will be closed on Tuesdays.  This will be a trial period and posters will 

be put up to alert residents.  She is informed that currently the CAB sees about 30 clients a 

week.  They have recently appointed Elizabeth Lucas to be their new Advice Service 

Manager, and she will be speaking to us at the Parish Council meeting in March.  Cllr. Veitch 

reminded Members that the March meeting will be held in the Parish Room at Sissinghurst. 

 

The Chairman was delighted to be able to inform Members that due to the hard work and 

excellence of our Clerks, the Parish Council’s application for accreditation to the Quality 

Award was successful, and we will be able to display the logo on all our documentation and 

website.  The Panel were particularly impressed with the Council’s website, the Action Plans, 

Councillors Cards and the Committee Terms of Reference.  We are still the only Parish 

Council in the Tunbridge Wells Borough to have this accreditation.  The Panel did suggest 

that Councillors should consider undertaking more formal training.  She congratulated the 

Clerks and thanked them for their efforts, which was met with a round of applause from 

Members. 

 

Cllr. Hall left the meeting at this point in the proceedings. 
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POLICY & RESOURCES COMMITTEE: 

233: Cllr. Goodchild referred to the report of the meeting held on the 9th February and 

specifically referred to the item regarding Ilkley and the proposed plaque regarding the hymn 

“Cranbrook”. He invited questions, no questions were raised so therefore Cllr. Goodchild 

proposed adoption of the report; this was seconded by Cllr. Holmes and agreed. 

 

PLANNING & PRESERVATION COMMITTEE: 

234: Cllr. Bunyan stated that one meeting had been held and the Minutes circulated. The 

next meeting is scheduled for the 16th February. 

 

BURIAL GROUNDS & PROPERTIES COMMITTEE: 

235: In the absence of Cllr. Clifford, Cllr. Bunyan referred to the report of the meeting held 

on the 19th January and she invited questions.  No questions were raised and therefore Cllr. 

Bunyan proposed adoption of the report.  This was seconded by Cllr. Goodchild and agreed. 

 

ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY COMMITTEE: 

236: Cllr. Holmes stated that the next meeting was scheduled for the 22nd March, however 

the Cranbrook Business Association are hoping to have an open meeting in the Vestry Hall 

for a re-launch and it would be more appropriate if Committee Members attended the open 

meeting.  In response to a question from Cllr. Swann regarding invites, Cllr. Holmes 

confirmed that the event is being organised by Buss Murton.  Cllr. Veitch suggested that an 

article could be put in the Newsletter.  Cllr. Swann thanked Cllr. Holmes who, he stated, 

works hard on a lot of things behind the scenes. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT: 

237: Cllr. Rook informed Members that the next meeting is scheduled for the 15th March.  

The Enforcement Contract is now in place and the traffic wardens are back in town.  Cllr. 

Cook stated that there was a real problem with parking at the bus stops.   

 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN: 

238: Cllr. Kemp referred to the two sets of Minutes and invited questions.  With regard to the 

first set of Minutes, Cllr. Holmes enquired why there were two vice chairs.  Cllr. Smith 

responded that this was his idea to encompass the fact that there were two separate areas and 

everyone could be kept on board with himself from Sissinghurst and Cllr. Hall from 

Cranbrook.  Cllr. Cook stated that Cllr. Hall did threaten to leave the Committee if she wasn’t 

selected as vice chair.   

 

Cllr. Kemp stated that it was not a verbatim record of the first meeting.  He had taken notes in 

the absence of Cllr. Fermor.  He proposed adoption of the report of the meeting held on the 

21st December; this was seconded by Cllr. Cook and agreed. 

 

Cllr. Kemp referred to the report of the meeting held on the 1st February where Members had 

discussed such things as sustainability and the contents of the designation letter.  He proposed 

adoption of the report.  This was seconded by Cllr. Smith and agreed. 

 

The Neighbourhood Area Designation Application letter had been circulated to all Members 

and Cllr. Kemp invited comments.  The letter is filed with these Minutes.  A full discussion 

took place and the following amendments were agreed. 
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It was suggested that in the second paragraph it was noted that there are now only 7 Parish 

Councillors and not 8 on the NDPC, and the text within the brackets was felt unnecessary so 

it was agreed to remove this and then amend the members of the public to 7 to mirror the 

number of councillors.  

 

Cllr. Kemp then proposed that the application letter with the agreed amendment be submitted 

to Tunbridge Wells Borough Council.  This was seconded by Cllr. Cook and unanimously 

agreed.  Cllr. Kemp was congratulated on all his hard work on the NDP. 

 

Cllr. Kemp informed Members that he had two speakers coming to talk to the Parish Council 

– Chris Lamb, Director of Design South East, who could attend the main meeting in March 

and also Paul Mallion who was a passivhaus expert.  He had been given two dates, either 29th 

February or the 7th March which would then be firmed up as the next date for a Committee 

meeting. 

 

The Clerk asked whether Chris Lamb might be able to consider an alternative date to enable 

him to be the speaker at the Annual Meeting which this is being held in Sissinghurst.  Cllr. 

Kemp agreed to see if he could rearrange with Mr. Lamb. 

 

EXTENSION OF TIME: 

239: In line with the Standing Orders, taking into account that the meeting had met the two 

hour time limit, the Chairman proposed that the meeting continue to allow all the business on 

the agenda to be discussed.  This was seconded by Cllr. Kemp and agreed. 

 

CRANBROOK CONSERVATION AREA ADVISORY COMMITTEE: 

240:  Cllr. Bunyan referred to the Minutes of the Meeting held on the 27th January and the 

awards for persons who had taken care of buildings within all the three conservation areas, 

despite Mark Stephenson, TWBC, pledging money from his budget for refreshments, this had 

been refused by his Manager.  The Parish Council could not spend precept money on such 

things but Cllr. Veitch has offered to provide some funds from her Chairman’s allowance.  

Cllr. Swann confirmed that this new initiative was to raise awareness of the conservations 

areas. 

 

KENT ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL COUNCILS: 

241:  Cllr. Veitch referred to the Parish News which had been circulated to all Members and 

she reminded everyone that the next meeting is in our Council Chamber at 7.30 pm on the 

23rd February.   

 

ACTION WITH RURAL COMMUNITIES IN KENT: 

242:  There was nothing to report.  

 

CLERKS REPORT:  

243:  The Clerk reported that the Cranbrook Post Office situated in the Welcome Stores in the 

High Street was being modernised and would be closed from 5.30 pm on the 9th March until 

1pm on Friday 18th March.  

 

She stated that she had not received a reply from the believed owners of the former Windmill 

Inn and she would be chasing this up. 
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CORRESPONDENCE:  

244: There was no correspondence to report. 

 

ITEMS FOR INFORMATION: 

 

245:  Cllr. Cook reported that Alison Hatch would soon be leaving Cranbrook CE Primary 

School to take up a new headship; the Deputy Head will be taking over pro tem. He 

suggested that a thank you letter be sent. 

 

246:  Cllr. Swann highlighted the new Financial Regulations which were put before Policy & 

Resources.  All Members had been issued with an updated copy. 

 

247:  Cllr. Dawlings congratulated the Chairman on the running of this evening’s meeting.  

He mentioned that there was huge financial pressure on TWBC, they were expecting to lose 

16% of government funding but they actually lost 49% and they expect to lose the remainder 

of government funding next year.  By 2019/2020 it could be that TWBC are in negative 

government funding.  With regard to the short term closure of the Post Office in Cranbrook, 

he commended people to use the Post Office in the new community shop in Benenden, it was 

a very fine experience, and you can have refreshments while you wait.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


