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The Town and Country Planning Appeals (Determination by Inspectors) 

(Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 2000/1625 (as amended) 

 

 

RULE 6(6) STATEMENT OF CASE 

by 

Neighbourhoods of Ilford South Engage (NOISE) 

 

 

Appeal Reference:  

APP/W5780/W/16/3164036 

 

 

Site Address:  

Sainsbury Supermarkets Ltd, 55 Roden Street, ILFORD, IG1 2AA 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Neighbourhoods of Ilford South Engage (NOISE) is a community 

group that initially came together in the Spring of 2016 to object to the 

planning application for Sainsbury, 55 Roden Street, the subject of this 

appeal.  A petition of nearly 800 signatures was presented to the 

Regulatory Committee in July 2016 opposing this development.  Members 

of NOISE also spoke at this committee meeting, during which the Council 

refused planning permission. 

1.2 It has subsequently become active in consulting on the Redbridge 

Local Plan and produced a petition of over 1,500 signatories to challenge 

aspects of it, including the allocation of 6,000 units of housing to the 

Ilford area, within which the Sainsbury development is the densest site. 

1.3 It has no formal membership as such, but is open to anyone from the 

local area who wishes to participate to pursue the interests of the 

community.  It has an email distribution list of about 500 people who 

have supported the various campaigns, and contact details of many 

others without email accounts. 

1.4 It is in the process of applying to become a designated 

Neighbourhood Forum in order to develop a Neighbourhood Plan for the 

area. 

 

2. The Consultation Process 

2.1 NOISE does not accept that the consultation process for this 

development was in accordance with the Town and Country Planning 

(Development and Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 leading 

to local people being unaware of this proposal until the Spring of 2016.   

2.2 It is, therefore, at odds with a number of the core planning principles 

set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), including 
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section 7 para 66 which states that: Applicants will be expected to work 

closely with those directly affected by their proposals to evolve designs 

that take account of the views of the community.   

2.3 It is also contrary to the Localism Act where there is a requirement for 

developers to consult communities before submitting planning 

applications for certain developments such as Sainsbury and not to 

conceal them. 

  

3. Support for Redbridge Council’s Refusal Decision 

3.1 NOISE will support Redbridge Council’s (RC) case at the forthcoming 

inquiry and its reason for refusal following the Regulatory Committee’s 

decision of July 2016. 

 

3.2 We agree that the affordable housing offer of 4% fails to reflect the 

identified and significant unmet need for affordable housing in the 

Council’s Strategic Market Assessment (2016) and is significantly below 

the Borough-wide Strategic target of 50% affordable housing as set out in 

policy SP8 of the Core Strategy.  It is also below the 30% affordable 

housing target set out in the Mayor’s Housing Zone for Ilford.   

3.3 We will also refer to the London Mayor’s current target of a minimum 

of 35% affordable homes with his long-term aim of 50%   which is 

outlined in the Draft Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. This makes it 

clear that 35% is the minimum acceptable level without subsidy or grant. 

 

4. NOISE’s Additional Reasons for Refusal 

4.1 In addition to RC’s reasons for refusal, NOISE considers that 

additional reasons should also be submitted. 
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4.2 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF requires planning applications to be 

determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise.  

 

4.3 It is accepted that the proposed development is a departure from the 

adopted development plan and we believe the adverse impacts of the 

scheme significantly and demonstrably outweigh any purported benefits.  

The presumption in favour of sustainable development as defined in para. 

14 of the NPPF, therefore, weighs heavily in favour of refusing this 

proposed development.  The adverse impacts are detailed below. 

 

5. Density & Quality of housing development 

5.1 In the Ilford Area Action Plan (2008) the Sainsbury site is stated as 

having the potential for up to 180 units of housing, 6-12 storeys.  This 

has been increased by a factor of 4 in this proposal to 683 units, which is 

achieved by having towers of up to 30 storeys, creating a density which 

exceeds the highest levels recommended in the London Plan.  This is a 

very high density development in an already densely populated area, 

which lacks green space. 

5.2 Thus this proposal, due to its excessive height, bulk and massing, 

would be detrimental to the streetscene as well as having on overbearing 

impact on the amenity of adjoining residents.  

5.3 The proposal is contrary to Policies 3.2, 3.5, 3.6, 6.10, 7.4 and 7.6, 

7.7 of the London Plan, Policy SP3 of the Core Strategy Development Plan 

Document, Policy BD1 of the Borough Wide Primary Policies Development 

Plan Document, Policy BF3 of the Ilford Area Action Plan and Policies LP26 

& LP27 of the emerging Local Plan. 
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5.4 NOISE will highlight the areas where this development does not show 

quality design and demonstrate how it will cause unacceptable harm to 

the locality.  

5.5 NOISE will draw attention to the proposed developments within the 

Ilford Opportunity Area as detailed in Appendix 1 of the Draft Local Plan 

alongside the infrastructure proposed in Appendix 2 to highlight the 

cumulative effects of developments in the area.   

5.6 We will also draw attention to housing data, which shows how the 

developments of the past 10 years have impacted on this area to date. 

5.7 We will demonstrate how the development will actually house a much 

greater number of children than is stated. 

 

6. Housing Mix 

6.1 The London Plan states that ‘Londoners should have a genuine choice 

of homes that they can afford and which meet their requirements for 

different sizes and types of dwellings in the highest quality environments’. 

It also states that provision of affordable family housing is addressed as a 

strategic priority in LDF policies. 

6.2 NOISE will refer to The Outer North East London Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (2016) (SHMA) and will draw particular attention to 

the fact that of the total Objectively Assessed Housing Need for market 

housing over the plan period 2015-2030 (21,545 homes) approximately 

84% (18,203 homes) are for homes over 3 bedrooms or more.   

6.3 We will draw attention to LP5 of the emerging draft Local Plan, which 

has a tenure mix based on the (SHMA) and highlight how this 

development is completely contrary to it.  
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7. Sustainability of Transport Services 

7.1 NOISE will draw attention to the lack of a green travel plan, which 

should have accompanied the application, contrary to Policy T1 of the 

Borough Wide Polices.   

7.2 The proposed development conflicts with the promotion of sustainable 

transport as set out in Section 4 of the NPPF and London Plan policy 6.3, 

which states that ‘Development proposals should ensure that impacts on 

transport capacity and the transport network, at both a corridor and local 

level, are fully assessed. Development should not adversely affect safety 

on the transport network.  The cumulative impacts of development on 

transport requirements must be taken into account’. 

7.3 We will also highlight aspects of the strained transport infrastructure 

in the area and to the lack of analysis of the impact of Crossrail for Ilford 

town centre.   

7.4 We will highlight the fact that the data Sainsbury has produced on the 

effects of the development on transport facilities has been deemed not 

acceptable by the Council’s Highways officers who say the actual effect 

could result in highway safety issues.  

 

8. Parking 

8.1 This development will not comply with several London Plan Policies in 

relation to parking. 

8.2 London Plan policy 6.13, gives standards for parking for disabled 

people which are not met in the proposal.  London Plan SPG seeks 

provision of 1 Blue badge space per accessible unit.  

8.3 London Plan Policy 6.13 also states the need to address provision for 

delivery and servicing, while London Plan policy 7.13 states that, 
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‘Development proposals should contribute to the minimisation of potential 

physical risks, including those arising as a result of fire, flood and related 

hazards’. 

8.4 The issue of parking will be highlighted by NOISE to show the current 

situation around the site area to demonstrate how the development 

proposal will simply exacerbate the existing problems.  This is likely to 

compromise the delivery and servicing of the development, contrary to 

the above policies. 

 

9. Crime and Safety 

9.1 London Plan policy 7.3 states that ‘Development should reduce the 

opportunities for criminal behaviour and contribute to a sense of security 

without being overbearing or intimidating’. 

9.2 There will be a customer car park in the basement and lower ground 

floor level of the development.  NOISE will show that the site location has 

high levels of crime and attracts rough sleepers, problems which a 

publically accessible basement car park will greatly exacerbate.  This will 

not contribute to a sense of safety, where even disabled residents will 

have to use the basement car park and travellator.  

 

10. Listed Buildings 

10.1 There are several Grade II* listed buildings close to this 

development, including the Chapel and Almhouses.     

10.2 NPPF Section 12 para 132 states that, ‘when considering the impact 

of a proposal, the more important the asset, the greater the weight given 

to it.  Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical 

presence but also from its setting.   
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10.3 The development will harm these listed buildings and is, therefore, 

contrary both to the NPPF and to policy E3 of the Borough Wide policies, 

which has a similar theme. 

 

11. Effect on the businesses of the Town Centre 

11.1 Borough-wide policy R3 states that within the Primary Shopping Area 

of the Metropolitan Centre planning permission will only be granted for 

change of use from Class A1 (shop) to another use where the following 

criteria are satisfied: 

• The retail role remains predominant. As a general guideline, the 

proportion of A1 units shall be no less than 70 per cent of the total 

number of units within those identified areas. 

 

• The use neither over-dominates nor detracts from the primary retail 

role of the centre. 

 

• The proposal will not have an adverse effect on safety and traffic 

flows. 

This development is contrary to these policies 

 

12. Evidence 

12.1 NOISE intends to produce witness evidence at the inquiry, which will 

set out the concerns of the local community from a local perspective. 

 

12.2 We also intend to present evidence from suitably qualified experts to 

substantiate our concerns.   
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13. Documents 

 

13.1 NOISE will make reference to those documents listed by the 

Appellant and the Local Planning Authority in their respective Statements 

of Case, but reserves the right to introduce and refer to further 

documents as may be necessary. 

 

21st March 2017 


