Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Stella L
Address: Sugar Quay 1 Water Lane London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Other
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Noise

- Other

- Residential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways
Comment:I'm writing to object to the proposed planning application. Since the completion of the
apartment building in 2018, the jetty has been open to the public and has become a valued space
for residents and the wider community. It would be incredibly disappointing to see it converted into
part of a private restaurant. As leaseholders of Sugar Quay, we contribute to the jetty's upkeep, so
| believe we should have a voice in how it's used.

As a resident, I'm also strongly against the idea of a restaurant in this space. | have serious
concerns about increased noise, waste, odours, pests, and the heavier footfall and delivery traffic
it would bring, especially in the evenings. It would really impact the quality of life for those of us
living here.
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Environment & Planning Department Our Ref: dd/Ib/Sugar Quay
City of London

PO Box 270 Your Ref:

Guildhall

LONDON 27t May 2025

EC2P 2EJ

Email only: plans@cityoflondon.gov.uk

Dear Planning Authority,

Re: Proposed change of use of the Sugar Quay Jetty, Lower Thames Street, London,
EC3R 6DQ to Restaurant/Bar seating area serving the existing A3/A4 uses of Ground
Floor retail unit of Sugar Quay for up to 169 covers from 08:00 to 22:00 hours: Title
no: EGL574894

RECONSULTATION: 24/01196/FULL

We write with reference to the above re-consultation and confirm we act on behalf of
a number of residents of Sugar Quay, and we respectfully ask the planning authority
to resist this application for a change of use in this residential area.

We write further to our original representation dated 18" January 2025, and attach a
further Acoustic Report commissioned in response to the additional information
submitted by Quantum Acoustics submitted on 25™ April 2025.

Please could you confirm safe receipt of this letter, and if you have any questions please
do not hesitate to ask.

Yours faithfully

Lavid Dadits

David Dadds, Barrister
Solicitor-Advocate
DADDS LLP

Dadds Solicitors T 1
Crescent House, 51 High Street, Billericay, Essex CM12 9AX LEGAL
T: 01277 631811 F: 01277 631055 E: office@dadds.co.uk 200
W: www.dadds.co.uk DX: 32202 BILLERICAY UNITED KINGDOM

LEADING FIRM
Authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority - Dadds LLP (OC358152).
Alist of the members is open to inspection at the office.
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List of residents:

Marcus Silver apt 22
Annie Le Quesne apt 24
Nigel Le Quesne apt 24
Loren Le Quesne apt 24
Lara Le Quesne apt 24
David Collins apt 36
Karen Collins apt 36
Jacob Collins apt 36
Nathan Collins apt 36
Derek Song apt 46
Antonia Osgood apt 53

Alastair Macaulay apt 63
Ming Zho apt 98

Sylvia Zang apt 98
Gokhan Saygi apt 121
Hatice Muge Saygi apt 121
Pat Goldrick apt 123

Ros Goldrick apt 123
James Prince apt 125
Susan Prince apt 125
Isabella Prince apt 125
India Prince apt 125

Miles Prince apt 125
Neslihan Yilmaz apt 127
Graeme Anderson apt 156
lain Reitze apt 157

Jackie Alexander apt 157
David Whitehead apt 158
Ms Qilan Fu apt 162
Mikael Olsson apt 164
Katrina Olsson apt 164



| RBA
ACOUSTIC TECHNICAL NOTE NN ACOUSTICS

Reference: 12862.ATNO1.RN1.0

Date: 22 May 2025

Project: Sugar Quay Jetty, London
Subject: Review of Submitted Information

1. INTRODUCTION

A planning application has been submitted for the use of part of Sugar Quay jetty in connection with a ground
floor restaurant premises.

An initial Noise Impact Assessment was submitted by Quantum Acoustics (QA] following which a report was
submitted by RBA Acoustics (RBA) which presented an alternative assessment and findings. The RBA report
was based upon measurements made on the 15 floor balcony of a residential property at the adjacent Sugar
Quay development and demonstrated significantly higher noise impact than suggested in the original QA
report.

Subsequent to the above, QA submitted additional information on 25 April 2025 which includes a commentary
on the RBA report.

This note seeks to provide the City of London’s Environmental Health Team with a brief summary of the key
areas of disagreement between RBA and QA. This can then hopefully enable a clearer understanding of the
key issues as part of their decision-making process.

2. KEY AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT

The Technical Note produced by QA contains a significant amount of information and response to the RBA
report of 20 January 2025.

However, it is considered that the key areas of disagreement between RBA and QA can be simplified to the
following:

=  Predicted noise levels at facade of residences
=  Prevailing background noise levels at residential properties
= Interpretation of relevant standards for determining degree of noise impact

3. PREDICTED FACADE LEVELS

The original QA report of 11 November 2024 predicted noise levels at the worst affected parts of the Sugar
Quay facade as being 57dBA Leqihour. This was based upon an assumption that patrons of the premises were
using a “Normal to Raised” vocal effort (see para 9.4 of the original QA report).

The RBA analyses was based upon a “Raised” voice and indicated a level of 60dBA Leqhour at the Sugar Quay
facade.

There is therefore a 3dB difference between the predicted facade levels which is fully explainable when
considering the difference in vocal efforts. RBA would contend that it is not uncommon for patrons of
restaurants to speak with a raised voice - especially later in the evening when alcohol may have been
consumed and patrons are in high spirits.
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4.  PREVAILING BACKGROUND NOISE LEVELS

The original QA report of 11 November 2024 used a number of noise survey measurements made at the site
during July 2024 to determine worst case [i.e. lowest) ambient sound levels Leq 15mins.

QA were not able to gain access to the residential properties and so the measurements were made from
locations on the riverside walkway.

In response to suggestions in the RBA report that the QA noise measurements reflect “peak” noise levels due
to the summertime period over which they were measured, QA have suggested that numbers of pedestrian
movements are similar between March and July.

Even if this is correct, and pedestrian movements are in fact similar, it does not necessarily follow that the
resultant noise levels are the same. For example, simply looking at pedestrian numbers clearly does not
consider any changes to numbers of riverboat movements past the site (for which we would expect summer
would inevitably have a higher number of movements and hence noise compared to “off-peak” periods).

In addition, when considering pedestrian movements, the behaviour of humans during a warm summer day is
likely to be different to that on a January day. For example, during the summer, people are more likely to
congregate in the area for social purposes, as opposed to less clement weather where people may simply be
passing along the riverbank on their way to somewhere.

The RBA report was based upon measurements made during January 2025. We were able to gain access to
the residences and so our measurements were made on an inset 1% floor balcony. Due to the inevitable
reflections from the solid walls making up the inset balcony, we considered that the measurements were likely
to overstate the true facade incident noise levels by at least 3dBA.

Comparing the two sets of reported data (as per Table 1 below) clearly demonstrates that the RBA measured
data is significantly lower than that used by QA.
Table 1 - Measured Levels

: QA Adopted Data RBA Adopted Data * Level Difference
Measurement Period (LAeq) (LaeqT) (LaeqT)
60 89 5

17:00 - 18:00

18:00 - 19:00 61 54 7
19:00 - 20:00 60 53 7
20:00 - 21:00 60 52 8
21:00 - 22:00 59 51 8

* These values are 3dBA lower than the actual measured values to allow for the reflection effects
associated with the inset balcony

As can be seen, the QA adopted background noise levels are some 5-8dBA higher than those recorded by RBA.

In their report of 25 April 2025, QA reiterate that they consider their adopted values are more appropriate than
those measured by RBA. To justify this, they suggest that the RBA measurement position was to the rear of
the inset balcony and hence subject to screening from the key noise sources by the glazed balustrade. This
is incorrect however, as the measurement location was not at the rear of the balcony. As the photo below
demonstrates, the microphone was at the front of the balcony and was also above the balustrade level.
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In our opinion, the RBA values are reflective of noise levels away from the peak (summer) periods. We note
the suggestion made by QA that the venue would not be busy during such periods but would expect the
premises operator to provide heaters and rugs etc. to the area along with actively promoting the al fresco
experience. As such, while we would not expect the premises to be at maximum capacity throughout the non-
peak periods, we would expect there to be regular periods where the external space was used at high capacity.

During such periods, the background noise levels used in our assessment would inevitably be more valid than
those presented in the QA report.

5. CATEGORISATION OF IMPACT

Sections 3.0 and 4.0 above allow an understanding to be made of the difference between the calculations
produced by RBA and those of QA.

However, there is also a difference of opinion in how the predicted noise level change is categorised with Table
2 below providing a simple summary of the approaches taken by the two practices:

Table 2 - Categorisation of Noise

Noise Change (dBA) RBA Categorisation QA Categorisation

0 No Impact No change in sound level
0.1-2.9 Not Significant Negligible

3.0-49 Moderate Impact Minor

5.0-9.9 Substantial Impact Moderate

10.0 and above Very Substantial Impact Major
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The table below is a direct extract from the Guidelines for Environmental Edition (Version 1.2 dated 2014) as
referenced in the QA report.

TABLE 7-12 EFFECT DESCRIPTORS

Very Substantial Greater than |0 dB LAsy change in sound level perceived at a receptor of great sensitivity to noise
Greater than 5 dB Laeg change in sound leve! at a noise-sensitive receptor,or a S to 9.9 dB Lae
Substantial : # : . iy SR
change in sound level at a receptor of great sensitivity to nose
Madasasa A 3 10 4.2 dB Laeq change = sound level at a sensitive or highly sensitive noise receptor, or a greater
than 5 dB Laeqg change in sound level at a receptor of some sensitivity

Slight A 310 49 dB Laeg change in sound level at a receptor of some sensitivity

one/No Less than 2.9 dB Lasq change in sound level and/or all receptors are of negiigible sensitivity to noise
None/Not Less th 9d hang level I f negiig t t
Sngn-ﬁcam or margiral to the zone of influence of the proposals

This table can be broken down into the table below
Table 3 - IEMA Categorisation of Noise

Sensitive

Highly Sensitive/ Great

Noise Change (dBA)

Some Sensitivity

Sensitivity

0.1-2.9 Not Significant Ne guidance given No guidance given
3.0-4.9 Slight Moderate Moderate
5.0-9.9 Moderate Substantial Substantial

10.0 and above No guidance given Substantial Very Substantial

As is clear from the above, the IEMA guidance does not fully categorise noise for all level changes at each
receptor type (the highlighted yellow flags the “gaps” in the guidance).

It can also be seen that it is important to determine the sensitivity of the receptor given the variation in
categorisations set-out above. Unfortunately the IEMA document does not specifically define a sensitivity for
each use type. However, Section 4.5 of the IEMA guidance does outline the types of receptors which may need
to be considered as part of an assessment. These include dwellings, schools and colleges, hospitals,
commercial premises, community facilities, retail premises, light industrial sites.

In light of this list, we would suggest it is appropriate to classify a residential receptor as being at least
“Sensitive” if not “Highly Sensitive”.

In this regard the categorisations set out in the RBA report would directly correlate with the IEMA guidelines

with the exception of the 0.1 to 2.9dBA range where the IEMA document gives no specific guidance (although
notably the RBA and QA categorisations both agree that this would be “Not Significant” or "Negligible”.
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Table 7-7 of the IEMA document also provides the following generic relationship between noise impact and
noise effect:

Slight:

Noise impact can be heard, but does not cause any change in behaviour or attitude, e.g. turning up volume of
television; speaking more loudly; closing windows. Can slightly affect the character of the area but not such
that there is a perceived change in the quality of life.

Moderate:

Noise impact can be heard and causes small changes in behaviour and/or attitude, e.g. turning up volume of
television; speaking more loudly; closing windows. Potential for non-awakening sleep disturbance. Affects the
character of the area such that there is a perceived change in the quality of life.

Substantial

Causes a material change in behaviour and/or attitude, e.g. avoiding certain activities during periods of
intrusion. Potential for sleep disturbance resulting in difficulty in getting to sleep, premature awakening and
difficulty in getting back to sleep. Quality of life diminished due to change in character of the area.

6. CONCLUSION

Based upon the above comments and looking at the specific/key areas of disagreement between the QA and
RBA reports, the outcome can be summarised as follows:

=  Predicted noise levels at facade of residences
We consider it reasonable to assume that patrons visiting this type of premises are likely to use raised
voices. As such, our predicted facade levels remain valid (and are in fact only 3dB higher than those
predicted by QA.

=  Prevailing background noise levels at residential properties
The measurements made by RBA were not (as suggested by QA) subject to any significant screening
by the balustrade to the inset balcony. It is expected that the differences reflect the quieter noise
levels during non-peak periods (away from the busier summer months).

= Interpretation of relevant standards for determining degree of noise impact
The RBA categorisation approach is reflective of that outlined in the relevant IEMA guidelines when

considering the residential properties to be “Sensitive”.

In light of the above, we remain of the opinion that the conclusions reached in our January 2025 assessment
are correct. Namely, that the noise impact to residents will be ‘Substantial’ and lead to a ‘Significant Adverse
Impact’ to the existing residential amenity. Noise associated with patrons in the external dining areas are
likely to result in a clearly noticeable noise level change.

It is therefore our opinion that the proposals should therefore not be considered acceptable on noise grounds
in their current form.
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Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Miss Amerjit Grewal
Address: 12 avenue road Harold wood

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Residential Amenity
Comment:l work in the area and use it as a public space. It would be unfair to make it private as
the provisions remaining for public use are non existent



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Judith Golova
Address: 13 Highland Road Purley

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Other
Comment:This is part of a common walking route for tourists, residents and commuters. Their
sense of safety would be eroded.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Mr Ben Lawn
Address: 2 Hermitage Bridge Cottages Hermitage Bridge WOKING

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Other
Comment:This jetty is a lovely space for the public to wander at lunchtime



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Mr ROBERT DEELEY
Address: 81 Pathfield Road LONDON

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Other
Comment:This is a loss of public amenity space purely to benefit a private business. There will be
a significant loss of benefit to the public who will be discouraged or prevented from accessing the
space. It was designed to be open to the public and must remain that way.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Ms Martha Grekos
Address: MGLC Legal Limited 20 St Andrew Street London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Other
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Other
- Residential Amenity
- Traffic or Highways
Comment:Please find attached a letter on behalf of my clients, Pat and Ros Goldrick, residents
and leaseholders at 123 Sugar Quay, 1 Water Lane, London, EC3R 6AP, who object to the above
planning application.

Yours sincerely,
MGLC Legal Limited



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Ms Martha Grekos
Address: 20 St Andrew Street London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Noise

- Other

- Residential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways
Comment:Please find enclosed a link to the petition that over 1,523 signatories have signed to
date against this planning application. See: https://www.change.org/p/prevent-the-conversion-of-
public-jetty-to- private-commercial-use?source_location=search They all wish to make sure that
the whole area remains open and accessible to all the public.

Yours sincerely,
MGLC Legal Limited



24/01196/FULL | Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty : OBJECTION: Reasserted

Letter sent as email to Samuel James, Planning Officer, City of London

June 412025

Dear Sirs,

We wish to reassert our former objection, having read the new documents submitted by
the applicant.

The applicants are not offering meaningful mitigations to deal with the real issues raised
by this application. They are suggesting that any tangible mitigating conditions are
kicked into the long grass, to be dealt with later by Licensing or an ‘future operator’s’
Operational Management Plan, something to be negotiated away from the public eye.

There is no acoustic design mitigation: a roof or coverings for example. ‘Coverings’ could
be the subject of another Planning application, the applicants say.

Only a Planning condition about no amplified music, embodied from the start, would
save the residents from music as entertainment is unregulated until 11pm. The
applicants weave many words around this issue but are not offering a condition to
protect the residents. They offer no tangible mitigation to protect residents from the
noise made by drinkers: they simply disagree that the raised voices of a large number of
drinkers will affect the people who live immediately above.

The applicants’ proposal will do nothing but create more anxiety for the residents and
more work for more departments in the City of London.

Therefore we stand by our objection.

Michelle Lovric

Vice-Chair, River Residents Group



]
Martha Grekos
Legal Consultancy Limited I

http://www.marthagrekos.co.uk

MARTHA
GREKOS

2 June 2025

C/0: Planning Officer Samuel James
Planning Department
City of London Corporation

BY EMAIL:

Dear Samuel,

Re: 24/01196/FULL | Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the adjacent
Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation of
furniture, and perimeter planters and benches

OBJECTION

On behalf of my clients, Pat and Ros Goldrick, residents and leaseholders at 123 Sugar Quay, 1 Water
Lane, London, EC3R 6AP, we object to the above planning application.

The decision for planning permission must be taken in accordance with the development plan unless there
are material considerations that indicate otherwise. Below, we state the planning policies this application is
contrary to and also material considerations that need to be taken into account.

Planning Policy

1. Contrary to planning policy CS9

This application is contrary to Policy CS9 (Thames and the Riverside) which seeks to “improv[e] access to
the river and riverside walk from the rest of the City and the Thames bridges” as well as “maintaining
access points to the River Thames foreshore, from both land and water”. The whole jetty which provides
access and views to the riverside provides a breathing space from the busy environment which
characterises the rest of the City. It is important to balance the river’s functional uses for the movement of
people and materials with its role in providing for the recreational needs of residents, workers and visitors.
There are a series of strategies which shape the riverside. These include the London Plan, which requires
the designation of a Thames Policy Area, whose identification includes consideration of areas and
buildings that have historic, archaeological and cultural association with the Thames; the Mayor’s
Riverside Strategy, which emphasise links between central London and the Thames riverside to the east;
and the Mayor’s Vision for Cycling in London. The City’s Riverside Walk Enhancement Strategy sets out
the City’s plans for street scene enhancement along the riverside, and the riverside walk forms part of
Natural England’s Thames Path National Trail. The River Thames is designated as a Site of Metropolitan
Importance for Nature Conservation.

Martha Grekos is a Barrister authorised to practice in England and Wales and regulated by the Bar Standards Board.
Martha Grekos Legal Consultancy Limited is a limited liability company registered in England and Wales.
Company registered number: 11556806 / VAT registered number: 319632104



The applicant is wishing to change this privately owned public space (see further below, section 4) for
commercial use in order to simply attract a potential tenant for the restaurant that has been vacant since
2017. This is not an acceptable change of use of open space, especially when it is used by residents,
workers and visitors alike in a densely populated and tourist part of the City of London. Providing public
access to the jetty (including the private residential part) represents a significant public realm benefit of this
kind in this key area of London, which mitigates the impact of the lower soffit on the sense of openness of
the Riverside Walk. If this is turned into commercial use, not only is this benéfit lost but the above
mentioned strategies would be breached as the street scene and views towards the famous landmarks will
change and be far denser for all users in that vicinity (including the addition of tall umbrella stands, heaters
and substantially reduced open space and views towards the famous landmarks).

2. Contrary to planning policy CS19

This application is contrary to Policy CS19 (Open Spaces and Recreation) which “encourage[s] healthy
lifestyles for all the City’s communities through improved access to open space and facilities, increasing
the amount and quality of open spaces and green infrastructure, while enhancing biodiversity, by: .
protecting existing open space.. securing public access.. securing additional publicly accessible open
space and pedestrian routes.”

Providing enough publicly accessible open space to meet the needs of the daytime population for both
recreation and workspace in the densely developed City has long been a challenge, which will be made
increasingly difficult by the predicted growth in the workforce. The City of London Open Space Strategy
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) identifies current open spaces and recreational facilities and
highlights areas of need. At present, there are 0.06 hectares of publicly accessible open space |
thousand daytime population and it is important that this ratio should not fall as the daytime population
grows. Publicly accessible open space provision needs to increase, especially in the eastern sector of the
City, where current provision is lowest and the greatest increase in workers, residents and visitors and
density of development is expected.

3. Contrary to planning policy DM3.5

This application is also contrary to Policy DM3.5 (Night-time entertainment). Policy DM 3.5 states that:
“Proposals for new night-time entertainment and related uses and the extension of existing premises will
only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that, either individually or cumulatively, there is
unacceptable impact on: (i) the amenity of residents and other noise-sensitive uses; (ii) environmental
amenity, taking account of the potential for noise, disturbance and odours arising from the operation of the
premises, customers arriving at and leaving the premises and the servicing of the premises. Applicants will
be required to submit Management Statements detailing how these issues will be addressed during the
operation of the premises.”

The applicant has provided an outline operational management plan that only provides that for 169 covers
what the servicing hours will be (9am to 9pm) and what the operating hours will be (8am to 10pm) and that
they will use sighage at the entrance and exit to state “please leave quickly”. In a letter dated 22 Apri
2025, the applicant further adds that there will be no live music and no off-licence sales and table service
only.

This is not good enough. The applicant has not shown how the amenity of the residents and other noise-
sensitive uses have been considered nor are we satisfied that the environmental amenity has also been
taken into account. The noise caused by this commercial operation will mean large disturbance to not only
residents given the amplification of noise (see further below, section 6), but also there has been n«
consideration that the public highway (l.e the Riverside Walk) will also be disturbed as waiters will have to
cross from the restaurant, either carrying trays down the stairs across the public highway/riverside walk to
the jetty or pushing trolleys down the ramps, across the public highway/riverside walk to the jetty - whilst
at the same time trying to navigate those who are walking, jogging, on bikes, pushing pushchairs,
wheelchairs and even residents arriving at their homes with luggage/shopping given that one access to the
restaurant is via the stairs/slopes that residents and delivery drivers (to the residential block) use. This is
not practical given the segregation between the restaurant and the jetty and the area cannot be serviced
without putting others at risk.

Lastly, there is likely to be an increase in anti-social behaviour and such premises will put the community
at risk of public nuisance. With restaurant furniture being left on the jetty overnight, with intensity of use
anti-social behaviour will congregate, impacting residents, given that is where the majority ¢
residential blocks are situated. In addition, there will be more rubbish in that area and nothing has been
suggested as to how to abate this.



Material Considerations

4. Private amenity space

The part of the jetty that is proposed to be changed to eating and drinking use is the private part of the
jetty that is allocated for private residential use for the residents of Sugar Quay. This is not only seen in
planning permission 14/01006/FULMAJ but also the supplementary river works license that is granted
between the Crown Estate, the Port of London Authority and the freeholder SQ Holdings Limited dated 16
August 2019 which states as follows:-

Para 13.3 “not to use the area of the jetty reserved for private use other than as private amenity space for
the residents of the adjoining residential block known as Sugar Quay and not to hold any events or private
parties within this area.”

As such, the residents of Sugar Quay all pay a maintenance fee for the upkeep of the jetty. That private
residential use is private publicly accessible land, more typically known as Privately Owned Public Spaces
(POPS). This is an area that is owned and maintained privately but are legally required to be open to the
public. In essence, this is the “village green” of that area which the applicant now wishes to put ir
commercial use for eating and drinking.

The Public London Charter, produced by the Mayor of London, applies to public spaces so as to ensure
that public spaces remain open and accessible to all Londoners. This is not being applied here and the
commercialisation of public spaces comes at the cost of accessibility and affordability. In line with the
Good Growth objectives of the London Plan (in particular GG1 Building strong and inclusive communities)
public spaces should be places that all Londoners - regardless of age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex or sexual orientation - can spend time in and enjoy, in
comfort and safety both day and night, avoiding separation or segregation. The management of public
space significantly affects how it is used and perceived by the public.

5. Petition by users of the jetty

We also enclose with this letter a link to the petition that over 1,523 signatories have signed to date against
the change of use of this jetty. See: https://www.change.org/p/prevent-the-conversion-of-public-jetty-to-
private-commercial-use?source_location=search They all wish to make sure that the whole area remains
open and accessible to all the public.

6. Noise

The noise aspects have been covered in length by the submission and technical reports from Dadds LLP
and RBA Acoustics and we do not intend to cover them further here, subject to adding that we agree with
the response they have provided: namely, that noise impact to residents will be ‘Substantial’ and lead to a
‘Significant Adverse Impact’ to the existing residential amenity. Residents should not have to not use their
balconies and close their windows in order to be able to enjoy their amenity.

Conclusion

We urge you to decline this application for the reasons mentioned above. The development proposals are
not acceptable.

With best wishes,

Martha Grekos

Director (Barrister)
MGLC Legal Limited
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The Riverside Walk (public highway) that waiters will need to cross over, to get to the jetty.



Photos from the balcony of 123 Sugar Quay - noise impact and nuisance will be ‘Substantial’ and
lead to a ‘Significant Adverse Impact’ to the existing residential amenity.




Use by the public (walkers, runners, wheelchair users, pram pushers, bicycle users etc) will all be
restricted in this Privately Owned Public Space. The commercialisation of public space comes at
the cost of accessibility and affordability. The management of public space significantly affects
how it is used and perceived by the public.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Fiona Lin
Address: 58 Fenchurch Street London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Other
Comment:Public space and access is precious in London, particularly open space and areas by
the Thames. | object to another part of the city and its open areas being taken over for private and
commercial use.

On a personal level, | work near the Tower of London, and walking on / stopping at the Sugar
Quay Jetty is something | will often do during lunch, improving my wellbeing (and probably
productivity). Based on other public comments, this is not an uncommon usage of the space.
There are alternative walkways in that area, but none quite as spacious or accessible (for
instance, for those in wheelchairs). For comparison, see how cramped and congested the nearby
walkway, that west of the Custom House Lower Stairs, can get.

Beyond that, limiting access to the Jetty would be materially detrimental to the tourist experience
of the Tower of London and the area nearby it. | went to the Jetty at around 1.50pm on Monday 2
June, and from high-level review, it seemed like most of the people sitting at or walking by the
Jetty were leisure visitors to London rather than local workers. There were around 85 people in a
5-minute period on the Jetty, on a random Monday - this is a popular spot to walk by or stop for a
drink / snack, and limiting access to it reduces the accessibility of London as a place for all but
wealthier visitors.

Whilst the Jetty is busy already (indicated by 85 people being on the Jetty on a Monday
afternoon), the proposed change in usage would likely be more disruptive to residents too. Various



residents have already made submissions on this application, but even at a common sense level -
| can see how a more fixed drinking and eating establishment would cause more noise, pollution
and commotion than people just walking by or having a light picnic, which seems to be the
common usage of the Jetty right now.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Mr Keith Mansfield
Address: Flat 801, 1 Pepys Street, London EC3N 2NU

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Residential Amenity

- Traffic or Highways
Comment:With friends, as a nearby City resident | actually spend a portion of most days on the
jetty at Sugar Quay. We are not alone. All life is there, a wonderful diverse attractive space on the
river, to talk, laugh, people watch and admire those wonderful views - the envy of the world. It a
space for health and happiness. While we sit and chat there will be people come to exercise, to
dance, to read, children to play, and of course many taking photographs. Walking tours come
through, and we chat with and welcome visitors to The City. It would be an absolutely massive
setback to quality of life in The City if the plan were to go ahead. All of the jetty is well used and
well loved, but the main proposed seating area is the busiest part where people exercise, dance
and mix freely and happily. The loss of amenity to The City community and the visitors we
welcome here, would be catastrophic. But there's more.

| believe it would also be extraordinarily dangerous to turn the jetty into a restaurant space for
diners. The Thames Path in this area is a wonderful resource, and therefore incredibly busy. You
have runners, sometimes individuals but often groups of 30-50 people running at speed along the
Path. You cannot stop people running here - it is the prime spot for wannabe healthy people in the
City. You might want to stop the electric bikes and scooters, but of course the Path is not policed
regularly so these also come through at speed. It is unimaginable that staff will be wheeling hot
dishes, drinks, sharp cutlery across such a continually busy thoroughfare, diving between the
traffic. Anyone who approves the plan has to take responsibility for the inevitable accidents that
will occur.



And if the solution is to close the Thames Path in the one spot where the whole world wants to
travel it, with views of Tower Bridge itself, detracting from the enjoyment of hundreds of thousands
of people for the sake of a would-be restaurant, then shame on everyone concerned.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches. (RECONSULTATION)

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Dr Marie Shaylor

Address: I

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of the Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:

- Residential Amenity
Comment:l work very close by to the jetty in the city of London and use it every single day. In an
already very busy city of London area it is difficult to find space to sit, eat, relax, or socialise
outside. There is not enough space for the amount of people present in the area. Losing the jetty
would be devastating to me and many other workers like me. The jetty is in regular use by the
public and local residents, and is much appreciated by everyone in the area. It is not fair for this
essential piece of outdoor public space, which is enjoyed by so many, to (even in part) simply be
sold of to the highest bidder, at the detriment of local residents' and workers' mental and physical
health. Extremely disappointing this application is even being considered.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches.

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Mr Bronek Masojada
Address: Members Room West Wing, Guildhall London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Alderman
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Other
- Residential Amenity
Comment:As members of the Civic team representing Billingsgate Ward we are writing to object to
this proposal.

A change of use from a jetty where people may gather but not picnic to restaurant will cause an
increase in noise and disturbance in front of the only residential building on the Thames in the
Ward of Billingsgate. There will also be substantial serving staff traffic across the Thames
Walkway. This is a danger to tourists and others using the walkway. These factors alone should
be grounds for refusal.

A result of this change of use is the loss of public amenity space. The jetty itself is described in
planning documents as having two areas - one for public use, and the other for the residents of
Sugar Quay Warf. In reality there has been no distinction between these two areas, so the
occupation of part of the jetty by a restaurant will lead to significant loss of use of the jetty, a
detriment to public amenity.

- It is not clear that SQ Holdings has the right to unilaterally "takeover" this space without the
agreement of the Sugar Quay leaseholders. At the time of the leaseholder purchases, they were
promised use of the jetty space. In a the Deed of Variation dated 11 May 2016 between the City
Corporation, Fishmongers and SQ Holdings Limited, there is an enclosed river works license



dated 2015 between the Crown Estate, the Port of London Authority and SQ Holdings, the jetty is
specifically shown as two separate spaces on plan BLA-JL-00 - a public area and a private area.
The private area in turn has a restriction "not to use the area of the jetty reserved for private use
other than as private amenity space and not to hold any events within this area". This has now
been made stronger by the most recent river works license dated 16 August 2019. This shows
quite clearly that throughout the river works licence process this was intended as amenity space.

We are supportive of the plans for Custom House which which feature a Cultural Café F&B
terrace.



Comments for Planning Application 24/01196/FULL

Application Summary

Application Number: 24/01196/FULL

Address: Sugar Quay Jetty Sugar Quay Walk London

Proposal: Use of part of Sugar Quay Jetty for seating and service in association with the
restaurant and drinking establishment use (Sui Generis) located on the ground floor of the
adjacent Sugar Quay, Lower Thames Street, together with associated works including installation
of furniture, and perimeter planters and benches.

Case Officer: Samuel James

Customer Details
Name: Mrs Melissa Collett
Address: Member Room West Wing, Guildhall London

Comment Details
Commenter Type: Councillor/Ward Member
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
- Noise
- Other
- Residential Amenity
Comment:As members of the Civic team representing Billingsgate Ward we are writing to object to
this proposal.

A change of use from a jetty where people may gather but not picnic to restaurant will cause an
increase in noise and disturbance in front of the only residential building on the Thames in the
Ward of Billingsgate. There will also be substantial serving staff traffic across the Thames
Walkway. This is a danger to tourists and others using the walkway. These factors alone should
be grounds for refusal.

A result of this change of use is the loss of public amenity space. The jetty itself is described in
planning documents as having two areas - one for public use, and the other for the residents of
Sugar Quay Warf. In reality there has been no distinction between these two areas, so the
occupation of part of the jetty by a restaurant will lead to significant loss of use of the jetty, a
detriment to public amenity.

- It is not clear that SQ Holdings has the right to unilaterally "takeover" this space without the
agreement of the Sugar Quay leaseholders. At the time of the leaseholder purchases, they were
promised use of the jetty space. In a the Deed of Variation dated 11 May 2016 between the City
Corporation, Fishmongers and SQ Holdings Limited, there is an enclosed river works license



dated 2015 between the Crown Estate, the Port of London Authority and SQ Holdings, the jetty is
specifically shown as two separate spaces on plan BLA-JL-00 - a public area and a private area.
The private area in turn has a restriction "not to use the area of the jetty reserved for private use
other than as private amenity space and not to hold any events within this area". This has now
been made stronger by the most recent river works license dated 16 August 2019. This shows
quite clearly that throughout the river works licence process this was intended as amenity space.

We are supportive of the plans for Custom House which which feature a Cultural Café F&B
terrace.
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