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APPENDIX 1 
 

Land off Duke’s Park, Woodbridge – Justification for Inquiry Procedure 
 

This Appeal relates to a refusal of “Outline planning application for up to 215 residential dwellings 

(including up to 33% affordable housing), a Convenience Store (Use Class A1, up to 400sq.m 

gross/280sq.m net) with associated car parking.  Demolition of existing structures, introduction of 

structural planting and landscaping, informal public open space and children’s play area, surface 

water flood mitigation and attenuation, vehicular access from Ipswich Road and Top Street and 

associated ancillary works. All matters to be reserved with the exception of the site access.” 

 
The Appellant considers an Inquiry to be the only suitable procedure for the consideration of this 

matter. This document sets out a justification for this, taking into account the criteria set out in the 

PINS guidance document dated 3 March 2016 entitled “Planning Appeals – England”, Annexe K. 
 
Based on the Reasons for Refusal (RfR) and current circumstances in SCDC, the Appellant considers 

the following factors are material: 
 

(a) need for the evidence to be tested through formal questioning by an advocate 
 
 

There are eight reasons for refusal, with the outstanding matters including impact upon 

landscape, and whether the scheme represents sustainable development and benefits 

from the presumption in favour of sustainable development. The reasons for refusal are 

considered both technical and legal issues. In which the appellant will require to be 

represented by an advocate testing the credibility of the putative reasons for refusal 

which could only be resolve through cross-examination. 

 

In relation to the housing land supply position, which may or may not be agreed in the 

Statement of Common Ground, and the degree of shortfall, emerging case law means 

detailed legal submission are also likely on matters arising out of a number of cases, 

including: 

 

 Council of St Albans v R (on the Application of Hunston Properties Ltd and Secretary 

of State for Communities and Local Government and anr [2013] EWCA Civ 1610. 

 Cotswold District Council v Secretary of State [2013] EWHC 3719 (Admin) (28 

November 2013). 

 Gallagher Homes Ltd & Lioncourt Homes Ltd v Solihull Metropolitan Borough 

Council [2014] EWHC 1283 (Admin). 

 

 (b) the issues are complex 
 
 

At the time of the decision, the Council considered that were able to demonstrate a 5 

year supply of housing land based upon recent appeal decisions. The Appellant considers 

at the time of the application the Council were unable to demonstrate a 5 year supply of 

housing land.  

 

The appellant disputes the claimed level of supply and requires cross examination, in the 

event that this is not agreed in the Statement of Common Ground, to establish that SCDC 

cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply as well as the quantum of deficiency.  

 

The Council in RfR 1 contend that there is a presumption against development, whereas 



the appellant will adduce evidence to demonstrate the proposals should benefit from 

such presumption of sustainable development. A further issue is regarding the correct 

interpretation and application of paragraph 14 of the Framework.  

 

The issues in this case are multifaceted, and will be more complex than the matters 

which can be addressed in a Hearing procedure. 

 

(c) Substantial local interest 
 

The planning application subject of this appeal also raised over 76 letters of 

representation from third parties and objections from the Martlesham Parish Council 

and other adjacent Parish Councils.  
 

The matter is plainly of significant interest to local people and the level of interest and 

number of people who may wish to speak are likely to make this impossible to manage 

within the time and procedural constraints of a hearing. 

 
 

The Appellant expects to use up to 6 Expert Witnesses to advance its case (though this is subject to 

change) and the Council may well require a similar number. On the basis of the current RfR, Gladman 

have estimated 6 days for this Inquiry, however this could take longer depending on the Councils 

stance on 5 year housing land supply and matters of agreement reached before the inquiry begins. 

 
Given this, there is no prospect whatsoever of the case being completed in one day (or even a two 

day hearing).  
 
For the above reasons, the Appellant considers an Inquiry is the only appropriate procedure in this 

case.  













 
 

 

 
1.1.1 This document summarises, responds, and gives due consideration to the relevant interested party 

representations submitted to Suffolk Coastal District Council as part of the planning application 

process. 

 

Responses  to  the  planning  application  are  summarised  below,  together  with  the  applicant’s 

response in the table below

 
 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

 
RESPONSE 

 
Location of Development 
 
 

 The site lies in open countryside outside 
the defined physical limits for Woodbridge.  

 Land in Martlesham for large scale 
development has been identified.  

 Coalescence between Woodbridge and 
Martlesham.  

 

 Loss of green and open space.  

 
 

 
 

 Suffolk Coastal District cannot demonstrate 
a five year supply of housing, and therefore 
needs to identify sites for housing beyond 
the physical boundaries of settlements.  

 Woodbridge is identified as one of the main 
towns within Suffolk Coastal District. 
Woodbridge is a sustainable settlement 
with a number of key services and 
sustainable transport links.  

 The development site is adjacent to the 
urban area of Woodbridge and the physical 
limit of the settlements is restricted by the 
railway line.  

 

 Public open space is provided on site, this 
will be accessible for existing residents and 
new residents from the development. The 
Public Open Space will comprise of areas of 
informal open space, children’s play space, 

formal footpaths and woodland planting.  

Planning Policy 
 

 Contrary to SCDC Local Plan Policies DM3, 
SP19, SP15 and SP29.  

 Unsustainable development contrary to the 
NPPF.  

 The Council has a 5 year supply of housing 
land.  

 

 
 

  The identified policies are policies which 
restrict the supply of housing, these policies 
are considered to be out-of-date given the 
lack of a housing land supply.  

 The development fulfils all three roles of 
sustainable development identified within 
the NPPF, which is explained within the 
Gladman Statement of Case.  

 As stated within the recent appeal decision 
(15/3011466) at Framlingham the Council 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of 
housing.  



Impact on AONB 
 

 Visually detrimental to the AONB and the 
setting of the AONB.  

 

 
 
 

 A landscape buffers have been proposed on 
the development with limits the visual 
impact from the AONB.  

Impact on Deben Estuary  
 Impact on the Deben Estuary Special 

Protection Area, SSSI, RAMSAR and Special 
Landscape Area.  

 

 
 

 It has been agreed with Natural England 
that the development will not have a 
significant effect on the Deben Estuary.  

Highways 
 

 Increased traffic and highway safety on 
already congested roads (in addition to 
other planned development).  

 Increased risk to walkers and cyclists.  

 Sandy Lane is unsuitable for more traffic. 

 There is a lack of parking along Top Street.  

 Increased risk to walkers and cyclists.  

 

 

 
 
 
 

 A transport assessment was submitted as 
part of the application and concludes that 
the development would be acceptable in 
highways terms.  

 Additional work had been completed 
throughout the application to address the 
comments from the Highway Officer.  

 Footpath improvements along Ipswich 
Road are being proposed as part of the 
development.  

Facilities and services  
 

 Will overload existing infrastructure and 
school provision locally.  

 Limited employment opportunities in the 
area.  

 

 
 
 

 A payment will be made through CIL which 
will address the provision of school places 
within Woodbridge.  

 Woodbridge is a sustainable settlement 
with a number of employment 
opportunities. Woodbridge also has good 
transport links to additional employment 
areas including Ipswich.  

 

Retail unit 


 The site for the convenience store is 
inappropriate.  

 

 
 
 

 The Convenience Store will provide for 
both the existing residents and new 
residents. The shop is located within a 
sequential preferable location.  
 

Additional 
 

 Overdevelopment of the site.  

 Loss of quality of life for existing residents.  
 

 

 
 
 

 The development framework plan show 
development of up to 28 dwelling per 
hectare. This is considered to be an 
efficient use of the land.   

 The relationship with the adjacent 
residential development has been 
considered as part of the development 
framework plan. The development will 
bring a number of benefits which will 
benefit the existing residents.   
 


