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Minutes of the REMOTE Full Council meeting held via GoToMeetings at Leonard Smith House, West Centre Way 

On Thursday 18th March 2021 
 

Due to the current Covid-19 epidemic and the changes in legislation dated 7th April 2020, the Local Authorities and 
Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus) (Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and Crime Panel Meetings) (England and 
Wales) Regulations 2020, allows for all local authority meetings to be held remotely, either by video or telephone 
conferencing, live streaming, or web chat. 
 
PRESENT:   
Cllr Amrik Jhawar, Cllr Raj Mehta, Cllr. Rob Parker, Cllr Lee Vidor, Cllr John Yorke 
 
CLERK:  
Sharon George, Clerk 
 
IN ATTENDANCE 
Simon Bailey (Projects, Events, and Engagement Officer) 
Jill Holland (Deputy Clerk) 
Matt Lever (Admin Assistant) 
 
2020/136   CHAIR’S WELCOME 
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting. 
 
2020/137  APOLOGIES 
Apologies received from:  
Cllr Shaun Davies (family commitments) 
Cllr Jayne Greenaway (Boundary Review Committee) 
Cllr Amrik Jhawar (required for another meeting at 6:25) 
Cllr Mike Tyler (personal commitments) 
Cllr Jacqui Seymour (Ward member for Wrockwardine) – attending another meeting 
Cllr Amrik Jhawar departed the meeting at 18:26. 
 
APOLOGIES RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED 
It was noted that apologies should be given in advance to the Clerk where possible, and that any apologies are formally 
agreed by a vote taken at the meeting. 
 
2020/138  DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST     

 
 
2020/139  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
No public present. 
 
2020/140   MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
The minutes from the Full Council Meeting held on 18th February 2021 were APPROVED. It was RESOLVED that the minutes 
be signed and ADOPTED as a true record. This was PROPOSED by Cllr Lee Vidor and SECONDED by Cllr Amrik Jhawar. 
 
2020/141    FINANCE 
 

a) Invoices for payment (sent to councillors for viewing followed by authorisation) 
b) Bank reconciliations sent to councillors for viewing 

 

Councillor Interest Declaration Minute no. 

Raj Mehta 
John Yorke 
John Yorke 

Planning 
Community Facility 
West Mercia Search 
and Rescue charity 

Member of Planning Committee 
LVCA Member 
Cllr Yorke’s daughter is a member of the charity. 

2020/138 
2020/138 
2020/148 
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Cllr Raj Mehta asked the Clerk to make a note that he would be setting-up his online banking account. 
 
Cllr Rob Parker asked to confirm if councillors were happy with the payments that had been sent through, so they could be 
authorised. Cllr Parker said that “we should be approving them here and then approving them at the bank”. Councillors 
indicated that they were happy to do this. 
 
ACTION: Cllr Mehta to set-up his online banking account. 
 
2020/142   PARISH CHRISTMAS LIGHTS 
 
The Clerk explained that the Parish Council had been approached by Great Dawley Town Council (GDTC) to work in 
partnership with them and Madeley and Oakengates parish councils to collectively buy Christmas lights, which was felt 
would offer them the best value. The Clerk said that she did explain to GDTC that Lawley and Overdale Parish Council (LOPC) 
had purchased the lights it had got already, so this was not a “year on year” expense. The Clerk added that she was not 
sure if there was any scope to expand on what the Council had already got – certainly not in Lawley due to restrictions 
regarding lighting columns. Councillors might consider doing something on Overdale on a smaller scale, she said, as the 
Council had enjoyed positive community engagement with Overdale residents via recent events.  
 
The budget for lights only covers installation, storage, and fetch down, the Clerk said, but added that there “would be 
money on carry-forward from other pots if we want to do that”. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that his suggestion would be to look “for some form of partnership”, then “obviously the cost comes down 
for us”. He said to get a quote and look at Overdale, feeling that it was “nice” that engagement had started, and that it was 
a good idea to expand on that partnership with them. 
 
Cllr Amrik Jhawar asked where in Overdale members would be thinking of putting the lights. The only place other than the 
Carpenter Centre was the school, he said, adding that he couldn’t think of any other place to put lights. 
 
The Clerk said that they had looked at the island midway down the Rock Road where one turns into Overdale itself. There 
is a lighting column that could be tapped into to have a Christmas tree on the island, she said, or “something on the island 
to signify you are now in Overdale, merry Christmas”. 
 
Cllr Jhawar said to look and see if it was suitable there.  
 
Cllr Lee Vidor said that while “obviously at Lawley they had got the tree and stuff covered there”, he thought that the 
Council should use its channels and engage with the residents of Overdale. He thought it would be “good to deal with the 
residents and ask what they want”.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he agreed with Cllr Vidor to find out what Overdale residents would like to have. Before the Council 
could work in partnership with other parishes, he said, it first had to find out what it wanted to put there. The biggest cost 
is electrical and putting services in there, he added; “so in the first instance, cost some of this stuff out, see if it’s sensible 
or cost prohibitive”.  
 
Cllr Mehta asked if Cllr Parker meant, “first we cost it before we say anything”. Cllr Parker said it would be good to put 
something there, but if it would cost £10,000 to put a tree and electrical service into that island, the Council needed to be 
careful to cost it before promising it.  
 
Cllr Mehta asked the Clerk for she and the team to get some costings, then report back to the Council. “Then we go further 
from there,” he said. 
 
Cllr Parker said that as he saw something about the Carpenter Centre on the agenda, maybe the Council could put 
something there.  
 
The Clerk said that the Carpenter Centre was on the agenda regarding community use, but she said that the councillor may 
recall when the connection was put in on the side of the Linden Centre, Councillor Mark Boylan had paid for Christmas 
lights out of his ward funding to go on the tree. It was appreciated by residents, she said, but that the electricity box had 
been kicked off the wall by Linden Centre users. It had been thought it was a safe venue, she said, however it proved not 
to be. She added that it was a consideration, though, depending on how the meeting regarding the Carpenter Centre went 
the following week. 
 
Cllr Mehta asked the Clerk to come back to him on that. 
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Cllr John Yorke asked if the biggest time consideration was going to be arranging for the electricity board to actually get a 
supply installed there, and if it was something the Council could “start to get the ball rolling on” to get an idea of cost. “At 
the end of the day”, he said, he “didn’t want it to be £8,000 to run a piddly electrical supply and then £2,000 for the 
Christmas tree – how often is the electricity going to be used?” He added that he was generally conscious that the Council 
had problems with the electricity board in the past. 
 
The Clerk said that she could contact Telford & Wrekin Council lighting - if the Council were to use the island area, she said, 
there was a column either side, so it would only be installation as power was already there.  
 
The Clerk said she would begin initial investigations and move on from there. 
 
ACTION: Clerk to begin initial investigations into the feasibility of installing Christmas lights in Overdale – access to 
electricity, possible locations, costings, etc – and report back to Full Council. 
 
2020/143  LAWLEY PARTNERSHIP BOARD 
 

a) Update from Chairman 
 
Cllr Mehta explained that Jim Weir was the chair of the Lawley Partnership Board (LPB), but he had “had bad news minutes 
before the meeting started and had to leave”. What had been decided was terms of reference, which were still in draft, he 
said. He asked the Clerk if they had been shared, to which the Clerk said yes. Cllr Mehta said that the terms of reference 
were still in draft and still out to consultation, and that if councillors had any comments, he advised that they collate them 
all together and send them to the Clerk. Cllr Mehta would then meet with the Clerk and take the comments back to the 
next meeting.  
 
The Clerk said that regarding the terms of reference, the LPB wanted them back no later than the second week of April, so 
that for the meeting due in May they could have redrafted terms of reference with everybody’s comments. The Clerk said 
that she thought the Council needed to look at these terms of reference “the same as we did the terms of reference for the 
LMC”, as there is only one Parish Council representative and there are voting rights involved. She said that she was just 
pointing that out so that when members read them, they could bear it in mind. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that the Clerk’s comment should be sent out to members who weren’t present at the Full Council meeting. 
 
ACTION: Email to be sent to all councillors regarding the Lawley Partnership Board’s draft terms of reference asking for 
their comments, to then be collated as a response - including the Clerk’s comment about them being treated the same 
way as LMC, due to there being only a single Parish Council representative and the presence of voting rights. 
 

b) Parish Council Representation 
 
Cllr Mehta said that he had been emailed and asked to attend the LPB as Chair of the Parish Council, and he accepted. He 
asked councillors for comments. 
 
Cllr Vidor said that he “might have missed something”. He said that he’d had a quick look at the terms of reference, and 
asked if it was “really for this new community of 3,000 houses, or is it for the whole of Lawley?” He added that he was “not 
clear what it is and what it represents”. He said that he lived in “old Lawley”, while others lived in “new Lawley”. Cllr Mehta 
said that his understanding was that “partners from around Lawley are coming together to form this board, and as we go 
on more information will come out”.  
 
Cllr Parker asked if “this is the thing we heard about from Paul Watling regarding the £500,000 a few weeks ago” and asked 
if that money was for Lightmoor as well. Cllr Mehta said that “Paul Watling is in that, this is for Lawley”, and added that 
those were the kinds of questions he could take back.  
 
Cllr Parker asked if this board was for how the money was going to be spent. Cllr Mehta said, “that didn’t come up,” adding 
that it was the first meeting and Jim Weir left early. 
 
Cllr Parker said that “with respect, this is nothing to do with Jim [Weir]”.  He said that the £500,000 was meant for Lightmoor 
and Lawley, and that the Council was supposed to have “a significant role in deciding how that would be spent, not one 
14th, but significant”. This seemed to be much wider than that, he said, and added that what he was trying to find out was 
“if this board is going to decide how that £500,000 is going to be spent”, in which case that wasn’t what he thought “This 
board appears to be taking on quite a lot of responsibility and duty upon itself that actually is the responsibility of other 
groups that already exist”, he said. “BVT are the ones who seem to be leading it and taking minutes, it’s yet another Lawley 
Village management group, they have a very narrow focus in this area”. He said that he was “quite concerned about that”. 
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Cllr Mehta said that “could be a question that needs to be asked”. Cllr Parker replied that it needed to be asked of Cllr Paul 
Watling. 
 
Cllr Mehta asked the Clerk to draft an email to Cllr Watling to ask the question. 
 
The Clerk said that “we already have the answer to that question”. When Cllr Watling came to the Parish Council, she said, 
he said an invitation would be sent to the Parish to “play a strategic role in the management of community funding”. When 
Cllr Mehta, as Chairman of the Parish Council, received the invite directly, the Clerk had contacted Jas Bedesha (TWC) and 
asked if that was, in fact, “the invite we were expecting”. The clarification was that yes, it was the same meeting, she said. 
The Clerk said that she questioned that “that wasn’t what we were led to believe”, and said that she agreed with Cllr Parker, 
that “this is another level of strategic management that’s trying to do things that we as a Parish have been trying to put 
right for years - doctors, dentists, schools”.  
 
The Clerk added that the point had already been made to the Borough, and that it should be made to Angie Astley so that 
it would be very clear what the Parish Council’s role would be. She said that she understood it was not going to be a decision-
making board, but rather it was to oversee “in a strategic role”. She said that she wasn’t “quite sure whether it’s worth 
asking for further clarification, or we just need to get something from Angie [Astley]”. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that the “direct question needs to be asked of Paul [Watling] as well”. He said to get that response. He 
added that he would rather have all councillors present. In the interim, he asked councillors to look at the terms of reference 
and collate their responses. 
 
Cllr Yorke said that, although he “might muddy the waters even further”, his recollection of what Cllr Watling said was “the 
fact that we’d have to put schemes forward to have them justified by the board”. He said that “one silly pedantic thing” he 
picked up on as he read through the constitution was that it talked “about the board being 14 members, and in fact there 
are 16 on the list”. He said that one comment he made was that it worried him “that once you get 99 people on a committee, 
you get sweet nothing done”. There were a lot of local authority staff on the board, he said, estimating the figure to be 
“about 30%”, and he thought that this was “really too large to be manageable, and there are too many interests”. He said 
that he would have preferred it if there had been one representative from each group. He repeated that he couldn’t 
understand why it said there would be 14 members when there were actually 16.  
 
Cllr Mehta suggested that there might have been a typo in the constitution. 
 
Cllr Parker said that there was nothing in the terms of reference about the £500,000 that was “supposed to be considered 
by this group”, that there was “nothing about the length of time the board will exist for”, and that “if Lightmoor is supposed 
to be included, there should be somebody from that parish council there as well”. 
 
The Clerk said that she assumed the timescale for which the board would run would be “the same as the appointment of 
the board liaison officer, which is two years”. 
 
Cllr Mehta said, “let’s not assume, let’s put the question.”  
 
Cllr Parker pointed out that there were further two-year terms mentioned.  
 
Cllr Vidor said that regarding representation from the parish council for Lightmoor, it was also worth noting that they should 
also not forget Dawley Hamlets. Cllr Mehta asked the Clerk to make a note of that. The Clerk said that Lightmoor would 
have its own partnership board, while the one they were discussing was “labelled Lawley”. Cllr Mehta said that he knew, 
but as the question had been asked, they should get clarification.  
 
Cllr Mehta asked Cllr Amrik Jhawar if he had any comments, as he knew he had to leave early. Cllr Jhawar said, “not at the 
moment, it’s still in discussion, no decision has been made today, so leave it for now”. He apologised that he had to leave 
to attend another meeting. 
 
Cllr Amrik Jhawar departed the meeting at 18:26. 
 
Cllr Mehta said, “once we get clarification we will know”, adding that Cllr Vidor had made a valid point. He asked the Clerk 
to get clarification about that. 
 
Regarding Parish Council representation, the Clerk said that she’d had a discussion with Cllr Mehta and mentioned to Jim 
Weir that the “normal procedure is for things to come into the Clerk and for representatives to be determined, as we did 
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with LMC meetings”. The Clerk said that she did “with respect” say to Cllr Mehta that “as chair he should attend, however 
it’s not a given and that it should be down to councillors to determine what representation they want on the board”.  
 
Cllr Mehta said that “if that is the case, that needs to be deferred to when all councillors are at the meeting”. Cllr Mehta 
said that he would be attending the LPB meetings until all councillors were present and it was taken to a vote. 
 
The Clerk said, “that was his prerogative, but under standing orders we are quorate, and decisions can be made”. Cllr Mehta 
restated that he wanted all Members present regardless 
 
Cllr Mehta said to send an email to all councillors. 
 
Cllr Parker said that he agreed with the Clerk’s point that the Parish Council should determine who should represent it at 
LPB meetings, but added that before they did that, they should “clarify about what this board is for, and what it does”. 
 
Cllr Mehta said to “get those questions in”, but that in the meantime he would “carry on”. 
 
Cllr Vidor asked Cllr Mehta “what we can expect back” from him while he was still attending the meetings. Cllr Mehta said 
that he would brief people on urgent matters, but otherwise minutes from the meetings would be shared with councillors. 
 
The Clerk pointed out that there wouldn’t be another LPB meeting until May, so she suspected it would be on April’s Full 
Council agenda.  
 
ACTION: Clerk to ask Councillor Paul Watling for clarification about the Lawley Partnership Board’s role, planned duration 
of existence, and the areas it is meant to cover (including if Lightmoor and Dawley Hamlets need representation). The 
Clerk also to ask for clarification as to whether it covers the £500,000 community fund as per Cllr Parker’s query. 
 
2020/144  COMMUNICATIONS 
 

a) Weekly email 
 
The Clerk explained that this was something she had been asked to put on the agenda, due to the number of emails that 
get sent from herself or members of the staff team to all councillors. Some members felt “bombarded”, she said, and had 
requested that the staff team did not email them as much, or to only email when it was important. She had discussed it 
with Cllr Mehta and with the rest of the staff team. Certain things were sent out as they came in if responses were required, 
she said, however they could trial a weekly email where whatever came in was stored, and then on a Friday they could send 
out a weekly email containing it all.  
 
She said that it would need to be acknowledged and would require responses, however, pointing out that a “major issue” 
they faced was a “distinct lack of responses from some members, which isn’t helpful, it’s frustrating, and we can’t get on”. 
She added that “it’s not like we’ve been playing ping-pong with emails” and pointed out that when responding to emails 
councillors were “pressing reply-all, so they are getting up to eight emails about the same thing”. She said that they could 
try the weekly email and “see how that goes”, and added that if councillors responded, “please respond to either the Clerk 
or the member of the team and the Clerk”, rather than using reply-all. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that other councillors were not here today, and he needed to hear their views, but he was happy to trial it 
unless other councillors had comments. He reminded councillors that if something was urgent that the Clerk or another 
team member should still email it out. 
 
Cllr Vidor said that it was “good to aggregate”, and to highlight what needed an action and what needed responding to, but 
he said that “maybe we don’t want to change anything and throw things all over the place”. He suggested trying something 
new, instead of emails. He said that there was lots of software available, and that they could look for something “a bit more 
modern” to manage responses and actions.  
 
Cllr Mehta asked the Clerk to have Matt Lever (Administration Assistant) investigate Cllr Vidor’s suggestion, and for Cllr 
Vidor to share his recommendations with him.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he agreed with Cllr Vidor. He said that while he didn’t have a problem with what was being done now, 
they could do things better. He said that Office 365, Teams, and other software existed, and they should evaluate them and 
see if they would work for the Parish Council. 
 
Cllr Yorke said that “at the end of the day, I’m not super into administration, but I don’t find the number of emails coming 
through to be a problem”, adding that it was “almost a case of if it isn’t broke don’t fix it”, though he “bows to the superior 
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computer knowledge” of Cllrs Parker, Vidor, and staff member Matt Lever. He said that it boiled down to the interest or 
efficiency of the people receiving the emails, and that if the system were changed it would “still be down to the person to 
press the button”. He said that he was comfortable with the existing system, but he appreciated what had been said.  
 
Cllr Mehta said that in the interim, the staff team could investigate alternative methods, and trial a weekly email for a week. 
He added that other councillors should be asked for their input, and that they should be reminded not to respond to emails 
using the ‘reply-all’ function. Cllr Parker cautioned against sending this out in the form of an email. 
 
ACTION: Matt Lever, Administrative Assistant, to investigate alternatives to the use of email for collating councillors’ 
responses and tracking actions. 
ACTION: Matt Lever to begin trials of a ‘weekly email’ to councillors. 
ACTION: Clerk to email councillors asking them to avoid hitting “reply-all” when responding to emails. 
 

b) Responses 
 
[This item was covered in point 2020/144a: Weekly email] 
 

c) Regular residents bulletin 
 
The Clerk explained that this item had arisen from discussions about the weekly email concept. She said that the Council 
posted regular updates on social media and the website, but that it could also use something similar to the weekly email 
concept for residents. She said that they didn’t post everything, but residents just got a newsletter, keeping them abreast 
“rather than just the odd post about a feel-good thing”. She added that they had noticeboards in situ, including three new 
ones, which could be used to distribute the bulletin. 
 
Cllr Mehta asked if they had “some kind of specimen” demonstrating the concept, which could be shared as part of the 
councillors’ first weekly email.  
 
Cllr Parker suggested that a weekly update to residents might be too frequent. If it could be done monthly, he said, that 
would be a good start, and if there was more happening it could go to fortnightly. He added that regarding the noticeboards, 
he thought it would be good to insert the most recent Parish Council newsletter into them. 
 
The Clerk said that was a good idea, although she wasn’t sure if the entire newsletter would fit, pointing out that the last 
one had been eight pages. 
 
Cllr Mehta said to look at a monthly bulletin, adding that it might be worth mentioning it in the weekly email for other 
councillors to comment. 
 
ACTION: An explanation of a “monthly bulletin” for residents to be included in the first weekly email to councillors, 
asking them for their thoughts. 
ACTION: The Clerk to look at putting copies of the Parish Council newsletter into the noticeboards around the area. 
 

d) Video subtitles 
 
The Clerk said that something the staff team had talked about was including subtitles on the videos the Parish Council – 
especially Cllr Mehta – was releasing. This would be an extension of the accessibility legislation measures that had been 
undertaken on the website, pointing out that having subtitles would be useful for people who were hard of hearing. It was 
something that the Borough Council did, so if councillors were happy, the staff team could investigate how it could be done.  
 
Jill Holland, Deputy Clerk, added that she and Simon Bailey, Projects Events, and Engagement Officer, had been on a training 
course recently about live-streaming meetings, but the staff team thought it would a “proactive way to reach out to more 
people”.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he thought it was a good idea and asked if the Parish Council was hosting its videos on YouTube. Matt 
Lever, Administrative Assistant, said that they were, and that subtitles could be added to videos on there manually. Cllr 
Parker suggested a piece of software he used called “Otter.ai”. 
 
ACTION: Matt Lever to investigate software to use to add subtitles to the Parish Council’s future videos. 
 

e) Minutes 
Jill Holland said that part of the conference she had attended was along the lines of what parish councils put out to 
residents, and that particularly in the last 12 months it was more important than ever to engage with residents. She said 
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that when people come out of lockdown, they wanted to rebuild community groups, and for residents to see what parish 
councils do and how they can get involved in the decision-making process. One way to do that, she said, was videos, posts, 
and tweets, while another way was “to say look at what your council does, do you want to be part of it”.  
 
The Clerk said that under the transparency code the Parish Council had to publish its minutes on website, but that “nobody 
will look at them”. When they are published, she said, they could post a link to them on social media, so that they could be 
“engaging a wider pool of people”.  
 
Cllr Vidor said that anything put on the website could be automated to put a post on social media too. Lots of people 
probably didn’t go to website, he said, so any changes made should be shared automatically.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he didn’t agree. He said that the website should be the central place to which people go, and that 
people should be directed there. He added that he was wary of getting into conversations with people on social media and 
reiterated that the website should be one place where the Parish Council put everything. 
 
Cllr Mehta agreed with Cllr Parker, that the website should be promoted, and people directed there. Again though, he 
thought that they should ask other councillors. 
 
Cllr Yorke said that he was more comfortable if the minutes went onto website as the main platform. He thought that the 
expectation of local parish councils was that minutes should be on their website. He much preferred the website, he said, 
and “then if you want offshoots, then have offshoots”. He didn’t think that they should get involved in discussions regarding 
the minutes – they are “signed, sealed and delivered, and that’s it”, he said. 
 
Cllr Vidor said that the website would remain the central place for things, but they could post links to the minutes on social 
media, while turning off comments. 
 
The Clerk said that was what was done with regular posts. On that note, she said, now that it is far more active, Matt Lever 
sometimes struggled with file size limits on the website and asked if Cllr Parker could do anything about that. Cllr Parker 
said that he “could do that today”, but the problem was that they had two domains, and that he needed the government 
domains record to be pointed to the new IP address. He needed them to point to the new server, then he could open the 
file size to “whatever we like”.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he would chase that up. Cllr Mehta said to defer this until the next meeting for other councillors. 
 
2020/145  UPDATE ON PROW WORKING GROUP MEETING 
 
Jill Holland apologised for the lateness of the email she had sent to councillors prior to the Full Council meeting, but the 
meeting had only been held the prior day. The group met the previous afternoon, she said, when it was realised that the 
digital definitive map had been different to what it was the last time they’d met. In the meantime, she said, they had 
downloaded a list of the categories from Telford & Wrekin Council’s (TWC) Planning department, but they didn’t correlate 
to the footpaths in the parish – “we hit a stumbling block basically”, she said. She said that she thought they had found a 
way around it, they just needed to get clarification from Planning before they carried on. She pointed out that if TWC’s map 
kept changing, it would be “like looking for a needle in a haystack”. 
 
Cllr Mehta asked councillors for their comments. 
 
Cllr Yorke said that the Deputy Clerk had passed a draft letter around which he thought was “pretty succinct in explaining 
to Val Hulme [TWC] our difficulties in pursuing the system in accordance with their expectations from the Parish Council”. 
He said that he would like to put forward that the group moved forward with this, as “time is of the essence”.  
 
Cllr Vidor said to send the letter and “get the ball rolling”. He asked if they were stuck on any timeline, and if there was 
anything written that it would “be shut down after a certain date”? Ms Holland said that the group believed it needed to 
“roll with this as soon as possible”. She said that the deadline was in January 2026, which did “sound like a few years away” 
but given the amount of work involved, it was “going to be a mammoth task”.  
 
The Clerk added that TWC had made it clear that “once we are at a stage when we have got five queries, and there will 
possibly be more to get footpaths registered under DMMO (Definitive Map Modification Orders), orders can take up to two 
years, so the timeline suddenly shrinks to 2024”. She said that they had roughly 50 to look at, plus the five they already 
knew about that they knew were within the parish in use, but not on definitive map. She added that she suspected they 
would find more. There was a lot of work to do, she said, and they needed to get on with it as quickly as possible. 
Cllr Yorke PROPOSED that the letter be sent. Cllr Mehta SECONDED. 
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Cllr Parker said that he thought that there was a real problem with the data held by TWC; he thought it was “flaky”. He said 
that they really needed “to tie them down” and noted that as others had said it was going to take time to make sure the 
parish’s paths were properly registered. He said that it was “really important”, and that he felt it should not be “in this 
state, but we’re not getting the clarity we need from Telford & Wrekin”.  
 
ACTION: Jill Holland, Deputy Clerk, to finalise the draft PROW/DMMO letter and send it to TWC Planning. 
 
2020/146     COUNCILLORS SESSION 
 
Cllr John Yorke – reported that: 

• He had nothing “fantastic” to report, other than “the infamous Phase 11”, but he “won’t go there”. 
 
Cllr Rob Parker – reported that: 

• He had nothing more to report than what he talked about last time, the “dog mess problem”.  

• He thought that someone had driven down the trundle path that goes up to New Works in a truck van or Land 
Rover, as some of the wood that was installed had been damaged, as if it had been driven over. He said that it 
wasn’t within Lawley and Overdale parish, but thought he’d raise it. The Clerk asked Cllr Parker which end of the 
trundle he was talking about; Cllr Parker said the St John’s end. He said he thought it might have been “the 
electricity people or BT”. The Clerk said she would ask their Parish Environmental Team operative to have a look 
at it the following day. 

 
The Clerk said she had a question for Cllr Vidor. She knew that he attended Lawley Management Committee (LMC) meetings 
and that there had been some training. She wished to know if he had attended it. All she had was a calendar of dates and 
had asked about an agenda, but none was set, so she had no idea what it was about. Cllr Vidor said that the LMC had main 
manager meetings as well as side meetings and regular training, but he had decided it wasn’t necessary for him to go. It 
was just training on how to manage the service, he said.  
 
2020/147     WARD MEMBERS SESSION 
 
[Cllr Mehta was the only Ward Member present, and he had nothing to report.] 
 
2020/148   COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
 

a) Green Guarantee  
 
Simon Bailey, Projects, Events, and Engagement Officer said that Judy Parker (currently on annual leave) had shared with 
councillors the results from the St Saviours survey – the bench was the clear winner, he said, followed by the footpath. He 
said that they had investigated costings for a bench, and had found a recycled plastic bench which would cost around £400 
– £500 to be bought and put in. Ms Parker had asked if the Council would want to vote for anything additional to go with 
the bench, with a wildflower bed being the main suggestion. The staff team, he said, thought that a circle of wildflowers 
could be planted around bench, costing around £100. Together those two things would cost between £500 – £600, which 
would be the majority of the Green Guarantee money. 
 
Mr Bailey said that regarding the path, they would need to look at costings outside of the Green Guarantee money. They 
would need to be advised by contractors on the best surface to use, so people were going to look at it to get a quote. He 
said that the PET operative had already looked and said it would need to be extended to around 1.5 metres, to be compliant 
to allow wheelchairs, pushchairs, and mobility scooters to gain access, and the surface would need to survive bad weather 
and not suffer from flooding. He said that they would return to Full Council with a quote once the costings had been 
determined, though the Clerk thought the path would cost around £5,000 – £6,000.  
 
He asked if councillors were happy to go ahead with the bench and wildflowers. 
 
Cllr Mehta asked councillors for their comments, but there were none. Cllr Mehta said that he took that silence to be a 
“yes” and told Mr Bailey to go ahead with it.  
 
ACTION: Staff team to arrange for the installation of a bench and wildflowers at the St Saviours site. 
 

b) Community Garden projects – draft survey/poster 
 
Simon Bailey explained that “a few things came out of” the community garden presentation at the last Full Council meeting, 
one of which was discussions about installing a metal arch and sculpture. Mr Bailey said that staff had contacted the War 
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Memorial contractors and had a discussion with them about designs and costings, and a meeting with them was due to 
take place the following week. He would return to the next Full Council meeting with information from that. 
 
Another item that had arisen at the last Full Council meeting, he said, was that if the Parish Council were to begin making 
enhancements to the community garden, it first needed to secure the land. He said that everyone had suggested the best 
way forward was a long-term lease. They had approached James Dunn at TWC and asked him to draft a lease for the land. 
He thought the lease would probably be for 25 years, and he would bring that to next Full Council meeting.  
 
He said that Cllr Shaun Davies had suggested at the last Full Council meeting that if they were looking to make improvements 
to the community garden, they should first go out to residents and ask for their input, especially those residents who lived 
nearby. Mr Bailey said that he had drafted an initial survey for councillors to look at and provide comments on, which was 
based on same survey as that which had recently been conducted regarding the St Saviours green space. 
 
Cllr Vidor asked what area of residents would be consulted. Mr Bailey said that was a piece of work they needed to do.  He 
said that for St Saviours they had only looked at 144 households, but they needed to look at how far they need to go out 
with this one. He thought that Cllr Davies seemed to think that they needed to survey all the people who lived closes to it, 
but Mr Bailey said that a lot of people from the wider region used the community garden too.  
 
Cllr Vidor asked if the survey would be digital or physical. Mr Bailey said that if they went the same route as they did for the 
St Saviours survey it would be physical, but it would depend on how many people they intended to consult. He added that 
they always had to cover people who didn’t use social media, but they couldn’t come to a decision until they understood 
to what area of residents they would be going out. 
 
Cllr Vidor said that there was a noticeboard in the garden and suggested that maybe something could be attached to that, 
for people who used the community garden. 
 
Cllr Parker said that it was a “nicely presented survey”, but the arch question bothered him a little as there were already 
two arches, and there were four entrances to the garden. Mr Bailey said that the area they were considering was the 
entrance by bridge, which “didn’t really look like an entrance” in its present state.  
 
Cllr Parker said that maybe that should be made clear on the survey. The Clerk said that could be added. 
 
Cllr Yorke said that whenever leaflet drops are done, “you’ll always get the fact that we should have gone one more door 
over”. He said that there was no way they could do 3,000 houses. He said that you felt that “you literally just put your finger 
in the air a bit, and that’s where you do the survey”. He said they had the website as an option too. 
 
Mr Bailey said that they had received a high response rate from the St Saviour’s survey, and it would be good if they got 
anywhere near that.  
 
Cllr Vidor said that if anything were to be put online, perhaps additional fields could be included, such as where do you live, 
or do you use the community garden. Mr Bailey said that they would have to see what was compatible with the software 
used on the website.  
 
Mr Bailey said that the other thing that had been mentioned at the last Full Council meeting had been a “community garden 
support group”. He had pulled together a few posters that could be used as adverts for such a group when it was thought 
to be a viable time to do that. He asked councillors for their comments on the posters.  
 
Cllr Yorke said that thought they were “attractive enough to bring people in”. 
 
[An unidentified participant called “CALLER 01” arrived at the meeting at 19:09. Cllr Mehta asked who it was but received 
no response. He asked the Clerk to remove the participant from the meeting. The Clerk removed the unidentified participant 
at 19:10.] 
 
Mr Bailey said that they “would look to do them further down the line”.  
 
The Clerk said that what had been discussed regarding the community garden improvements would be within the new 
budget, so at the Development Plan meeting the following day “these are things we can include in brainstorming for this”.  

 
c) Easter events 

 
Mr Bailey explained that the Parish Council had made “generous donations” to community groups in Overdale and Lawley 
for their individual events, and that Cllr Mehta would be recording a video due to go out in the next few days, which would 
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make mention of those donations. Mr Bailey had also taken pictures of the donations, which would go on the website and 
social medial. Lucy Morris, Mr Bailey’s community contact in Overdale, had already put something in the ‘Overdale chat’ 
Facebook group thanking the Parish Council for its donation. He said that he didn’t know whether something similar would 
come from the Light-up Lawley group. 
 
The Parish Council was doing some of its own Easter events, he said. He had developed a children’s activity pack with 
colouring, games, and the like, which would go on the website for people to download. The Council was also going to run a 
competition to guess how many eggs were in a jar. Mr Bailey said that he had developed a slide video for that which would 
go on the website and social media. There were a couple of prizes for people who guess the number of eggs, he said. If too 
many people guessed they would go into a draw, he said.  
 
Cllr Yorke said that the Light-up Lawley group had been on social media “saying they going to be organising lots of events 
over the year", and “did highlight the fact that they would be registering themselves as a charity”. He said that he didn’t 
want the Parish Council to be running the same kinds of events as that group. 
 

d) Summer events 
 
Simon Bailey outlined that after initial discussions held with Bournville Village Trust (BVT), all parties felt that they were not 
able to hold the Summerfest event at same level of scale and quality as normal. He added that they didn’t know what the 
position would be with the COVID-19 lockdown road map further down the road.  
 
The staff team’s recommendation at that time was for Summerfest to be cancelled this year, Mr Bailey said. If all lockdown 
restrictions were lifted by 21 June the Council could host a smaller “picnic in the park” event, and BVT agreed with that. He 
asked councillors for their thoughts on the cancellation. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that he had already been briefed on the matter and agreed. “Safety is paramount”, he said, adding that he 
supported the suggestion made by the team. He asked councillors for their views.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he supported that and agreed. He thought that the Parish Council needed “something up our sleeve in 
case things get back to normal”. “If there is something we can do, great”, he said, but he felt it best to cancel the “big 
event”.  
 
Cllr Vidor said that he thought a big event required a lot more planning. A ‘picnic in the park’ idea could be expanded, 
however, and the Council could keep local contractors on a shortlist for things such as a bouncy castle, he added, which he 
thought could be a “nice boost for everybody in summer – but nothing too crazy”. 
 
Cllr Vidor said that he “totally endorses everything said, has 150% confidence in the special events team”. 
 
The Clerk informed councillors that TWC was not issuing temporary event licences at that time. TWC was running small 
events of its own, but not until August at the earliest, she said. “We’ve got no choice but to wait until 21 June, but then we 
have to wait six weeks for a licence” she added; while they could cancel the Summerfest event and get potential things in 
place, it would be the licence “that will hold everything up”. 
 
ACTION: Staff to arrange for Summerfest to be cancelled this year, in favour of keeping a smaller event such as a ‘picnic 
in the park’ ready in the side-lines as an alternative. 
 

e) Fun Run 
 
Simon Bailey said that they had discussions with BVT and Lawley Running Club (LRC) about whether to go ahead with the 
event this year. A date of 11 September had already been set aside from the last event. The group had agreed to put a ‘save 
the date’ post out, because it would take place a bit later than Summerfest and would probably be smaller. By putting out 
a ‘save the date’ post, he said, it would give something for people to look forward to, but it could still be cancelled at short 
notice. He asked councillors for their thoughts. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that he agreed, and that it was good to put out a ‘save the date’ post. He asked councillors for comments.  
 
Cllr Yorke said that he was happy with the situation, and it showed “we’re being proactive rather than reactive”. 
 
Mr Bailey added that Richard from the LRC had said that the London Marathon was still going ahead, so LRC was looking to 
do something as well. Regarding the charity for the event, Richard had put forward West Mercia Search and Rescue 
(WMSR). While the staff team thought it would be good to support a local charity – particularly one that linked into mental 
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health and wellbeing, because of the last 12 months of lockdowns – Mr Bailey had discussed it with Richard who’d explained 
that the LRC had a history with the WMSR, after one of its members went missing and WMSR helped to try and find them.  
 
Cllr Mehta asked councillors for comments. 
 
Cllr Yorke declared an interest in the matter, as his daughter was part of WMSR. He added that mental health was one of 
the reasons they had to look for people, and that they needed training to deal with the families. He said that he thought it 
was a “nice extension”.  
 
Cllr Vidor said that he “supported the majority”. He thought it was important to have something to link to people locally.  
 
Cllr Parker said that he was “with everyone else, that’s fine”. He said that if there was another charity that was more local, 
and “more directly related to getting people on their feet and dealing with mental health problems”, the Council could 
support them both. In the absence of anything else, he said he was “happy to go with whatever’s there”.  
 
The Clerk reminded councillors that, although she was not sure what year it was, WMSR had been supported as the Parish 
Council’s charity in the past. She said she thought it was “when one of the members ran the Wrekin View pub”, and that 
Cllr Jayne Greenaway “must’ve been chair as she’d known him through a Borough connection”. She said they had also 
received a grant for equipment, which added up to around £1,700 over the year. She thought it was probably four or five 
years ago, however. 
 
Regarding Cllr Parker’s point, the Clerk said that the Council could do both; the staff team had talked about Telford MIND, 
and believed “Lawley residents are involved in volunteering on phonelines and the like” for that charity. She was unsure 
whether LRC would be happy to split the proceeds of the Fun Run in that way, but it was something she would push for, 
and the Council had done it before.  
 
Cllr Mehta suggested splitting the proceeds, citing the reasons as “a) we keep the local aspect of it, and b) we are obviously 
looking at the hearts of the Running Club who’ve got something personal towards that […], [he thought] a joint charity for 
two would help”. He added that in any meetings that go forward, he “would like to be a part of that conversation”.  
 
Cllr Vidor asked about the Parish Council’s contribution towards the event. The Clerk explained that the Council split the 
costs “50/50”, adding that “costs are limited - we choose to put an item with our logo in the actual goody bag, the bags are 
sponsored by Fodens [Solicitors], and we’ve still got last year’s bags”. She said that the medals were sponsored by Lawley 
Pharmacy, and that they still had the supply of those from last year too. She said that she couldn’t see Subway sponsoring 
the event this year, as it had experienced a change of management and the new manager was “not a community-focussed 
person”. The Council could pursue other potential sponsorships however, she said. She added that “Lawley runners flock 
to the event because of a free sub and drink at the end”. If the Council needed to fund that, she said, she knew from the 
previous manager of Subway that it used to be around £600 at cost, so the Council could fund that.  
 
The money raised depended on how many runners took part, the Clerk said. There were normally 200 runners taking part 
at a cost of £5 each, giving a total of £1,250. If there were stalls, it should be a minimum of £1,000, she said, and that could 
be split to £500 each. 
 
Cllr Vidor said that if they couldn’t split it, the Council could “always match-fund for a different charity”. He said that if the 
Council does not put money towards the event, then it could match-fund what is raised and put that towards the Council’s 
own charity.  
 
The Clerk said it would depend – normally the Parish Council would run a Christmas event, where it would decide on a 
parish charity. Very often it goes with the charity used during the Fun Run, she said, but there had been years where it was 
different.  
 
Cllr Mehta said, “let’s get a feeler from Lawley Running Club”. He said it would be good if the Council could split the 
proceeds, adding that they were going to be saving money with the bags and medals anyway. He thought it would be good 
to “find out and get feelers”, and to take it from there. 
 
ACTION: Staff to enquire with Lawley Running Club as to how they feel about splitting the proceeds of the Fun Run 
between two charities. 
 

f) LCC Polling Station Use/COVID-19 
 
The Clerk explained that the Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC) elections were to take place on 6 May 2021, and Lawley 
Community Centre was a polling station. Because Puddleducks worked closely with the Council for risk assessments, she 
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had contacted Puddleducks as a courtesy and asked if they would close on Friday instead so that a deep clean could be 
undertaken. They had taken it to their committee and accepted the risk, providing there was at least a standard clean done 
following the polling station closure, and they would also go in and do a secondary sweep. 
 
The Clerk said that Puddleducks had received an inspection from the Health and Safety Executive. She thought it was 
primarily because the nursery had experienced a confirmed case of COVID-19. They had completed a full assessment and 
“passed with flying colours”, she said, and the only thing in question was the low alcohol content of the hand sanitisers in 
use there. 
 
With the roadmap due to end COVID-19 restrictions on 21 June, the Clerk said that they had received a “flurry of enquiries” 
about parties at the community centre through early July to August. She said that at the moment they couldn’t make any 
commitments. Cllr Mehta asked if they were making a note of the people making enquiries; the Clerk said yes. 
 
The Clerk continued to say that Puddleducks had asked if they could have their annual open day on Saturday 3 July. She 
said they would be happy to have it socially distanced and by appointment; it would be after the end of the roadmap, but 
as the Council was not committing to taking bookings, she said it would have to go to Full Council.  
 
Cllr Vidor said that the problem was that Puddleducks had to let in the new intake, but they didn’t know what was “going 
to happen until it happens”. He added, “do we let them plan, do we not let them plan, maybe they could have something 
outside, use the car park and put tables up”. The Clerk pointed out that they were not insured to use the car park, and that 
TWC hadn’t given them permission to use it.  
 
Cllr Mehta asked the Clerk how she felt – whether they should refuse or tell them to wait until the roadmap was clearer. 
 
The Clerk said they were restricted by term dates; Puddleducks had left it as late as possible. She didn’t know – Puddleducks 
having no new starters in September would have financial impact, she said, and would mean no new places for children. 
She felt that the Council had “gone all-out to support them, but if we do it for them, we don’t want word to get out to other 
groups”. If the Council allowed them to hold their open day, she said, it would still be protecting their environment and the 
risk assessment would be “on them to manage”.  
 
Cllr Yorke said, “it’s a devil you are, devil you aren’t sort of thing”. He said that a “bit of him” thought that “with Puddleducks 
it is socially distanced, that would be our excuse”. He added that it was different to a “kid’s party”, as there was “no way in 
hell you could have a socially distanced kids party”. He added that he was “going to be a real politician and sit on the fence”, 
though he was “slightly biased to take the risk”. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that regarding the Clerk’s first point about other groups the Council had refused, word would get out so 
“we could be in a situation there”. He did agree, however, that they had supported Puddleducks and that Puddleducks had 
“been good with us”. He said it was a “catch 22”. 
 
Cllr Parker asked if they wanted to be open on “the Saturday”. The Clerk said, “they want to open the hall, break their 
bubbles by opening on 3 July, all of the staff will be in so the bubble will be broken, prospective parents with children, up 
to 23 or more by appointment will be going in and out”. She explained that they would have it set up as a nursery, so all 
the equipment would be out. She added that people would be walking around, using toilets, refreshments would be in the 
kitchen, and there would be kids sitting at tables.  
 
Cllr Parker asked what was to stop them from having appointments after each day, Money to Friday, with all the equipment 
already out, further asking why it all had to be by appointment on a Saturday.  
 
Cllr Vidor pointed out that they were “talking about July”. He suggested they be permitted to plan it, as “if all goes to plan” 
the “whole roadmap sees us without any restrictions in July anyway”. He said that subject to restrictions, he thought that 
the Council should let them go ahead and plan the event.  
 
Cllr Mehta said that it was “touchy ground” for him. He said that after 21 June people were “going to want to party like 
never before”, and he didn’t want to see a surge by July. So long as Puddleducks understand, he said, it “would be 
dependent on how things are”.  
 
The Clerk said that she would reserve the booking of the hall in the diary so that Puddleducks could go ahead, but she would 
offer them an alternative such as Monday to Friday, as per Cllr Parker’s suggestion, if things didn’t go to plan. That way, she 
said, they wouldn’t “seem awkward blocking them”, adding that they wanted them to offer the service for local children. 
She said she would tell them to “have it all good to go, but please don’t send anything out before 21 June”.  
 
Cllr Mehta said that the Council had a good relationship with Puddleducks, and they should “feel the water”. 
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ACTION: Clerk to contact Puddleducks and provisionally allow them to arrange their open day but ask them not to send 
anything out until 21 June and suggest alternatives such as holding their open days Monday to Friday after nursery hours. 
 

g) Carpenter/Linden Centre 
 
The Clerk explained that a meeting between councillors and TWC officers had been planned regarding community use at 
the Carpenter Centre. She had shared the Council’s findings with all parties, and she wanted “to move this forward”. She 
said that TWC was “keen” for the Parish Council to take on the Carpenter Centre again, but she felt that the Parish Council 
couldn’t afford to do so – the costings would be around £41,000 a year. With what the Council was trying to achieve 
regarding the other community facility, it was not something they could do, she said.  
 
The Carpenter Centre meeting would be happening the following week, the Clerk said, and she would provide councillors 
with an update. 
 

h) Community Action Team (CAT) Update 
 
The Clerk explained that the Community Liaison Officer had not been appointed yet. She had asked them what would 
happen if, by 1 April, the officer was not yet in place. She had received an email saying that they were interviewing again 
for a third round on 1 April. If the Parish Council didn’t have one appointed by then, TWC “would be requesting the full 
amount and will reimburse the difference”. 
 
The Clerk said that a meeting with Paul Fenn was planned for the following week, with regards to the CAT team and the 
deployment of CCTV cameras. It tied into the police report, she said, and Mr Fenn had met with the local policing team, so 
local enforcement officers could be working with the local SNT around enforcement issues. “All looking very positive”, she 
added. 
 
Regarding the Parish Environmental Team (PET), it had already been reported that they could keep the PET’s existing 
vehicle. She had met with Idverde and TWC that Monday, however, because they were concerned that the PET’s existing 
vehicle was too small to allow for social distancing, and she wanted to know what was going to happen. Basically, she said, 
they couldn’t allow two people in that vehicle. She said that not having an apprentice until later was not open to discussion, 
so “probably until 21 June” they would need to have an alternative, bigger vehicle so that social distancing could be 
maintained in the cab. She had spoken to their existing PET operative about it, and said “he’s not over the moon, but 
understands why”. The PET operative may have to alter his work schedule, she said, as he couldn’t access certain things 
with a bigger vehicle.  
 
The Clerk said that Jill Holland had sent out notes from the meeting regarding the police report and asked if anybody had 
any comments or queries.  
 
Cllr Mehta said that he would attend the next meeting and asked the Clerk to let him know the date.  
 
Cllr Vidor asked about the Parish Council’s relationship with the local policing team after the “big change-over”, adding that 
he had noticed they had been at Morrison with their van. 
 
The Clerk said their relationship had been “very positive”. She said that they received at least one email a week from PC 
Worrall, who copied-in his sergeant too. They were usually asking about or advising about things, she said. She added that 
they had contacted her that day to say that they had been out on a foot patrol and had noticed a number of people turning 
right into Birchfield Way – predominantly delivery vehicles. The Clerk had told them that “actually the police do it too when 
going to Subway”, and several residents did so as well. PC Worrall had asked her why there was no right turn, so she put 
him in contact with Adam Brookes (TWC) to “try to get a straight answer, as we can’t get one”. She added that officers were 
“at least on the patch looking at things”, which she thought was a good thing.  
 

i) Dawley Baptist Church – grounds update 
 
The Clerk explained that this update had come about through an elderly couple that had been spotted standing on a high 
wall at the church. Cllr Shaun Davies had spoken with Rev. Oliver about applying for a grant for grounds maintenance, she 
said, but Rev. Oliver had always resisted because he got the work done for free by the elderly couple. However, the picture 
the Council had received from a resident of dangerous activities had prompted a visit to cemetery, she said, and because 
of that picture they had discovered that the wall was in a dangerous state of disrepair. Rev. Oliver had said that the wall 
was nothing to do with the church, she said, and a TWC officer had got in touch with Land Registry to try to determine the 
exact boundaries. Because of the dangerous state of the wall, she said that TWC had “kindly” sent out a surveyor, free of 
charge, who had determined that there was “immediate action required”.  
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She said that Cllr Davies was also looking to get the immediate action – the removal of top stones – done, though their PET 
operative was not prepared to do it himself.  
 
Regarding grounds maintenance, she said, Simon Bailey had gone out for quotations and met with the PET operative and 
Rev. Oliver to determine what needed to be done. They were waiting on those quotes. She said that their PET operative 
had chatted with the elderly couple, and he would have no objection to working with them on grounds maintenance in a 
safe manner for a couple of hours a week as part of parish business. The Clerk said that she had reservations about that 
however, because of other churches in the parish, though pointed out that although they gave money to St Johns’, they 
didn’t give money to St Leonard’s or “the white church”, so they would have to be careful. The Parish Council doing 
maintenance, she said, may also “open the door a little”. She said that she would rather get quotes in and take it from 
there.  
 
Cllr Vidor said, “let’s get some quotes in and see what needs to be done”. 
 
Cllr Parker said didn’t think “[the Parish Council] should give them £500 if they aren’t spending it on the work”.  
 
Cllr Yorke agreed with Cllr Parker, and added “we’re not a charity, so we need to be a little bit harsh here”.  
 
Cllr Mehta said that he agreed with the Clerk. He told her to thank the PET operative for his “kind gesture”, but to say, “no 
thank you”. He didn’t feel they should put anybody’s lives at risk. He added that he agreed with Cllr Vidor that they needed 
to get quotations. He said to bear in mind Cllr Parker’s point – if the Parish Council were paying for work, it should be done, 
he said. 
 
The Clerk said that Simon Bailey had gone out to three companies the Parish Council used regularly to get quotes. The Clerk 
pointed out to Cllr Parker that the Parish Council used to give the church money, but “that stopped when we found out it 
wasn’t being used appropriately”. Hopefully, she said, that practice wouldn’t be happening. She said that the biggest 
concern was that the structural survey of the wall had highlighted that there were “thousands, if not tens of thousands of 
works to be done on that”. She said they were going to have to wait and see.  
 
She was liaising with TWC and the surveyor, and once ownership was established “we can throw it back to the church”. 
Simon Bailey had a tour of the new extension while he was there, she said, and there was approximately £7,000 left in 
reserves that was going to go to cosmetic finishing on the extension. The Parish Council was not in a position to help but 
that reserve could be used instead. 
 
Cllr Parker said that ownership needed to be established. The Clerk said that Rev. Oliver thought that the boundary was on 
the other side of the wall. Cllr Parker said that “one thing is for sure – the Parish Council doesn’t own it, so it is not 
responsible”. 
 
Cllr Mehta agreed with Cllr Parker and said, “that’s the bottom line”. 
 
The Clerk said that once ownership had been established, TWC would be happy to get quotes for the works. 
 
ACTION: Ownership of the wall at Dawley Baptist Church to be established. 
ACTION: Quotes for grounds maintenance at Dawley Baptist Church to be obtained. 
 
2020/149  CORRESPONDENCE 
 
The Clerk said that the first item was brought forward by Cllr Mehta – “adopt a kiosk”. She said that she didn’t know if 
members had seen it on Facebook, but residents there “were getting excited, thinking they could buy a phone box for £1, 
and they were quite keen on creating a library”. She said that it was “now in fantasy land”, as they wanted it “in Lawley 
Square on private land”. She said that the bottom line was that the scheme was for a red phone box in situ, and there 
weren’t any in Lawley – even the payphone by Lawley Village shop was a new one, she said. They did investigate, as people 
said you could buy one, she said, and this was true: “you can”, she said. “A K6 one for £2,750, plus planning permission, 
electric connections, etcetera”. The residents involved had contact Cllr Mehta directly as chair, she said. 
 
Cllr Vidor says that as it was clear there wasn’t one in situ, if the resident group wanted one, they would have to go through 
the normal process of getting grants. He was not willing to spend parish money to buy one, he said. 
 
Cllr Mehta said that he had told the resident he would take it to Full Council and have the Clerk go back to them. He asked 
the Clerk to email them back “with a no”. The Clerk asked Cllr Mehta to send her the contact details. 
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The Clerk said the next item was a “thank you letter” from the Royal British Legion. The Parish Council had bought 300 lamp 
post poppies in February ready for November, she said.  
 
The Parish Council had also received £490 from the Councillors Pride Fund that week, the Clerk said, which had been put 
forward by Cllr Mark Boylan for use on purchasing a noticeboard in Old Park. An announcement has been put out on the 
website and social media, she said.  
 
The last item, the Clerk said, had come in that afternoon, but it was about something they had looked at two years ago – 
extending the hard standing area at the War Memorial, which ultimately didn’t go ahead “for obvious reasons”. Quotes 
back then were for £8,440, she said, but “time has moved on, material prices have increased, and the total is £10,833 now”. 
She acknowledged that this was “quite a difference”. She added that she knew the contractor did not charge for things that 
others would, however, so that quote could come down. The Clerk said that they were “keen to move”, as in the absence 
of contractors working on sculpting Phase 11, they had a little more time and dry weather. The Clerk said that she needed 
to know that they could move forward. 
 
Cllr Parker asked if the Parish Council had any money left in the War Memorial fund. The Clerk said yes, though she didn’t 
know how much “off the top of [her] head”. It had been moved into the budget at the finance meeting, so “we know what 
we’ve got and it’s in the pot”. 
 
Cllr Parker asked by what percentage the area would be increased. The Clerk said she would send councillors a map, though 
the path would roughly double in size. She attempted to hold up a paper map in front of the webcam and said that the 
darker area showed the increase in size. 
 
Cllr Mehta said it would be best to send the map to members and asked when a decision would be needed. The Clerk said 
as soon as possible. Cllr Mehta asked if an email could be sent the following day so that “absent councillors” could respond. 
The Clerk added that “we need to move, so in November we can have a proper Remembrance”. 
 
Cllr Yorke said that he thought it was “imperative we get this done and we put cash aside”, adding that he was hoping they 
could have a Remembrance service this year. He said that the Parish Council would be heavily criticised if the same problems 
happened this year as happened the first time, “especially as we said we needed a bit more waiting space”. He said that as 
far as he was concerned, “as long as the costs are not silly”, they were bound to do it, adding that “we’ve got a few bob left 
over from the previous project”.   
 
ACTION: Clerk to send a copy of the expanded hard standing map to councillors along with the quote, with a view to 
getting responses as soon as possible. 
 

Public Bodies (Admission to Meetings) Act 1960 
In view of the confidential nature of the business about to be transacted it is requested that the public and 

press should not be present 
 
2020/150  CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS 
 
Items were noted. 
 
2020/151  AGENDA ITEMS FOR NEXT MEETING  
 

• RESUMPTION OF FACE-TO-FACE MEETINGS, PER SALC UPDATED REGULATIONS 

• COUNCILLORS TO EMAIL ANY AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE NEXT MEETING TO THE CLERK  

 
2020/152              DATE OF NEXT MEETING 
It was NOTED that the FULL COUNCIL parish meeting would take place on THURSDAY 15th APRIL 2021 at 6pm. Due to the 
uncertainties created by COVID-19, the venue is likely to be virtual. 
 
 
The meeting closed at 20:17. 
 
 
 
Signed…………………………………………… Chair              Date…………………………………………………… 


