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L ' The Archbishop's Palace Conservation
1N I__, Trust

A Safe pair of hands
A new roof for the Palace Tower

Emergency repair work was carried out on the North-West Tower of Otford Palace in 1982.

It appears that the parapet was in a dangerous condition and part of the brickwork on the
upper part of the Tower had developed an outward curve. A Technical Services Officer from
SDC inspected the Tower in early 1981 and confirmed that “if left the Tower would be in
imminent danger of collapse” and “failing the necessary repairs being carried out the Tower
would be unsafe to a degree that footpath [SR40] would have to be closed to the public by
next winter.” David Prestage, who was a councillor at the time, recalls work being carried
out on the roof.

A specification of the work to be undertaken was approved by the Department of the
Environment in the Autumn of 1981 and the work was carried out in the spring of 1982. Itis
not clear whether this approval constituted ‘Scheduled Monument Consent.” There is no
record in the Parish Council minutes of Planning Approval being sought or granted. It may
be that since the Palace was owned by Sevenoaks District Council, no planning approval
was required.

After much lobbying, the work was finally carried out by John Jarvis Limited of Tunbridge
Wells. The firm, founded in 1883 went into insolvency in June 2013. During its existence it
built many landmark buildings in Tunbridge Well such as the Opera House and the Kent and
Sussex Hospital.

1. Advocacy for repairs

The campaign to persuade Sevenoaks District Council to accept its responsibility for repairs
to the Tower, was led by Anthony Stoyel. Anthony was a hoted local historian and co-author
(with D Clarke) of the book Otford in Kent — a history 1. He was supported by councillors
from both Otford and Sevenoaks District, as well as other organisations concerned with
heritage preservation. Their names can be found in the following pages.

The following pages, indicate the strength of the campaign and the indifference to the
preservation of the Tower expressed by some individuals.

lclarke D & Stoyel A, (1975) Otford in Kent, a History. Otford & District Historical Society. ISBN 0-
9503963 0 3



Department of the Environment
Room 324 Fortress House 23 Savile Row London W1X 2HE

Telephone 01-734 6010 ext 445

GTN 2603
The Secresary Your reference
Sevenoaks District Council i
Council Offices Our reference
Argyle Road
SEVENOAKS %ﬂm§0951/2
Kent
TRA3 1HG : g Fewmsy 9%
Dear Sir ' .

OTFORD PALACE

T am writing to express the concern of the Department about the deteriorating condi-
tion of Otford Palace.

In 1977 the Depaxrtment produced a fairly lengthy report on the condition of the
monmment and also detailed work waich should be done to arrest decay and to congoli-
date the structure., On 8 September 1977 we wrote to the Council's Technical Services
Officer stating that we were willing in principle to make a 4 grant towards the cost
of the consolidation work %o the towex (exterior and interior) and to the exterior
ground floor walls of the gatehouse range &g gpecified in our report.

Although the Technical Services Officer adviged us on 4 May 1976 that drawings and
specifications work were in hand in his department with a view to completing the
remedial work tbat year, it appears that it was not pomsible fo pursue the project.
Since that time vaxious approaches had been made both orally and in writing to enquire
how matters stood, and about a year ago we were led to believe that money for repairs
%o the Palace were included in the 1980 budget. Again, however, we have heaxd nothing
furthet.

Obviously the longer the work is left the worse will become the condition of the
Palace and the more expensive the cogt of repair. It hardly seems necessary for
the Department So stress the historic importance of the Palace, and we would hope
that your Council, as & responsible Local Authority, would be able to set a good
example in the proper care of the historic heritege in ike charge.

As you know Mr A D Stoyel has sent to us a copy of his letter of 31 January 1981 to
you, and from thiz I note that a Committee of the Council is, to consider the matter
again shortly. While we fully realige the problems created by the current financial
regtraints; we would neverthelesa ask that your Council gives very gympathetic
consideration to allocating Otford Palace a high place in its list of priorities.

I shall be grateful if you will sdvise me of the outcome of the Committee meeting.

I am sending a copy of thie letter to your Technical Services Officer; and also to
Mr Stoyel.

Yours faitnfully

W

P A STOCKER



20th February 1981.

Will all Parish Councillors please read the enclosed letter and if
at all possible telephone me between the hours of 10a.m. and noon on
Sunday 27nd.

I would like at that time to know primarily if they,in principle at
least,agree with Mr. Stoyal's suggestion of a 'Save the Otford Palace'
Appeal, by public subscription. The reason for the urgency in this
reply is that the notices for the Annual Parish Meeting which include
the Agenda, have already gone to press. If the decision of the Council
35 in favour of this Appeal it should be included on the Agenda for
discussion at the Annual Parish Meeting.

Any suggestion for a further favourable influence on the Sevenoaks

District Council before the Meeting on the 26th, would be appreciated
otherwise the subject can be discussed at length at the Council Meeting

on the 2nd March.
E&Q&m



Report of M.eting held in the Village Hall on 17th March, 1981
to discuss the urgent Repsir and Preservation of Otford Pala ce
Tower.

Present: ur. D. Prestage - Chairman

lrs. J. buck wr. b, Kickard
Lrsg. P. Hlatthews ir. a.b. Stoyel
r. L. Metcalfe Mr. C. Ward.

The directive from the Parish Council to the Coumittee setting
out its terms of reference was read as lollows:-

"Po investigate the need for repuir and preservation

of Utford Puluce Tower and to formulute a pro,ruade

for the carrying out of these works and also to advise
on methods of fund ruising once a measure of the expen-
diture involved is estimated and further Lo seek what
assistance might be provided by Sevenoaks District
Council in view of the responsibility ofthat Council as
the present owners of the site."

No Agenda having been prepared, the meeting proceeded to discuss
what plan of action wmight be followed to suve the Palace Tower
from collapse following Sevenoaks District Council's neglect by
deferment of essential work over the past four years. It was
noted that cespite repeated requests by kr. A.D. dtoyel and
Otford Parish Council ocacked by massive support from national,
county and local bodies, the ruin had not received any mzjor
repair since 1936. ‘ 4

As a first step it was consivered essential to obtain a copy

of the schedule of works prepared by the departm nt of the
Environmentin 1977 seen briefly at that time by Mr. Stoyel and

any other relevant expert, up-to-date, lfactual inlormation
including the make-up of the District Council's estimate totalling
£%3%,000, Having no mandate to employ a surveyor, Mr. Stoyel's
suggestion tnat the Committee avulil itself of the assistance
previvusly volunteered on a personal vasis bylMrs. dright, Technical
Adviser to the Soclety :or theProtection of Ancient Buildiangs, was
welcomed: her uwnofficial survey could then be usedto obtain inde-
pendent estimates. ldr. ostoyel yucstioned whether guotations
shoula ve sou,htby the District Couwncil rather than the Comumittee.
The Chairman considered it unwise to expect much of the District
Council due to the econouwic situation's tightening of local
authority iinancial resources and lack of both real knowledge and
interest on its part. It was agreed that recent rapid deter-
ioration usignified the nced for a fresh appraisal of the present
state of the puilcing ovearing in mind that the District Council
were cuite uamoved by the ilusinent disintegration of the Paluce
Tower being intent only on the uvoldanceof expense. In the
connection the liability of the District Council in the event of
aamage or injury if the Tower or parts of it fell down was raised
and it was decided to consult Councill Lythaby, Chairman of Otford
Purisnh Council, in his capacity as Council Solicitor.

Undoubtedly, the proper cure of the Palace could best be assured
if it were taken into the gunardianship of the Department of the
snvironment, in which case the District Council should make a cash
contribution to balunce the offloading of its neglected responsib-
ility as present ovner. It was decided to enyuire whether the
LVepurtuent of the Eanvironment could carry out the urgent repairs
now necessary in the knowledge that the D. of E. had previously

continued/. ..
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NOT FOR PUBLICATION UNTIL AFTER THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE

POLICY AND RESCURCES COMMITTEE

Thursday, 28th September 1978

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL SERVICES OFFICER

THE ARCHBISHOP'S PALACE, OTFORD

Introduction

1.1 The standing buildings of the Palace have been considered as three
separate entities for administrative purposes. They are -

(a) The Store Building (formerly part of an entrance gateway) at present
let to the Girl Guides Association on a lease commencing in 1975 for a
5 year period at £10 per annum. This lease includes & clause which
excludes structural repairs.

(b) Nos. 1, 2 and 3 Castle Cottages were originally a cloister range
connecting (a) to {c¢) which was overbuilt and now provides 3 dwelling
units.

(c) A group of 3 towers.

Visually, physically and practically however, they are all part of one

" building, parts (a) and (c) being under the control of the Amenities

Committee and part (b) being under the control of the Housing Committee.

1.2 Of these items, the Store Building and Castle Cottages are Listed
Buildings and the Store Building and the three towers are scheduled as
Ancient Monuments. The reason that Castle Cottages are not scheduled
as an Ancient Monument is that they are occupied as dwellings by persons
other than a recognised caretaker and are thereby precluded from being
scheduled under the Ancient Monuments Acts 1913 - 1953.

1.3 All the buildings are in need of repair and currently proposals are
under consideration by the respective committees for repasirs and improvement
works to the cottages and repairs and renovation works to the towers.

1.4 Difficulties have been encountered in progressing both these schemes,
through public opposition to some of the proposals affecting the external
Tudor fabric although no objection has been made in respect of the repair
work as such.

Current Situation

2.1 Enquiries have confirmed that a grant specifically for works of repair
might still be obtainable from the Department of the Environment in the
current financial year if prompt application is made. There is some doubt
whether monies can be obtained from Kent County funds this year for this
purpose.
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Excheguer Grants

The Secretary of State for the Fnvironment has power to make grants for the
repair or maintenance of buildings that are of outstanding architectural or
historic interest. Comparatively few of the listed buildings in the country
qualify as 'outstanding' and so the scope for these grants ds limited, Usually
only Grade I buildings qualify, Grade II* occasionally but Grade II only excep—
tionally. There is no fixed rate, but it is normally up to 50% of approved
works, :

The Secretary, The Historic Buildings Council, Bepartment of the Environment,
25 Savile Row, London W1X 2BT, .

The Secretary, The Historic Buildings Council for Wales, Welsh Office, Summit
House, Windsor Flace, Cardiff,

Local Authority Grants

Local authorities have wider scope. They may make grants for any building of
architectural or historic interest and are not restricted to outstanding
buildings or even to listed buildings. Grants may be made by county and district
councils ( in London by the Greater London Council and the London borough
cmmcil). Applicants should contact each Council as grants mg be forthcoming
from both sources.

Housge improvement grants may also be available for improving or: converting a
listed building which is to be used ag. dwelling, For further details contact
the local authority. I x

The National Heritage llemorial Fund

£n independant body set up by the Naticpal Heritage Act 1980 in succession to
the National Land Tund. It is empowered to assist, through grants or loans,
the preservation, maintenance and acquisition of buildings, land, works of art
and other objects or structures of outstanding importance to the national

. heritage. The eligible recipients for assistance from the fund are non=profit-

making inetitutions in the arts, libraries and land and building worlds, or
any other non-profit-making body whose main objective lies in the conservation
of the national heritage. Assistance will normally be conditional on the gen~
eral public being allowed access to whatever is being aequired or preserved.

The Trustees will give assistance only where there is no other sourse of funds
for a project, or when the scale of the yroject is such that "topping up' is
essential., Owners of national heritage rroperty may be able to obtain tax con-
cessions on. on the sale of such property by private treaty to .a nationd museum
or gallery, the National Trust, or any other body listed in Schedule 6, para=
graph 12 of the Finance Act 1975.

Turther information from: The Secretary, National Heritage Memorial‘F\md,
Church House, Great Smith Street, London SW1P 3BL, Tel: 01-212 5414

The Architectural Heritage Fund

The Civic Trust administers a fund in which money is loaned at low interest

rates for a period of not more than two years, to help local building preserva-
tion trusts and charitable bodies to buy, restore and resell buildings which mexit
conservation. Conditions may be attached to these loans. This loan may be come
bined with grant aid from the Historic;&xildings Council and/or local authorities,

Loans can be up to 50% of the cost of the work. The rerayment is geared to the
reselling price,

Further information from the Awchitectural lieritage Fund, Civie Trust, 17 Carlton
House Terrace, London SW1Y 5AW,
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Charitable Trusts and Foundations
Sl T

Grants are sometimes available from charitable trusts and foundations for the
maintenance and repair of buildings of architectural and historic interest that
gre opened to the public, also for buildinge that are not privately owned.
Details may be obtained from the Charities Aid Foundation's "Directory of Grante
laking Trusts" (26 Bedford Sq.london WC1) which can be fourid i most reference
libraries, Funds are limited in most cases, Local authorities may also have a
list of local charities. Tocal amenity societies should be contacted for advice
and possibly financial help,

Bxanples of charitable trusts and foundations are ag follows:

The Landmark Trust, 21 Deans Yard, London 5W1, Buildings of unusual design or
formexr use are restored and made available as holiday homes. Funds axe usually
for the purchase of the buildings only by the Trust.

The FPilgrim Trust, 10 Great College Street, London SW1. These grants are for
the preservation of buildings and their contents if ‘they are of outatanding
interest.

The Chase Charity, 77 Gloucester Road, London 5W7. ¥or the preservation of
buildings of historic interest and beauty and their contents, The funds are for
small projects held on charitable trust,.

The Leche Trust, Gaitmore Investments Lid, Gayzer House, 2 St,Mary Avenue,
London EC3A 8BP, Grants are made for the pregservation of buildings of the

Georgian period 1680-1830 if they are of outstanding architectural or histor—
cal interest,

The ba.'megie U.K.Trust, Applications to the Civic Trust, 17 Carlton House Ter~
race, London SW1Y 5AW, To enable amenity societies to produce guides, films,
exhibitions etc, on the history, character and and resources of an area.

The Dulverion Trust, 304 Bt.James's Sq. London SW1Y 4JH; for conservation .
schemes.lainly West Country and Bristol. 3

Manifold Charitable Trust, 21 Deans Yard, Tondon SWIV 314,
T.B.H.Brunner's Bharilable lrust. 24 Bediord Gardens, London W8, Very small,

Mitehell mgt; Murray bodge, Barton's lane, Chalfont St.Glles, Bucks HP8 4BL

Funds from Manufacturers

Bege Dulux Commmnity frojects scheme, 701 may sponsor rainting projects Tor
voluntary groups, registered charities, = chools, clubs ete, for wvarious
projects including listed buildings,

It is often worth appwmhing local marufacturers for hely,

The Manpower Services Commission's scher s
Opportunities Pmogramme and the Speciai

to help unemployment, The Youth
rucovary smployment Irogramme,

Ilabour may be provided for conservation yrcjects in certain towns or areas.

Details from the Commission at 166 High kolborn, London WC1

The Science Fuseum

The Science Museum rreservation Fund, South Kensington London SW7 20D irovides
financial help to local museuns to preserve technological material,



SEVENOAKS COUNCIL OFFICES, ARGYLE ROAD,

4 FAY
Tl QB SEVENOAKS, KENT. TN13. 1HG.

f o~ SECRETARY D.C. ORGLES LL.B.

DISTRICT COUNCIL

~

Mrs. D.A. Wright, - TEL: SEVENOAKS 59711

Clerk to the Council, EXT: 260

Otford Parish Council, ask ror:  Mr. Orgles
Little Pilgrims, MY REF: DCO/DC

2 Pilgrims Way East, YR REF:

Otford,

LSevenoaks, Kent. = DATE: 26th January 1981

Dear Mrs. Wright,
Otford Palace

In reply to your letter of the 21st January, the Council at its meeting on the
22nd January spproved the recommendation of the Policy & Resources Committee
that, with the exception of the Edenbridge Sports Hall, all other new capital
projects be reviewed at the next meeting of the Policy & Resources Committee
which is to be held on the 26th February.

I am putting your suggestion that the Chairman of the Policy & Resources Committee
and the Chairman of the Amenities Committee might like to inspect Otford Palace
before that meeting is held to them and will write to you &again on that point

in due course.

Until now, there has been no precise definition as to what is capital expenditure
and what is revenue expenditure. A local authority was free to decide that it
would meet any particular expenditure out of its capital reserves or out of
revenue as it wished whatever the amount, although in broad terms large "one-off"
amounts were usually regarded as capital rather than revenue items, particularly
if the expenditure related to some particular acquisition of land, plant, vehicles
or buildings. In other words, it was the method of financing the expenditure
rather than the nature of the expenditure which determined whether it was capital
or revenue.

Since the passing of the Local Government (Planning & Land) Act 1980, the position
is now governed by statute, in that Part VIII of that Act, which is headed
"Capital Expenditure of Local Authorities" applies certain controls to the
expenditure of certain amounts, as set out in Schedule 12 to the Act, and such
expenditure is "prescribed expenditure’. It would seem to me that expenditure

of the order proposed on Otford Palace would bring it within those provusious.

Yours sincerely,

Secrptary

PLEASE REPLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE SECRETARY QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE
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«!3 ' APPENDIX A (entd,

and witnout causing tos wuc) Insage te the stonewsrk the parging be
removed. If the stoneeors -xpome. underseath is found to be in poor
condition making the window structurally unsafe then the following

is recommended: ) OPochued 4»‘fv

a)  the window openings are and resdered both sidys
‘ to satch Nos. 5 windows alrea chid oty or

' b renew unsafe stonework with new stone 6 Wwakeh existinmg.

Fics 5y, one of the prov ems with this building, as with all monuments
wi* wut roofgetc., is t+e nuisance and mess caused by pigsons to the
interior of the buildins. Thic could be easily overcome by fixing
metal wire grilles on wciden frames to all unblocked openings and by
ereciing a pigeonproaf ueiting across the opening at wall top level
attached to a metal frame fixed around the wall top (as Rochester

" Castle).

REMEDIAL WORK REQUIRED:
EXTERNAL

1. All elevations to tower, forebuilding and SE turret.
a) Erect scaffold, remove all vegetation, cut out all perished
Joints in brick and stonework, approx. 4 sq. metres to each
elevation, greus and tamg all voids and repoint joints with a
mortar tc match originsl. (Samples of mortar to be made up .
for approval before work commences).

b)  Bemove badly spalled bricks and renlace with matching bricks,
approx. % bricks to each elevat:ar,

e) Remove carefully all loose and cracked rendering to stonework
to windows and expose stonework underneath, investigate the
condition of the stonework especially the mullions, if found
unsafe either renew with new stone or block up the window
openings as recommended,

d) Scale off all friable stone from quoins, windows, doorways
and string courses.

@) Remove top “4 courses of trickwork at wall top level, clean
off and rebuild. Lay a JPC on ton of brickwork and render
over to form a capping. (Mortar mix to be approved).

£) . Fit to all unblocked windows and doors pigeonproof wire
~@rilies fixed on treated wooden frames.

Treat metal gates and window bars by wire-brushing and
applying 2 to 3 coats of rustproof paint.

fixed en to a metal frave (galv/tube, copper or similar)
arcund the wall tops.

1)  Remove sapling and. accumulated spoil away from the base of
the wall on the E elevation.

uh) Fit pigeonproof netting over all openings at wall top level

Estimated cost  se. £6,000.80
Provisional sum for renewing & 0nework ... £2,000.00

2
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APPENDIX A
“  REPORT FROM THE DEPAX'MENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
OPFORD PALACE 3
."‘,Q. e
DESCRIPTION LRt an2

The main structure is octagomsl in shape, wurdng S8 i
with a rectangular shaped forebuwilding built into Th el eyatic ‘off

the tover measuring 3.5 m in length, 2.5 m in depth. The forebuilding L"‘
contains Nos. 3 vertical brick built shafts thought to be. ) ®
shafts serving each floor. Built onto the SE cormer of the mein 7
structure is an octagonal shaped turret in which there stiil eiisty the A%,
remains of a spiral staircase. Attached to the outer 8 wall of the e
furret is one of a group of terraced cottages of which the lower heli

of the turret acts as the NW corner of the first cotiage (photo 1.

]

The interior of the tower originally consisted of ground, first snd
second floore with roof above, none of which new exist, but sti'l in
evidence at each floor level are Nos. 3 stone fireplaces and surroundsy
built into the NW walle.

CONSTRUCTION

Rendom stone rubble walling up to first plinth course approx. l.J m

from ground level. From first plinth course to wall top the construction
ig coursed brick infill between stone ashlar quoins and stone mullioned
windows and surrounds. The windows exist on all elevations at each
floor level, with the exception of turret and forebuilding. Entrance
into the tower is through the S elevation doorway (photo 2). This
entrance is now fitted with a metal gate. Some of the windows have

open metal grilles fitted.

OBSERVATIONS

The building appears to be structurally in reasonable condition, with mo )
yisible signs of any movement i.e. gubsidencg etc, The fabric has no
serious defects except those caused by natural erosion of stone and
brickwork by tha elements, mlthough it was noted that the interior walls
heve suffered more through erosion than the exterior walls. The wall

tops on inspection were found to be capped off with a very dense sand/
cement moptar acting as a watershed. The mortar has cracked allowing

water penetration and sooner or later the whole of the wall tops will

have to be redope. Also noted was that the top 4 courses of brickwork

sround the wall tops are in a loose condition. In view of this and
the oracked mertar if is recommended that the 4 courses of brickwork be

:

soyed aed webuilt and before capping off the wall tops with a more

§le morfer,; & OPC to give additional weatherproofing should be
e wall tops on top of the brickworke.

£

3|
E

1n the e attespte were made to prevent further erosion of some of the
stonework to window beads, jembs, cills and mullions by parging over

wvith esnd/eiment mortar, unfortunately, sgain the mortar was very dense
and or crasked badly or iz a state of falling off doing more
borm than good to the stomewerk undernesth. Recommend that where possible



APPENDIX A (catds)

INTERNAL

2 All elevations . tower, forebuilding and SE towers
vh,
a) Erect scaffold, remove all vegetatiom, cut out loose joints
and treat as la approX. > sq. metres to emch elevations 3
Remove tadly spalled bricks, treat as 1k approx. 4O brigis W
to each elevation. M
- i ~ M‘ X
b) Inspect and treat existing timber lintols and studding, % SR ST TEN
the lintols are rotten remove and insert reinforced concrete ijgea.
lintols. e e W e

¢) “Second floor south elevation doorway entrance to guarder \,
pits, top and bottom stone to left-hand jamb to be renewe AM
with matching stone. paak g

d) Second floor doorway entrance east elevation of tower, left- la-ﬂ»«—;&‘!
hand jamb, pick up brickwork approX. 18" from middle section Feo5
and corbel out to face of lintol overs. A
e) Nos. 1 and 2 shafts to guarderobes situated in forebuilding,
make good brickwork between shaft wall and intersection of
exterior wall, approx. 100 bricks.
£) Brush off friable substances from brick and stonework.
g) Remove all accumulated bird droppings, rubbish and earthe
Estimated cost ... £4,500.00
Total estimated cost for preservation and consolidation work
based on present day costs for wages and materials, work to
be carried out by a locally based contractor.

) Total cost  eee £10,500,00
Provisional sum for renewing stonework ... £ 2,000,00

MRt



District Architectural Histo: Jrom
Sevenoaks ict AR Ty ANTHONY D. STOYEL
a regional study of early vernacular buildings
52 Tudor Drive

Otford
The Clerk
Otford Pariash Council SEVENOAKS Kent
Little Pilgrims TN14 5QR
%tfol’irigrims L URGENT telephone  OTFORD (09592) 3579

19th February 1981
Dear Mrs Wright,
OTFORD PALACE

Two aspecta of this matiexr mow trouble me deeply.

Firstly, I have been told by more than one Sevenoaks Distriect Coeunecillor that,
if the Poliecy & Resources Commitiee deeide at their meeting next Thursday (26th
February) against allocating fumda for repairs, the matter will be shelved for
another whole year. I believe that we im Otford are all agreed that this
gimply must nmot be allowed to happen. Yet how on earth are we going teo
prevent it? Mrs Medhurst tells me that hex fellow-Councillors are utterly
impervious to bad Press and other publicity; I fesr that she is right and that
what is virtually our oaly weapon will be of mo avail. At the site meeiing
last Tuesday, the Chairman of the Amenities Committee, after inspeating the
tower, remarked to me that she did notd considen four years a long time to have
deferred mepairs; I mention this to illusirate the sort of atiitude we are up
against, Naturally I immediately made it very plain to her that, whilst it
might not be a leng time with a relatively modern building, it was thrpee years
too long in the case of & roofless Aneient Monument whioh hadi, at the beginning
of 1977, already been pronounced. by the Department of the Environment as being
in need of repalr; she seemed at the time to acmept this, but how much the
peint will influenaes the Polisy & Besounmes Committee is an altogether differsat
matter.

Secondly, we have to face the fact that the present District Councillors have
inherited a situation resulting from the sinme of their pradesessors.

No matter how sucsmessful we may have been in convineing the three repragsentat—
ives who sttended the site meeting of the desparate need. for immediate: aetion,
if they lack the necessary financial resourmes, they are powerless to do any-
thing about it, however much they may want to and however well they apprssiate
that delay will inevitably inerease the ultimate: @ost — probably guite dramat-
ienlly. The deecay in the towex has vexy likely spread se much by now behind
the visible briakwork that it may well be unrealistic to suppose that 1t can
be arrested effectively by only minimal vepaims. This is something that can
be established only by tecinical specialisis, but meanwhile, it seems to me
that we must recognize the possibility that nothing shord of expenditure of
the whole estimated £33,000-0dd will now save the towen from collapse and that,
even with aid (grants from the DoE and: KCC were expected. im 1977), the SDC
will deeide that they simply cannot afford it.
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At yesterday's meeting of Otford & Disiriot Historical Society, I made: brief
reference to the situation in the course of my lecture. Mr Anthony Branson,
who T believe is still on Sevenoaks Town Council and Chairman of Sevenoaks
Distriat Arts Council but is not on the SDC, was present and at question~time
he made a statement to the meeting. This was to the effect that his own
experience had shown that the SDC are very much more inclined to incur
expenditure on schemes of this kind whers parish councils themselves undertake
to pay a contribution, viz. if local feeling is strong enough to be backed by
definite evidenee of willingness to pariticipate in achieving the desired aim,
T replied merely that I took his point and would inform Otford: Parish Couneil.

It can, of course, be argued: that the tower belongs to the SDC, that it is
their responsibility to maintein it, and that they have brought the present
situation upon themselves by failing to do so at the proper time. All this
is perfeatly true and, indeed, forma the basis of the case we have already
made. But in view of the very »eal possibility, as matters stand, of our
case being rejeated next Thursday on grounds of financial inability, I feel
that Mr Branson's suggestion deserves urgent consideration.

The situaiion now is surely comparable to an ancient cathedral or fine church
which the ecclesiastical authorities c¢ould not possibly maintain without
publie contributions. If I wers not so heavily over—committed already, I
would personally establish a ®Save Otford Palace' appeal, but — with the best
will in the world - I cannot underiake the organization of such a project.

I therefore pass on the suggestion that an appeal fund be set up under the
aegis of your Council and that, if possible, the SDC are informed of it
before next Thursday's meeting. I would gladly offer £100 immediately,
which oould go some way towards publicizing the appeal, and I should of
aourse be pleased to co=operate with your Council in any othexr way I can.
With this week's centre-spread. in the 'Sevenocaks Newa‘ and the promise of a
similar feature in the coming issue of the "Sevenoaks Chronicle', whati
better time than now to ride on the erest of the wave of Press publicity?

I feel reasonably confident that a well-expressed appeal would win a
significant measure of support, besides convineing the SDC of local unity of
purpose in being willing to identify ourselves with the achievement of the
objective and in standing no more nonsense about repairs being delayed any
longer.

Tours sinesrely,

O



AN OPSN LATPBR PO ALL MEMBERS OF SEVEROAKS DISTRICY COUNCIL

Dear Councillors,

1 am writing on behalf? of the six orgauizations named st the end of this lettex
to express our grave disgquie’ upon hearing the outcome regarding Otford Palace
of the meeting of your Poligy & Resources Commlttes om 26 February. Tthe
centra~spread publicity in the Sevenoake News (18,2.81) and Sevencsks Chronicle
{21.2.81) has already emphasized the degres of widespread publis concern over
gour Counoil's failure %o put in hand the long-awaited repairs to the tower,
now urgently nesded to save it from collapse. Hemember that what is under
discupsion is s muchwvigited survival from Sngland's grestest house of iis day,
with Tudor features of exueptionally rare quality.

Whilst all members of your Committse recsived copies of my letter dated 31.1.81,
this was nob the case with letters fyom the Department of the Environment,
Sostety for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, Ancient Monumenis Soolety,

Kent Historie Buildings Committes (Jjointly representing Kent Avchasological
Socisty and Kent Branch of the Council #or the Protection of Rurel England),
Otford Parish Council, Otford & Distriet Historical Society, and The Otford
Society. 4ll of these letters wers, and still yemain, worthy of your attontien,
but none more so than that from the Dspariment of the Bnvironment. Upon
discovering that copiss of this were not with the agende-papers, Otford's
vepresentative Councillor A. Palmey very rightly read parts of it out to the
meeting. Becauss of its lmportance, wo now guote it im full as au annexurs

%o this lettex.

The meeting resolved to invite the Departuwent of the Environment to take the
Palace into their care. VWhat was apparsntly overlooksd, howsver, was that a
aimilar resoluticn of your Flanning & Transportation Committes (11.7.78) bas
already met with vefusal by the Department. In view of your Council's past
regerd of lack of oare for this important Anclent Monument, I have sinee then
rapeatedly pressed the Department to take it into guaxdianship as the beat
passible solution, but the final decision ia thelr letter to me dated 25.1.80
was that *in the curvent finaneial olimate the Depariment im virtually unable
to take on sdditional coummitments®. Glearly, therefore,; your Committee’s
latest resolution stands no chence of sucesES.

I need hardly repeat how well we understand your FIHEXKX finsncial predicameat,
but the fact remains that 4t has largely been brought upon yoursslves by
inaction whieh iz altogeiber beyond ouy comprehension, Had you procseded with
the repairs as proposed at your meeiing on 17.2.77 and resclved by your Amenlties
Committee on 15.9.77; the Job would hawve bees completed ai a fraction of the
ourrent cost. 4 similar reselution of your full Council on 24.7.80 still
awalts iaplementation.

e canact urge you too strongly to ensure thal expenditure on at least the most
desperately needed repairs is authorized at your fortheoming full meeting on
12 March. in the absence ¢f definite indication that your Councily as owners,
are ellocating funds for the work, how do you expsct Otford to prowoite its
proposed public appeal to supplement those funds with the success we have good
reason to anticipate?

Yours fsithfully,

P s <l ANTHORY Do STOYEL
AT

/2



(n behalf ofiw-
Kent Archasological Sosiety & Kent Branch of the Couneil for the Protection
of Rural England (Jointly repremented by the Kent Historic Buildings Committee);

Sevenoaks District Archiiectural Historyjy Otford Parish Couneil; Ciford &
District Higtorical Soclety; and The Otford Society.

1981

LErTER DATED 19 FEBRUARY/FROK THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

(Submitted for publication to the Sevenoaks Chroniclel.
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Sevenoaks District Architectural History {:;"’THONY b STOYEL
a regional study of early vernacular buildings P
52 Tudor Drive

The Secretary Otford
The Boglety for the Frotestion of Aneient Buildings SEVENOAKS Kent
55 UGread Ormond Street TNI14 5QR

LONDON Wolm A
- telephone  OTFORD (09592) 3579

Your vef. DP/AW

Dear Mz Peaves, OTFORD PALAOE

Thank you for your letter of 5¢h February enelosing a sopy of one you sent $o
Sevenoaks District Counoil. As forecast in my letier $o you dated 3lst January,
this matter came up yet again at a Counedl Commitise mesting on 26th February.
Copies of your letter were not ¢iroulated to members beforshand nor placed with
the sgenda-papers, so that the Goumittee were not even $0ld by the Council's
offiosrs that you had writien, let alone what you had sald. The same was txue
of lettezs from six other bodies supporting our views. This, I regret o Bsay,
is typieal of the officers’ failure $o brief mewbers properly for intelligent
preparation and discussion.

In the event, that meeting 4id not have any satisfactory outocome. I thoreupon
wrote an ‘open letter' (eopy enclosed) whioch was sent to every member of the
Coureil and was publieised in the loeal Press, prior to the full Distriet Counsil
meeting held en 12%h March. The pesults of the latter meeting may be summarised
as followss-

(a) The Gouneil's officers are %o investigate the poseibility of the Palace tower
being taken over by the Department of the Enviyoament op any othex
appropriate body.

(b) If these negotiations are not suceessful within 6 months, tenders are then
to be scught from approved coniractors %0 earry out only essential repairs
%o the tower, the tenders to be peported to $he Oouneil.

(o) If any vepairs are undertaken, Otford Parish Council are o eontribute
one~fifth of the sost.

These decisions strike mwe as reflesting an extraoniinarily unrealistie attitude.
They were made in tbe knowledgs that the DoE is wirtually eertain o be unabdle
%o take over the tower however much the Department may wisk t0, and that neithen
this nor any other 'appropriate body' is sosresly likely even %o eonsider
ageepting it in its present eondition. It would have been more understandable
if the Couneil hed agreed %o earry out the essential »epairs forthwith and then
try to find a body willing to underteke gusrdianship. 4s it isy, the deeisions
amouat in wealistie terms to yet another deferment of fizet-aid work with no
éuarantee that 1% will be done after the 6 monthe have expired - as the Couneil's
record of repeated defexments sines 1977 has eloquently demonstrated.

Moreover, if the repairs (estimated an unknown $ime ago at over £33,000) are not
carried out quiekly, there is & very real danger that the top storey of the
tower will collapsej after 6 months, therefore, far more drastic resonstruction

in addition %o repairs oould oasily be requived at vastly greater comt, one~fifth

14%h Maroh 1581
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of which would probably be well beyond the resouress of Otford Parish Couneil
despite their present intention to launsh a losal public appeal this month.
Another unsatisfagtory aspeet is that, sinse the tower forms part of a single
range of Tudoy Palace remains (another adjascent part being ocosupied as thrse
terraced Couneil dwellings), there could be inhevent dangers in the range being
split between different owners unless, of sourse, the DoE themsslves oan be
persuaded to take over the towers

The hisgtorie importance of the Palaae pite ae & whole, and the architectural
value of the surviving remains, are not generally appreoiated and I feel that
I should give you the following infopmationi=

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

During the last year or two I have earried out a great deal of new research
on this Palace, working prineipally from C1l3~16 primary socurces but natur-
ally taking into considesation all available architectural and archasolog-
ical evidence, parallels elsewhers, and so cn. The resulis now amount to
a mass of important and hitherto unpublished material. I have this week
been asked by Kent University to weite an ecsount of Otford Palace based on
this material, for inclusion in a book (on the Canterbury arechiepiscopal
palases from Lanfrane to Laud) $o be published probably by Kent Archasolog-
ical Soeiety towards the end of this year. I think that there is also a
nesd for a comparatively simple booklet for the oxdinarxy visitor end
general reader.

As no aceurate detailed plan of the Palage has ever been produced, I last
year eommissioned a professional survey of the entire site, whiech has now
enabled me to plot a draft scale plan of the complex as firnally enlarged
and mostly zebuilt by Archbishop Wapham in 1514-18, This plan will be
veprodueed in the fortheoming book and in the other publisation I have in
mind.

The new plan has made it possible, for the firet time, to measure the
overall dimensions of the Palage, exeluding farm buildings and other out~
lying ap enancess they were 600 £t. by 370 ft.

Pevener (Buildines of Englands Mjiddl 67) desoribed Wolsey's Hampton
Court of the T?Egn as ‘the mn 05 ail houses built in England at the
time, at least 300 by 550 feet in sise’, Thus it now appears that this
ac¢olade should rightfully be transferpred to Warham's slightly-earlier
Otford Palace. Its Great Hall, too, was appreeiably larger than Welsey's

at Hampton Court, which sven after Heney VIII's 1536 webuilding still did
not equal Otford's in miss.

So far as I ocan discover, Otford was Rngland's firet house to insorporate
the long narrow, corridor~type, galleries whioh were eopied later at such
palaees as Hampton Court (if you happen to know of any earlier example, I
shall be only too pleased to hear of it). At Otford the longest were

304 ft. and 228 f%., both only 11 £t. wide, of two storeys with the lower
treated as a cloister. The surviving relatively-short length of gallery
(now adapted as dwellings, Castle Cottages) displays a splendid range of
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blocked cloister—openings in bigh=quality moulded briekwork of €.1515,

which I regard as the sarliest thing of its kind in Buglandy thers are very
few parallels, the closest perhaps being the President's Gallexy (1540) st
Queen®s College, Cawbridge, whieh still has the timber-framed superstrusture
that Otfoxd's originally had.

These are fagtors whieh, to my mind, make the presexvation of what remains of
Otford Palace a matter of national importanse, yet wellnigh impossible %o get
aozoss effeatively to a body of largely-philistine laymen sueh as Sevencaks
Distriet Couneil.

My caupaign to persuade the Couneil to do theim duty ae owners of the monument
has now been going on for nearly 4 years and has resceived massive support from
national, county and losal bodies. The Qouneil's latest desisions represent
peor regompense for all this work and my own feeling is thet we have now gone

as far as we ean by way of direct endeavour. It seems to me that, so long as
the owners themselves maintain pefusal to allot even a nusleus fund to be
supplemented by grants and donations, the standing and suceess of Otford Parish
Couneil®s special commlitee - now poised to launeh its publia appeal ~ is placed
in serious jeopardy.

If you have any suggestions, I shall be very glad to hear of them. I would,
however, earnestly request that your Soeiety now considers using its powerful
influenes either to exert stronger pressure on the Counell or, better still,
to persuade the DoB to do so or else take the Palace (or at least its ons
surviving tower) into their guardianship.

I shall be obliged if you will let me have your obsexrvations in due course.

Yours sincerely,

428

Dirsctor of Studies

(o aoriting i Basicably - oimibu Fosmd & the DoE,
M) "
Ao



"INGLEWOOD",
OAK HILL ROAD,
SEVENOAKS,
KENT. TN13 INR.

DlSTF"CT CDUNCIL TELEPHONE: SEVENOAKS 56181

extension: 265
Ask vor:  Mr. A.T. Bennett
MY REF: ATB/DWA/SIW AJ35/1

YOUR REF:

TECHNICAL SERVICES OFFICER

ALAN T. BENNETT C.Eng, M.L.C.E., F.l.Mun.E., BASE 17th March, 1981.
F.Inst. H.E., F.B.LM.

Mrs. D.A. Wright,
Clerk to the Council,
Otford Parish Council,
2 Pilgrims Way East,
Otford,

Sevenoaks,

Kent, TN14 S5ON.

Dear Mrs. Wright,

Archbisheps Palace, Otford

In response to your recent telephone enquiry, I confirm that on the 15th February
1977 the Department of the Environment suggested the following restoration works:—

Short Term Programme

1. Consolidation of the brickwork of the wall tops.

2. Treatment of stone window surrounds, mullions and cills.

3. Re-pointing of areas of brickwork below windowse

4. Treatment of long and short stone quoins and stone string courses as necessary.
5., Rust proofing and re-painting ironwork.

6. Renewal of timber lintels with pre-stressed concrete.

7. Removal of all vegetation.

Long Term Programme

1. Provide roofing at highest level possible.
2. Seal all existing openings.

I do trust this is of help to you.

Yours sincerely,

9 nf,\»‘:‘.;,
X | - & L g(V»Qu [
ol ek Tk
w Technical Services Officer hY /\/,'%\,L(,

PLEASE REPLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE TECHNICAL SERVICES OFFICER QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE.

7



depvrt Weeting 17th March, 1981. Page 2.

refuced tv 30 so on the grounds (a) thet the Listrict Council
woulc o so wne (b) roroisding financisal reslrictions pliced on
the wp rtacat of the .n.ironwent. Mr, Stoyel hore resin.cd
fewoers that e was awuimting replies to hig re ucsts Lo the

Ve par tiwetit of the ~nvironment, The wdeiunt ionwnonts voclety und
Kent Historic Buildings Committee to iniluence the Uistrict
Council to meet its liasilities in breserving the Palace Tower
ur o to get the D. of &, to tuke the surviving Tower into its
guaraiuwnship,

The wmazing cscollation of the Uistrict Council's estimate of
cost of repuir from £9,000. to £33,000 was discussed und the
possioility of ovtaining via our Uistriet vouwincillors the detuils
of the last estimate, together with some of the problems which
its worsening -oaaition had Luposed e.go. massive scuffolding

re ulrenments ocutside agnd & cuge-like structure inside and the

need for speeialist SUPervision. The work wi,. ht oce attractive

1o specialist restroation builuers who wight then be more awenuble
©0 turnisning a quotution.

Consideration was given to the lawnching of an appeal. lr. vward
had aiscussed this bossibility with several people und felt assured
that an appeal for the Restoration of the Palace Tower woulu meet
with sympathetic coansiaeration :nd = favourable response from the
public and rromsuch bodies as Kent archaeclogicul Society who might
contlribute aswuch as £2,000., and also KCC. There w ere many
other sources aad a list of such sources ouvtainuble from théldbrary
would be photostated and Passed to Mrs., wrizht for selection, It
was felt tonat any fund raising mast ce in the hands of one orgunis-
ation. The launching of un Appeal it was thought wight even bring
some action from Sevenouks District Councilif it were thus convinced
of the vewy real interest in the retoration of the Palace.

Presupposing the successof an Appeal and the satisf ctory restor-
wtionof the Puluce Tower, the Chalrman cniuired whether the D. of
the B. gave running grants to denl with future repairs as and when
re uired? This possibility woula be investigated and also whether
the District Council woula then be prepared to exumine and patch
every other year as the hural Vistrict Council had aone.

The Chailrman then uroached the possibility of wringing the Tower
into use. Mr. Ltoyel said this was wulte possible in theory bhut
not without losing a consideracle asmount of its interest as except
for the floors it had remain.d unchanged since Tudor times. It

wos agreed to consider bringing the upper floors inio commwereisk use
and o use the round floor as a museun for the local Historical

ana archasological societics as a means of ensuring the future
breservatlion of the Tower fabric.

The next weeting would be neld in the Village Hall Committee Koom
on 12th llay, 1981 at 8.o0 Polilo
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27¢h Mawch 1981 52 Tudor Drive
i Otfoxd
Otford Couneil
Ctfoxd & Mistriet Historical Socisty
Toe O Society

OEFORD PALACE
T enclose a copy of my lotter dated 23.3.81 to Sevencais Distriet Council.

From their recent discumsions, 1% is now abundantly clear that the majority of

I have written this letter as o 'last diteh® offort to persuadé SDC to adopt a
more responsible attitude, but am ot optimistic that 4% will make any dmpression
whatsosver. Since it asks them to reconsider their 12.3.81 Pesolution, I think
that the mwore support it weceives the better, however remote the chances of

the towex's owners have not even seen it to bring into existence.

Since 7 letters to SDC before their meeting on 26.2.681 weve suppressed by their
offieers, I think that benveforth every letter should ask speeifically that ite
contents be brought to the notice of all Councillors.

These are no wore then my pevconal sugpestions and, to ensure the best possible
united approsch from local bodies, I feel that some liaison with Mr David Prestage
is deairable bafore any letier is sent.

{P.740.)
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Sevenoaks District Architectural History Srom
a regional study of early vernacular buildings ANTHONY D. STOYEL

52 Tudor Drive

The Secretary Otford

Sevenoaks District Council SEVENOAKS Kent
Argyle Road TNI14 5QR

SEVENOAKS Kent

TN13 1HG Your ref. 0S.2/DCO/DC telephone  OTFORD (09592) 3579

23rd March 1981
Dear Mr Orgles,
OTFORD PALACE

In reply to your letter of 16th March, there are certain aspects of the Distriet
Council's resolution at their meeting on 12.3.81 on which I wish to comment and
I shall be obliged if you will bring the following to the notice of all Coun-
eillors as quickly as possible.

(1) The Immediate Situation

Inspection of the Palace tower this week-end revealed that the parapet has
developed an outward lean that was not apparent a month ago, clearly due to
the aslmost complete absence of mortar in the briekwork and stone quoins,
especially of the intemnal walling. At the moment, the lean is confined to
the HW side overlooking the much-used publie footpath ercssing Palaae Field,
but the decay is practically as bad on the other sides. Partial eollapse
at least of the upper storey must now be regarded as imminent, and wirtually
cartain to ocour unless emergency remedial measuves are taken without delay,
Consequently, immediate steps are required to safeguard passers=by and the
occupants of the adjoining cottage. I need hardly mention the heavy
1isbilities which eould devolve on the Council in the: event of personal
injuries and damage ito property as a result of the authority's negligenae.

(2) The Council's Responsibility

When the former Sevenocaks Rural Distriet Council purchased the greater part
of the Palace site and remains in 1935, it was with the declared intention
of securing their preservation for all time. That authority immediately
carried out a mejor restoration of the tower, and no large-scale repairs
have been rTequired sinces however, as a matter of course and without being
asked, it themsafier maintained the strueture regularly (at intervals of
not more than about 5 years) by minor 'stitch in time' work at negligible
cost. Thue from 1935 to 1974 the Palace was kept in good condition by its
owners, very much on the lines I mentioned in my lettex of 31.1.81 (page 2)
as fundamentally essential for ancient buildings, especially whers roofless.

When responsibility passed from the RDC to the new District Couneil in 1974,
this meintenance unacaountably ceased. Instead of getting on with the job
as before, the Council have simply discussed it for the past 4 years.

The inevitable result is that the need for restoration has grown from a
minor one in February 1977 to a major one now.




(3)
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Hitherto there has never been any question of the Council's responsibility
being shared by Otford. Few local people were even aware of the desperate
need for repairs, partly because access to the towexr has been denied: the
Couneil changed the lock some time ago without providing the Parish Council
with new keys until last month. Public consciousness of the seriousness of
the position did not, therefore, even begin to become widespread until the
recent Press publiciiy; as this started barely 3 weeks before your 12.3.81
meeting, remarks quoted from the discussion suggesting that there was no
strong loocal support were unfairly prematurse. Moreover such comments,

made just after recsipt of my 'open letter' written on behalf of 6 local and
neighbourhood orgenizations and mentioning Otford's foxtheoming publie appeal,
were patently unjustified and paid no regard to the Parish Couneil's prompt
initiative in proposing to help the District Couneil toc fulfil its respon~
8ibility in the present difficult cireumstences.

District Council's Resolution on 12.3.81

We would certainly favour the Department of the Environment taking over the
tower, or better still the whole range of Palaee buildings if not the entire
site in SDC ownership, if they can be persuaded to do so. In the case of
‘any other appropriate body'!, however; we feel that very considerable aireum-
spection would need to be exercised in order to safeguard, in a responsible
manner, the long-term future of the Palace as a single entity. The Tudor
structure consists of:-

(a) The NW corner-tower, 3 storeys high.

(b) The ground-storey walls of Castle Cottages, originally a long gallexy
of 2 storeys.

(c) The gatehouse, a single storey of one of its former twin 3-storey towers.

411 these constitute a continuous range of buildings and, for obvious reasons,
it would not be in the best interssts of the Palace if they were to be split
between different owners, other than the Council and the DoE.

We find it hard to believe that Councillors can honestly expect the DoE or

any other 'appropriate body' even to consider accepting the NW corner-tower

in its present condition. Consequently we see this resolution as yet another
deferment of first-aid work, with no guarantee that it will be done aftier the
prescribed 6 months have expired = any more than it was following the Couneil's
previous resolutions to put the repairs out to tender.

As events have now demonstrated, 6 monthe is in any case much too long to
delay this work., If disintegration is allowed to begin, far more drastic
reconstruction as well as repairs will be necessary at vastly increased aost.
We suggest that a mors realistic approach would have been to agree to carry
out essential work forthwith and then to try to find & body willing to under~
take guardisnship. We ask the Couneil to reconsiden their resolution with

a view to adopting this course with the urgency that circumstances now demand.
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Bearing in mind the Distriet Council's responsibility for the present
situation, we further suggest that it is grossly unfair to make the resol-
ution conditional on Otford Parish Council bearing one~fifth of the total
expense, Until Distriet Councillors have before them an up-to-date estimate
of the cost of immediately-essential repairs, how can they judge whether what
they are asking is reasonable or not? Believe me, the Palace is sufficiently
dear to Otford for the parish to be relied upon to do its utmost to raise the
maximum possible contribution without being tied to some arbitrary percentage.

Attention has been focussed on first-aid mepairs to the tower because of its
now-dangerous condition, but it should not be overlooked that the specific-
ation prepared by the DoE in 1977 details other works, including gatehouse
repairs, which have likewise become long overdue. It is assumed that the
estimate before the Council was for the whole of this specification and we:
suggest that an up-to-date figure covering only essential repairs to the towexr
should be obtained as a matter of urgeney.

(4) Historical Considerations

Having recently completed an extensive programme of research, I have just

been commissioned by Kent University to write an architeatural history of
Otford Palace to be published in a book latexm this year. I hope to follow

it up with a modeast booklet designed for ordinary visitors to the site.

In more than one letter to your Council, I have mentioned my intention to
publish and that I would hope to be able to give a favourable asesount of the
Council's stewardship of this Palace; as matters stand, however, I must tell
you that with deep regret I shall have no altemative but to comment adversely.

My work on this research has shown, for the first time ever, that Otford
Palace was England's largest house when rebuilt in 1515, and exceeded in size
the slightly-later Hampion Court. I shall also be explaining that even the
surviving remains incorporate some of the earliest—imown features of their
type and high quality anywhere in BEagland.

These are facts whieh, having not so far been published, are not yet generally
known. I have now informed the DoE of them, but this does not neeessarily
mean that it will be possible for them to alloeste sufficient funds to take
over any part of the Palace - however much they would like to, One of youn
Councillors whose remarks MEZE at the recent meeting were widely qucted in
the Press is under a complete misapprehension in thinking that, if the DoE
are not prepared to take over, the building was (and is) of no natiocnal
significanage. He also appears to believe that the tower under discussion
is, in faot, the gatehouse at the other end of the range. Fortunately the
tower cannot be pulled down, as he advoecated, because as a scheduled Ancient
Monument it is stringently proteated by statute against demolition or any
alteration without specific consent of the DoE,

I am sending copies of this letter to the bodies named at the end of my letter
dated 31.1.81.

Yours sincerely,

L Director of Studies
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SEVENOAKS COUNCIL OFFICES, ARGYLE ROAD,

SEVENCAKS, KENT. TNi3. 1HG.

/< - 8. SECRETARY D.C. ORGLES LL.B.
DISTRICT COUNCIL
- =
Miss T. Middlemiss, TEL: SEVENOAKS 58711
Secretary, EXT: 260
The Otford Society, ask For:  Mr, Orgles
8 Tudor Drive, MY REF: 08.2/DC0/DC
Otford, YR REF:
Sevenosaks,
Kent. 2! DATE: 16th March 1981

Dear Miss Middlemiss,

Otford Palace Tower

Further to our previous correspondence, I have to inform you that the
District Council at its meeting on the 12th March resolved:-

"That the officers be instructed to enter into negotiations

with the Department of the Environment or any other appropriate
body to take over Otford Palace Tower and-that if not successful
within six months the resolution of the Amenities Committee of

the 3rd June 1980 adopted by the Council on the 24th July 1980

be implemented immediately; provided that the Otford Parish Council
bear 20% of the total expense.'

The District Council were informed of the proposal of the Parish Council to
offer help financizlly by means of a public appeal for funds for this purpose,
but the view of the Members was that the Parish Council should, itself, bear
20% of the total expenses of carrying out the necessary works to the Tower
from its own resources.

I fear that the knowledge of what happened in 1935, when the former

Rural District Council agreed to buy the Getehouse, the Palace Tower, the
cottages and the strip of land northwards to the pond for the sum of £750
on the basis that Palace Field would be purchased for the sum of £600 to be
reised by public appezl, but, in the result, that appeal failed so that the
District Council itself bore the cost of purchasing the field as well, may
have caused their decison.

I would be pleased to leern whether your Society would be prepared to
meke a contribution towards the cost of the repairs or can suggest the
name of any bodies or organisations which might be willing to make a
contribution towards this worthy cause.

Yours sincerely,

Secret

PLEASE REPLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE SECRETARY QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE

]



SEVENOAKS, KENT. TN13. 1HG.

Res
@ SECRETARY D.C. ORGLES LL.B.
r |
Mrs. D.A. Wright, TEL: SEVENOAKS 59711
Clerk to the Council, X7 260
Otford Parish Council, ASK FOR: Mr. Orgles
Little Pilgrims Way East, MY REF: 08.2/DC0O/DC
Otford, YR REF:
Sevenoaks, Kent. :
L | DATE: 16th April 1981

Dear Mrs. Wright,

Otford Palace Tower

T have to acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 13th April and in reply

to paragraph 4 enclose a photostat copy of the minutes of the Council meeting
of the 12th March, from which you will see that the wording of the minute
accords with the terms of my letter to you. The wording of that resolution
does not demand that the Otford Parish Council shall bear a percentage of the
total expense; it means, quite simply, that if the negotiations are not
successful and the Parish Council provide their 20%, then the District Council
will carry out the work. I can confirm that it was the view of the

‘ District Council Members that the Parish Council should fund their contribution

towards the cost from their own resources and not by way of public appeal.

No tenders are to hand because, so far, tenders have not been socught. There
is little point in seeking tenders now for work which may not be carried out
for a period of six months, such tenders would be very unreliable and out of
date and not acceptable for contract purposes.

I om not proposing to organise an appeal for funds. In my respounse to a
number of organisations who have been urging that work should be carried out

to the Tower, I have sought their assistance by asking for the names of any other
bodies who they think might be interested in taking over the Tower or who might be

prepared to offer some financial support.

If money is set aside in the estimates in any particular yeer and is not expended

in that year, it is not automatically carried forward to any subsequent year.

Therefore, any money estimated for in the past, but not expended, is not now
available.

I note the terms of the resolution passed at the Annual Parish Meeting.

The terms of your letter will be brought to the attention of Members when this
matter is next under consideration.

Yours sincerely,

PLEASE REPLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE SECRETARY QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE

Council - 12th March 1981 i

(4)  Minute 14(1) - Capital Projects 1981 /82
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Department of the Environment
Room 324 Fortress House 23 Savile Row London W1X 2HE

Telephone 01-734 6010 ext
GTN 2603 445

A D Stoyel Esq Your reference
Director of Studies

Sevenoaks District Architectural History Our reference

52 Tudor Drive AA 50951/2
Otford Date
Sevenoaks 7 May 1981
Kent TN14 5QR

Dear Mr Stoyel
OTFORD PALACE
Thank you very much for your several letters about the Palace.

You will wish to know that following the meeting of the District Council on

12 March the Department was duly approached as to whether it would consider taking

over the guardianship of the Palace Tower. We have given the request careful
consideration, but I am sure that it will come as no surprise to you to learn that
regretfully we have had to decline. As you know, there is a virtual embargo on

our accepting further guardianship commitments because of financial and staffing
restraints. The Council has been further advised that there is little prospect ; 1.
of the present policy coming to an end/and even were it to do so it is unlikely 1 fore seeshle
we could consider taking guardianship of the Palace remains. ﬁfuu,

We consider that this is & monument which should be within the competence of the
Council to look after themselves particularly when we are prepared to offer grant
aid and provide technical advice. Nevertheless, we appreciate that the Council
has not so far demonstrated much anxiety to carry out the repairs to the building
and we will continue to encourage them to carry out the necessary work.

I realise that this letter will come as a disappointment to yon after all the
efforts you have made to secure a future for the monument, but unfortunately
there is little more we can do at the present time.

Yours sincerely

Pﬂwa/’

P A STOCKER



Minutes of Preservation of Otford Palace. Tower Sub-Committee Meeting
held in the Village Hall on 12th May, 1981.

PPresent: Cllr, D. Prestage = Chairman

Cilr Mrs. J. Buck Mr, D, Rickard
Cllr ¥rs. P, Matthews Mr. A.D. Stoyel
¥r, L Metcalfe. Mr. C. Ward

Cllr Mrs. M.I, Martin - Secretary.

Report of TLast Meeting:

The Report was read and on deletion of the word "commercial
reiating to the future use of the Tower as a means of ensuring
its continued preservation in the penultimzate paragraph, it
was approved as a correct record.

Progress since Last Meeting:

The Depzriment of the Environment had replied to Mr. Stoyel
regretfully declining to take on the guardismship of the Tower,
beczuse due to current financisl restraints there was an embargo
on its taking on more buildings. Moreover, it considered that
it was well within the capability of the District Council to
provide adequate mzintenance and care for the Tower and to that
end was willing to assist with grant aid.

The Ancient Monuments Society had not replied to Mr. Stoyel - it
was not their custom, but he thought they would have exeérted some
pressure on Sevenogks District Council to meet its obligations in
respact of the Tower.

Mr, Stoyel had reported on the current situation to the Kent
Historical Buildings Committee at a late April Meeting. He had
teken up a suggestion to write to Mr. Gaynor, the new S.D.C.
Planning Officer; who had replied expressing his appreciation of
the very great importance of Otford Palace to the residents and
his view that his fellow officers and Council members were of a
like mind. Colonel Thrift, = member of KHBC in his capacity as
Chairman of the KAPC Executive Committee; had been horrified to
learn that Sevenoaks District Council Secretary, Mr. Orgles, had
approached the Parish Council and other local bodies with what he
termed "2 begging bowl". He confirmed to Cllr Prestage at a later
KAPC Meeting that he proposed to put the matter to the NALC to
establish its views on the correctness of surcharging a Parish
Council with 20% of a repair cost which was clearly the respon=
sibility of the District Council.

The Chairman read the Notes kindly provided by Mrs. Adela Wright,
Technical Adviser to the Society for the Protecticn of Ancient
Buildings, which up~dated the Report and Specification prepared in
1977 by Mr, Campbell, Ancient Monuments Architect of DoE. It was
agreed to combine both documents to produce a spescification to be
used tc cbtain budget estimates.

Mrs. Buck gueried whether or not the Committee should ask Mr.
Orgles to obtain guotationsforthwith bearing in mind the speedily
deteriorating condition of the Tower which rendered the 6 months
waiting period guite impractical. Mr. Stoyel said he had asked

continued/ceoees
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produce a specification and estimates and the Parish Council
agreed to find 20% or part of total cost, then repair work

could proceed without further delaye. Mr. Stoyel felt strongly
that having met with refusal from the DoE the District Council
should shoulider its responsibility for the Tower as owner,and
the Parish Council should not commit itself to paying 20% of the
total cost, in fact, all reference to 20% should be omitted in
future and if a contribution remains obligstory rather say "a
reasonable amount". Mr, Werd felt the Committee should do all
in its power and capability to minimize any further delay. To
further this aim it was agreed to explore sources for grants using
Mrs. Adela Wright's short-list.

The Committee resolved that it should:-

I. (i)  hasten to produce a specification and therewith obtain
estimates, even going to the extent of paying for
estimates if necessary (with the sanction of the Parish
Council) although members shared Mr. Stoyel's strong
conviction that the cbtaining of estimates was strictly
the duty of the District Counecil

(It was considered that if the Committee members as amateurs were
able to produce an acceptable specification and also estimates
then surely that should give it a lever and not a little weight
and improved status in dealing with the District Council.)

I. (ii) seek to produce a list of precbable sources of grants.

Tk endeavour to obtain a better value in achievement over
total expenditure for the immediate repairs estimated
to cost £1,200.00.

It was hoped that achievement of I (i) and (ii) would mean that

the Distriet Council could no longer procrastinate. Without any
shadow c¢f doubt the Committee was convinced it was essential repair
work should be effected before the Winter.

Publicity for Preservation of Palace at Village Flte.

Mr, Ward gave details of the publicity which the Archaeoclogical
Society intended to give the poor state of the Palace Tower at its
Exhibition at the Village Fete.

Next Meeting:

The next meeting would be called when it was indicated that
progress made or new information warranted one.

The meeting then closed.




b SEVENOAKS COUNCIL OFFICES, ARGYLE ROAD,

SEVENOAKS, KENT. TN13. IHG.

SECRETARY D.C. ORGLES LL.B.

DISTRICT COUNCIL

-
A.D. Stoyel, Esga, TEL: SEVENOAKS 59711
2 EXT: 260
gifg:g?r R ASK FOR: Mr. orgles
Sevenoaks, ”V“‘f 08.2/DCO/DC
Kent. TN14 SQR YR REF:
S} DATE: 1st May 1981

Dear Sir,

Otford Palace Tower

Further to my letter of the 1st April, I am writing to inform you that,
following the site meeting on the 1%th April, which was attended by you,

Mr. Prestage and Mr. Hook, the Council's Structural Engineer, I am informed
by him that while a small section of brickwork and stone quoins at the top

of the north west corner of the Tower is in very poor condition, it is not
considered to be in immediate danger of collapse and, therefore, is not
dengerous to the public using the footpath. The Technical Services Officer's
estimate of the cost of carrying out repairs to this section of brickwork and
quoins is £1,200, based on current market prices. Of this figure, the
provision of the necessary scaffolding, ladders and transport etc. amounts to
approximately £800.

This information will be reported to the next meeting of the Amenities Committee.

Yours faithfully,

Secreta
r!l.!Al! REPLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE SECRETARY QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE



COPY

SEVENOAKS DISTRICT ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY

A. D. STOYEL

52 Tudoxr Drive
Ge By Allang m: Otford
Acting Sseretary SEVENOAKS Kent
The Kent Building Preservation Trust TN14 5QR
15 HManor Roed
FPOLEBSTORE Kent
Cr20 248

25¢h May 1981

Dear Mr Allan,

I was pleased %o reseive your letter of 18th Moy ond %o know that the Trust
is s¢411 active, Net having received any reply to my letter dated 6.9.79;
I vas beginning to wondew.

I am afraid that T shall not de able %o attend the Tovihesming leeds Castle
Conference, but I have read the detalls with great intereet and hope that
the event will prove beth suscessful on the day and effective in subsequent
remlts,

It was kind of you %o $hink of we and the diffieulties I have besn having
over Otford Palace during the past four years while heading s ocampaign for
the proper cars of this lmportant monument, with veluable support from local,
gounty and national bodies, In this care, however, the difficulties have
been entirely with Sevenoaks Detriet Gounecll, Far from being indifferent,
the DoR have been ~ and are continuing %o be « exiremely helpfuls but for
their inescapabls finaneial and steffing restrzaints at the present time,

they might even have taken the Pelage into guapdianship. The faet remains
that the Counoil, as owners, ought o be perfactly cempetent to look after
the etrusture themselves aud to trweat it with pride as one of thely Disivietts
most wotable historie bulldings. So far; they have lacked the will %o do mo,
but all goncerned -~ inoluding the DeB = are werking hand to persuade them.

As & scheduled Aveiont Nomument, 1% qualifies for grant aid fyom the DoR,

who also provide all noceassary technical advice, so the Couneil really have
no exense for thoir intrmnsigent attituds.

Otford will be vepresented at the Conferengs by Era Joan Busk (Parish Counw
¢illor) and Mrs Thelma Middlemiss (Secretary, The Otford Sosiety).

Nre Buek is eepeclally well asquainted with the salient prolilemy concemning
the Palace and will come prepared %o give a brief summary of the situation

to date.
Yours sincerely,

s

Dizector of Studies



M. Davis Pestine

COPY

SEVENOAXS DISTRICT ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY Anthony D. Stoyel

52 Tudox Drive

Otford

Sevenoaks
Otford Parieh Counedl TH14 5QR

Tth April 1981
Dear Nrs Wright,
OTFORD PALACE

At last Priday's meeting in Maidstone of the Kent Historie Buildings Comnittee,
1 zave a full sesount of the present situstion zegarding the Palace and, as
expeoted, the menbers were unanimously sympetheitio.

Among those present was Lt.Col.A.H. Thedft, Oeneral Secrvetary of the Kent Volw
wtary Sexvice Councils I undezstand that he also holds office in the Kent
Association of Parishk Councils. Duzing o lengthy diseussiocn of my vepaxt,
Col.Thrift oxpressed great convern oveyr the principle that Sevencaks Maetwiect
Council should have included in their 12.3+81 resolution a provise that s
constituent Parish Couneil must bear a specifis share of the gost of repairing
property belonging to the Distriet Council and for which they alons were respe-
onsidles He oconsidered that such a demand was possibly unprecedented and tha$
Otford should pegard this as s %test ¢ase tc be firmly rejected in the interestis
of Parish Councils generally.

Alsc present was the Maldetone Bopough Planning Officer; who said he felt sure
that his fovmer colleague My Gaynor, tha new 5.3.0, Planning 0fficer, would be
a useful ally in this matter. I have, therefors, sent a personsl letiter Ho
My Gaynoy asking him to use his influence as far as he can %o get the situstion
on %0 a nore sensible footing.

The Committee had, of course, alveady written to 5.D,0. supporting my letter

of 31.1.81, lr Orgles had roolied acquainting them with the 12,3.81 resolution
and asking for a contyibution., His request was received with dewision, since
the Committee is not a fund-holding beody, and it was agreed that no reply would
be sent, at least until the Department of the Envivonuent's reactions are known.
Similar requests for contributions haves as you know, besn reseived by loesi
sogdeties and I understand that these 'begging-bowl' tactics werxe adopted without
the authorisy or kuowledge of Distriot Councdllors.

I have just heard from The Soslety for the Protection of Ancient Buildinge that,
in view of the further detexforation in the towsr; they are again writing teo
SeDel. to urge that sction should be taken as soon as possible.

Yours sincerely,

Cots Mr Preatmge
Higtoriecal Society g
Otford Society /Jf/



OTFORD PARISH COUNCIL

Clerk: Mrs. D.A. WRIGHT, LITTLE PILGRIMS, 2 PILGRIMS WAY EAST, OTFORD,
SEVENOAKS, KENT, TN14 5QN.
(Telephone: Otford 2546)

13th April 1581. QﬂraE_DNﬁY )

D.C. Orgles Esqa.,
Secretary,

Sevenoaks District Council,
Argyle Road,

Sevencaks,

Kent.

Dear Mr. Orgles,

Otford Palace Tower.

Your letter of the 18th March, which arrived five days late, has been reported to

this Council and to the Annual Parish Meeting. Reaction was very mixed to different
parts of the letter, particularly in the light of earlier and subsequent events, but
I will try to interpret the feelings of these two Meetings as accurately as poscible.

Firstly, the Meetings were pleased that at last there is a possibility of some action.
Naturally all concerned urge that this should be initiated as early as possible and
be as full and effective as can be arranged. The most recent reports as to the dan-
gerous condition of the paraphet must increase the already great sense of urgency.

Secondly, there was annoyance and even anger, that having igncred its clear responsi-
bility, which should have resulted in the Tower being properly dealt with when funds
were availagble, and at a fraction of the present anticipated cost, the District Council
now seeks to make its own late compliance with fundamental duty conditional upon a sub-
stantial percentage of an unknown sum being raised locally. Some clarification is
needed of this aspect of your letter but this request should not in anyway be taken as
acceptance of the principle that a District Council is legally or merally right in
making such a condition.

It is noted that in the Technical Services Officer's Report of the Council Meeting
held on the 12th March (Item 3 2.0) that the Parish of Otford is to be reguested for
a 20% contribution towards the total cost, whereas in your letter you state that the
Meeting reesolved that the Otford Parish Council bear 20% of the total cost. You will
realise that the implications of these two requests vary tremendously.

If the first version is correct my Council has asked that I convey to you that this
Council is prepared to approach the residents of Otford initiating a Public Appesal

for funds. In fact money has already been offered as a result of the publicity. This
gesture is made because we, in Otford, do care about the future of the Tower. Whilst
it may be the property of the District Council it certainly would matter tc Otford if
it fell down. The Council wish to decisively make the point that Otford will make a
contribution to essential repairs, this would be a contribution because you, &s owners
of the property, do not have the right to demand an offload of 20% of costs onto any
other body. The Council is unable to give & categoric statement that 20% of costs
will be met because apparently, there is no specification or costing to hand. It
would obviously be unethical to expect the Council to commit Otford to raising an
unspecified sum! Perhaps on this subject you are able to inform this Council why,
after a lapse of six months, no tencders are to hand.

This Council understands that you have already been in touch with local organisations
asking for funds, this appears to be quite contradictory. Are you intending to run
the Appeal or do you wish this to be done in the Village? The inference drawn from
these requests is that the Parish Council will itself be expected to give 20%. Does
this mean that the residents would be paying by direct response to you, through rates

! Cont/eaass



D. C. Orgles Esqg., 13th April 1981.

Secretary, Page 2.
Sevencake District Council.

resultant from the Farish Council's precept and again through rates for the District
Council's contribution?

Finally, there was a high degree of amusement mixed with increduality at your sug-
gestion that the behaviour of our forebears almost fifty years ago, may in some
measure have influenced or perhaps even justified your Council's attitude at this
time. 1 am afraid I can't respond to this. Outdated as our Parish filing system
is, it doesn't go back as far as 1935 and neither do our Councillors nor very few
of our Parishioners. However, our records do reveal that in 1977 £3,000 was ear-
marked by your Council for repairs essential at that time for the Tower, but that
this money was never expended! What a pity, had it been all this effort would have
been unnecessary now. Presumably this sum is still available towards the ultimate
cost?

In conclusion I give below the resolution passed at the Annual Parish Meeting

on 23rd March 13881

That this Annual Parish Meeting deplores the total indifference displayed by the
Sevenoaks District Council towards the preservation of a unique example of our
National heritage and its attempts to pass its formerly acknowledged responsibilities
in regard to the registered Ancient Monument known as Otford Palace to the Parish
Council and people of Otford.

The District Council is reminded of its earlier acceptance of its liability to
repair and preserve this building which has been owned by the Council and its
predecessors for over 45 years and could have been repaired at a fraction of the
anticipated present day cost had work been carried out when originally required.

Whilst expressing willingness to assist with the cost of repairs this Meeting
regrets that such a measure should be necessary due entirely to delays and neglect
arising from the inaction and evasiveness of the District Council and its Officers
and accordingly urges that preparatory work be put in hand forthwith so as to
ensure that repair work can be commenced in September 4981 at the latest if the
District Council is then the owner of the site.

Whilst the Chairman expressed sorrow that such terms were used in reference to a
Council and its Officers with whom a happy relationship and co-operation had always
been known and would hopefully continue » the mood of the Meeting was such to insist
that on this occasion the criticism was fully justified.

I shall be pleased to hear from you as socon as You are able and trust that a copy
of this letter will be circulated to your members at the next Meeting of the Council
on the 30th April.

Yours sincerely,

Clerk.



DRAFT OF LETTER TO GO TO MR. ORGLES. OTFORD PALACE TOWER. 2;4»6‘
N jo

Thank you for your letter of the 18th March, received on the 23rd. The contents
of which were noted by this Council.a
Certain points of your letter are causing confusion and my Council would appreciate

clarification.

It is noted from the Technical Services Officer's Report of the Council Meeting
held on the 12th March (Item 3 2.0) that the Parish of Otford is to be requestéd
for a 20% contribution towards the total cost, whereas in your letter you state
that the Meeting resolved that the Otford Parish Council bear 20% of the total

cost. You will realise that the implications of these two versions vary tremendously.

If the first version is correct my Council has asked that I convey to you that this
Council is prepared to approach residents of Otford initiating a Public Appeal for
funds. In fact money has already been offered as a result of the publicity. This
gesture is made because we, in Otford, do care about the future of the Tower. Whilst
it may be the property of the District Council if certainly would matter to Otford

if it fell down. This geskurexizomage Council wish to decisively make the point
that Otford will make a contr:wbtion to essential repairs, this would be a contribution
because you, as owners of the property, do not have the right to demand an offload of
20% of costs onto any other body. The Council is unable to give a categoric statement
that 20% of costs will be met because apparently, there is no specification or
costing to hand. It would obviously be unethical to expect the Council to commit
Otford to raising an unspecified sumf Perhaps on this subject you are able to

inform this Council why, after a lapse of six months, no tendors are to hand.

B teatmsbl sam
However, within reason it does seem likely that Otford will raise=28% of -ceskts, possibky

with financial smmpmmk support from this Council to'top-up'whatever sum is collected.

On the second implication. My Council is most concerned that letters have been
received from you by organisations in the village mméxs¥sswhexs asking what contribution
they will be making. The inference drawn from these requests is that the Patish
Council will itself be expected to give 20%. Does this mean that the residents would
be paging by direct response to you, through rates resultant from the Parish Council
precept and again through rates for the District Council's contribution? Is this a

fair request? Cont/eee



Page 2,

You quote in your letter a previous experience in 1935 when an appeal for funds
faileds I am afraid that this cannot be responded to. Outdated as our Parish

filing system is, it doesn't go back as far as 1935 and neither do’our Councillors.
However, our records do reveal that in 1977 £9,000 was earmuke;;}:r repairs essential
at that time for the Tower, but that this money was never expended! What abity, had

it been all this effort would have been unnecessary nowe

In conclusion I give below the resolution passed at the Annual Parish Meeting

of the Council unanimously.
*That this REMRREI~————————
I shall be pleased to hear from you as scon as you are able and trust that a

copy of this letter will be circulated to your members at the next Meeting of

the Council on the 30th April.



Dear Mrs. Wright,

Otford Palace Tower

1 have to acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 13th April and in reply

to paragraph 4 enclose a photostat copy of the minutes of the Council meeting
of the 12th March, from which you will see that the wording of the minute
accords with the terms of my letter to you. The wording of that resolution
does not demand that the Otford Parish Council shall bear a percentage of the
total expense; it means, quite simply, that if the negotiations are not
successful and the Parish Council provide their 20%, then the District Council
will carry out the work. I can confirm that it was the view of the

District Council Members that the Parish Council should fund their contribution
toyards the cost from their own resources and not by way of public appeale

No tenders are to hand because, SO far, tenders have not been sought. There
is little point in seeking tenders now for work which may not be carried out
for a period of six months,; such tenders would be very unrelisble and out of
date and not acceptable for contract purposes.

I om not proposing to organise an appeal for funds. In my response to a

number of organisations who have been urging that work should be carried out

to the Tower, I have sought their assistance by asking for the names of any other
bodies who they think might be interested in taking over the Tower or who might be
prepared to offer some financial support.

If money is set aside in the estimates in any particulsr year and is not expended
in that year, it is not sutomatically carried forward to any subsequent year.
Therefore, any money estimated for in the past, but not expended, is not now
available.

I note the terms of the resolution passed at the Annual Parish Meeting.

The terms of your letter will be brought to the attention of Members when this
matter is next under consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Secretaly

PLLEASE REPLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE SECRETARY QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE

Council - 12th March 1981 ¥

(4)  Minute 44(1) - Capital Projects 1981 /82

Amendment: Clir Mr: cdhurs roposcd an I m condce A i¢ recommendation in minute
c H Ir, s. Medh t O] 1 d Cllr, Palmer se wded that th (! i t.
prog L A, S

( )( D) (pa;;c JJ.I) ¢ amended by the insertion of the fo owing W(‘)l‘ds alter tlord Palace Tower":-
44(3)(t 56)1 led by th f foll Otlord Palace 1 <

“if not successlul within si

six months, the releva i

Py 5 )y ant resolution of the Amenities G ¢

om,,'d O y the Council on the 24th July 1980, be implemented i el "f.lhc Pt s
ouncil meets 20% of the total expense”. e gl s S

Upon the amendment being put to the mecting, it was declared CARRIED,
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11th May 1981 A. D, STOYEL
52 fTudor Drive
Otford

Dear David, OTFORD PALACE TOWER

I enclose in duplicate a copy of Mrs Wright's report produced in response
to my request that she should update the report & specification prepared
in 1977 by Mr Campbell, Ancient Monuments Architect of the DoE. As a
matter of professional etiquetie, she was a trifle hesitant about it and
f£-elt that this was something Mr Campbell himself should do. I assured
her that her report was desired by our Committee to enable them to seek
rough estimates purely for their own purposes.

As she has told me, in general the situation is as in 1977 but very much

WOrses

The only thing I would add is that she is strongly against the use of
plastic material to seal the fop and side openings of the tower. Thisg
was a modificmtion proposed by SDC and agreed by DoE in 1977. She would
regard pigeonproof netting (as originally proposed by DoE) as far more
satisfactory aesthetically and for practiical purposes, and she is opposed
to any other form of roofing. In her opinion, provided the internal
brickwork is properly poinied, wind erosion is not a material factor.
Upon refleetion, I absolutely agree with her. It would be a great pity
to darken the interior unnecessarily. Plastiec, though transparent when
new, would not long remain so. If netting is sufficient, that seems to
me the obvious and much more economical answer,

Yours sincerely,

David Prestage, Esq. )
47 Knighton Road
Otford



OTFORD PALACE TOWER

The following notes are a brief description of items that I think should
be dealt with undex urgent repairs. They should be read in conjunction
with Mr Campbell's Specification. lly inspection was from ground levely
without the use of ladders., Close inspection of the upper part of the
tower may reveal other urgent problems needing attention and provision
should be made for this.

Erect scaffolding and remove vegetation growing in the walls,

There is deterioration in the mortar pointing in several places. Joints
have opened, resulting in water penetration and frost has probably
accelerated the damage., The dense sand/cement mortar of the capping should
be removed. The top few courses of brickwork may also need to be removed
and rebuilt with a suitable mortar. In some areas, particularly the N.W.
cornery; this may involve rebuilding twelve courses or more. Provision
should be made for the possible ingerdtion of a R.C. beam at this comner.

A D.P.C. should be provided at the top of the brickwork of the wall and
rendered over to form a capping.

Brickwork below the sills of the upper windows appears also to be affected
by water penetration, probably due to eroded sills. These may be in need
of repair with the insextion of a D.P.C. below them. The brickwork needs
repointing below the sills.

The window in the east wall with shoring should be investigated and the
stonework replaced where necessary or the opening blocked as suggested in
the D.o.E. Report.

Pigeonproof netting should be provided over all openings including the top
of the building.

Internally, all items mentioned in Mr Campbell's Report should be dealt
with at this stage.

10th May 1981 ADELA L. L. WRIGHT A.R.I.B.A.
Chartered Architect

Technical Advisex, Society for the
Protection of Ancient Buildings
The Walled Garden
Kippington Road
Sevenoaks
Kent

Telephone Sevenoaks 51590



on 12th May, 1981.
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Sevenoaks District Council to reconsider the standing order
establishing the 6 months waiting period and had been informed
that his suggestion would be discussed at the next Amenities
Conmittee lMeeting on 9th June. To expedite the actual starting
date of repair work it was decided to go ahead asnd seek budget
estimates and, in case it might prove necessary = the Committee
not being empowered to execute contracts, permission should be
sought of the Parish Council for payment for those estimates.

Repairs Necessary Immediztely

On Mr. Stoyel's initiative, the Chairman and Mr. Stoyel had
attended a site meeting with Mr. Hook of Sevenoaks District
Council to exzmine the outward lean on the North West side of

the Tower, which appeared in March. Mr, Hook expressed the
opinion that were the leaning section not repaired before winter,
then he would be forced to recommend that the footpath be closed.
The Chairmsn circulated photographs he had taken of the affected
section, wheoreon the ravages of the weather were clearly visible,
e.g. erosion of mortar. Mr. Stoyel read Mr. Orgles's letter of
1st Msy stating that Mr. Hook had reported the leaning section
of the parapst and stone guoins were not in immediate danger of
collapse. Albeit repairs deemed to be urgent were estimated to
cost £1,200,00 based on current market prices :

Actual repair work: £400,00
Scaffolding, transport and ecuipment: £800,00
£1,200.00

After discussion of the poor cost effectiveness of the above
estimate it was decided the Committee should endeavour to get
more actuasl work done than that covered by the £400. 00. in order
to achieve a more equable balance i.e. a more acceptable ratioc:
of productivity to overheads.

Ownership Control:

The Committee was greatly concerned when it emerged following a
gquestion from Mrs. Buck that there was no means of conirolling

the ownership of the Palace. Listed Building requirements

afforded a measure of protection against change of the building,

and its present poor state &f repair would deter possible undesirable
buyers.

Public Liability of District Council:

Mr, Ricksrd rzised the question of District Council's liability
to the tenants of the cottages. Mr. Stoyel expressed his view
that there was not as much danger on the side of the cottages.

Action:

Mrs. Buck said she would like to loock ahead on the assumption

that estimates for the whole projsct were tc hand. How should

the Committee then proceed bearing in mind that the privilege of
being the prime movers remained with the District Council by dint

of ownership? The Chairmen considered that the only way to break
out of the present vieious circle was, presuming the DoE had informed
the District Council they could not take the Palace into guardien-
ship but could grant financial aid and if the Committee could

continued/...




The Kent Building
Preservation Trust

Registered Office . 15 Manor Road . Folkestone .
KentCT202AH Telephone (0303) 52333

Anthony Stoyel Esq.,

Director of Studies,

Sevenoaks & District Architectural History,

52 Tudor Drive,

otford,

Sevenoaks,

Kent TN14 5QR 18 May 1981

Dear Mr Stoyel,
Leeds Castle Conference, Saturday 13 June 1981

I am writing to thank you very much on behalf of the Trust for your
assistance in the Neglected Building Survey we carried out last year
and to send you details of the conference we have organised at Leeds
Castle on the above date to discuss the problem of neglect in the County.

Shortly before the Conference, we shall be publishing the survey results
and a report based on them, intended to highlight some of the problems and
gnerally to generate publicity and concern. Many amenity societies and
most district councils are attending the conference, including Sevenoaks
District Council.

1f you would like to attend the conference, or to send a representative,
please complete the enclosed form and return it as soon as possible ( with
remittance please ).

One of the themes which emerges from the report ( which is currently being
printed ) is the long-standing indifference of the DoE to the fate of

a number of outstanding buildings in the County and it occurs to me that
the conference might be an opportunity to mention your difficulties with
Sevenoaks and DoE over Otford Palace. The press will be attending the
conference in some strength and might be persuaded to follow up the case.

Yours sincerely,
&

G.E. Allan

Acting Secretary.

Registered as a Charity No. 257440 and under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act 1965 No. 18866 R.



Fram the Secretary

ANCIENT MONUMENTS SOCIETY

Founded in 1924 for the Study and Conservation of Ancient Monuments,
Historic Buildings, and Fine Old Crafismanship

ST. ANDREW-BY-THE-WARDROBE, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, LONDON EC4V 5DE
Tel: 01-236 3934

M .ADSYG o{
Director ofigtudies,
(Sevenoaks District Architectural History),
52 Tudor Drive,
otford,
SEVENOAKS,
TN14 S5QR May 19th, 1981

Dear Mr. Stoyel,
Otford Palace

I apologise that I have not replied hitherto but I have been
lobbying in person.

{ now have it on the highest authority, although you may
doubtless know, that the Ancient Monuments Secretariat will not
take the Palace into guardianship, even in part., It is now
their nowmal practice to offer 50% towards the cost of repairs
instead, although I note they only talk of a third in the case
of Otford.

We must therefore lobby Sevenoaks and the Department of the

Environment again along these lines and this we shall do.

NDoes Sevenoaks have a municipal lottery, the proceeds of
which would be spent on the Palace ?

1 shall see about some national publicity - do you have a
good photo ?

Y Incidentally I have found a short refogence to the Palace
¥ in Illustrated London News February 24th 1849 where Warham is
Qﬁv | credited with having spent £33,000 on it !
Somehow this vicious cycle of passing the buck must be
hroken. Yours Sincerely
President: The MOST HON. THE MARQUESS OF ANGLESEY, D.L,F.5.A. F-RHIST-S. JHON.F.R.LB.A.
Chairman: IVOR BULMER-THOMAS, M.A.,F.5.A. HON.D.5C. Secretary: MATTHEW SAUNDERS, 1.4 = ‘
Hon. Secreiary: COL. CEDRIC HALL, M.A. Hon. Treasirer: Miss D. M. VAUGHAN, M.A.F.C.A,

Hon. Editor: MICHAEL McGARVIE, B.A.F.5.4. Assistant Secretary: Mes SUSAN GOLD, 8.4. M\d a3



SEVENOAKS DISTRIOT ABRCHITECTURAL HISTORY

Kent

A+ D. STOYEL
52 Tudor Drive
Otford
5QR
25¢h Nay 1981
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Pizector of Studies




Puder Drive
SEVENOAKS  Kent

A. D, STOYEL
25th Nay 1981

™y

L <4
SEVENOAKS DISTRICT ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY

) -mw wmm.Wn +3
TR E 3
{E
ol il
wm..nm;mmm e
L i Mwwwm Bgads
iy o
w? R
3 .wm Nl 83
m wm mm amm um :
1o : Mm mma :
m .mw_mmmau. m
m .m m mm i m dy
ua umﬂu .wm mm mm
m Mmuw.mmmM w



ov izl webeT

O SLP L8

raed - &XA0 -;\.;m o1 p—
{1) why 44d your Couneil, upon its creation in 1974, diseontimue ihe »
maintenanoe

regular
of the Palace exercised by its predecessors? Officers of the

2 shall be obliged 4f you will bring this letter o the nctice of Gouncillors
umummmmumumm«mm

Tin: &a ———— g——. y : 4 o Favey ) 55 g
' o veted of & 8k . G2 Teag ‘i' sely ko axulibnogue G0
al ¢ 2 t ot $ s m_ RSENS ' =i "
* » e TE FHN : it GRS, 3 i3 30 8uv . ’
: # 3 N e - ? , el T

tizad o s A’Dg ‘ -
St 4 Dizector of Studies :

& G« Sovenoabs Dlatriet Couneil Planning Officew.



Aiﬁ‘lmlum«%‘
ecreaea_a««,&mt
Palace .
j{uwﬁi TMZFF =ﬁ'tﬁ.

(Ao
MML“JQML e

@S’M&MW

@) Tée D, zﬁMﬂ» fﬁ“‘-""’“""
v e o U‘"‘"_&A"

A DI
13-4- 81

Sane Mo bnclinad eofuio ¢ W&aﬂ&vfwM
mmﬂkwgwﬁw

Haws. geisen Dovess Waight aefasati ccfioa ffor OPC.
J e alos askad the ﬁhmﬂﬂ&w
Builisicgs Gommnitee f{mdzawihr.&i&r Auffert
£ Spe, Af,cmwwmfrﬁw/*w

ot iy
S &

25.%. &1




The Otlord Society

Registered with the Civic Trust
Affiliated to the Council for the Protection of Rural England
and the Kent Federation of Amenity Societies
Registered Charity no. 272974

e .

Beechy lees lodge
St. Michael's Drive
Otford Kent TH14 5SA

Tne Secretary,

Sevenoaks Distriet Council,
Argyle Road,

Sevenoaks, Kent TX13 1HG

€ April 1981

Dear ¥r. Orgles,

Otford Pelace Tower

I refer to your letter of 16 March to our secretary, ¥rs. Middle-
miss. This has now been congidered by the committee, and T have to
tell you at the outset that there ip no question of the Society
meling any contribution to the cost of repairing the Tower - we do
rot heve sufficient funds for that type of project.

However, we ere co-opersting with the Parish Council in preparing
& plan to save this historical mornument and will help in whatever
fund-raising measures are agreed upon. The plen will, of course
include sll the steps to be taken - by whom is not yet ctear - steps

vhich the District Council bas so far failed to take, in order to
flfil ite obligations as the owner of this ancient monument .

ce M ?M«.{lnﬁc -
I [)4.57(/\/’
i gfo/d
W= M ealovnct
M Sl

C.L.Metcalfe
Chairman
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nspection reveals
palace tower peril |

Source and date unknown

5

CAUSED

Palace tower is in

t was warned this week,

This lean overlooks the much-
used public footpath across the
Palace Field, but total decay of the
bz‘}'::ekrwo;k is al&nfhsl as bad on th?
o sides and the oceupants o
adjoining Castle Coltages could
also bein danger.

The present decay is due Lo an
almost complete lack of moriar
holding togsther the brick and
stone of the upper building.

paigned over the past few years to
persuade the Sevenoaks District
Council (0 carry out restoration
work on the tower, and in a lelter
this week to them he warns that
their negligence could now result in
“heavy ligbilities in the event of
personal injuries’’.

“Partial collapse at least of the

as imminent; and virtually certain
|t ocedr unless emergency|
Jrmedial  measures are  taken)|
without delay,” said Mr Stoyel.
MAJOR NEED

Responsibility for the twer
passed to the district council in
1974, and from that time all
maintenance stopped, said Mr
Stoyel.

He said: "'Instead of getting on
with the job, the council have
simply discussed it, The inevitable
result is that the need for restora-
tion has grown from a minor one
in February 1977 1© a major one|
i now,"”

| Remarks by district councillors
-| that there was nio strong Tocal sup-
port for. restoration work to the
tower were unfounded, said Mr
Stoyel. He called such remarks
_|*“onfairly premature’” and said this
week that already Otford Parish
Council was receiving money for
their intended public appeal even
befors it h been officially
*|started,

The district council decided on

“NEGLIGENCE

Mr Stoyel has increasingly cam- | no

DANGER’

A LARGE part of the sgrnapet at the top of Otford

ger of falling — and

edestrians crossing Palace Field could be injured,

Inspection of the Palace tower last weekend by loca)
historian Mr Anthony Stoyel revealed that the parapel
has an outward lean which has only developed recent-

a proviso that if no buyer is foun
within six months the council wi
g0 ahead with the work. They als
said Otford Parish Council was t
foo1 20 per centof the bill.
Mr. Stoyel called this decisio
“worthless'* and said the DoE, o
anyone else, was unlikely to accep
the tower in its present condition,
““This resolution is yet anothe
deferment of first-aid work, wit!
guarantee that it will be don
after the prescribed six month
have expired — any more than i
was following the council’
previous resolutions to put th
repairs out to tender,’ he said.

‘INSPIRED GUESSES’

At the annual Otford paris!
meeting on Monday councillor

upper storey must now be regarded L supported Mr Stoyel's views.

Mr David Prestage said no pro

per calculations for any repai
M:hadhuﬁdnw?h%gum
£33,000 had been plucked from thy
air and was no more than the resul
of “Inspired guesses”, he said.

“Until we know how much i
will cost — whether more or les
than £33,000 — and have a basis it
fact for the fipure, we canno
launch an appeal.” 3

He said the district counci
anyway had not right to ask the
people of Otford to pay fo
something that was not thei
responsibility. “It's like me saying
to my next-door neighbour ‘you’rc
going to paint my house because
yoilé’ve becn looking at it'!"', he
said.

Parish couneil chairman Reg
Lythaby said the demand for Ot
ford (o pay 20 per cent of any
repair costs was, in his view ime
moral.

Parish councillors have told the
district council: “We deplore the
total indifference displayed by you
towards the preservation of a uni-

March 12 t try to persuade the
Department of the Environment,
or a similar body, to take on
responsibility for the tower — with

que ple of our 1
heritage. While cxpressing will-
ingness to assist with the cost of
repairs we regret such a measure
should be y due entirely to

delays and neglect arising from the
inaction and evasiveness of (he
district council. We urge that work

ks time

be put in hand immediately,"”




3. North-West Tower prior to the repair works

These photographs were probably taken by Anthony Stoyel as part of his campaign to have
the Palace Tower repaired










4. Otford Parish Council Minutes

The minutes of Otford Parish Council give a partial account of events from November 1980
to the end of 1982.

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 24" November 1980. (Minute 7.2.2.)

2, Palace.
Ccr. Bennell requested that
Paf,ce be pursued once more.

actlon and it was hoped ‘that :;his 7
e money to be allocated. The Clerk was
er as strongly as possible.




Report on the site meeting held on 17" February 1981

Report on Site Meeting - Otford Palace Tower 17th February 1981. 11.30a.m.

Present: A.D. Stoyel.
Mrs P. Matthews O.P.C.
Mr. D. Prestage 0.P.C.
Mrs J. Buck O.P.C. & Otford Society.
Mrs D.A.Wright - Clerk.0.P.C.
Mrs B. Medhurst S.D.C.
Frank Clark C.D.H.S.
Chairman of the Amenities Committee S.D.C. Mrs Rogers.
Vice Chairman of the Policy & Resources Committee - Mr. Portsmore.
Vice Chairman of the Amenities Committee - Mrs Thomsett.

Mr. Stoyel read his letter to the Sevencaks District Council of the 31st January,
with enlargement on various points. He then when on to describe the functions
of the existing buildings and pointed out features of interest and importance.
He commented upon his recent findings that the palace was considerably larger
than had been previously visualised and when built had been in fact been the
largest house built at that time in England, the house being some 600' x 336'

as compared with Hampton Court's 550' x 300'.

An inspection of the Palace Tower then took place, with Mr. Stoyel peinting out
the problem areas. The members of the District Council present reiterated that
they only had the power of recommendation and whilst appreciating that certain
repairs were essential to prevent the collapse of the Tower, they were in no
position to make any statement as to a positive action.

Mrs Rogers did however, undertake to have the floor of the Tower cleared of the
soil and foliage. Mrs Rogers also undertock to enqguire into the reasons why Mr.Stoyel's
two previous letters to the S.D.C. had been unanswered.

The meeting closed at 12.45p.m.

&

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 2" March 1981. (Minute 6




Extract from the minutes of Sevenoaks District Council held on 12" March 1981

2

Council - 12th March 1981 -

(4) Minute 44(1) - Capital Projects 1981/82

Amendment: Clir. Mrs. Mcdhurst proposed and Clir, Palmer seconded that the recommendation in minute
44(1)(b) {page 555) be amended by the insertion of the following words after “Otford Palace Tower”:

“il not successful within six months, the relevant resolution of the Amenities Committee of the 3rd June

1980, adopted by the Council on the 24th July 1980, be impl 1i liately; providing that the




From Sevenoaks District Council 16" April 1981

SEVENOAKS COUNCIL OFFICES, ARGYLE ROAD,

SEVENOAKS, KENT. TN13. THG.

” : SECRETARY D.C. ORGLES LL.B.
DISTRICT COUNCIL
F 9
Mrs. D.A. Wright, TEL: SEVENOAKS 59711
Clerk to the Council, ExT: 260
Otford Parish Council, ASK FOR: Mr. Orgles
Little Pilgrims Way East, MY REF: 08.2/DCO/DC
Otford, YR REF:
Sevenoaks, Kent.
L | DATE: 16th April 1981

Dear Mrs. Wright,

Otford Palace Tower

I have to acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 13th April and in reply

to paragraph 4 enclose a photostat copy of the minutes of the Council meeting
of the 12th March, from which you will see that the wording of the minute
accords with the terms of my letter to you. The wording of that resolution
does not demand that the Otford Parish Council shall bear a percentage of the
total expense; it means, cuite simply, that if the negotiations are not
successful and the Parish Council provide their 20#%, then the District Council
will carry out the worke. I can confirm that it was the view of the

District Council Members that the Parish Council should fund their contribution
towards the cost from their own resources snd not by way of public appeal.

No tenders are to hand because, so far, tenders have not been sought. There
is little point in seeking tenders now for work which may not be carried out
for a pericd of six months, such tenders would be very unreliable and out of
date and not acceptable for contract purposes.

I am not proposing to organise an appesl for funds. In my response to a

number of organisations who have been urging that work should be carried out

to the Tower, I have sought their assistance by asking for the names of any other
bodies who they think might be interested in taking over the Tower or who might be
prepered to offer some financiel support.

If money is set aside in the estimates in any particular year and is not expended
in that year, it is not automatically carried forward to any subsequent year.
Therefore, sny money estimated for in the past, but not expended, is not now
available.

I note the terms of the resolution passed at the Annual Parish Meeting.

The terms of your letter will be brought to the attention of Members when this
matter is next under consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Secretalry

PLEASE REFLY IMPERSONALLY TO THE SECRETARY QUOTING THE REFERENCE GIVEN ABOVE



From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 27" April 1981. (Minute 4)

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 18" May 1981. (Minute 7.3)

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 29" June 1981. (Minute 6.3)

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 27" July 1981. (Minute 6.3)




From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 28" September 1981. (Minute 7.3)

3 Palace Tower.
District Council had confirm

Note however, that there is no record in the minutes for 1981-82 of any payment to the
contractors or Sevenoaks District Council, nor is there any provision in the handwritten
budget for 1982-3.

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 26" October 1981. (Minute 7.3)

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 30" November 1981. (Minute 7.3)

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 4" January 1982. (Minute 7.3)

There is no record in the minutes of Otford Parish Council of a planning application in
respect of these repairs.

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 1% February 1982. (Minute 7.3)

3.

From the

From the minutes of Otford Parish Council 29" March 1982. (Minute 6.3)






