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1 INTRODUCTION 
The Belle Vue site, the park, swimming pool and house was the responsibility of the Sudbury 

Borough Council up to 1974.  It then passed to the Babergh District Council (BDC).  Since 1974 the 

house has been used as Council offices and other purposes but was vacated in 2015 and not 

maintained since.  The pool closed and the site has been used as a BMX site but that has also closed. 

Various uses have been proposed for the site.  In mid-December 2020 BDC announced they would 

be marketing a parcel of land on the Belle Vue sites that would include the house and land including 

part of the old swimming pool site.  This sale follows the demise of the hotel project proposed in 

2019 and the presentation of development ideas during late summer/early autumn of 2020. 

BDC’s marketing plans have not been discussed in detail with Sudbury Town Council (STC) and there 

was clearly a tight timetable to in which to submit comments and responses to BDC. 

BDC in the past have said they did not understand what the Town Council wanted.  STC therefore 

wanted to develop a worked through approach to these proposals and so set up a working group to 

help formulate the Council’s response.  The timetable was to report to the Leisure and Environment 

Committee on 26th January 2021 with a full report to STC Full Council meeting on 9th February 2021. 

 

2.FINDINGS 
That Sudbury Town Council wants: 

• The front of Belle Vue Park opened up and in order to do this areas of the old swimming 

pool, included as part of the sale plot, would be needed, 

• As far as possible the house should be maintained but if this is not possible any development 

should be sensitive to and not extend the current building mass. 

See section 4 

That BDC essentially sees this plot of land as their domain and are only letting outside parties 

question what they are doing through a planning process after BDC have decided which submission 

they prefer using criteria they are not at the moment disclosing. 

The Belle Vue are came into BDC’s ownership after the 1974 local government reorganisation.  

Although the land was gifted to them and remains and important part of Sudbury, BDC now view 

STC as just one of several organisations with a view rather than the main body speaking for Sudbury. 

See section 5 

3 NEXT STEPS 
Although BDC are clearly reluctant to consider objections and responses until they make their 

decision at cabinet on the 11th March,  STC needs to formulate a programme of activities to make 

sure BDC understand their view.  STC should also coordinate with anybody who holds STC’s views to 

show there is a consistency of feeling in Sudbury on what should be done. 

4.DISTILLING COUNCILLORS REPLIES 
Although there were different emphasises in some of the replies, the two main themes in the replies 

can be summarised as opening up the front of the park and as far as possible to maintain the house 



or at least the architectural style of the house in any new buildings put there.  High rise blocks such 

as those being built on the old tax office would not be welcome. 

This was discussed at Leisure and Environment Committee on the 26th January and two resolutions 

were passed to reflect this: 

• The Committee appreciates BDC’s proposal to build a new entrance for the park. 
However members feel that the whole of the existing swimming pool site should be 
utilised for the entrance to the park in order to ensure an attractive green sight line 
from King Street. 

 

• The Committee also believes that any new development on the Belle Vue site should 
incorporate the existing structure of Belle Vue, but in any event the development 
should be sensitive and not add to the existing building mass. 

 

An indication of what the park site could look like is shown below: 

 

Belle Vue Community Bid 2021 

 

5.STC DISCUSSIONS WITH BABERGH 
A meeting was held on 21st January between Babergh councillors and officers and 

representatives of the Working Group and the Town Clerk  on the Sudbury Town Council 

side.  The aim of the meeting was to try to develop an understanding of each side’s position 



with regard to the Belle Vue site.  Details of each side’s notes on the meeting are shown in 

Appendix 2 but a summary of the main points are shown below. 

• The process is wholly controlled by Babergh 

• The decision to sell was taken in 2013. 

• Babergh said they were not looking for a specific financial return or specific design  

• The design concepts shown over the last 18 months were to give an idea of what could be 
done – the bids do not have to follow them. 

• Babergh say there was no ulterior motive behind putting the marketing period over 
Christmas – the marketing went to a number of sites and the response has been good.  The 
marketing period is now closing on 12th February not 8th January 

• Babergh Council will evaluate the bids from the 12th February until the options go before 
Cabinet on the 11th March.  If an option is preferred then this will go to planning and only at 
that point will interested parties be able to comment or object. 

• Babergh believe they have addressed to issue of open space/surplus land and do not think 
there are issues here. 

• Babergh see Sudbury Town Council as one of several interested parties in the process and 
will be looking to take into account other parties 

• Babergh have not done any studies on the effect on road traffic as they see it as outside the 
scope of their project. 

 
  



APPENDIX 1 RESPOSES BY STC COUNCILLORS TO BV QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Questionnaire 

Dear Councillor 

As you will recall, a working group consisting of Robert Spivey, Sue Ayres, Ellen Murphy and Oliver 

Forder was instructed by the Extraordinary Full Council on xxx to consult with Councillors so that an 

agreed position on Belle Vue could be presented to Babergh District Council.  Accordingly, we should 

be grateful if you could complete and return the following questionnaire. 

Babergh’s proposals 

Firstly please can you give us your thoughts on the Options presented by Babergh on their own 

merits – not taking into account how they will get there.  What do you like and what do you dislike? 

The link to Babergh is: https://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/business/economic-development/sudbury-

vision/ 

Considering other options 

In addition to the above we have identified the following 5 main potential outcomes.  Please can you 

indicate whether you find such an outcome acceptable/unacceptable by indicating yes/no and add 

any comments you feel appropriate. 

• Option 1.  Leave things as they are.  (Note that this option is unlikely to be acceptable to 
Babergh as the building is in poor repair and is costing money to maintain with no income.) 

• Option 2.  Sell the site on the basis that the existing building is retained and converted into 
either a single dwelling or apartments. 

• Option 3.  As Option 2 above, but with additional low rise residential dwellings to be built on 
the site. 

• Option 4.  As Option 3 above, but the existing building to be converted into retirement 
accommodation. 

• Option 5.  Sell the site and permit any residential development, including apartment blocks. 

•  
The area for sale 

Notwithstanding the way the sale has been handled or the legal issues involved, what are your 

thoughts on how the area of land being sold will affect how the what can be done with the whole 

site.  For example: 

1. Should the former swimming pool area should be included as part of the sale, could it be 
retained it be retained either to enhance the new entrance to the park or as additional area 
for the park? 

2. Is the southern edge of the sale area too close to the existing building acting as an incentive 
to demolish the existing building. 

3. Any other options 
 
We have not received any other proposals for the site from third parties, but will keep you up to 

date if we do.’ 

  

https://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/business/economic-development/sudbury-vision/
https://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/business/economic-development/sudbury-vision/


Responses 

It is my view that all Bellevue grounds should be reserved as park land, not sold off for short 

sighted, short term gains. 

 

They were donated to Sudbury Borough Council for the purpose of benefitting the local 

community and that should be the case. If they have nothing worthwhile to do with them we’d be 

better off doing nothing while we wait for a competent cabinet with a decent vision for our future 

generations. 

 

These options are pathetic. It’s the same cabinet selling it that has left it to fall into disrepair. 

 

Look forward to seeing you capture my feelings in your response. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Daniel Williams 

 

Dear Robert, I have over many years shared the view that looking into the needs of future 
generations ,we would do best to retain the whole park for recreation purposes ,as originally 
intended ,and sell the house and frontage area ,along with a condition that it is not sold ,unless a 
similar sized building were build in its place ,and of design complimentary to its surroundings 
,thanks for presenting this view to your Group with regards , John Sayers 
 

Thank you for the work that the group have carried out, I will try to respond in the manner you 

have requested and in the order that you have requested. 

1/ I feel it should be used to enhance the entry to the park, to allow it to become part of any 

future development could impact on the new entrance. 

2/I am totally opposed to the demolishing of Belle Vue House so would argue that it could be too 

close. 

Other suggestion, that the House be developed into a Multi use facility with the rear of the 

building for Park use I.e. Cafe? 

Bullet point 1 reject 

Bullet point 2 no 

Bullet point 3 ? 

Bullet point 4 Possibly but I think there is a view that a Retirement home in Churchfield road may 

be preferred  

Bullet point 5 reject 

I hope this is helpful. 

Jack 

 

Thank you for collating feedback/responses regarding the sale of Belle Vue House and the 

recreational land surrounding it. Please find below my views and comments. I could have written 

much more, as I'm sure you're probably aware, but I tried to be as succinct as possible      

  

The area of sale: 
  
It is clear from the map and selected area shown in the sale documents, that a 
large area of public recreational space is being offered in the sale. Just because 



an area is not currently ‘green’ does not mean that it is not or should not still be 
considered as community recreational space. The old swimming pool site and 
other areas nearby (which are currently considered as derelict), have still been 
used for public recreation in the past and should be redeveloped/renovated to 
remain as such. 
  
These particular sites have only become derelict and effectively an 'eyesore' to be 
dealt with, due to the fact that BDC have not invested in redeveloping the area for 
public use. At the very least they could have converted these areas to further 
green space and still should. We are already in deficit for the amount of green 
space in relation to the number of people we have in Sudbury. BDC should be 
investing in the wellbeing of the community for both mental and physical health by 
increasing green and outdoor community space whilst adding outdoor recreational 
facilities to go alongside this such as an undercover picnic site, family/baby 
changing etc. 
  
I am also extremely concerned by the proximity of the sale site to the actual park 
itself, as we do not know what type of business may eventually be built in this 
location.  
 

Surely the park could only be opened up properly with the new entrance indicated; 
without impacting on nearby infrastructure and increasing congestion, if most of 
that site was actually retained. I do not believe a proper study; traffic survey and 
inspection has been carried out and feel it has been rushed to sale (which could 
lead to disastrous consequences for Sudbury). 
 

The actual house could perhaps be sold due to the large amount of funds needed 
to renovate it; if it was ensured that it would be respectfully converted. The actual 
character and heritage must remain as an important historical and cultural site for 
Sudbury. However, I do not believe the grounds or any other outside space should 
be included in the sale. 
  
Considering other options: 
  
Option 1 – No 
Option 2 – Yes, but only the sale of the house itself, not the grounds or any other 
outdoor space/recreational area and with strict guidelines that it cannot be 
demolished, and must be converted retaining most of it’s character and heritage 
for Sudbury. 
Option 3 – No 

Option 4 – No 
Option 5 - No 
 

Best regards  
 

Louise Fowler  
 

Thank you Louise agree whole heartily with what you are saying 

Alison 

 
 



Option for me would be 2  

At the moment reeling on the amount they have spent on Consultants over the past three 

years including 2021. 

£363,000 + 2500,000 + another 300,000. Will go with whatever you say. 

 

Sue 

 

Option 2 and retain swimming pool site 

Ellen 

I have to say I agree  with councillor Fowlers  comments  I believe  the house may be 

difficult  because  of cost to bring back to it's  former glory.  

Also it probably  would not fit in the carbon footprint.  

But I also think possibly  a new building  sympathetic  to what is there now may be workable  as 

the house has got a amazing  garden and would make a fantastic  wedding  venue. 

As for the old swimming  pool  area it has being recreational  since the nineteen fifties and has like 

the house being left to decay. Which Babergh  has played their part in doing nothing  hence where 

we are. 

The park could have two entrances  one where it is proposed  and one to the house area. 

We are all concerned  what Baberghs plans are for Belle  View  and would like to keep what Green 

areas  we have without  losing  anymore.  

 

Kind regards Trevor  

 

Belle Vue Questionnaire 

 

I feel that the site as drawn extends too  far to the west, potentially compromising the entrance to 

the park for Sudbury residents. 

I also think that it is difficult to know how the area as designated for sale will ultimately affect the 

site as a whole; much depends on what is to be built there.  It seems to me that it is a pity that the 

council has to be so prescriptive about what it is selling, and  should perhaps wait until it has a 

buyer with whom it could discuss what is appropriate, before reaching a decision on acreage 

disposed of.  I suspect that the council have been advised against this approach by advisors 

however, who will tell them that developers need certainty. 

I think that the status quo is not an option. 

I feel that some sort of mixed residential use would be appropriate for the site, and would like to 

see a mixture of  well designed homes for the over 55’s and younger people.  I do not like seeing 

the elderly corralled into their own ghettos  (although I understand that some older people prefer 

this). 

On balance I would prefer to see Belle Vue House and its features maintained within the scheme, 

but am aware that this is a problem since Babergh has allowed it to seriously deteriorate over the 

years. 

I am not averse to the idea of apartment blocks although their height should be strictly limited 

since this is already an elevated site from the perspective of the town centre. 

Jenny 



• offices - no as working from home growth and present climate = no need 
• retail - not in present climate 
• care home - can see attraction with garden views etc and close to town 

centre but can see some conflicts with park users and complaints of 
noise  

• community uses - would fit well with park use but this will need funding 
and other bids going on e.g. former URC church and enhanced St peters 
use. Is there a really strong for proposed community use - if so great but 
I've not seen one yet even though this site has been in the news for 
some time. 

• hotel - would fit well next to a park - good attraction for family users and 
hotel provision shown to be needed if more visitors to be attracted and 
aid town centre with retail decline. But unlikely investment in present 
short term climate. 

• restaurant - good use in a great location with gardens but town centre 
has numerous and hospitality sector in short term difficulty. 

• residential - good use which could suit renovation of existing house - can 
see some conflicts with park users and complaints of noise etc  

As for the site for sale - the proposal does provide a new entrance to the park which is 

welcome and cafe but I note Sudbury Society point that new cafe for park would be 

difficult to deliver to if no access across site for sale as proposed.  

On the idea of pool site being retained - its a nice idea to expand park provision - people 

could only argue against this based on less land for sale and so less income for Babergh 

plus higher cost to regenerate the larger area - funding to do this is key as it seems BDC 

want capital receipt and/or income not additional costs. 

 

House gardens need protecting - no encroachment. 

 

If had to choose then option 2 followed by 3 or 4.  1 and 5 equally not desirable. 

 

Hope this helps, trying to be as pragmatic as possible and though conversion would be 

desirable for heritage and setting - a new well designed building could quite easily work 

too. 

 

Nigel. 
 

Apologies I had missed your initial seeking questioning email circulated where instead 

was otherwise noting discussion in separate emailed content from other members. 

I've since however had discussion with Ellen on some shared concerns who is also on the 

working group with you so I’m sure she will highlight some of which I include below. 

My concerns are raised here each in bullet point...  

• that under section 123(2A) of the local Guv Act 1972 our District Council will have 
to seek the best price on offer from their disconnected location in Ipswich. This 
does not necessarily mean however the best outcome for our Town locally. 



 

• Babergh & Mid Suffolk District Councils commissioned the consultants Carter 
Jonas to produce a combined report in September 2015 of its Town Centres & 
Retail Study' as can be found here.... Ashford RNLA Report.docx 
(babergh.gov.uk)  Within this document we find suggested...  

'Sudbury Town Centre (13.30 The following provides a brief summary of Sudbury 

Town Centre’s overall vitality and viability:)'Improvements to the Belle Vue 

roundabout and junctions would improve navigation for both pedestrians and road 

users and provide better links through to the park. In addition, opening the entrance 

to the park to make it visible from King Street would have a positive impact in 

drawing visitors through the centre'.  
I generally support this reports assessment given above and voice concern where within 

the sales document is highlighting that most of the Swimming Pool site forming part of the 

sales footprint outlined in red will otherwise limit the view from and to the Park and its 

frontal landscape would not be seen from Kings Street in full. Instead all that would have 

happened is that Newton Roads hidden Entrance would have simply been shifted into 

Cornard Road. Note at the last Sudbury Town Council/Babergh District Council 

consultation meeting I remember attending a couple of years ago regarding Belle Vue I 

raised this very report mentioned above where the response from John Ward was ‘yes I’ve 

seen this report’ but then dismissed its findings. Its Ironic then that Babergh in the last 

year has changed its view and appears to welcome the opening up of the park but 

unfortunately are currently short-changing it. 

• with regards to the sale I note that the Belle Vue Houses Garden is not included 
with the Sales of the House and other surrounding land. From a separated 
development I cannot see how a once connected House only separated by a thin 
boundary from the Houses Garden under different ownership will work. Say the 
House was converted into flats/apartments would ‘Park Goers’ wish to see private 
laundry hung off lines from this property. If the House was fenced off from the 
Garden where the features of the house won't be seen in view to the park this 
would defeat any campaign of saving the house only from character as the house 
is not listed. 

• another Important point to raise is that Babergh have said that they have no 
intention of demolishing the house however upon selling the property this doesn't 
prevent the eventual owner/developer from demolishing it!! This has to me been 
Babergh using a smoke screen of covering up where instead letting the public 
know what the eventual outcome could be. 

• that Hardwick House Surgery were once considered for this site and this fell through. 
Michael Holt eventually informed our full Council of plans to assign the lorry park as a 
place for this to go. However I understand that there is nothing set in stone. Ellen has 
further limited advice she might be able to give to you of which she has heard. I Believe 
Belle Vue House would make an excellent facility for a Community Surgery being so close 
to the centre of town. Also with its close proximity to the Park surroundings is an ideal 
location for a recovery and rehabilitation centre offering Health and Wellbeing facilities. 
We don't know the present bidders involved but I would like to hope that Hardwick House 
practice would be one of them.  

• that Babergh District Council have no intention of maintaining or develop the site 
themselves for community groups and activity. The only reason that the cost of 
maintenance is high in order to bring the house up to standard is because they have just 
left it lay idle and haven't kept up with annual maintenance costs. This could be seen as a 

https://scanner.topsec.com/?t=dcbd6b56813b606a1bcab40cd5dade2c51a86713&u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.babergh.gov.uk%2Fassets%2FStrategic-Planning%2FCurrent-Evidence-Base%2F29-10-15-BaberghMid-Suffolk-TCRSFinal-Report.Final-Version-29.10.15.pdf%3Ffbclid%3DIwAR1rJdbPoISkpfcLDyD-vlHfZ51F44fsCNXrmAuyUyKGFZ5bVxArGdXCLxA&d=2513
https://scanner.topsec.com/?t=dcbd6b56813b606a1bcab40cd5dade2c51a86713&u=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.babergh.gov.uk%2Fassets%2FStrategic-Planning%2FCurrent-Evidence-Base%2F29-10-15-BaberghMid-Suffolk-TCRSFinal-Report.Final-Version-29.10.15.pdf%3Ffbclid%3DIwAR1rJdbPoISkpfcLDyD-vlHfZ51F44fsCNXrmAuyUyKGFZ5bVxArGdXCLxA&d=2513
https://scanner.topsec.com/?t=1f5db8d2c9fdbf34fc56e7c56e9ec19804cb3c80&u=babergh.gov.uk&d=2513


form of neglect on their part but where giving instead their reason for disposing of it. 
Recent events have highlighted that Babergh are not willing nor wishing to accept 
responsibility of schemes within our town and paying their share of providing them. This 
being no different where they would rather invest through property ownership 
investment schemes outside of their district which includes associated maintenance 
programs other than to do the same locally. I highlight Braintree District Council just 
across our border whom struggled to find developers willing to support regeneration 
schemes within Braintree's town centre where its town centre had been neglected for 
decades but where now instead of walking away again have taken on the commercial risk 
themselves but where knowing that short term revenue will be coming in to manage that 
risk to them and the local community as well as knowing though the social and 
economical benefit that will be gained where attracting further interest for other 
opportunities that will come in because of the direct result of regeneration. Sound similar 
to our current state of developments lack of progress in our Town! 

Questions from your original email and my responses raised along side in blue text.... 

 

The area for sale 

 The area for sale is shown on page 7 of the presentation found on the link above. 

 Not withstanding the way the sale has been arrived at or the legal issues involved, 

what are your thoughts on how the area of land being sold will affect what can be 

done with the whole site.  For example: 

 Should the former swimming pool area should be included as part of the sale, could it be retained 

it be retained either to enhance the new entrance to the park or as additional area for the 

park? I've covered this in my concerns above and would say most definitely yes should be 

included as for a grand entrance to the park. 

1. Is the southern edge of the sale area too close to the existing building acting as an 
incentive to demolish the existing building. I've covered this in my concerns above and 
would say most definitely yes. 

2. Any other options you might think of. See further thoughts shared above. 

 Considering other options 

 In addition to the above we have identified the following 5 main potential 

outcomes.  Please can you indicate whether you find such an outcome 

acceptable/unacceptable by indicating yes/no and add any comments you feel 

appropriate. 

 Option 1.  Leave things as they are.  (Note that this option is unlikely to be acceptable to Babergh 

as the building is in poor repair and is costing money to maintain with no income.) Yes but we are 

missing 'Option 1a' here with the proviso that the District Council refurbishes the build themselves 

to instead invest in its local community. Our District Council says it has invested in the park 

recently with no financial return so why not the house for social and wellbeing activity?  



• Option 2.  Sell the site on the basis that the existing building is retained and converted 
into either a single dwelling or apartments. Only as a last ditch support if 'Option 1a' failed 
and that the accommodation was only for the use as retirement accommodation. With 
this outcome consideration could be given for shared access of the associated garden 
albeit with conditions of use included. 

• Option 3.  As Option 2 above, but with additional low rise residential dwellings to be built 
on the site. I would think this would be inevitable in order to make a decent return for the 
developer but with the proviso that none should be built that encroach onto the 
swimming pool site. 

• Option 4.  As Option 3 above, but the existing building to be converted into retirement 
accommodation. Ditto response to Option 3 but would support this more than option 3 
due to the intended use. As responses leading up to and including Option 4. 

• Option 5.  Sell the site and permit any residential development, including apartment 
blocks.  An example of apartment blocks could be like those built on the old tax office site 
opposite Belle Vue. No never and especially not at the potential entrance to the park. 

 

Sorry to write you an essay but so many local community opportunities as well as indirect 

economical benefits could be lost here. 

 

Feel free to share my thoughts and opinion with others interested or involved. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Steve Hall 

 

Babergh’s Proposal 

 

Like the opening up of the frontage but don’t like that the view from King St will be of steps 

and low level buildings rather than a conventional gate frontage which I see as a 

traditional park entrance 

 

Looks as though the House would be maintained but extended but the buildings would 

need to be quite high to get enough flats which then starts to look like the building on the 

old tax office 

 

Land Package for sale 

 

By including the swimming pool as part of the sale automatically reduces what can be 

done with the opening up of the park 

 

Having the border of the plot sale so close to the house will restrict what can be done with 

it – e.g. private residences are likely to want direct access to a garden – not just look at 

one.  Also lack of privacy is likely to be a factor 

 

House Options 

1)  Not an option – something must be done with it 
2) Might work as apartments but not as a single dwelling 
3) Not sure how this would work 
4) Might work as there is no need for access to garden 
5) Remodelling could work but no high rise buildings 

 



Generally would like to see it as a traditional park with that can be seen from King St to 

make it a draw from the centre.  If BV house could be kept fine, but the buildings on the 

site should be in keeping with the previous architecture and not modernistic blocks 

 

Robert 

 

Jan and Adrian Osborne did not reply specifically to the questionnaire and both have said 

that as they are Babergh councillors and particularly as Jan is a cabinet member it would 

be better to not comment at present.  

 

They have both said that Babergh are keen see investment in the Town and indeed 

Babergh have a record of investment in the town.  Babergh’s proposals for Belle Vue will 

open up the park and provide much need facilities for the town. 

 

  



 

APPENDIX 2 – NOTES FROM MEETING WITH BABERGH 
Note of a Meeting between Representatives of Babergh District Council (‘BDC’) and 

Representatives of the Belle Vue Working Group of Sudbury Town Council (‘STC’) held on 21st 

January 2021 by Microsoft Teams. 

 

Present 

BDC: Cllr Michael Holt 

 Officers: Fiona Duhamel 

   Lee Carvell 

   Kate Parnum 

STC: Cllr Robert Spivey 

 Cllr Oliver Forder 

 Town Clerk: Ciaran Griffin 

 

The meeting was requested by STC to understand better the intentions of BDC regarding the 

proposed sale of Belle Vue and the process surrounding it. 

BDC stated that the sale of Belle Vue had originally been agreed by the BDC Cabinet in 2013 and 

recorded in a confidential minute.  This had recently been published in a redacted form on the BDC 

website. The process had accelerated following the withdrawal of Premier Inn from the hotel 

project.  In addition, the site was expensive to maintain with costs arising from vandalism. 

BDC stated that the commencement of the marketing over the Xmas 2020 period had been without 

agenda.  BDC pointed out that both the marketing period and the period for objections had been 

extended beyond the minimum periods required.  A substantial number of objections/comments 

had been received, and this was adduced as evidence that the timing of the process had had no 

effect on public engagement. 

STC raised 3 areas of concern as follows: - 

1. The lack of restriction on development proposals from potential purchasers 

2. The inclusion of a substantial area of the former swimming pool site in the sale 

3. The boundary being drawn so close to the south of Belle Vue that it could act as a 

disincentive to retain the building. 

BDC responded as follows: - 

1. The site had been marketed to encourage the maximum number of potential purchasers.  

BDC agreed that the site was sensitive and Cllr Michael Holt said that he personally was not 

in favour of intensive development.  STC stated that a consultation had been launched with 

councillors, and while the responses were still being assessed, it was clear that an intensive 



high rise residential development like the development on Crown Buildings had no support.  

However, no formal assurances could be given by BDC. 

 

2. BDC stated that the portion of the former swimming pool site had been substantially 

reduced from the area originally agreed in 2013.  BDC were keen to state that this was 

because BDC was committed to securing a new entrance to the park which had received a 

favourable ‘steer’ at a meeting of the Steering Committee.  In addition, the loss of the site 

did not represent a loss of amenity, as both the swimming pool and the skate park had been 

sited elsewhere. 

 

3. The south boundary of the site was the same as had been agreed in 2013 and had been 

drawn to maximise the extent of the green space.  There had been substantial interest from 

potential purchasers and several of them had expressed an interest in maintaining the fabric 

of Belle Vue, so BDC did not consider that the boundary would act as an incentive to 

demolish the building.  

 

STC raised the question of the legal position of the sale of ‘public open space’ and the designation of 

‘surplus land’.  BDC stated that these issues had been resolved. 

The design of the roundabout linking Bures Road, King’s Street and Newton Road was discussed and 

BDC stated that the professional advice from Suffolk Highways was that the current layout was 

optimal. 

BDC stated that it did not have a particular target for a sales price/capital receipt in mind.  They also 

stated that they were unaware what the book value of the asset in the accounts of BDC was. 

Regarding the process, the BDC Cabinet would consider the offers had been received after the 

deadline of 12th February 2021 and make their decision on 11th March 2021.  BDC was unwilling to 

state what criteria would be used to assess competing bids.  The process will now be driven by what 

the various developers propose and which of those is selected by the BDC Cabinet.  It was likely that 

the sale would be conditional on planning approval. There is no plan for further consultation, or any 

role for other bodies, until the formal planning application is made. 

STC stated that it would increase confidence if a mechanism for consultation with BDC could be put 

in place.  However, BDC felt that STC was one of several organisations which had views on the site.  

The only opportunity for STC to represent its views would be at the planning stage where the local 

council has a statutory right to comment. 

 

Oliver Forder 

22nd January 2021 

 

 

 

  



BABERGH’S NOTES OF MEETING OF 21st JANUARY 

 

Meeting between Sudbury Town Council and Babergh District Council 

Thursday 21st January 2021 at 3pm via Teams 

 

Re: Belle Vue House, Old Swimming Pool Site and Park 

In attendance: 

o Fiona Duhamel – Babergh District Council - Assistant Director – Economy 

Development and Regeneration 

o Lee Carvell – Babergh District Council – Regeneration & Capital Projects Manager  

o Ciaran Griffin Sudbury Town Council - Town Clerk 

o Cllr Robert Spivey – Sudbury Town Council  

o Cllr Oliver Forder – Sudbury Town Council 

o Cllr Michael Holt – Babergh District Council – Cabinet Member for Economic Growth 

o Kate Parnum – Babergh District Council – Regeneration Project Manager (note 

taker) 

Notes  

Current position 

Sudbury Town Council gave a summary of their position. They held an extraordinary Council 

meeting regarding the disposal and s.123 Local Government Act notice regarding Belle Vue.  

Following on from this a fact-finding group led by Cllr Spivey has been created to understand 

the position and what has happened to this point in respect of Belle Vue. Sudbury Town 

Council seek to understand the process better and the design and financial goals for this 

site. 

Decision to market/dispose of the house and old pool site was made in 2013 and not a 

recent decision.  The house and pool site have not been used for some time. BDC has 

shared on the Council website the confidential minute from the Council meeting in 2013. 

Since this decision there have been various engagements including with the interested 

parties, and a hotel operator and restaurant chain. They have now pulled out of the site due 

to their business model changing consequence of Covid.   

There has been a town study and master planning underway for the Hamilton Road area 

since 2019. This work was extended to add Belle Vue when the hotel chain pulled out, as 

reported through the Sudbury Vision Steering Group. The master planning has focused on 

the outputs of the town centre study and views given from the ‘What Next for Sudbury?’ 

public exhibition event in January 2020, including a new entrance and improved connectivity 

between the park and town centre. The architect masterplan update was taken to the 

Steering Group in September 2020 and preparation of this work had been updated to 

Steering Group through earlier 2020 meetings. The masterplan modelled a new park 

entrance, better connectivity with the town centre and a new café toilet provision. 

The development options shown in the masterplan were indicative only to show extent of 

what development could fit on the site in relation to the new entrance provision. These are 

not Council preferred or final design etc. but purely ideas of what could be done. This was 

background information only for the marketing particulars. BDC is open on what could 



happen on the remaining site and planning will ultimately determine. The current marketing 

is to draw out the best possible bids and with that not simply being about financials but 

deliverability and concept. BDC wants to achieve the best consideration for the site which is 

a principle stated within the Local Government Act 1972. 

Sudbury Town Council concerns 

Sudbury Town Council is concerned that the development will be unsightly or high density 

residential. BDC did not want to limit or restrict within the marketing, as understanding wide 

possibilities and options for the site will support best consideration. The planning process is 

the time for consultation into the context and detail of any development. 

Concerns about the inclusion of the old swimming pool site - which has been used for leisure 

over time for various activities. It is a sizable section of the site and is all that needed? BDC 

responded that part is proposed to be taken for development of the new entrance. It was 

discussed that two of the key activities carried out at the old swimming pool site have been 

re-provided in other locations.  The skate park has been upgraded and moved into the park 

and the swimming pool provision at the Kingfisher Leisure Centre. 

Southern boundary of the site plan is too close to the building which is felt would lead 

developers to demolition of the building. The reasoning for the southern boundary being 

close to the building is to maximise the park. Views indicated by some interested parties so 

far have included retention of the house and there has been no request for further land on 

the southern boundary from those parties.   

The S123(2A) notice is statutory process given part of the disposal area incorporates open 

space as defined by the 2006 Local Plan, however, the current situation of the area and its 

use is also relevant. The next step in the process is for the objections to be considered. 

There are no statutory requirements regarding how to evaluate the objections. For the 

objections to be considered by a decision-making body, in this situation this will be Babergh 

District Council Cabinet on 11th March 2021.  At this meeting there will also be consideration 

of a preferred bidder, and it is likely that any agreement will be subject to planning 

permission. The S123 notice for objections was published for 3 consecutive weeks and 

closed on 8th January 2021. We have received 31 objections, which will be considered in full 

by Cabinet. 

It was a Council decision to the sell the site, and BDC understand the sensitivities and 

history. BDC does not have a specific capital receipt in mind and seeks to support prosperity 

and regeneration for the town.  All relevant factors will be considered when reviewing any 

bids, and the marketing literature also refers.  We understand the community’s passion for 

the site but there is and has been no consensus about what is wanted at the site, and this 

has remained the case for many years at risk of nothing happening at all. Due to commercial 

confidentiality, we cannot discuss the bids. To have a balanced approach to the 

development particularly if a good use for the house was on the table.    

It was agreed that we need to trust that we are all working towards having a good 

development which is suitable and appropriate for Sudbury. STC raised that there is a 

consensus of not wanted a big ‘neo-brutalist’ block of flats. The stage for STC to be involved 

now is when there is a planning application submitted as there will be statutory consultation. 

The survey that STC are carrying out will be able to feed into the planning process. 

Within the 2006 Local Plan only a small area of the disposal area is designated as open 

space.  We have considered the history of the use of the area including for public recreation 

and assumed the widest area as open space for the purposes of the notice/plan. The term 

‘surplus asset’ is accountancy terminology used for the statement of accounts. The decision 



to identify the area as surplus asset to the Council’s requirements was via the Council’s 

decision made in 2013. 

STC raised that local views are suggesting it has been disingenuous of BDC to time the 

marketing over Christmas. BDC responded that this is an unfair statement, and we extended 

the marketing period for bids and viewings by 3 weeks up to 12th February 2021. The 

marketing particulars were sent to over 70 agents both local and surrounding area. The 

advert was in the papers over several weeks and it was advertised further on social media, 

prompting over 1000 views. We have received a wide level of interest in the site. 

STC raised the query of about the longer-term impact of development on traffic and 

highways improvements, including the Belle Vue junction.  SCC have stated that the current 

roundabout provision is optimum. This is a planning and highways consideration and beyond 

the immediate topic of discussion. 

 

Notes: Kate Parnum/Lee Carvell 

21/22 January 2021 

  



 

 


