
Minutes of an extraordinary Shotley Parish Council meeting held on Tuesday 10th 

August 2010 at 7.15pm in the Large Committee Room, Shotley Village Hall

Present: Councillors: M Matthews (Vice chair), T Ingram, G Anderson, B 
Nichols, Cllr J Cattling, G Brown and RFO: D Bedwell

In attendance: SC.Cllr D Wood, BD Cllr Roberts and three members of the public

1. To receive apologies for absence – Cllrs Wrinch, Steel, and Bugg (all holiday)  

2. To receive Declarations of interest – None 

3. Open forum for members of the public to speak to Councillors on items 
appearing on the agenda (15 minutes maximum)-BD Cllr Roberts stated that it 
was admirable that the Village had taken the initiative to form a group to deal with the 
current issue of coastal erosion in the absence of apparent lack of Government 
support. Mr Richens, spokesperson for the Stour Footpath Renovation Group, 
informed the Council that no objections had been raised with regard to the issue of 
the essential Fepa license which would enable the gabion works to commence. It 
was essential, though, that a suitable contractor was identified and engaged in the 
project in order to meet the tight deadlines.

4. Shotley Stour Footpath Renovation Group:

1. To consider issuing a letter of appointment requesting Andrew Hawes to act as   
Project Manager for the footpath project: Mr Richens addressed the Council and 
explained that this was necessary in order to kick start the project. The Project 
Manager would be able to select an appropriate contractor and maintain quality 
assurance whilst the project was ongoing. When asked if Mr Andrew Hawes had 
been the only person approached so far, Mr Richens replied that Mr Hawes had 
overseen the construction work on the Marina and was, indeed, extremely 
experienced in the field. It was proposed to contact Mr Hawes in order to agree a 
price per hour rather than the possible total contract cost. This hourly cost would 
be subject to a limit of £1,750.00

2. To consider accepting responsibility for the ongoing maintenance of the gabions   
once construction is completed: Mr Richens informed the Council that the Group 
needed to apply for building consent as construction was on the beach. The 
standard form that needed to be submitted asked this question, hence the need 
for it to be agreed prior to Mr Richens submitting it. It was expected that 
maintenance costs would be nil for 25 years as this was the gabion’s life 
expectancy. The Group were also considering building up a depreciation fund to 
cover any future need for maintenance. Questions were raised by members of 
the Council, such as: Once the Parish Council assumed responsibility for the 
maintenance of the gabions, would that mean that it would also be responsible in 
the case of properties being flooded? Could the gabions be insured and, if so, 
what was the cost of doing so? Mr Richens was asked to make inquiries with the 
Legal Officer of the District Council regarding the liability implications. The Parish 
Council would be happy to agree to the maintenance of the gabions as they did 
not seem to need to be replaced for a period of 25 years, but there was a general 
concern that there was no indemnity if they did not last that long. There was also 
the issue of vandalism. This would not be covered under the product’s 
manufacturing warranty. It was proposed that this matter be deferred pending 
response from the Insurance Company.
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3. To consider covering the funding shortfall so that construction can go ahead and   
recouping monies via an agreement that the SSFRG continue to fundraise: Mr 
Richens informed the Council that the land was owned privately and that the 
majority of the work would be done in the area of the public footpath. Mrs Bedwell 
queried whether permission had been given by the land owner to the proposed 
works, to which Mr Richens replied positively. Mr Richens further informed the 
Council that taking into account the possible £18,500.00 in grant funds and any 
residual amount from the PC funding, the shortfall was in the region of 
£24,000.00. The cost of the project would be around £42,000.00 and if the Group 
was able to source cheaper aggregate the cost could be reduced by £5,000.00 or 
£6,000.00. The group was also still in discussions with the Port of Felixstowe, 
who may be able to offer a grant or cheaper aggregate. Discussions were also 
taking place with Haven Gateway. The main concern was that the Government 
allowance was for 90 days and this meant that works would have to be 
completed and invoices submitted by the end of October. In the worst case 
scenario, the Group was predicting a shortfall of £18,000.00.

BDC Cllr Roberts queried the urgency of the works and asked what might 
happen if these had to be delayed. Mr Richens explained that the existing 
tyres had to be removed in the next couple of months at a cost of £6,000.00. 
The funding in the region of £18,500.00 already guaranteed would be lost if 
the works did not commence and were completed within the given timescale.
Mrs. Bedwell expressed her concern at the amount of funding that was being 
requested from the Council as it represented nearly half of the annual precept 
and would drastically reduce the existing reserves in a time when government 
cuts were imminent and there was a strong possibility that the Country would 
face a second wave of recession. Furthermore, Mrs Bedwell had not been 
aware of the fact that the land where the works were due to be carried out 
was privately owned, even though the owner’s permission had been sought 
and apparently given. She did not believe that the Parish Council had a 
Power of Expenditure which would allow it to finance this considerable cost. 
She also wished to add that any such expenditure, if permitted, should be 
subject to public consultation due to the sheer impact on the use of public 
funding. Mrs. Bedwell was asked to seek legal advice via Salc before a 
decision could be made on this matter.

4. To consider forming an Open Spaces Committee to include the SSFRG:   It was 
decided to discuss this matter at a later date and to leave the SSFRG as a 
working group within the Parish Council, as it currently stood.

5. Reports from Councilors on matters not itemised on agenda /to be included on 
next agenda: The Council wished to ensure that all necessary legalities would be 
met before any decisions were made with regards to the matters discussed at this 
meeting. It was also suggested that written proof of the agreement made between 
the land owner and the Parish Council (via SSFRG) should be sought and kept on 
file.

Signed:_________________________________________ Date:_____________________
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