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BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
  

LICENSING  
SUB-COMMITTEE A 
15 JANUARY 2026 

     
 
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE A HELD ON 
THURSDAY 15  JANUARY 2026 AT 10.00 HOURS AS AN ON-LINE 
MEETING.  
  
PRESENT: -  
 
Councillor Carmel Corrigan in the Chair 
  
Councillors Clifton Welch and Izzy Knowles 

  
ALSO PRESENT 
  
Bhapinder Nandhra – Licensing Section  
Joanne Swampillai – Legal Services 
Owen Roberts – Committee Services  
 
(Other officers were also present for web streaming purposes but were not 
actively participating in the meeting)  
 

************************************ 
 

1/15/01/26  NOTICE OF RECORDING/WEBCAST 
 
 The Chair advised that the meeting was being webcast live and would be 

available to watch after the conclusion of the meeting, via the Council's Public-I 
microsite (please click this link), and that members of the press and public could 
record and take photographs except where there were confidential or exempt 
items.  

  
2/15/01/26 DECLARATION OF INTERESTS 
 
 Members were reminded that they must declare all relevant pecuniary and other 

registerable interests arising from any business discussed at the meeting. 
 
 If a disclosable pecuniary interest was declared, a member must not have 

participated in any discussion or have voted on the matter, and must not have 
remained in the room unless they had been granted a dispensation. 

 
 If other registerable interests were declared, a member could only speak on the 

matter if members of the public were allowed to speak at the meeting but 
otherwise must not have taken part in any discussion or have voted on the matter 
and must not have remained in the room unless they had been granted a 
dispensation.     

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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 If it was a ‘sensitive interest’, members did not have to disclose the nature of the 

interest, just that they had an interest. 
 
 Information on the Local Government Association’s Model Councillor Code of 

Conduct has been set out via http://bit.ly/3WtGQnN. This includes, at Appendix 1, 
an interests flowchart which provides a simple guide to declaring interests at 
meetings.  

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
3/15/01/26 APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS 
  
             Apologies were received on behalf of Councillors Donaldson, Cornish and 

Moledina, and Councillors Corrigan, Welch and Knowles were the nominated 
substitute Members.  

  _______________________________________________________________ 
   
 
 
4/15/01/26  LICENSING ACT 2003 - SECTION 53A EXPEDITED REVIEW RE: – NUMBER 1 

PUBLIC HOUSE, 641 COLLEGE ROAD, KINGSTANDING, BIRMINGHAM, B44 
0AT - LICENSING ACT 2003 AS AMENDED BY THE VIOLENT CRIME 
REDUCTION ACT 2006 - APPLICATION FOR EXPEDITED REVIEW OF THE 
PREMISES LICENCES 

 
 

On behalf of the Applicant  
 

Mark Swallow – West Midlands Police  
PC Sam Huntbach – West Midlands Police  

 
  
  On behalf of the Premises Licence Holder 
 

 
Lucille Green – Director of the premises, and Premises License Holder (PLH)  

  Duncan Craig – Barrister  
June Large – Proposed new DPS  

 
                                

* * * 
The Chair introduced the Members and officers present and asked if there were 
any preliminary points for the Sub-Committee to consider.  
 
Mark Swallow, West Midlands Police (WMP), requested as a preliminary point, 
that due to the ongoing police investigation and the seriousness of the incident, 
that the meeting be held in private.  

 
No objections to this were raised by the PLH and their representative, and 
Members of the Sub-Committee agreed for the meeting to proceed in private.   

 

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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The Chair outlined the procedure and invited the Licensing Officer to present 
their report. Bhapinder Nandhra, Licensing Section, outlined the report.  
 
At this stage the Chair announced that the meeting would enter into a private 
session.  

  _______________________________________________________________ 
 
 EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

 
5/31/12/25 RESOLVED:- 

 
That in view of the forementioned nature of the business to be transacted, the 
meeting entered into private session. 
 
 
At 13:17 hours, the public were re-admitted to the meeting.  
 
The Members and Committee Lawyer 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. The decision notice  
was as follows;   

 
                 
 
6/31/12/25 RESOLVED:- 
 
 
That having reviewed the premises licence held under the Licensing Act 2003 by Rapiddream 
Limited in respect of Number 1 Public House, 641 College Road, Kingstanding, Birmingham 
B44 0AT, following an application for an expedited review made on behalf of the Chief Officer of 
West Midlands Police, this Sub-Committee hereby determines that: 
 
1.           the Licence is revoked, and 
2.           Marc Greene is removed as the designated premises supervisor, and 
3.          the interim steps imposed at the Sub-Committee meeting of 19th December 2025 are 
maintained and shall remain in place until the determination of any Appeal 
 
The Sub-Committee's reasons for imposing the revocation and the other sanctions were due to 
overwhelming concerns expressed by West Midlands Police regarding the risks of further 
serious crime. The Police had brought an expedited review of the licence before the Sub-
Committee on 19th December 2025 following a serious crime incident, the details of which were 
in the Superintendent’s certificate and application (in the Committee Report).   
 
At the previous meeting, the Sub-Committee had determined that the cause of the serious 
crime originated from a style of management which had been incapable of upholding the 
licensing objectives, particularly the prevention of crime and disorder, such that there had been 
a very high risk that further serious crime could arise at the premises pending the full Summary 
Review hearing.  
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The style of management was the responsibility of Rapiddream Ltd, as premises licence holder 
for the premises. The Police were also concerned about the licence holder’s ability to uphold 
the public safety objective, as patrons had not been safeguarded. 
 
West Midlands Police attended the meeting. Counsel represented the licence holder company 
Rapiddream Ltd. Ms Lucille Green, company director of Rapiddream Ltd, attended. Also in 
attendance was Ms June Large, the proposed new designated premises supervisor for No 1 
Public House. Both the Police and the licence holder served additional documents before the 
start of the meeting.   
 
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 the matter was a continuing ongoing 
investigation. CCTV footage of the incident was available to be played to the Sub-Committee, 
and there was also some other video evidence.  
 
The Police asked for the proceedings to be conducted in private in order to preserve the 
integrity of the investigation. Counsel did not object to this course. The Sub-Committee 
therefore conducted the meeting in private session. 
  
Members heard the submissions of West Midlands Police, namely that the certificate, which 
had been issued by a Superintendent under s53A of the Act, related to an allegation of serious 
crime which had occurred at the premises, as per the documents in the Committee Report. A 
detailed account of what had happened on the night in question, and what had been noted in 
the aftermath, were put before the Sub-Committee. The CCTV evidence and the other video 
footage were played to the Sub-Committee.  
 
The Police had met with counsel after the interim steps meeting on the 19th December, and had 
suggested conditions. Those from the premises had put forward counter proposals, to accept 
some of the conditions, but not all of them. The Police considered that given the additional 
intelligence which had been gathered in the interim, and the CCTV footage of the incident, the 
conditions were no longer sufficient to protect the public.  
 
The Police confirmed that as a result of what had come to light, and the very serious nature of 
the incident and what had happened in the aftermath, the Police request was that the Sub-
Committee should revoke the premises licence and remove the designated premises 
supervisor, and for the interim steps imposed on the 19th December to remain in place pending 
any Appeal. There was also a suggestion of links to other criminal activity. The Police answered 
Member questions. 
 
Counsel was invited to address the Sub-Committee. and accepted that the location was a 
challenging area in which to operate, but observed that there had been no reviews of the 
licence. The Sub-Committee noted this.  
 
Counsel acknowledged that trading after hours was unacceptable, and that the Police should 
have been called sooner. He also did not object to the removal of the designated premises 
supervisor. However, he said that whilst those at the premises had made mistakes, they should 
be judged on how they responded to that, and remarked that the reaction from the premises 
had been good. They had not tried to hide anything, had engaged with the Police properly, and 
had supplied CCTV. The discussions had been productive.  
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Counsel was unsure why the Police’s position had drastically changed following the discussions 
regarding conditions. He noted the new evidence served by the Police at a late stage, but 
queried whether it really was sufficient to suggest an ongoing pattern of criminal behaviour. He 
recommended that the Sub-Committee attach no weight to the new evidence at all, as it was 
low confidence intelligence. He also queried why the new evidence was not being investigated. 
The Sub-Committee tended to agree with these points about the new evidence.  
 
He reminded the Sub-Committee that the premises had nearly reached agreement with the 
Police regarding conditions. The licence holder had diligently looked to find the right person to 
run the premises in a challenging area, and intended to have Ms June Large as the new 
designated premises supervisor. She had worked at the premises many years ago when it was 
the Royal British Legion and therefore knew the premises, the area and the local community. 
She was hugely experienced in operating challenging pubs in Birmingham, and the Police had 
said they had no issues with her. The Sub-Committee noted this.  
 
Counsel remarked that the conditions requiring the use of an ID scanner and search for a local 
pub were ‘nonsensical’. He reminded the Sub-Committee that the Guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State under s182 of the Act recognised the role which premises played in the local 
community. He observed that there were no other representations from any of the responsible 
authorities.  
 
Counsel assured the Members that he was not trying to minimise the areas where the premises 
had fallen short, but based on the evidence it was not proportionate to take the course 
recommended by Police. Instead, he recommended a lifting of the interim step of suspension 
and an imposition of certain conditions - such as a reduction in hours, a last entry condition, and 
advance reporting of high risk events to the Police.  
 
He observed that the Police should only bring evidence relating to other criminal activity before 
the Sub-Committee if it was of sufficient weight, but in the instant matter it did not meet that 
standard. He answered Member questions, and Ms Large also addressed the Sub-Committee.  
 
In deliberating, the Sub-Committee determined that there had been an allegation of serious 
crime, which was being investigated by Police. The Members focused their attention on the 
incident which had given rise to the expedited review. The Members agreed with counsel that 
there perhaps was not sufficient recent evidence of links to other criminal activity.  
 
It was abundantly clear that on the night in question the operation had not been properly 
managed and a serious crime incident had occurred. Moreover, the Police description of what 
had been found in the aftermath was a very serious concern. The safety of patrons had been 
put at risk, which was quite unacceptable in any licensed premises in Birmingham.  
 
The Police had informed the Sub-Committee of their firm recommendation. They were not 
happy with the licence holder’s failings, and had advised the Sub-Committee on the correct 
course to take. The Members agreed that the management style shown on the night was 
completely unsatisfactory, and considered that it was not at all the standard expected of 
premises licence holders in Birmingham.  
 
All of the poor aspects of operation noted by the Police were a very significant risk to the 
upholding of the licensing objectives. At the time of the incident the premises had been open 
and trading past the permitted hour. The Police had not been called until the premises had 
been cleared up. It was the premises’ responsibility to ensure that  sufficient staff were on duty 
to deal with patrons and ensure safe operation.  
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Regarding the offer of a condition that high risk events would be reported to the Police, the 
Police noted that very few events in the city were classified as high risk; most were medium or 
low. The premises had confirmed that the event in which the serious crime incident had taken 
place would have been considered high risk, and yet there had been just one member of staff 
on duty in the entire premises. The Police asked, “can you really trust an organisation that does 
this?” The Sub-Committee accepted that it was not possible to have proper trust and 
confidence in the licence holder to operate safely. 
 
The Police had expressed concern that risk assessments would not be accurate and therefore 
would not assure safety. The Police advice was that the conditions put forward by the licence 
holder would not be adequate to ensure the upholding of the licensing objectives.  
 
The Sub-Committee was mindful of the fact that revocation was the strongest sanction, and 
acknowledged that there was a community benefit in allowing licensed premises to continue to 
trade wherever it was possible for them to do so. However, in the instant matter, the Members 
considered that trading ‘after hours’ and the failure to call the Police until the scene had been 
cleared up were a grave risk to the licensing objectives. These types of failure were a risk to 
patrons.  
 
The Police’s firm recommendation was that the conditions proposed by the licence holder were 
not adequate in terms of either the public safety objective or the protection of children from 
harm objective. The Sub-Committee was reluctant to take any risk whatsoever with safety, 
especially that of children, given that the Guidance stated that the Police were Sub-Committee’s 
source of expert advice. 
 
The Members accepted that Ms Large was an experienced person who knew the area, and 
noted that she had answered questions during the meeting in an honest way. However, the 
Sub-Committee noted that she was already a designated premises supervisor at another 
licensed premises elsewhere, and therefore, whilst she explained that she would share the 
responsibilities of the designated premises supervisor role at No 1 Public House with another 
experienced person, who was not named, she would not be physically present on a full time 
basis at No 1 Public House to oversee concerns as they arose. This was a concern, given the 
seriousness of the serious crime incident which had occurred. 
 
Furthermore, the Sub-Committee considered that whilst it had been said during the meeting 
that the licence holder company was experienced and operated numerous premises elsewhere 
in the country, any capable operator would not have permitted the failings which had been seen 
on the night in question – trading beyond the permitted hour, having only one member of staff 
on duty, and not promptly alerting the Police to the incident.  
 
The Members also agreed with the Police submissions regarding the proposal that high risk 
events would be notified in advance. It was correct that such events should be rare. Moreover, 
whilst the premises had confirmed that the event on the night of the serious crime incident 
would have been classed as a high risk event, the premises had seen fit to continue trading 
with only one member of staff to cover the entire venue (after other members of staff left due to 
childcare arrangements and illness).  
 
This resulted in only one member of staff being on duty in the venue at the time of the serious 
crime incident. The Sub-Committee was very concerned that the licence holder had no 
contingency in place to be able to bring in extra staff at short notice. This did not inspire 
confidence at all and was a significant risk to the safety of patrons.  
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The Members also noted that the premises had rejected some conditions, for example the use 
of an ID scanner, even though the Police had requested this in direct response to a serious 
crime incident and to ensure public safety. 
 
The Members had wanted reassurance that the premises could operate safely before they 
could consider lifting the interim steps. They had received no such reassurance – indeed, the 
Police had advised that revocation was the correct course. Moreover, it was clear that there 
was no possibility of imposing measures that would adequately address the risks, given that the 
Police had said that the proposed conditions were not satisfactory and ought not to be 
accepted.  
 
The Sub-Committee felt that to try some other sanction, such as a different modification of the 
conditions, was not the correct course, as it would not properly address the risks. Neither the 
Police nor the Sub-Committee were prepared to risk public safety or the protection of children 
from harm.  
 
All in all, the Members were unconvinced, given the recent serious crime incident, that the 
premises could reopen safely, or that the licence holder company was a responsible operator. 
The same applied to the current designated premises supervisor, who had been removed at the 
last meeting.  
 
When considering the sanction, the Sub-Committee agreed with Police that it was management 
failings which had led to an allegation of serious crime. The incident had shown a complete 
breakdown in management control, and a complete disregard for the licensing objectives.  
 
The Sub-Committee determined that it had no confidence in the operation, and noted that a 
Police investigation into the serious crime incident on the night in question was ongoing.  
 
It was for these reasons that the Sub-Committee resolved to revoke the licence. This sanction 
was the most serious action that the Sub-Committee could take, but it was both necessary and 
reasonable to impose this sanction to address the immediate problems with the premises, 
namely the potential for further serious crime, and in order to ensure that the licensing 
objectives were no longer at risk. The proposed conditions did not adequately cover the risks.  
 
The Members also determined that the removal of the designated premises supervisor was a 
very important safety feature, given that it was this individual who was responsible for the day to 
day running of the premises. The Sub-Committee considered that in an allegation of serious 
crime, public safety was paramount. The Members therefore resolved that the revocation of the 
licence and removal of the designated premises supervisor was the proper course. The interim 
steps would remain in place pending any Appeal, to guard against the risk of further serious 
crime. 
 
In reaching this decision, the Sub-Committee has given due consideration to the City Council’s 
Statement of Licensing Policy, the latest version of the Guidance issued under section 182 of 
the Licensing Act 2003 by the Secretary of State, the application and certificate issued by West 
Midlands Police under Section 53A of the Licensing Act 2003, the written representations 
(including those submitted by persons who wrote in support of the premises), and the 
submissions made at the hearing by West Midlands Police, by counsel representing the licence 
holder, and by Ms June Large.  
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All parties are reminded that under the provisions contained within Schedule 5 to the Licensing 
Act 2003, there is the right of Appeal against the decision of the Licensing Authority to the 
Magistrates’ Court, such an appeal to be made within twenty-one days of the date of notification 
of the decision.  The determination of the Sub-Committee, save for maintaining the interim 
steps decision of the 19th December 2025, does not have effect until the end of the twenty-one 
day period for appealing against the decision or, if the decision is appealed against, until the 
appeal is determined. 
 

 
The meeting ended at 13.19 hours.  
 
 
 
 
 

CHAIR’S SIGNATURE……………………………………… 


