
For Consideration By Licensing Sub-Committee 

Meeting Date 01 December 2022 

Type of Notice TEMPORARY EVENT NOTICE – COUNTER NOTICE 

Address of Premises Off Broadway, 63-65 Broadway Market, London, E8 
4PH 

Classification Decision 

Ward(s) Affected London Fields 

Director Rickardo Hyatt 

1. Summary

1.1. The Metropolitan Police have given the Licensing Authority and the premises
user notice of objection to Temporary Event Notice for an event to be held on
08/12/2022 from 16:00 finishing on 09/12/2022 at 01:00am at above
premises. The Licensing Authority must hold a hearing to decide whether or
not to allow the event to proceed.

2. Current Status/History

2.1. The premises licence was revoked at the Licensing Sub-Committee hearing
on 22 March 2022 and the licensee has appealed the decision.

3. TEMPORARY EVENT NOTICE FOR EVENT TO BE HELD 08/12/2022 -
09/12/2022

3.1. A TEN has been submitted to allow licensable activities to take place on the
premises. A copy of the Temporary Event Notice is attached as Appendix A.

4. Objections

4.1. The Metropolitan Police have objected to the TEN on the grounds of the
prevention of crime and disorder, public safety and the prevention of public
nuisance. A copy of the objection is attached as Appendix B.



 

 
 

5.   Guidance Considerations 

5.1. That the Licensing Sub-Committee consider the issuing of counter notices if    
it is satisfied that any of the licensing objectives would be undermined if the 
premises were to be used in accordance with the temporary event notice. 

6.   Policy Considerations 

6.1        When considering an objection to a TEN the Council will: 

 Expect that any existing conditions will be maintained (where relevant) 
in circumstances where an event is to take place at a premises that has 
an existing authorisation. 

 Assess any history of complaints as a result of licensable activity that 
may or may not have been authorised by a TEN. 

 Consider the track record of the premises user 
 

6.2       Consider any other control measures proposed to mitigate the objection  

7.  Human Rights Act 1998 Implications  

7.1.  There are implications for; 

 Article 6 – Right to a fair hearing 
 Article 14 – Not to discriminate 
 Balancing; Article 1- Peaceful enjoyment of their possession (i.e. a 

licence is defined as being a possession) with Article 8 – Right of 
Privacy (i.e. respect private & family life) to achieve a proportionate 
decision having regard to the protection of an individuals rights against 
the interests of the community at large. 

 
8.   Members; Decision Making  

8.1. Option 1  

That the Licensing Authority decides not to give a counter notice. 

8.2. Option 2 

That the Licensing Authority decides to give a counter notice, giving the 
reasons for the decision. 

9. Conclusion 

9.1. That Members decide whether or not to issue a counter notice for the event 
scheduled to take place on 08/12/2022 from 16:00 finishing on 09/12/2022 at 
01:00am at location above. 

 

 



Appendices: 

 Appendix A – Temporary Event Notice 
 Appendix B – Objection from the Responsible Authority 
 Appendix C – Location Map 

Report Author Name: Suba Sriramana 
Title: Principal Licensing Officer 
Email: Subangini.Sriramana@hackney.gov.uk 
Tel: 020 8356 4915 
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RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY REPRESENTATION: 
APPLICATION UNDER THE LICENSING ACT 2003 

RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY DETAILS 

NAME OF AUTHORITY Metropolitan Police service 
ADDRESS OF AUTHORITY Licensing Unit, 

Stoke Newington Police Station 
33 Stoke Newington High Street 
Stoke Newington  
London 
N16 8DS 

CONTACT NAME PC3590CE Hunwick 
TELEPHONE NUMBER 02082176694 
E-MAIL ADDRESS hackneylicensing@met.police.uk 

APPLICATION PREMISES 

NAME & ADDRESS OF PREMISES 
Off Broadway 
63/65 Broadway Market 
E84PH 

NAME OF PREMISES USER Clea Creed 

COMMENTS 

I make the following relevant representations in relation to the above application 
to the TEN at the above address. 

1) the prevention of crime and disorder ♦ 
2) public safety ♦ 
3) the prevention of public nuisance ♦ 
4) the protection of children from harm � 

Representations (which include comments and/or objections) in relation to: 

Appendix B



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above representations are supported by the following evidence and 
information. 
 
 
 
 
Are there any actions or measures that could be taken to allay concerns or 
objections? If so, please explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed     PC590GD HUNWICK (By E-mail) 
    
Name     PC590GD HUNWICK (Printed) 
 

 
Police object to the granting of this TEN for the 8th/9th December 2022 on the grounds of 
crime and disorder, public safety, the prevention of public nuisance and the protection of 
children from harm for the following reason(s): 
 
The venue has repeatedly breached conditions pertaining to its licence and operated in such a 
manner as to generate numerous complaints from local residents to such an extent that the 
premises licence was revoked at Sub Committee earlier this year (Decision letter attached). 
Police can not therefore be satisfied that the licensing objectives will not be undermined by 
the hours of the venue being further extended by this Temporary Events Notice. 

Police National Computer (PNC) data, Criminal Intelligence Reports, personal knowledge 
 

Details as requested 



Review of the Premises Licence – Off Broadway, 63-65 Broadway Market -
Revocation

The decision of 22 March 2022

The licensing sub-committee, in considering this decision from the information
presented to them within the report and at the hearing today and having regard to
the promotion of the licensing objectives:

● the prevention of crime and disorder;
● public safety;
● prevention of public nuisance; and
● the protection of children from harm,

that the premises licence for Off Broadway, 63-65 Broadway Market be revoked.

The Reasons for the decision:

The Licensing Sub-Committee carefully considered the application for a review of the
premises licence from the Licensing Authority supported by the Metropolitan Police
Service (“the police”), and 93 Other Persons (local residents). They also carefully
considered the representations from the licence holder’s representative and the
licence holder, and the supporting evidence presented by them. The Sub-Committee
decided that revocation of the premises licence was an appropriate and necessary
course of action, given the repeated failures to comply with the terms and conditions
of the premises licence.

The Sub-Committee also considered the other options available to them, as detailed
in the report. They were satisfied that none of these would adequately address the
likelihood of public nuisance reoccurring. They felt that revocation of the licence was
necessary to prevent the licensing objectives being undermined in the future.

The Sub-Committee considered the evidence that led to the review being called by
the Licensing Authority. They took into consideration the following specific evidence:

1. The Sub-Committee had no confidence that the licence holder would make
the necessary changes to improve the operation of the premises so that it
would not have a negative impact on the local residents that live near to the
premises.

2. The local residents made representations to the effect that, if the
Sub-Committee was not minded to revoke the licence, it should prohibit
off-sales, outside drinking and vertical drinking, all of which led to complaints



about noise nuisance, albeit residents were not satisfied that such additional
conditions would either address their concerns or be complied with. The
Sub-Committee heard from local residents that over 25 complaints of noise
nuisance and other complaints about the premises had been made to the
Licensing Authority. It was noted that a large number of the local residents
had lived in the area for 40 years and continue to have disturbed sleep late at
night due to the noise coming from the premises.

3. The Sub-Committee heard evidence from local residents that alcohol has
been sold outside permitted hours under Planning Permission.

4. The licence holder was not in agreement with the original, proposed
conditions discussed with the police and the Licensing Authority.

5. The Sub-Committee were disappointed that the licence holder did not take the
opportunity presented by the meeting’s adjournment to negotiate or mediate
with local residents to overcome and address their concerns about the
premises.  This was the purpose of the adjournment. It was clear to the
Sub-Committee that the licence holder showed no consideration about how
the noise nuisance affected local residents.

6. The Sub-Committee took into account that the licence holder did not engage
with local residents, despite claiming to have offered mediation, and was not
proactive in trying to resolve the recent noise nuisance. The Sub-Committee
took into consideration that the local residents did not have sight of the draft
conditions to comment on until just before the resumption of the Licensing
Sub-Committee hearing on 22 March. This gave the local residents no time to
properly consider and comment on the draft conditions, as the parties had
agreed when adjourning the hearing on 25 January.  This demonstrated a
lamentable lack of commitment to working with residents and the Responsible
Authorities to find an agreed resolution.

7. The Sub-Committee heard from local residents that there continued to be
recent complaints of noise nuisance in February from the premises to which
the licence holder did not respond.

8. The local residents had told the Sub-Committee that they are exhausted with
the licence holder failing to comply with the conditions on their licence, and
they have no confidence that the licence holder would comply with the new
draft conditions.

9. The Sub-Committee heard from local residents that the premises had various
planning issues that needed to be resolved including applying for Planning
Permission for permitted hours to operate the premises which has been



outstanding for some time. The Sub-Committee noted that the licence holder
was informed on 11 June 2015 that it was not compliant with its planning
consent.  Although there were no representations from the Planning Service
in relation to the planning issues, the Sub-Committee felt the licence holder
could have avoided this, however, there was no attempt previously by the
licence holder to resolve the situation.

10.The Sub-Committee heard evidence that the premises had been operating
without the required Designated Premises Supervisor (DPS) since 2020 which
is a requirement to operate the premises. The Sub-Committee heard from the
Licensing Authority that the licence holder had not submitted an application
for a new Designated Premises Supervisor until very recently.  The Licensing
Authority received an invalid application to change the DPS on 17 March
2022. The Licensing Authority requested further information for the licence
holder to provide his consent to act as the DPS (a necessary component of a
valid DPS application). The Sub-Committee heard from the police that as an
experienced licence holder he should have known the process and
procedures to apply for a new DPS.

11. The impact that the premises are having on local residents due to the public
nuisance issues is evident from the numerous complaints which the Licensing
Authority has received from local residents.

12.The Sub-Committee took into consideration that the extent of these issues is
symptomatic of the way in which the premises are managed.

13.The Sub-Committee felt that the way the premises were operating was
unacceptable and could not continue. There were very serious concerns
about the ability of the licence holder to uphold the licensing objectives
following these repeated failings. The premises lacked good management,
adequate supervision, and responsible staff.

14.The Sub-Committee took into consideration that 93 representations received
from and on behalf of local residents in support of the review application. The
Sub-Committee also heard that local residents experienced noise disturbance
from patrons leaving the premises.

The Sub-Committee when making their decision took into consideration the lack of
confidence in the licence holder and the management of the premises. The
Sub-Committee was not confident, given the serious issues raised in relation to
public nuisance, that the current management in charge of the premises and the
licence holder are capable of upholding or promoting the licensing objectives.



Your right to appeal

If you are aggrieved by any term, condition or restriction attached
to this decision, you have the right to appeal to Thames Magistrates at Thames
Magistrates Court, 58 Bow Road, London E3 4DJ within 21 days from the date
you receive the written decision.
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