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BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL

LICENSING
SUB-COMMITTEE B
04 APRIL 2025

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE B HELD
ON FRIDAY 04 APRIL 2025 AT 1100 HOURS AS AN ON-LINE MEETING.

PRESENT: - Councillor Saddak Miah in the Chair;
Councillors Carmel Corrigan and Julien Pritchard

ALSO PRESENT

David Kennedy — Licensing Section
Joanne Swampillai — Legal Services
Mandeep Marwaha — Committee Services

(Other officers were also present for web streaming purposes but were not
actively participating in the meeting)
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NOTICE OF RECORDING/WEBCAST

The Chair to advise/meeting to note that this meeting will be webcast for live or
subsequent broadcast via the Council's Public-l microsite (please click this
link) and that members of the press/public may record and take photographs
except where there are confidential or exempt items.

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

Members are reminded they must declare all relevant pecuniary and other

registerable interests arising from any business to be discussed at this meeting.

If a disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not participate in
any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in the room unless they

have been granted a dispensation.

If other registerable interests are declared a Member may speak on the matter
only if members of the public are allowed to speak at the meeting but otherwise
must not take part in any discussion or vote on the matter and must not remain in

the room unless they have been granted a dispensation.

If it is a ‘sensitive interest’, Members do not have to disclose the nature of the

interest, just that they have an interest.


https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbirmingham.public-i.tv%2Fcore%2Fportal%2Fhome&data=05%7C01%7CMichelle.Edwards%40birmingham.gov.uk%7C1c228845da07475ba0fe08db3b368449%7C699ace67d2e44bcdb303d2bbe2b9bbf1%7C0%7C0%7C638168877543866727%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8FqjPyARt%2BINMh%2FQZ3H9DMJzXQfmHzO0f0Q5V%2FnOxOo%3D&reserved=0
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbirmingham.public-i.tv%2Fcore%2Fportal%2Fhome&data=05%7C01%7CMichelle.Edwards%40birmingham.gov.uk%7C1c228845da07475ba0fe08db3b368449%7C699ace67d2e44bcdb303d2bbe2b9bbf1%7C0%7C0%7C638168877543866727%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8FqjPyARt%2BINMh%2FQZ3H9DMJzXQfmHzO0f0Q5V%2FnOxOo%3D&reserved=0
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Information on the Local Government Association’s Model Councillor Code of
Conduct is set out via http://bit.ly/3WtGOnN. This includes, at Appendix 1, an
interests flowchart which provides a simple guide to declaring interests at
meetings.

APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS

3/040425  Apologies were submitted on behalf of Councillors Sybil Spence and Adam Higgs
and Councillors Carmel Corrigan and Julien Pritchard are the nominated
substitute Members.

SECTION 53A EXPEDITED REVIEW RE: GLAMOROUS SHOW BAR, 27-35
HURST STREET, BIRMINGHAM, B5 4BD - LICENSING ACT 2003 AS
AMENDED BY THE VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION ACT 2006 - APPLICATION
FOR EXPEDITED REVIEW OF PREMISES LICENCE: CONSIDERATION OF
INTERIM STEPS

On Behalf of the Applicant

Mark Swallow — WMP (West Midlands Police)
Phil Tedstill - WMP (West Midlands Police)

On Behalf of The Premises Licence Holder

Matthew Eason — Premises Licence Holder (PLH)

(Note: The PLH conformed that Sarah Clover, Barrister, would not be attending
this hearing).

* % %

The Chair introduced the Members and officers present and the Chair asked if
there were any preliminary points for the Sub-Committee to consider.

Mark Swallow, WMP requested as a preliminary point, that the meeting be held
in private due to the serious nature of the incident and the fact that the matter
was still a result of an on-going investigation. Members were informed WMP
wanted to share CCTV of the offence, and this would not be suitable to share in
the public domain. In addition, there may be CCTV provided by the PLH which
may need to be discussed int private.

The Premise Licence Holder had no further comments to make and agreed for
this meeting to continue in private.

Members of the Sub-Committee agreed for the meeting to proceed in private.
At this stage, the Chair outlined the procedure to be followed at the hearing and

invited the Licensing Officer to present his report. David Kennedy, Licensing
Section, outlined the report.


https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2F3WtGQnN.&data=05%7C01%7CMichelle.Edwards%40birmingham.gov.uk%7C584b94796ff54ecef40108dabd0febcd%7C699ace67d2e44bcdb303d2bbe2b9bbf1%7C0%7C0%7C638030173317659455%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ea3cWQi91QbHi0WylsVMse%2BkOfFGJAm6SwDPlK576mg%3D&reserved=0
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At 1126 hours and the Chair announced that the meeting went into a private
session.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC

RESOLVED:-

That in view of the nature of the business to be transacted which includes
exempt information of the category indicated the public be now excluded from the
meeting:-

Exempt Paragraph 3

At 1304 hours, the public were re-admitted to the meeting.

The Members, Committee Lawyer and Committee Manager conducted the
deliberations in a separate private session and the short decision was announced
at the meeting. A full written decision of the Sub-Committee was sent to all
parties as follows;

RESOLVED:-

That having considered the application made and certificate issued by West
Midlands Police under Section 53A of the Licensing Act 2003, for an expedited
review of the premises licence held by Matthew Eason in respect of Glamorous
Show Bar, 27-35 Hurst Street, Birmingham B5 4BD, this Sub-Committee hereby
modifies the conditions of the premises licence pending a review of the licence,
such review to be held within 28 days of receiving the Chief Officer of Police’s
application, by adopting the below condition onto the premises licence:

Other Conditions
All members of management at the premises shall receive
First Aid training, refreshed every 12 months, recorded in a
register which will be made available to the responsible
authorities on request

The Sub-Committee's reason for imposing the modification of conditions was due
to the concerns which were expressed by West Midlands Police in relation to
matters pertaining to serious crime, and the submissions made by the licence
holder regarding the events of the night in question.

The serious crime incident had come to light as outlined in the Superintendent’s
certificate and application, which were in the Committee Report. The Police were
represented at the meeting. The premises licence holder also attended the
meeting.
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The meeting was conducted in private session after the Sub-Committee
considered an application made by West Midlands Police under regulation 14(2) of
the Licensing Act 2003 (Hearings) Regulations 2005. The Police explained that a
criminal investigation was ongoing, and CCTV clips were to be played to the Sub-
Committee. The Police therefore asked for the Sub-Committee to go into private
session for the meeting. The licence holder did not object, and the meeting was
therefore conducted in private.

Members heard the submissions of West Midlands Police, namely that the
certificate, which had been issued by a Superintendent under s53A(1)(B) of the
Act, related to an allegation of serious crime. The Police summarised the
investigation thus far. CCTV recordings were played to the Sub-Committee.

The Sub-Committee was surprised that although the application had stated that it
had been the premises’ own door staff who had attacked persons who had been
ejected, and had assaulted one of them rendering him unconscious, the officers
who attended the meeting to address the Sub-Committee confirmed that this had
not been the case. It had in fact been somebody else who had attacked and
assaulted a person, and this was shown on the CCTV recordings. The Sub-
Committee noted that this was quite a departure from what had been stated on
the Superintendent’s certificate.

The Police advised that the cause of the serious crime incident had been a lack
of management control. Persons had been ejected, but then were permitted to
engage with people outside the premises. It had been “a five-minute incident”, but
at no time had anyone from the premises tried to stop it escalating, or to exercise
any control. The doormen had not moved people away, the Police had not been
called, no First Aid had been given by staff, and no ambulance had been called.
The only action during the incident had been taken by the door staff, not the
premises’ management.

The serious crime had been a wounding under s20 of the Offences Against the
Person Act 1861. The Police referred to two further incidents they had noted in
recent months, and remarked that a “stepped approach” had been taken in
dealing with the Glamorous Show Bar. They also read out statistics regarding the
number of violent incidents since January 2024, stating that the venue was
“‘unable to manage late night issues”.

There was discussion with the Sub-Committee over how the Police felt that the
premises should have dealt with ejected persons. The Sub-Committee accepted
that the Police were the experts in terms of the prevention of crime and disorder,
and in terms of addressing the risks of serious crime. However, the Sub-
Committee found some of the Police’s answers to questions rather vague.

It also appeared that there was confusion over some persons shown on the
CCTV as becoming involved in the incident — namely who these people were,
and specifically whether they were staff of other (unrelated) licensed premises, or
not. The Police were unable to confirm. This did not inspire confidence.
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The Police recommended that the proportionate and fair sanction was to impose
four conditions onto the licence, dealing with shortening the hours for licensable
activities and opening hours, the dispersal policy, and First Aid training. The
Police remarked that these would protect public safety. The Sub-Committee was
aware that the priority was to deal with the risk of further serious crime arising
during the interim period before the full Summary Review hearing.

The Sub-Committee then heard from the licence holder who observed that he
had originally been told that it was his own door staff who had knocked a patron
unconscious, but he now saw that this was not the case. He referred to the
additional documents which he had put before the Sub-Committee shortly before
the meeting began (statements and CCTV clips).

He corrected a comment made by Police, namely that there had been an
‘incident’ inside the venue; he said that there had not, only an ejection of a
patron. He noted the Police comments about removing patrons to a distance, but
noted that the distance had not been specified.

He stated that the premises had traded to 06.00 hours for a period of over nine
years. He noted that the Police had suggested that the doormen should have
perhaps closed the door to the premises, but felt that this would not have made a
difference. He observed that things could happen at any time of night. He had
been personally told by West Midlands Police that the Glamorous Show Bar was
not a premises which caused them concern. He noted that the Police seemed
unhappy that the premises door staff had stayed at the door, but reminded the
Members there was a risk that to go beyond the boundary could result in
problems. The Sub-Committee was inclined to agree with these submissions.

He reiterated that it had not been the premises’ own door staff who had
committed the assault. The Sub-Committee acknowledged this and considered it
surprising that the certificate had stated that the Glamorous Show Bar door staff
had been at fault, when the CCTV clearly showed otherwise.

Regarding the four conditions proposed by the Police, he accepted the one
relating to First Aid training. He stated that late opening was very important to the
premises as it catered to the LGBTQ+ community and was part of the Gay
Village. The Sub- Committee accepted that the premises would be valued by the
LGBTQ+ community. He described the operating style. Members found this to be
in order.

He stated that he would welcome a discussion with Police over where the
boundary should be, as the Police had emphasised a need for this. However, the
Police response was that it was not for the Police to decide where it should be.
The Sub- Committee considered this somewhat unhelpful.

The Police stated that whilst the premises considered itself a safe space for the
LGBTQ+ community, the Police view was that it was not in fact safe to operate to
a very late hour, and that the terminal hour therefore ought to be brought forward.
The Police felt that operation late at night was a concern.



Licensing Sub-Committee B — 04 April 2025

Having heard all of the evidence, the Members found that the starting point was
that the grounds for the application had been somewhat misleading, in that it had
not in fact been a member of the Glamorous Show Bar’s door staff who had
committed the assault at all. It had been some other person, unrelated to the
premises. The Members considered that this altered things significantly.

The Police view was that operation to a late hour was creating problems, but the
Members accepted the licence holder's view, namely that the premises had
operated to those hours since November 2015.

The Sub-Committee also accepted that the premises was a safe space for the
LGBTQ+ community, and agreed that such premises were valued by the
community. The Sub-Committee did not accept that the venue placed LGBTQ+
patrons at risk, because it was clear that the description of the incident which had
been given in the certificate was not factually correct. The CCTV, played to the
Sub-Committee, had shown the assault, and the recording had confirmed that the
premises’ own door staff had not attacked the patron.

Whilst deliberating, the Sub-Committee agreed with the licence holder that some
of the Police evidence was unpersuasive. There had not been an incident inside
the premises, as stated on the certificate; a person had simply been ejected. The
requirement that door staff should take ejected patrons to some distance away
was vague, as the actual distance was unspecified.

The Police had said that on the night in question the door staff had not taken the
ejected patron far enough, but equally said that the distance would be a matter
for the venue to decide. This seemed unfair.

A suggestion had been made by Police that the door should have been closed,
but also that the person should have been escorted elsewhere; the Members
were unsure of the point at which an ejected patron ceased to be a ‘customer’ of
the premises, and did not see that it was reasonable that the Police expected the
door staff to be walking a distance away from the door to accompany persons
whom they had removed (a number of persons had been involved). This could
have left the door exposed.

Moreover, the Members were mindful that to require door staff to escort ejected
patrons anywhere, and particularly out of range of CCTV coverage, could be
unreasonable, and in itself a risk in terms of what could potentially happen. The
Members were therefore not minded to add any new condition regarding
dispersal.

Regarding late night trading, the Sub-Committee found that the submissions
made by the licence holder were persuasive. He was an experienced operator
who offered a service to the LGBTQ+ community. Upon hearing the (factually
incorrect) suggestion that his own door staff had attacked a patron, he had
submitted written statements and his own CCTV clips for consideration. This
inspired confidence.

The history of issues at the premises suggested by the Police was rather vague,
and in any event did not include anything that would have warranted use of the s53
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power, which was only for serious crime incidents. The Sub-Committee accepted
that the licence holder was a careful operator, and therefore did not see that the
premises’ operating hours should be curtailed.

The Sub-Committee therefore resolved to modify the conditions only in terms of
one of those proposed by the Police — namely the condition relating to First Aid
training.

The other proposed conditions, relating to shortening the hours and modifying the
dispersal policy, were neither reasonable nor proportionate. It was also not
necessary to consider other steps such as the removal of the designated
premises supervisor or suspension of the licence, as these had not been
recommended by the Police.

In reaching this decision, the Sub-Committee has given due consideration to the
application made and certificate issued by a Superintendent of West Midlands
Police, the City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy, the Guidance issued by
the Home Office under s182 of the Act, the written submissions made, and the
submissions made at the hearing by West Midlands Police, and by the licence
holder.

All parties are advised that the premises licence holder may make
representations against the interim steps taken by the Licensing Authority. On
receipt of such representations, the Licensing Authority must hold a hearing
within 48 hours.

All parties are advised that there is no right of appeal to a Magistrates’ Court
against the Licensing Authority’s decision at this stage.

The meeting ended at 1306 hours.
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