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Olson Kendra /

From: Barrett Daliah

Sent: 24 January 2012 17:24

To: QOlson Kendra

Subject: +  Fw: planning application objection

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: ~ Red
Attachments: = AE objection -63 Grand Parade.doc

From: Annette Elder [mailto:annette.elder@elderrahirhi.co.uk]
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 05:13 PM

To: Barrett Daliah

Subject: planning application objection

Dear Ms Barrett

Please find enclosed my objection to the Licensing application in reference =

'Annette Elder

This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com

25/01/2012



Ms Daliah Barrett

Lead Licensing Officer
Haringey Council
Techrno Park

Ashley Rd

jLondon Nl7;9LN

Dallah Barrett@harlngey gov uk

RE: PREMISES LICENCE BY~TURKISH TRADITIONAL CAFE HOUSE AT
| __REAR OF 63 GRAND PARADE, GREEN LANES, N4 1AF.

24 January 2012
Dear Ms Barrett
As the owner and resident of 7 Stanhope Gardens which is very
close to the proposed premises, I am wrltlng Lo object

strongly to the applloatlon aboVe, which should not be allowed
‘to open at any tlme of the day or nlght '

Though my house ig close to Green Lanes,‘lt ig qu1et
espe01ally after dark when ambweht noise is low, in particulax
at the rear where my young chlld goes to bed as early as 8Spm.
Any noise happenlng in the alleyway;reverblra“s across the
igardens between Stanhope and Rutland Gardens and w1ll make her:
'nlghts, and consequently mine, a mlsery ' o

I belleve that the proposed Turklsh cafe w1ll have a no

- smoklng area, and that patrons will not only make noise on

t,thelr way in and out but will also w1ll stand around for hours
‘ ~ ,lsmoklng, dropplng c1garettes,'mah1ng the alley and

' apavement out51de the alley dlrty, n01sy, threatenlng and
~unsafe ' - ,

;eMetal gates at the entrance of the alley whlch are closed
_af er'dark most nlghts have helped to make the area tidier,
7qu1eter and safer Grantlng a license untll mldnlght would, I
‘{suppose, mean that those gates must remain open until closing
tlme allow1ng the prev1ous gituation to develop agaln That ig -
not acceptable . '

"Reguiarly I’have‘to‘work‘late and coming home alone after dark
~as a lone female when there are groups of men hanging around
on the street feels threatenlno Thls is alreadv the eltuatloﬁ
~ often when there are efeﬂ;e t the Commuhlt” Cehtre in
Portland Gardeﬂs If there is a soelal club up the allejway




especially one where alcohol is'served, thisg gituation will be
permanent.

Stanhope Gardens is a residential street. The opening of a
business serving alcohol with an almost exclusively male
clientele with the access on Stanhope Gardens is wholly
_inappropriate and sets an extremely negative precedent. It
will be damaging to the commuﬂity on many levéls{

‘,I*hépé thaﬁkthe,a@élication'will be unsuccessful;
H'YbﬁrS‘éinééfely' 

Anneéﬁe El&ér‘:

';7iStanh6pe}Gardens

Tondon Na 1HY
_annette.elderegmail.com




LADDER C JINITY SAFETY PAR SHIP

PO Box 32109, London N4 1GN ~ lesp@bliueyonder.co.uk

Ms D Barrett
Lead Llcensmo Officer
Haringey Councﬂ ‘
_ Techno Park

Ashley Rd
‘ London N17 9LN

l ~25~January2012

Dear Ms Barrett

N ew pﬁ‘emaees Eneeﬁce ’Eg"adiﬁeﬂaﬁ Turﬁﬂsia &)ffee House9
rear of 63 Grand Pamdeﬁﬁreen Laﬁﬁeg, N4 EAF
Appiyaslg for late Eéﬁfshé refreshmem & sale of al'coﬁieﬁ to 12 Emdmﬂhi (dasﬁy)
‘ cioemo at 12 3{) (éaaﬂy)

1 INTR oo .

The La erafety Partnershlp (LCSP) cont“ it :presentatlves of '
fNe1ghbourhoo Watches and Residents’ ' Associations both from the ‘Ladder’ roads, and in
~ Green Lanes itself. We are an mdependent group, altl ugh k'ng in partnershlp with

, ,?Harmge Councﬂuandt ~

. 1 co acted by many of our members (espec; ly those who 11ve in proximity to
. the above premlses who have asked the LCSP to obJect to th1s apphcatmn on their behalf.

general prﬁnmples of Harmgey s Llceneiﬁg
holiy ciiically lowin gfﬁheadmgs : v
e The Preveni on of Crlme and Dlsor(ies‘ ~ ‘

- ] t*rthe ISSE!eS sv.arrmandmg the pﬁ eveiitson ef public
‘ ﬁﬁESﬁE’EQ& in éh > light of the s ecgﬁc Eeeaﬁon of the pmggesecé venue.

More mfmmatmn on Why we believe the C@mmﬁtee gheuld rejem ‘zbzs applieaﬁen is provided
under eppz @puaie headmgg below. S



2. REASONS FOR OBJECTING
(a) Relevant sections of the Borough’s Licensing Policy/Objectives

- We believe the following statements in the Borough'’s Licensing Policy 2011 support our
objections: ~ :
o ‘the Council considers that licensing law plays a key role in both preventing and controlling ... alcohol

related crime and anti-social behaviour ... by regulating and applying conditions to affect the number-...
location and hours of premises’ [2.4] : , ’ V

° the council will have special regard to the local impact of licensing on related crime and disorder .. ;
particularly when considering the location, impact, operation and management of all proposed.
licenses, applications, renewals and variations of conditions’ [8.6]

°  licensed premises, especially those operating late at night and in the early hours of the morning, can
‘ cause a wide range of nuisances that can impact on the people living, working or sleeping in the
 vicinity of the licensed premises. The Council is committed to protecting the residents ... in the vicinity
of these licensed premises.’ [14.1] ‘ ‘ .

o ‘in particular, late night activities cause much of this nuisance. Late night ... vestaurants ... can have a
number of adverse effects on the residents in the viciniiy of these premises. Nuisance such as noise,

litter, anti-social behaviour, lights and odour all contribute to the loss of amenity to the geneial
“public’ [14.2] ‘ '

° - ‘moise nuisance is of particular concern ... especially at night when the ambient noise level is low’
[14.3] -
*  ‘the conduct of customers leaving premises or spilling out into public and open spaces is ofien a

source of disturbance and anii-social behaviour' [14.4] -

o - ‘the potential for additional crime and disorder and/or ptlblic‘ﬁzzisance is increased with longer
hours.” [19.1] ' - o ;

s ‘When issuing a licence, stricter conditions with ’reg'ard to noise control and/or limitations to opening
hours may be imposed in the case of Dpremises where relevant representations are made and that are
situated in largely residential aveas. Operating hours between 23.00 and 07.00 are considered to give

_ greater potential for noise nuisance’ [19.3]
(b) Location and Licensing Hours

A key issue with regard to the application is the location of the premises. It is not in
Green Lanes, but rather at the far end of an access/service passage which runs behind
the first few commercial premises in the particular block. There is no other entry or exit
as the passage is a dead-end. The proposed venue s directly adjacent to residential
properties in Stanhope Gardens, and only a few feet from the rear windows of 1
‘Stanhope Gardens. It is also directly beneath the rear windows (often bedrooms) of
~ numerous flats in Grand Parade, Green Lanes. It is therefore a totally inappropriate

~location for any licensed premises, at any time.




(¢) The Prevention of Crime and Disorder and Prevention of Public Nuisance

The passageway has a well-known history of anti-social behaviour including loiteri ing
(with sexual intent) and drug-dealing, which has to some extent been alleviated by the

__ installation of sturdy metal gates, locked by a padlock every evening. They are
certarnly shut long before the proposed closing time (12.30am daily) of the new
venue, and would presumably have to be kept open until about lam daily to allow the
final customers, and staff, to depart. This would obviously recreate all the problems
Whlch the 1nstallat10n of the gates was designed to prevent

'Th1s 1s not speculatlon but based on knowledge of past experience. Members of the

. 'chensmg Comrmttee W111 1o doubt recall as we do, What happened to Green Lanes

1ncrde t‘of 2002. Smce then res1dents ‘naders polrce an councrl offers and local
ﬂCounclllors have all worked to gether in the Green Lanes Strategy Group to make

_ Green Lanesffthe safer, quleter cleaner in :short better place wluch 1t is today

~ We are ther ore very anxious not to rep:

‘ 1s'where grantmg tlns applrcatron wrll take us

. (d);y?reverﬁron o%" ?iﬁbhc l%l ms’aﬁee

~ ar ope Gardens. Any customers
w1sl11ng to smoke‘ Wlll also be forced to congregate in the passa geway as 'there is
. knowhereie e to go Late at nrght when ambient noi

3. r'coNCLUsreoeN f

. "Our comments and objectlons clearly based on the key objectlves and appropriate
par agraphs of the borough’s chensrng Pohcv (noted above), make clear that
 residents are extremely worried at the likely 1mphcarions for the 1rnrned1ate and the
broader, local area. if this applrcanon were to be granted.




We do not believe that any conditions could be imposed which would mitigate this,
and so we strongly urge the Licensing Committee to refuse to grant permission for a
licence to this premises, whatever the time of day:. ,

Yours sincerely

Chair, LCSP



Olson Kendra

From: Barreit Daliah
Sent: 27 January 2012 00:13
To: - Dlson Kendra
 Subject: Fw: Premises licence by Turkish Traditional Cafe House at rear of 63 Grand Parade

?rons Phr!hp Kennedy [marlto kennedy.phil@gmail. com]
 Sent: hursday, January 26,2012 11: 39 PM

_To: Barrett Daliah

"*?Subject Re Premises Ircence by Turkrsh Tradrtronal Cafe House at rear of 63 arand Parade

"'~Ms Dahah Barrett

. Techno ark
, Ashley Rd
- London N17 9LN

Dali 0 ~B;ar‘rett@harmfgev.Gov. uk

. s:heence by Turklsh T1 aditlonal Cafe House at rear of 63
Grand Parade Green Lanes, N4 | AF. ~

26 January 2017

‘,:DearMs Barrett " ‘

Iam the owner of No 5 Stanhope Gardens and would like to obJect to the application for a Ii‘cense e
' for 63 Grand Parade e ' '

The sglarmg 1nconsrstency ofa property W1th no appropnate planmng hlstory or permrssmnmg bemg

. ab , for hcensmg as1de I believe the granting of the apphcatton Would be counter to the

. youn chrldren and the the safety of the general pubhc

council has set out. In partrcular those relatmg to noise nulsance the protecti ion of

, The roperty; in the apphcatron is surrounded by resrdentral propertles Whlch would be adversely
‘ ‘yrmp by the noise generated in the ¢ evening. As yet we have seen little detail as to the functmm ng
of the premise. We . are left to assume that access would only be avallable via the gated access to the
 rear of the property * , ~ o

Thrs area has hlstorlcally been a cause of concern for both re31dents in the 1mmed1ate proxnmty and .
 for any of the borough's residents. using Stanhope Gardens. as a thoroughfare. The access has proven
tobea threatening and mtrmidatmcr space for local reszdents gwen the types of mdwrdua}s who
aiready ﬁequen‘t the pooriy lit and secluded area.

With a smaﬂ chi Id in our propertv we are also. very eoneemed about the leve s of noise that can echo
throughout the terraced homes' gardens in the area. Noise from the property in the application weuldé
certainly cause significant drsturbaaee given its position at the head of the rear gardens of homes in
Stanhope and Rutland Gardens. The increased late-night traffic to and from rhe property would also
add to the inconvenience faced by residents as patrons enter and leave licensed premises.




[t remains rather depressing that after the difficulties the area has faced in recent years, a clear
message has not been received by those proprietors wishing to blindside the planning and licensing
processes.

And so, I trust that the refusal of this application will help to reinforce the positive steps the bmough
has made to remedy this kind of behaviour. :

Yours sincerely

 Phil Kennedy

. V5~}S't‘a‘nhop,eGardens
London N4 1HY
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