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THE SPITALFIELDS SOCIETY 
 

 
The Planning Department              08 May 2017 
Mulberry Place 
5 Clove Crescent 
London E14 2BG 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Re: Time Out Market. 106 Commercial Street, E1 6LZ 
 Application ref: PA/16/03535 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Society originally organised 2 consultation meetings with the applicant to learn 
more about the proposal, the effects on residential amenity, and to identify potential 
problems and conflicts that need to be addressed. It took this initiative to extract the 
best scheme from the applicant in the event that such a scheme were to be granted 
both a liquor license and obtains planning permission. 
 
At the initial meeting on 26 October 2016 Time Out indicated that the proposal 
comprised 18 restaurants, a bar and a coffee shop, all serving 450 seated dining 
covers. The concept was to be food led and was to offer a “fine dining” experience 
with Michelin starred chefs in 4 of the kitchens. They anticipated 2,000 customers 
per day and expected this to grow, particularly at weekends and during holiday 
periods. The venue was to be operated by about 120 staff with 30 from Time Out on 
front of house, serving, dishwashing, etc., and the remainder in the 18 kitchens. 
Restaurants would operate a no-booking policy and would hold waiting customers in 
the coffee bar area inside the entrance. Operating hours are stated to be 8.00am to 
11.30pm (11.00pm Monday to Thursday). 
 
At a second meeting on 28 November 2016 Time Out revealed that the proposal 
now comprised 17 restaurants, a demonstration kitchen, 4 bars and a coffee shop. 
Furthermore, a "full on" bar licence was to be applied for in due course to allow 
drinking without food. 
 
The plans presented at this meeting demonstrated that the “fine dining” experience 
claimed by Time Out was unrealistic and impracticable. Customer access between 
levels, the ordering and queuing for food, the clearing of tables, the operation and 
stocking of the 17 restaurant kitchens, amongst many other operational issues, were 
all so poorly planned and inadequately accommodated as to grossly inhibit any 
quality of food operation, never mind a fine dining operation. 
 
Residents therefore became fearful that the inevitable failure and downgrading of the 
restaurant operation would be followed by the growth of the bar operation to the 
eventual exclusion of any substantial food offer and the conversion of the entire 
premises to a full-on bar operation. 
 
 

x-apple-data-detectors://embedded-result/588
x-apple-data-detectors://embedded-result/588
x-apple-data-detectors://embedded-result/607


2 

 

 
It is now clear that what is intended is not a fine dining restaurant venue at all but 
one of the largest drinking operations in London, promoted by Time Out’s 
international media and so a venue likely to be a prime destination for foreign visitors 
to London, many of who will come to Spitalfields simply to get drunk amongst other 
like-minded travellers. This is entirely contrary to current licensing policy in the area.  
The building is wholly unsuitable and such a venue would cause great harm, 
disorder and disturbance to local residents and businesses. 
 
The application for a bar licence, and indeed any licence at all, was subsequently 
refused by the Council’s Licensing Committee. Time Out has modified its proposals 
in a number of ways and has submitted an appeal against the refusal of its Licence 
application. We understand amendments to the application comprise the addition of 
more cycle parking, including 39 cycle parking spaces bizarrely to be accommodated 
in the main dining area and the increase of staff within the premises from 120 to 200, 
seemingly so that they can claim the proposed use offers greater employment than 
the recently approved planning application of office use for the premises.  None of 
these amendments make the scheme any more acceptable, and indeed quite 
obviously in our opinion make it worse. We therefore write to reconfirm our objection 
as follows.  
 
 
OBJECTIONS 
 

1. Over-intensification of site use 
 

 The original proposal comprised 18 restaurants however Time Out has 
 subsequently added 4 bars to the operation and has applied for a full-on liquor 
 licence so the venue must now be assessed as a bar operation. The floor 
 area available for vertical drinking would seem to measure about 660m2 and 
 might therefore be able to accommodate as many as 660 drinkers. Time Out 
 has recently confirmed that 200 staff will be engaged on the site at any one 
 time, so this gives a total occupancy of 860 people beyond the A3 Use in the 
 application. 

. 
The prospect of this massive number of drinkers exiting onto the street, at for 
example closing time, is quite horrendous. The surrounding pubs, some with 
traditionally later licences, will be put under enormous pressure to control this 
crowd as drinkers seek to move on to the next venue. This will place these 
existing valued and well run operations under considerable pressure, 
stretching their resources and potentially damaging their reputations, as well 
as that of the area as a whole. The potential for public disorder is obvious. 
 
The intensity of the proposed use comprising so many restaurants and bars 
with all the consequent traffic of customers, deliveries, refuse collections, etc., 
is enormously excessive and completely out of scale and character when 
taken with the historic use of the building or any other use in the area. 
 
It is also worrying that such an experimental and untested use is proposed by 
an operator that has never opened even one restaurant in this country before, 
never mind 17, has never held a licence and has never carried out a 
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significant commercial property development in the country, and certainly not 
one as complex, innovative and challenging as this. This lack of both 
experience as an operator and knowledge of the area may explain a great 
many of the inadequacies of the layout and design that forms the subject of 
this application. 
 
Time Out’s inexperience and their consequent inability to explain, let alone 
justify, the scope, style and enormous scale or their operation had much to do 
with why the Licensing Committee felt unable to grant them a licence. 
 

2. Noise from external plant 
 
The kitchen extract ductwork and plant to serve all 17 restaurants is proposed 
to be mounted externally above roof level with a high velocity discharge 
directed horizontally to the south, straight at the back of a number of 
residential properties. The ductwork and external plant will be highly visible 
from the upper floors of a great many properties within the Conservation area, 
particularly those on Commercial Street, Hanbury Street and Puma Court, and 
therefore will be audible from these properties. 
 
The applicant claims that he is installing the plant within an area approved for 
external plant by an earlier planning consent. The applicant however fails to 
acknowledge that this earlier application was for office use with a potential 
occupancy of about a quarter of the occupants proposed by this present 
application and without any commercial kitchens or bars at all. One might 
reasonably assume that the area required for plant by this latter application 
would be many times larger than the earlier application yet the applicant has 
allowed no extra space at all. 
 
The “plant noise assessment” is spurious and misleading as it concludes that, 
based on certain mitigation criteria, the plant noise falls within acceptable 
limits however the drawings submitted for approval do not incorporate these 
mitigation criteria. For example, the plant noise assessment proposes that the 
noise from the main fan equipment is acceptable as it is assumed to be 
surrounded by a 3-metre-high “solid blanking screen” whereas the drawings 
show a much lower metal louvered screen that would provide no acoustic 
screening at all. 
 
In the meantime, the Case Officer’s report ignores the fact that the Council’s 
own consultants have confirmed that the background noise measurements 
were taken in the wrong place and that no account was taken of weather 
conditions and particularly wind direction. 
 

3. Odour from kitchen extract plant 

 
The discharge directed towards residential properties to the south and along 
the back of Commercial Street terrace, against the prevailing wind, will 
expose these properties directly to the odour of the numerous forms of cuisine 
that the applicant proposes to accommodate in the building. The applicant has 
not produced any design to show how the odours from this large range of 
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kitchens might be adequately controlled, particularly when discharged below 
roof level and directly at adjacent properties. 
 

4. Inadequate design of external plant 
 

The applicant cannot identify the cooking equipment required by each kitchen 
as he has not identified the actual operators and cannot therefore properly 
calculate the extract duct and plant sizes. A fish restaurant or cooking on a 
charcoal grill, for example, will require more extract and odour control than 
many other restaurants. The applicant is therefore seeking consent for a 
ventilation strategy that he has not proved to be workable. 
 
Furthermore, it has shown no air supply to replace the air extracted from the 
kitchens; there is no air supply and extract to the dining areas and none to the 
toilets and refuse areas. The drawings also fail to identify how the extract from 
the pizza oven on the 1st floor is to be installed as the exhaust from the sort of 
pizza oven shown on the drawings is much too hot to extract through the 
conventional ductwork intended to serve all the other kitchens.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, the Case Officer’s report states that the 
environmental health officer is “satisfied that the extraction equipment is 
suitably designed to cater for the number of units and will meet DEFRA 
guidelines”. It has not been designed at all yet because they do not know 
what the kitchens are cooking, and what has been presented does not meet 
the DEFRA guidelines. All that has been done is to name a brand of odour 
control equipment, and nothing more. There are no calculations as to whether 
it will be effective or whether it will fit in the proposed location. 

 
5. Visual intrusion of external plant 

 
The visual intrusion caused by running the extensive and sizable extract 
ductwork from 17 commercial kitchens horizontally across original slate roofs 
of a significant building within the Conservation Area would be considerable 
and wholly unacceptable in a Conservation Area. The ductwork will be highly 
visible from the upper floors of a great many properties within the 
Conservation area, particularly those on Commercial Street, Hanbury Street 
and Puma Court. 
 

6. Noise from operations 
 

The potential noise created by 450 diners, or possibly 660 drinkers in what is 
not the purported fine dining experience, but what is essentially a hard 
surfaced beer hall, the inevitable background noise from such a large group of 
visitors, music and 17 kitchens plus 4 bars must be considerable. The 
applicant proposes to contain this by covering the existing roof with an 
acoustic lining; however the effectiveness of this acoustic lining would be 
severely diminished and possibly rendered wholly ineffective by being 
penetrated by so many extract ducts. The fire stopping and acoustic stopping 
required to these openings will further increase the size of the ducts and fans, 
thereby adding further to noise levels. 
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 At 8.3.7 of the Case Officer’s Report it is stated that ‘’The Council’s consultant 
 has no issues with the methodology set out in the acoustic reports’’…. The 
 consultant actually lists four issues in their report that they are not happy 
 with. Namely; 
 1. background measurements taken in the wrong place. 
 2. no note of weather conditions. 
 3. assessments not presented in the full BS4142 format 
 4. manufacturers data has not been included  
  
 There is no disclosed assessment against London Plan Policy 7.15  (Reducing 
 and managing noise, improving and enhancing the acoustic  environment and 
 promoting appropriate soundscapes). 
 
 

7. Removal of traditional roof form and finishes 
 
Please refer to Photo 9 for a view of the slate roof. 
 
The replacement of the prominent and very attractive slated roof of the 
original stables, a significant building within the Fournier Street Conservation 
Area, with a felted roof covering to the externally mounted acoustic insulation 
is wholly unacceptable. 
 
The Council has previously enacted enforcement proceedings against the 
unlawful removal of the original slate roof to no.9 Hanbury Street and ensured 
that the owner reinstated the profile and material of the original slate roof. It 
would potentially seem to be perverse to allow the removal of a much larger 
and much more significant slate roof forming part of a landmark and historic 
building as part of this application. 
 
The Council might be open to challenge that it had acted unreasonably in the 
case of no.9 Hanbury Street if it subsequently granted planning consent for 
the removal of the very same thing that it had previously taken enforcement 
action to reinstate. 
 
The proposed roof build up would also rise above the low parapet walls 
around the building, losing the parapet gutters. The applicant has not 
described how a new system of gutters and downpipes might be installed 
without compromising the acoustic insulation. 
 
The Council’s design officer has without explanation to us, reportedly raised 
no objection to the replacement of the original slate roof and roof lights with a 
grey plastic roof covering, this in the Fournier Street and Brick Lane 
Conservation Area on a roof overlooked by dozens of properties and 
adversely affecting the setting of 8 immediately adjoining listed buildings.  
This is an absolute contradiction and it is, in the absence of further 
explanation, illogical to suggest that the roof would as proposed constitute a 
“minimal external” change. 
 

 The Council states in the Case Officer’s report at 8.2.7 that “Given the 
 minimal external and internal changes, the proposal is considered to 
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 preserve and enhance the existing building and the wider Fournier Street 
 Conservation Area.” The Council has therefore given precedence to 
 preserving the internal character of the building, which is not otherwise 
 deemed worthy of protection, at the expense of the external character, 
 which is protected under its Conservation Area status because it affects the 
 setting of numerous listed buildings.  
 
 At paragraph 8.2.6 of the case Officer’s Report no assessment has been 
 made in relation to the external impact upon the conservation area. The 
 officer has it seems failed to have due regard to the impact of the external 
 works on the  visual amenity of those neighbours surrounding the property. 
 Internal preservation does not give precedence to external works when 
 considering work in a conservation area. “The acoustic roof will sit on top of 
 the existing roof and therefore will maintain the internal features.”  This is 
 simply not a  proper justification as to the harm the external works cause to 
 the Conservation Area.  

 
Exposed extract and ventilation ducts are a familiar and very “on-trend” 
feature of many restaurant interiors and it seems perverse that, given the 
ample headroom and industrial aesthetic of the building’s interior, Time Out 
should choose to place them outside rather than inside, to the detriment of the 
Conservation Area and the setting of 8 listed buildings, and even more 
inexplicable that the Council should favour this solution.  
 

 At 8.2.2 of the Case Officers report no reference is made to London Plan 
 Policy 7.8 (Heritage Assets and Archaeology). i.e. ‘’C: Development 
 should identify value, conserve, restore, re-use and incorporate heritage 
 assets, where appropriate’’. In this instance the case officer has failed to refer 
 to this policy in relation to the external works which for no valid reason take 
 precedent to the retention of the internal features.  
  
 

8. Inadequate sanitary facilities 
 

The proposed operation offers just 6 female toilets and 2 male toilets and 4 
urinals. This is hopelessly below the building regulations standard for the 
potential number of drinkers. The problems with urination in the local streets is 
well documented and can only be made worse by such a large bar operation 
with such a low standard of sanitary accommodation.  
 
Such lack of proper provision is likely to lead to a worsening of problems 
associated with persons urinating, defecating and vomiting in the streets 
surrounding the venue of which residents regularly complain. Please see 
Photos 7 and 10 in the bundle. 

 
There is also an issue over the provision of accessible toilet facilities for the 
disabled and less mobile.  The sole provision appears to be on the second 
floor which also serves as the only toilet at that level for customers generally. 
This arrangement seems less than adequate for the numbers anticipated to 
use the venue and the location itself might be seen as an obstacle in terms of 
access. A wheelchair user would have to get a lift to go to the toilet and wait 
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should it be occupied. Part M of the Building Regulations is not referred to in 
any document and that is key to making spaces accessible. The officer does 
not even refer to it and although it is acknowledged that planning applications 
and Building Regulations are separate ly considered the designated provision 
does not only seem inadequate but does not seem to have been commented 
on by the accessibility officer. 
 
The added impact on sewerage from all these kitchens to the large number 
existing in the area will increase chance of fat-bergs and drain blockages. 
 

 
9. Inadequate access 

 
The public entrance is off Commercial Street through the existing brick arched 
opening. The Case Officers report states that the access width is 4.7 metres. 
This is wrong as it fails to take account that half of this width is taken up by 
coffee bar counters in the entrance area. The effective width is less than 2 
metres. All deliveries to 17 restaurants and 4 bars will also be coming through 
this entrance during normal trading hours, as confirmed by Time Out. 

 
However, at the request of your highways officer, Time Out have recently 
added 39 cycle parking spaces within the ground floor dining area so this 
route will now have to accommodate not only all public access but also all 
deliveries to 17 restaurants, the main escape route, queuing for the venue (as 
they do not have a booking policy), the customers of 2 café bars and now a 
constant stream of bicycles. It is truly mad. 
 

 
10. Inadequate means of escape 

 
There are 3 escape routes from the premises. One via a single exit onto a 
small alley to Puma Court, one into Peck’s Yard and the 3rd via the main 
entrance itself. In the event of fire any one of these must be discounted so the 
other 2 must be able to accommodate the numbers to be evacuated. The 
original proposal comprised a restaurant offer however Time Out has 
subsequently added 4 bars and has applied for a full-on liquor license so the 
venue must now be assessed as a bar operation.  
 
The floor area available for vertical drinking would seem to measure about 
660mm2 and might therefore be able to accommodate as many as 660 
drinkers. Time Out has confirmed 200 staff will be engaged on the site at any 
one time which gives a total to evacuate in emergency of 860. Using 
conventional standards of measurement at 4.6m/person the width of the 2 
escape routes combined would need to be about 3.9 metres wide. The width 
of the two alternative exit routes comes nowhere near this figure.  
 
Furthermore the exit route to Puma Court is through private property and we 
understand as yet there is no legal agreement in place that secures the use of 
this exit route. The exit route via Pecks Yard already serves as the service 
yard, plant area and refuse store for 3 other restaurants plus the access and 
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escape route to 3 flats above. The final exit gates on to Hanbury Street open 
in the wrong direction for means of escape purposes. 
 
The provision of means of escape is acknowledged to be a Building 
Regulation issue rather than a planning issue but since the available escape 
routes seem incapable of accommodating the numbers proposed we would 
argue that planning permission should not be granted for something that quite 
clearly cannot be delivered.  
 
No reference is made to DDA/ Equality Act compliant car parking facilities 
given the scale of the development; why not? 
 

 
11. Inadequate smoking provision 

 
 There is no strategy or possible location to accommodate what, from a 
 potential clientele of 660, given Time Out’s target market, might be a very 
 considerable number of smokers. There is a very narrow frontage of less than 
 6 metres wide that is wholly occupied by access to the venue itself and to the 
 property upstairs. The pavement is only about 3.5 metres wide. There is 
 therefore nowhere outside the premises for even half a dozen smokers to 
 stand without obstructing access. The proposals will therefore cause a public 
 nuisance to residents, businesses and users of the public highway. 30 
 smokers are required to stand in an area 1.5 x 1.5 metres square. This is  just 
 not possible,  and furthermore the proposed location blocks access to the front 
 door of the accommodation above. Please see ground floor plan. 

 
12. Threat to pedestrian safety at the entrance 

 
The customer entrance point is next to a very busy road junction, on a red 
route and with no pedestrian sequence on traffic lights. It is therefore not 
designed as a pedestrian crossing but is nevertheless very heavily used as a 
pedestrian crossing because it is the main access to the Truman Brewery and 
Brick Lane. And in reverse direction to OSM.  The pavement is already often 
busy during evening and weekend licensing hours and there is no safe area 
for taxi drop off or pick-up. The threat to public safety given the massive 
increase of visitors proposed; should be clear and taken into account for 
assessing the demerits of the application. Please see Photos 1, 2, 3 and 4 in 
the bundle. This existing problem will be exacerbated by the deliberate 
absence of a booking procedure. 
 
TfL have confirmed in the Case Officer’s report that they require clarification 
of how taxis will be managed and how smoking on the street is to be 
accommodated.  
 

 
13. Inadequate deliveries provision 
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The customer entrance is also required to accommodate all the deliveries to 
the 17 restaurants and 4 bars and the applicant proposes to make these 
during his normal trading hours. Whether carried or trolleyed these deliveries 
will conflict both dangerously and unpleasantly with the customers using the 
same entrance, those smoking immediately outside it, those queuing 
immediately inside it, and any customers using flower shop and coffee bars 
that the applicant proposes to locate in the entrance area. 
 
Nearby loading bays already often full with deliveries to existing operations 
and often closed for filming vehicles and events. Delivery vehicles are 
generally restricted from stopping within 30 metres of a traffic junction which 
means deliveries are likely to be routed along public pavements from 
adjoining roads. 
 
At one of the Public meetings Time Out said that they were planning a 
delivery every 15 minutes during the day, using the parking bay outside the 
premises.  This is a laughable, inoperable plan considering the daily volume of 
traffic already passing through Commercial Street! 
 
Back up of their lorries will have a devastating impact on Lamb Street, where 
we already have traffic jams each day with delivery vans, Deliveroo, Uber 
Eats, and private cars! We know they will end up using Lamb Street or start 
delivering through the night, although they promised that would not happen! 
Deliveries are to OSM and Bishops Square. Lamb St is the residential part of 
the redeveloped area for the original OSM; many residents’ flats face on to it. 
One delivery every15 minutes as proposed by Time Out is, of course 
impossible to achieve and totally impracticable Tesco and other online grocery 
deliveries will not work with any other time slot than an entire hour, which 
seems much more realistic. By way of considering the practical impact of the 
applicant’s plans whilst say,  delivery No1 is having its allocated 15 minutes 
there may be another 3 or 4 or perhaps on a bad day even 10 more queuing 
up or parking if not illegally in a manor likely to cause traffic congestion.  It will 
be chaotic. Then the next batch of deliveries will turn up while the first lot are 
there and Delivery No1 will be hemmed in by Deliveries Nos, 6,7,and, say 9, 
which have all double parked. Everything Time Out says about this is 
disingenuous. It is totally unworkable. Unless of course the Council is planning 
to redesign East London's roads to accommodate Time Out? 
 
Extrapolating the above scenario Time Out is going to have 17 different 
kitchens with different chefs and their teams competing to feed up to 3500 
people on their busiest days. The kitchens are all intended to be ‘’Fine Dining’’ 
i.e. top quality operations, and will therefore require deliveries of fresh food 
every day. Each of the 17 chefs will have favoured suppliers of 
produce/ingredients/other materials, on whom he/she relies to deliver goods 
of a consistently high standard, a proportion of which must of course be fresh 
daily That could mean that every morning 17 different butchers, 17 different 
fruit and veg, 17 different fish, say 3 dry goods, 3 cleaning products, a couple 
of service engineers, a couple of plumbers and electricians, rubbish 
collectors...So far that looks like 62 extra trucks or vans looking to park in the 
already congested and often blocked Hanbury Street area. Please see 
Photos 5, 6 and 7 in the bundle. 
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Even if you drop the figure to 50, or even 40, .the impact which appears to 
have been either not taken into account or not appreciated by the Council’s 
Development officers will be chaotic, resulting in increased congestion and 
pollution. 
 

 At 8.4.9.of the Case Officer’s Report reference is made to “A condition 
 requiring details of servicing and deliveries would be requested prior to the 
 commencement of the use”. How can the proposed use be approved without 
 this information being provided in detail and in advance and likewise in 
 advance being analysed and found to be acceptable? The Officer’s 
 recommendation for approval is meaningless if it is not based on specific 
 details. Any condition is unlikely to be enforceable thereby giving little or no 
 protection to the community.  

 
14. Inadequate refuse provision 

 
Refuse is proposed to be removed via Pecks Yard, which opens onto 
Hanbury Street. This narrow, cobbled alley already accommodates the refuse 
bins of 3 restaurants (Poppies, Rosa’s and the Japanese deli’) and provides 
the sole access and escape to 3 residential flats. It is inconceivable how the 
refuse from 17 restaurants and 4 bars can be removed along this route in a 
safe manner without gross inconvenience to existing users and the residential 
properties. Hanbury Street has no parking space or loading bay within 50 
metres and the street is mostly a one way single track roadway. It is also 
frequently blocked by convoys of delivery vehicles queuing to access Ely's 
yard when delivering and collecting exhibitions within the Truman Brewery. 

 
The Case Officer’s report, seemingly to find a way to make the scheme work, 
suggests that “there is the ability for waste vehicles to utilise Corbet Place in 
order to leave the site”. Corbet Place is a one-way street running towards the 
site, not away from it so will be of no use I this regard and so the suggestion 
must be disregarded. 
 

15. Unrealistic style of operation 
 

The proposed scheme is being sold as a fine dining experience yet proposes 
that customers collect their food from individual kitchens on crockery carried 
on trays. This just makes is an extremely unwieldy, inconvenient and awkward 
self-service operation. 
 

 The notion that this is a fine dining venue is ridiculous where one has to 
 queue for food, collect it oneself, climb up and down 3 storeys of stairs 
 (shared by staff clearing tables) to access kitchens without the security that 
 you will have somewhere to sit when you return to your table, and then do it 
 all again for the next course. 

 
 Do customers collect all 3 courses at the same time or do they queue for each 
 course separately? Either the later courses go cold or a 3-course meal takes 
 a lot of walking, climbing stairs and queuing. Is crockery all the same for all 
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 the restaurants and all types of food? Everything goes to the same wash up 
 but then needs returning to 17 different kitchens. No division of service routes 
 from customer routes. Possibilities of cross contamination. The concern is that 
 the fine dining operation is misconceived and will fail and be replaced by the 
 same poor quality range of fast food outlets that presently despoil and litter 
 Spitalfields and Brick Lane Markets. These noisy and clattering arrangements 
 are far more reminiscent of a school meals canteen rather than the purported 
 Fine Dining experience 
 
 Also what controls are there for persons visiting the premises and ordering 
 a drink or two at the bar (or as ‘Time Out prefer to label it ‘’the Servery’’) 
 before leaving the venue without having a substantial meal,  as might be the 
 case in a pub? Bearing in mind the fact the sale of alcohol is controlled by 
 Time Out and food by the17 separate food outlets? 

 
 Time Out it must be noted have retained ownership, operation control of the 
 proposed bar functions and the benefit of all profits derived from that source. 

 
16 Contrary to the Cumulative Impact Zone (CIZ) 
 

The Brick Lane area has been designated a Cumulative Impact Zone (CIZ) 
because there are already over 200 licensed premises within the small area 
and cumulatively they by sheer weight of numbers of both venues and people 
contribute to excessive problems of crime, disorder, anti-social behaviour and 
nuisance to local residents and businesses. 
 
No.106 Commercial Street is within the CIZ and therefore “applicants for new 
premises licences that are likely to add to the existing cumulative impact will 
normally be refused unless the applicant can demonstrate in their operating 
schedule that there will be no negative cumulative impact on one or more of 
the licensing objectives.” 
 
The Case Officers report states that “The designation of the Cumulative 
Impact Zone does highlight an issue in terms of antisocial behaviour in this 
location; however it does not affect planning policy”. Licensing and Planning 
Policy should be mutually supportive and should certainly not be 
contradictory. At the recent Licensing Committee hearing 4 Councillors 
unanimously REFUSED even a restaurant licence, never mind a bar licence, 
to this venue because of the fears about ASB, safety concerns and public 

disorder. How can Councillors on the planning committee ignore these issues simply 
because the offences that would be generated by this enormous operation are not 
breaking a planning law? 

 
 

 17 Loss of Amenity and Anti- Social Behaviour  
 
 Please  refer to page 6, Objection 8  above in relation the existing unpleasantness 
 experienced by residents which is repeated here  in relation to the Anti-Social 
 Behaviour. 
 
 At 8.3.22. of the Case Officer’s Report it is acknowledged that  
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 “Officers do observe that there is evidence of a level of criminal activity 
 recorded in  and around the host property, in light of the inner city  location, a 
 high number of visitors to the area it cannot be considered  that the 
 antisocial behaviour is exceptional given its context”.   
 
  
 
 What on earth is this saying to the local community? Has the locality been 
 abandoned to criminals and the unruly? In the light of such an acknowledgement why 
 is the Council apparently happy for the community to suffer even greater harm to its 
 amenity? 

 
Anti-social behaviour element already impacting on local residents’ lives.  The 
Case Officer’s report acknowledges this situation.  Life will just get a whole lot 
worse if this application is granted.   
 
Consultations with Metropolitan Police suggest that “Secure By Design” 
accreditation is sought.  Nothing in that initiative will result in the control of the 
existing acknowledged Anti-Social behaviour problem.  The consequences of 
such large numbers of persons will however impact badly on the local 
community. Please see the second paragraph of the attached letter dated 20th 
December 2016 received by the Council from Metropolitan Police which 
clearly acknowledges that there is an existing and unresolved problem. 
 
18 Objections of Brick Lane Town Centre Manager 
 
Recent objections have been raised by Rachel Jenman, the Council’s Town 
Centre Manager for the area including the site of the application.  A copy of 
the Objection Letter is annexed, the content of which is entirely self-
explanatory.  The concerns are endorsed by the Spitalfields Society and in 
many respects echo concerns expressed above.   
 
CONCLUSIONS 

 

 For all the reasons given above we believe that the applicant has failed to 
 show that there will be no material negative impact on neighbourhood 
 amenities, local businesses and the character of the Conservation Area. On 
 the contrary the impact will be entirely unacceptable to the community as a 
 whole. 
 
 As admitted in the Case Officer’s Report at paragraph 8.3.5 the Council is 
 under an obligation to “Protect and where possible improve the amenity of 
 surrounding existing and future residents and building occupants”, a duty 
 which seems to have been disregarded or at lease been given insufficient 
 weight. This application for the reasons stated above will inevitably seriously 
 damage the amenity of local residents.  Granting this application will inevitably 
 result in a breach of the Council’s obligations to its locally affected residents.   
 
 No adequate mitigation of the situation is possible by the implementation of  
 Conditions as proposed or at all. 
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 When assessing the application in the light of all of the above concerns it is 
 respectfully submitted that this application ought properly to be refused.  

 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
Rupert Wheeler  

 
Rupert Wheeler 
For and on behalf of the Spitalfields Society 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Letter from Metropolitan Police dated 20 December 2016 
2. Bundle of photographs numbered 1-10 
3. Letter of Objection from Town Centre Manager 


