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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 18 SEPTEMBER 2018 at 6.15p.m. 

 
Councillors: 

Present: S Attwell, S Bale, Lady C Blois, E O’Nolan, S Rawlings and K Yule 
  
Apologies: V Falconer, D Mortimer, C Perkins and J Sayles 
    
In Attendance: Town Clerk and no members of the public 

 
203. As neither the Chairman nor Vice Chairman were in attendance, the Town Clerk called for  
           a Chairman to be nominated for the meeting.  Councillor Blois was duly elected to take  
           the chair. 

 
204. 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 
 
There were none. 

 
205. 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. 

 
206. PUBLIC QUESTION TIME 

 
There were none 

 
 
207. CONFIRMATION OF COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
IT WAS RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on Tuesday 11th September 
2018 be confirmed and signed as a true copy. 

 
208. MATTERS ARISING 
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The committee were shown the letters that had been sent to Suffolk Coastal District 
Council concerning the Council’s response to the First Draft Local Plan and to the 
planning application for the redevelopment of their former offices at Melton.   
 

209. TO CONSIDER APPLICATIONS FOR PLANNING PERMISSION 
 

Application No. Committee Comments 

DC/18/3114/FUL and 

DC/18/3115/LBC Selwyn 

House 

 

 

 

We recommend REFUSAL 

 

We wish to draw your attention to the fact that the applicant has 

no right of access over the access way that lies directly 

adjacent to the wall that is the subject of this application.  We 

are the freehold owner of the adjacent access way and have 

not granted the applicant any rights of way over it nor are we 

aware that the applicant has acquired any such rights over 

time.  Whilst we are aware that private property matters are not 

a material planning concern, we consider this to be of 

relevance given that the application is one relating to the 

creation of a new access into the applicant’s property from our 

access way. 

 

DC/18/2671/FUL Queen’s 

House Woodbridge School 

 

 

 

 

We recommend REFUSAL.  We refer to our previous 

objection from September 2016: 

 

Woodbridge Town Council recommends refusal of this 

application for the following reasons: 

 

a. The site is not within the Site Allocation and Area 

Specific Policies Document of the Local Development 

Framework, and any development on this site is thus 

contrary to the adopted and emerging Local Plan 

b. Whilst the applicant claims this is an enabling 

development to enable development of the Abbey site, 

there is not supporting evidence to demonstrate that this 

is the sole remaining option.  The National Planning 

Policy Framework states that ‘Local planning authorities 

should assess whether the benefits of a proposal for 

enabling development, which would otherwise conflict 

with planning policies but which would secure the future 

conservation of a heritage asset, outweigh the 

disbenefits of departing from those policies’.  The Abbey 

site plan is for an expansion of facilities, not securing the 

future conservation of the existing buildings.  As such, 

therefore, the application is contrary to the NPPF> 

c. The site is within the conservation area.  The playing 

field and surrounds contribute greatly to the character of 

the conservation area in that location.  The Suffolk 
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Coastal District Local Plan Policy SP15 says ‘This 

strategy will extend to towns and villages where sites, 

gaps, gardens and spaces that make an important 

contribution to a particular location in their undeveloped 

form will be identified and protected where known; or 

more generally avoided where development in these 

locations would lead to coalescence.  The location of 

such sites will be designated through the Site Allocation 

and Area Specific Policies, Area Action Plan or 

Neighbourhood Development Plan Document.  Until 

then, those sites currently allocated under ‘saved’ Policy 

AP28 in the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (incorporating 1st 

and 2nd alterations) will continue to be protected’.  The 

development, in part, of this site is therefore contrary to 

policies SP15, and ‘saved’ Policy AP28. 

d. The applicant is not providing, or making any financial 

contributions towards ‘affordable’ housing.  This is 

contrary to Policy DM2, where ‘whether in total or in 

phases, the District Council will expect 1 to 3 units to be 

affordable housing unless its provision is not required 

due to: 

a) Lack of identified local need in the area; 

b) Site conditions, suitability and economics 

provision.’ 

There is clearly a demonstrable need for affordable 

housing in Woodbridge, and whilst the applicant 

continues to claim this is an ‘enabling development’ 

there is clearly no economic factors prohibiting the 

provision of affordable housing as part of the 

development.  

e. There is concern that the development will contribute 

significantly to existing traffic congestion in the area.  

The traffic counts provided by the applicant appear to 

have been taken outside school start times and at a time 

of year when senior pupils may have been on study 

leave.  In addition, these is insufficient onsite care 

parking to accommodate the proposed uses. 

f. There is great concern that the new build is 

unsympathetic, the density is overbearing, there will be a 

loss of privacy and the build creates overlooking. 

g. There is also concern at the loss of green space, 

hedging and the loss of many well established trees. 

 

We reiterating the Policies the Application is Contrary to: 

 

Core Strategy and Development Management Policies: 
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Councillor Sayles 
Chairman 

 

SP1 J, K, and F - Sustainable Development 

SP15                 - Landscape and Townscape – Section 3.157 

                            applies to both applications 

SP18                 - Infrastructure 

DM2                  - Affordable Housing on Residential Sites 

DM19                - Parking Standards 

DM21                - Design Aesthetics 

DM23                - Residential Amenity 

DM27                - Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

  

National Planning Policy Framework – NPPF 

 

Para 127         - Conserving and enhancing the historic 

                          environment  

Para 132, 137 - Conservation 

 

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan remaining Saved Policies 

 

AP1                - Conservation Areas 

AP28              - Areas to be saved from Development 

 

Finally, we would add that access from North Hill into 

Bredfield Street both ways is unsuitable for heavy goods 

vehicles and would emphasise the continuing lack of 

affordable housing. 

 


