Who’s after the crown?

IN HIS letter of last week, Mr Mears reveals nothing new
in his disclosure that Mrs Rachlin and [ share the same
address. Indeed, this has been common knowledge since
1977 when our dwelling was acquired.

Owver the past 29 years we have developed very warm
friendly relationships with many residents in Winchelsea.
Winchelsea Beach and Icklesham - many of whom have
been present at the parish council meetings.

Jointly and severally, their descriptions of the experi-
ence are identical )

1t 15 not necessary for members of a Jury Lo be present
at a scenc. The case 15 decided on the statements from eye
witncsses.,

We care about our friends and are naturally upset to
see their deep distress after attending the meetings.

What is even more distressing to us all, is the deroga-
tory manner in which three of the wards in the Parish of
Icklesham are denigrated by those who now claim to be
the Parish of Winchelsea' (which does not exist) "Action
Group'.

[n support of their initial application to Rother District
Council, they have only negative statements to make about
Icklesham. Winchelsca Beach and Rye Harbour, whereas
they describe Winchelsea as a wealthy, thriving area active
with Rourishing groups and organisations.

To them, the only ward of worth is Winchelsea - the
obyious "Jewel in the Crown'. The hip question 1s, wha is
after the Crown?

IAIN KERR
Windmill Lane
Icklesham

Personal agendas

;\JUI‘I(‘E.‘:‘_wcrc posted recently in Winchelsea advertis-
ing a meeting at which the present pansh counci] would
cxplain the pros and cons of Winchelsea separaling
from Rve Harbour, Winchelsea Beach and tckiesham,
Control of the meeting was Jost as the first guestion
and almost all succeeding ones raised poiats of order in
respect of the mechamism for having a referendum, cte.
to come together to debate and decide issues without
fesar or favour when the atmoesphere of this little town is
soured by so many personai apendas.
J D SPENCER
Rookery Lane
Winchelsea

[

Local representation

1 STRONGLY endorse Mike Terry's comments last week
{Clouding the issues, Mailbag, June 243). Tt is important
we discuss the very real issues of representation and
democracy and are not distracted by abuse and anony-
MOoUs Scare-mongering.

What particularly concerns and frustrates me, and
many other Winchelsea residents with whom | have dis-
cussed the matter, is the loss of effective local representa-
tion resulting from the prescat structure of the large
parish of lcklesham,

Fach ward has only a minority voie on the current
council (four for Ieklesham, two for Rye Harbour, three
for Winchelsea and four for Winchelsea Beach).

Therefore, 2 proposal affecting only ene ward, even if
it is supporied by all the gouncillors from that ward, can
be blocked by councillors from the other wards.

And, contrary to the basic democratic principle that
representatives can be held to account at the next elec-
tion, the electors in the frustrated ward cannot vote out
the obstructive councillors from other wards.

A recent example of this problem was the wish of
many Winchelsca residents to join the Sussex Commiu-
nity Speed Watch scheme. All the council had to do was
write a letter of support.

The request was backed by all three Couneillors rep-
resenting Winchelsea but was blocked by councillors
from the other wards {despite the fact it would have had
ne impact on thosc other wards).

This was not an edifying cxample of demucracy in
action and is just ene illustration of the reasons for the
current level of frostration in Winchelsea.

DAVID MORRIS
Ome Tree Cottage
Winchelsea

Shop transformation

THE first flycr from the *silent majority of Winchelsen'
asking for a ‘no’ vote damned Richard Comata with

“~faint praise and a portent of disaster i3 Winchelsea was a

separate parish

The second has the same waming of dire conse-
guence and gencrates emotion but no enlightenment, par-
ticularly as to how well we arc served by being a ward of
[cklesham Parish and established that none of them has
served on a council ot atlended the meetings.

The £4.000 quoted, was the cost stated by Rother
District Council to hold democratic referendum, the cost
of the 11+ multiple choice and disscrtation survey form
issued by Rother was not disclosed.

The transicr of assets cost of £25.000 to £30,000
must be hased on gucsswork, as when 1 was a councillor
the ward did not have the faintest idea of what il owned.
and no asset registered has been published.

There ure known costs which will have to be met by
rate payers, a VAT liability of £2,500 caused by malprac-
tice and a £40.000 loan to refurbish Icklesham Memornial
Hall.

T appreciate that many who have washed up here in
this “port of stranded pride’ would prefer (he status quo
but, as far as | am aware. that has not provided any mate-
rial bencfit for the town.

The Litlle Shop was offercd to the Corporation as a
LOINE CONCEN to Manage as a community project and
was refused.

I bought the shop 1o prevent its closure and. for the
four years that § ran it, with able assistants, 1 doubt that |
enjoved the patrenage of the Corporation or the *silent
majority”, with some exceptions.

When the shop was leased to the Little Shop Associa-
tion, managed by a commitice, chaired by Richard Co-
thoto, inanced by grants, shares, debenture, stock loans
and promated by publicity this resulled in a viable shop,
a community office and a post office.

1 such a transformation, of what had been an ailing
business. can be achieved by good organisation and man-
agemem, then a separate parish must be the preferred
choice for any person who wanis what's best for
Winchelsca, and | am positive there will be no Jack of in-
dividuals wanling to take part and do something for the
town.

A JJASPER
Winchelsea



