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WOODBRIDGE TOWN COUNCIL 
 
Minutes of a meeting of the PLANNING COMMITTEE held in the Shire Hall, Market Hill, 
Woodbridge, on TUESDAY 4 SEPTEMBER 2018 at 6.15p.m. 

 
Councillors: 

Present: S Attwell, Lady C Blois, V Falconer, D Mortimer, C Perkins, S Rawlings, 
J Sayles and K Yule 

  
Apologies: G Holdcroft, E O’Nolan 
    
In Attendance: Town Clerk, Deputy Town Clerk and 22 members of the public 

 
178. MEMBERS AND OFFICERS WERE INVITED TO MAKE ANY DECLARATIONS OF 

DISCLOSABLE PECUNIARY OR LOCAL NON-PECUNIARY INTERESTS THAT THEY 
MAY HAVE IN RELATION TO ITEMS ON THE AGENDA AND WERE ALSO 
REMINDED TO MAKE ANY DECLARATIONS AT ANY STAGE DURING THE 
MEETING IF IT BECOMES APPARENT THAT THIS MAY BE REQUIRED WHEN A 
PARTICULAR ITEM OR ISSUE IS CONSIDERED, AND TO DEAL WITH 
DISPENSATIONS AS REQUESTED BY INDIVIDUAL COUNCILLORS IN LINE WITH 
S33 OF THE LOCALISM ACT 2011 
 
Cllr Blois expressed a non-pecuniary interest in DC/18/3366/TCS as she had previously 
lived in the house and had planted the trees. 

 
179. COUNCILLORS WITH A PECUNIARY INTEREST IN AN ITEM ON THIS AGENDA, 

WHO WISH TO REMAIN, SPEAK AND/OR VOTE DURING CONSIDERATION OF 
THAT ITEM, MAY APPLY FOR A DISPENSATION BY WRITING TO THE TOWN 
CLERK PRIOR TO THE MEETING. APPLICATIONS MAY ALSO BE CONSIDERED AT 
THE MEETING ITSELF SHOULD THE NATURE OF THE INTEREST BECOME 
APPARENT TO A COUNCILLOR AT THE TIME OF THE MEETING.  

 
There were none. 

 
180. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

 
Five members of the public spoke with passion against the revised planning application 
(DC/18/3424/FUL – Former Council Offices, Melton Hill, Melton). All 22 members of the 
public present were asked to confirm whether the speakers had represented their views, 
this was unanimously agreed. Notes from three of the speakers are attached to these 
minutes. The Chairman thanked the members of the present for their comments.   

 
181. CONFIRMATION OF COUNCIL MINUTES 
 

Cllr Sayles asked for an amendment be made as the minutes recorded he had been 
absent without apologies but he said he had passed them via another councillor.  IT WAS 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on Tuesday 17 July 2018 be confirmed 
and signed as a true copy. 

 
182. MATTERS ARISING 
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There were no matters arising. 

 
183. TO CONSIDER PLANNING PERMISSION GRANTED FOR DC/17/0055/FUL 
 

It was noted that planning permission had been granted for DC/17/0055/FUL. 
 

184. TO CONSIDER APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 
 

Application No. Committee Comments 

DC/18/2916/TCA – 106 Castle 

Street 

We recommend APPROVAL and agreed with the comments 

made by the SCDC tree officer.  

DC/18/3014/FUL – 1 Kings 
Close 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3215/TPO – Clock 
House, 42 Cumberland Street 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/2409/FUL – Jetty Lane 
Car Park, Station Road, The 
Avenue 
 

We recommend APPROVAL in principle with the following 

qualification: 

- The yellow lines in The Avenue are insufficiently displayed 

and need to be repainted and enforcement of these 

improved.  

DC/18/2579/ADN – Garden 
Centre, Cumberland Street 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3247/FUL – 34 Old 
Barrack Road 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3088/DRC – Petrol 
Filling Station, 24 Grove Road 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3295/TCA – The Crown 
Hotel, 2 Thoroughfare 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3115/LBC – Selwyn 
House, 78 Thoroughfare 
 

As Woodbridge Town Council own both the wall and the 

roadway over which the occupant is planning to drive it was felt 

that this should be referred to Full Town Council. This 

application is therefore deferred.  

DC/18/3366/TCS – 
Cumberland House, 17 
Cumberland Street 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3335/FUL – 30 Ransom 
Road 
 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3362/FUL – 9 St Johns 
Hill  
 

We recommend APPROVAL 
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Councillor Sayles 
Chairman 

 

DC/18/3364/LBC – 9 St Johns 
Hill 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3396/TCA – 8 Queens 
Head Lane 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3150/FUL - 87 
Thoroughfare, Woodbridge, 
Suffolk 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3151/LBC – 87 
Thoroughfare, Woodbridge, 
Suffolk 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3456/FUL – 
Woodbridge Community 
Resource Youth Centre, The 
Avenue 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3430/FUL –Woodbridge 
School, Burkitt Road 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC18/3431/LBC – Woodbridge 
School, Burkitt Road 

We recommend APPROVAL 

DC/18/3424/FUL – Former 
Council Offices, Melton Hill, 
Melton 
 

We recommend REFUSAL. This was refused unanimously.  

The Committee felt that there was no justification for reducing 

the number of affordable houses from 33 to 11 in a town that 

needs a mixture of homes to suit all its inhabitants.   

The Committee Chairman read a letter previously sent to The 

Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP, Secretary of State for Communities and 

Local Government, dated 27 October 2017 (attached) which 

remains extant.   



On new Planning Application for Melton Hill    04/09/2018 
 

I want to express my anger at the way this new application cynically prioritises monetisation 

of the site above the legacy benefits of providing for local need.  

Active Urban were apparently unable to deliver the required modest number of 

affordable housing units? Tough!  

The answer cannot be to reduce the number of units. It must be to change the intention if 

the scheme – or change the developer.   

People desperately need housing – but not the housing that developers want to build. We 

want starter homes, affordable family homes, homes for the disabled and downsizers. 

Active Urban want to build prestige homes, second homes, homes that exclude more and 

more local families. Why accept it?  

Melton Hill wasn’t owned by the district council– it was held in trust for us by our elected 

and appointed servants. And us means each and every one of us, rich and poor alike.  The 

district council and its planning committee should respond to local need - not local greed. 

Every week, I see families who’ve lived in Woodbridge for generations and whose children 

and grandchildren are now excluded from their hometown. Disabled people who must leave 

their support network. Old people who can’t even afford to downsize in the town they grew 

up. Our streets are filling with second homes, country bolt holes, investment properties, 

holiday lets, serving no residential use whatsoever.  

We residents need the services of those who have been displaced. Who have to drive in, 

adding to already-chronic traffic and air quality problems. 

This development could either add to the problem or provide a solution.  

I see from Carter Jonas reapplication the promise of 33 “affordable” (affordable, mark) units 

has melted into 11.  ELEVEN. Which, if agreed,  will doubtless  be as insubstantial as the 

promised 33 of the last application.  

This entire flawed plan simply isn’t the answer. Local people - who have paid their council 

tax to fund Melton Hill - have significant unmet needs. Why don’t we start from there?  

Woodbridge doesn’t need more high end housing.  

It absolutely does need housing at social rent (65% of market rental value) for all those we 

rely on. Retained firefighters, low-paid care workers, young families, teachers who can’t 

afford to live near our schools.  Nurses, police, paramedics...  

Over the years Woodbridge has lost more and more of the key rental stock needed to let 

these valuable workers live in  town.  

I ask Woodbridge Town Council to reject this application and call on the District Council to 

open their eyes,  re-evaluate their priorities - and put the town of Woodbridge first.  



 
 

5 September 2018  

 
 
Liz Beighton 
Planning Officer 
Suffolk Coastal District Council 
East Suffolk House 
Station Road  
Melton 
Woodbridge IP12 1RT 
 
Dear Liz 
 
Re: Melton Hill Redevelopment DC/18/3424/FUL 
 
The above-referenced application is the same as the original MH Redevelopment 
application DC/17/2840/FUL, with the exception of the issue of affordable 
housing.  I therefore resubmit my comments on the first application objecting to 
its failure to satisfy a multitude of planning policies, both local and national.  The 
balance of this objection letter addresses the applicant’s attempt to reduce the 
affordable housing requirement. 
 
This application claims the benefit of the Vacant Building Credit (VBC).  The VBC 
was added to the NPPF in 2015 to provide an incentive for the redevelopment of 
brownfield sites, more specifically, brownfield sites containing a vacant building.  
This new provision was challenged and was suspended from the NPPF until the 
challenge was resolved in favour of the Government in May 2016 when it was 
immediately reinstated to the NPPF. 
 
The NPPF provision is sketchy at best, providing only that the building in 
question must not have been abandoned.  Further, it states that a local authority 
might in accepting that VBC is applicable take the following into consideration: 
 

 That the building was not made vacant solely for the purpose of 
redevelopment 

 That redevelopment of the building is not subject to an extant planning 
application or had not been previously given consent that had expired. 

 
It would seem clear that detailed implementation of the VBC was to be left to 
local planning authorities, their having taken into account its stated purpose. 
 
SCDC has on its website a section on 106 obligations and in that section a link to 
a paper entitled Vacant Building Credit – Advice Note, reporting that in June 
2016 the SCDC Planning Committee had confirmed that VBC was being 
reinstated.   
 



Among other things, the Note provided two key clarifications regarding the 
eligibility of a building for the credit: 
 

 For purposes of the VBC, a building will be deemed vacant only if in the 
three years immediately preceding validation of the planning application 
no part of the building had been in continuous use for a six-month period. 

 In addition to no extant application or expired consent, no application had 
been considered after the reintroduction of VBC where VBC had not been 
sought. 

 
As to the first point, the applicant submitted this new application on the 15th of 
August 2018 and it was apparently validated on the same day.  The building had 
last been occupied in November/December 2016, less than three years ago. 
 
The NPPF VBC reinstatement was before the end of June 2016, and the applicant 
entered into pre-app discussions in February 2016.  It submitted its first 
application in which no VBC was claimed at the end of June 2017 and this was 
considered for a second time by the planning committee (still without VBC 
claim) in April 2018. 
   
So the application’s claim for VBC fails these two SCDC requirements.  
 
Furthermore, this building was not even vacant when this sorry tale started to 
unfold.  Only after the Council thought it had sold it was the building eventually 
made vacant and this was solely for the purpose of redevelopment.   
 
As amply documented at the time of putting the old site up for sale, and 
expressly publicised by the Council Leader himself at the opening ceremony for 
the new offices, the old site was being sold for residential redevelopment to fund 
the acquisition of the new offices.  There was no other way the Council could 
afford to move without selling the old office site.  It was all planned and costed 
ahead and it was prudent to start the sales process well before the Council 
needed to move.  
 
The sales particulars in June 2015 indicated that completion of the sale was 
intended for November/December 2016, the months during which the building 
was eventually made vacant.  The Council clearly thought that in the ordinary 
course the sale could be completed within 18 months.  It had not counted on the 
purchaser /applicant playing games for so long that they would miss that target.  
The Council had to move anyway, so the building became vacant because this 
applicant was blocking its redevelopment by its dilatory tactics to try to gain 
benefit through the planning process.  But the Council still intended, indeed 
needed, to make the sale for redevelopment. 
 
The purpose of the VBC provision in the NPPF was to provide an incentive to 
develop brownfield sites with vacant buildings.  The applicant obviously did not 
need the VBC incentive to offer to buy, or contract to buy, or to make an 
application to develop this site, all of which it did without claiming VBC which 
was in the NPPF all during this time.  It now says it needs VBC to reduce the 



affordable housing requirement and make the development viable.  However, 
SCDC has an appraisal that says the scheme is viable with the full complement of 
policy-compliant affordable housing.   
 
The applicant in fact cannot do the deal because he agreed to pay too much for 
the site.  Giving him VBC benefit “to make it viable” would be illegal, the use of 
planning benefit to enhance the value of the site. 
 
This application is bogus and we should not have to waste our time debating it.  
But SCDC once again finds itself in a difficult position, a conflict of interest, 
directly traceable back to when in the sales contract it allowed completion to be 
made conditional on the purchaser getting planning consent.  In the event the 
purchaser/applicant has played its hand vigorously.  This last hurrah with the 
VBC is absurd.  A positive outcome for the applicant at SCDC would require the 
Council to expunge all its learning on VBC and its draft guidance and follow what 
could only be an incredibly bold misreading of the intent of the NPPF vacant 
building initiative. 
 
Why would SCDC allow this?  Perhaps as a last gasp attempt to close the sale at a 
ridiculous premium?  Perhaps because the applicant is threatening an appeal if 
denied the benefit of the VBC?  Or that if the site went back on sale, it might be 
deemed VBC eligible to another purchaser and the applicant would cry foul and 
sue?   
 
Whatever the reason, if SCDC were to allow this benefit to this applicant, that 
decision will trigger a judicial review that it will lose.  Better it would seem that it 
cut its losses, gets rid of this applicant/purchaser and starts again.  
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Four specific points of objection and well as I object to the overall plan as being too 
dense, high and not in keeping with the town's architecture   
 
1.  Part 10 Design and Access Statement p5 has a diagram showing the height of 
the Maltings as the same as the height of the new 5 storey blocks.  This is 
misleading comparison as the blocks will be built up the slope so are at least 4 
stores higher than the Maltings.  Thus the buildings are too high 
 
2.  The reduction in affordable housing is terrible...Woodbridge needs affordable 
housing for young people to live in to service the elderly population...VBC doesn't 
apply to this site as far as I understand so this should not be allowed 
 
3.  MLM Air Quality Assessment 10 Mitigation Measures esp. 10.1. states that Green 
infrastructure is needed to control the dust during development with a medium to 
high risk to human health.  I suggest that the only reason the NO2 and particulate 
levels are lower than at the traffic lights with the Red Lion is because of the trees 
along Melton Hill.  So all trees/greenery should be kept all around the site and 
whichever plan goes ahead should only add to the trees/greenery to increase the 
possibility of reducing NO2 levels. 
 
4.  Part 18 of Design and Access Statement p1 should be amended to take out the 
words "restricted vehicular access" and a planning condition put on the link road 
restricting it to pedestrians only. 
 



MELTON HILL DEVELOPMENT 

 

Vacant Building Credit was created in the National Planning Policy Framework in 2015 to provide an 

incentive to developers to redevelop vacant buildings by reducing the affordable housing 

requirement by the ratio of square footage of the vacant building to square footage of the new 

development.  

The developer withdrew his application and then re-presented it a few days later using the National 

Planning Policy Framework Vacant Building Credit scheme to his advantage.  If this application is 

granted it means less affordable housing for Woodbridge and more money for the developer as I 

understand it.  

The NPPF provision is set out in very general terms.  The SCDC policy is more detailed and provides 

that the VBC should not be granted if the following apply :- 

1. It should not be applied if buildings have been vacated for the purpose of development. 

Suffolk Coastal left intending it was to be developed. 

2. VBC must not be applied if the building has been occupied for more than six months in a 

period of three years.  Suffolk Coastal occupied it for more than six months in that period. 

3. VBC will not apply where a site has a development application considered since the 

introduction of VBC. 

4. VBC does not apply where there is a valid live consent – or where consent has recently 

lapsed.  This application was withdrawn from deliberation in order to re-present in a cynical 

way. 

5. SCDC Planning have sought advice as to whether VBC applied on this site and the advice is 

that it did not. 

6. Suffolk Coastal have to stand by the rules and refuse the use of VBC to reduce the affordable 

housing requirement.  The town has stated most volubly that it does not want this 

development due to the mass, density and size of the proposals and most importantly the 

lack of affordable housing which is needed badly.  Other than the introduction of VBC 

nothing has changed in this application except the size of the profit for the developer  which 

is not a planning issue  and the lack of affordable housing which was promised by SCDC at 

the start of this exercise which is a major planning issue.  

 


