
 

  

BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 

  

LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE C  

 

 

THURSDAY, 19 DECEMBER 2019 AT 09:30 HOURS  

IN ROOM 190, MARGARET STREET, [VENUE ADDRESS] 

 

Please note a short break will be taken approximately 90 minutes from the start of the meeting and a 

30 minute break will be taken at 1300 hours. 

A G E N D A 

 

 
1 NOTICE OF RECORDING  

 
Chairman to advise meeting to note that members of the press/public may 
record and take photographs except where there are confidential or exempt 
items. 
 

 

 
2 DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS  

 
Members are reminded that they must declare all relevant  pecuniary and non 
pecuniary interests arising from any business to be discussed at this meeting. If a 
disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not speak or take part in 
that agenda item. Any declarations will be recorded in the minutes of the meeting. 
 

 

 
3 APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS  

 
  
 

 

5 - 46 
4 MINUTES  

 
To note the public part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 18 September 
2019. 
  
To note the public part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 31 October 
2019. 
  
To note the public part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 6 November 
2019. 
  
To note the public part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 13 November 
2019. 
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P R I V A T E   A G E N D A 

 

47 - 106 
5 LICENSING ACT 2003 PREMISES LICENCE – GRANT THE CORNER 

SHOP, 41 HORSEFAIR, BRISTOL STREET, BIRMINGHAM, B1 1DA  
 
Report of the Interim Assistant Director of Regulation and Enforcement 
  
N.B. Application scheduled to be heard at 9.30am 
  
 

 

107 - 134 
6 LICENSING ACT 2003 TEMPORARY EVENT NOTICE - WALKABOUT, 

266-271A LANGLEY BUILDINGS, REGENCY WHARF, BIRMINGHAM, 
B1 2DS  
 
Report of the Interim Assistant Director of Regulation and Enforcement. 
  
This item has been withdrawn as the objections to the application has been 
withdrawn. 
 

 

 
7 OTHER URGENT BUSINESS  

 
To consider any items of business by reason of special circumstances (to 
be specified) that in the opinion of the Chairman are matters of urgency. 
 

 

 
8 EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC  

 
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 Paragraphs 1, 3 and 7 
 

 

 

 
1 MINUTES  

 
To note the private part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 18 September 
2019 and to confirm and sign the Minutes as a whole. 
  
To note the private part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 31 October 
2019 and to confirm and sign the Minutes as a whole. 
  
To note the private part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 6 November 
2019 and to confirm and sign the Minutes as a whole. 
  
To note the private part of the Minutes of the meeting held on 13 November 
2019 and to confirm and sign the Minutes as a whole. 
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2 LOCAL GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) ACT 1976, 

TOWN POLICE CLAUSES ACT 1847, PRIVATE HIRE AND HACKNEY 
CARRIAGE DRIVERS LICENSES  
 
Report of the Director of Regulation and Enforcement. 
(Paragraphs 1 & 7) 
  
N.B. Case scheduled to be heard at 12.30pm. 
 

 

 
3 OTHER URGENT BUSINESS (EXEMPT INFORMATION)  

 
To consider any items of business by reason of special circumstances (to 
be specified) that in the opinion of the Chairman are matters of urgency. 
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
  

LICENSING SUB-
COMMITTEE C 
WEDNESDAY, 18 
SEPTEMBER, 2019 

  
  

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE LICENSING 
SUB-COMMITTEE A HELD ON 18 SEPTEMBER,          
2019 AT 0930 HOURS, IN ELLEN PINSENT ROOM, 
COUNCIL HOUSE, BIRMINGHAM, B1 1BB 
  
PRESENT: - Councillor Mike Leddy in the Chair. 

  
Councillors Neil Eustace and Mary Locke. 

  
ALSO PRESENT 
  
Bhapinder Nandhra, Licensing Section 
Parminder Bhomra, Committee Lawyer 
Louisa Nisbett, Committee Manager 
 
(5 Members of the public were in attendance) 

 

************************************* 
 
NOTICE OF RECORDING 

 
1/180019 The Chairman advised the meeting to note that members of the press/public may 

record and take photographs except where there are confidential or exempt items. 
 _________________________________________________________________ 

 
 DECLARATION OF INTERESTS 

 
 2/180919        Members were reminded that they must declare all relevant and pecuniary and 

non-pecuniary interests arising from any business to be discussed at this meeting.  
If a disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not speak or take 
part in that agenda item.  Any declarations to be recorded in the minutes of the 
meeting. 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS 
  

3/180919 An apology was received on behalf of Councillor Martin Straker-Welds for 

his inability to attend the meeting.  Councillor Mary Locke attended the 

meeting as a nominee Member.   
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 MINUTES 
  

      4/180919 The public section of the Minutes of the meetings on 7 August and 28 August, 
2019, having been previously circulated were confirmed and signed by the 
Chairman.  
  

 
 LICENSING ACT 2003 PREMISES LICENCE GRANT  - HATTER’S HOSTEL 

BIRMINGHAM, 89-95 LIVERY STREET, BIRMINGHAM, B3 1RJ 
  
 The following report of the Director of Regulation and Enforcement was 

submitted:- 
 
 (See document no. 1) 
 

On behalf of the Applicant  
 
Erwin Olivera – Applicant 
Angela Cutrera, Applicant 
David Roberts – Eversheds Solicitor 
Amy Worthington – Eversheds Solicitor’s 
 
Those Making Representations  
 
Steve Blundell  
Adrian Curtis representing Graham Nicholl 
Graham Nicholl – Director Queens Court Manor 
Dr Dan Shepherd  

 
 Following introductions by the Chairman, the main points of the report were 

outlined by Bhapinder Nandhra, Licensing Section.  It was noted that the 
representations made by Environmental Health had been withdrawn following 
agreed conditions with the applicant.  Copies had been sent to all parties prior to 
the meeting.   

 
 Following no objections being made by any of the objectors David Roberts gave 

out copies of the following documents to all parties:- 
 

- Coloured brochure 
- Larger coloured copy of the plans 
- Some additional photographs 
- Copies of the menu 

 
 David Roberts made the following points in support of the                                                      

application and in response to questions from Members:- 
 

1. Hatter’s Hostel Birmingham had been acquired by Selina Group in March this 
year.  Selina is a UK Company.  They were a bespoke unique brand with 43 
hotels across the world including in Manchester and Liverpool. 
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2. This would be a quality investment and their developments were ongoing.  
They were looking at major locations eg  South Coast, Cornwall. 
 

3. Their intention was to offer 26 individual rooms including standard, suites and 
multiple occupation.  Flexible accommodation will be offered.   

 
4. Other operations include facilities to local communities such as a daytime 

café, coffee bar, co-working space and provision of well being. 
 

5. The location was ideal however the premises had been acquired without a 
licence.  There were facilities for a restaurant in the basement and a bar in 
another area.  Significant investment had been made in the building which was 
2 buildings amalgamated to the sum of £1.5 to £2 million. 

 
6. The original application was by Hatter’s Hostel and the plans were re-

considered by the applicant as not being suitable for the premises. 
 

7. The amended plans had been agreed with Environmental Health.  There 
would be a multi use area in the lobby, reception desk, coffee bar and daytime 
bar area.  The capacity for the car park was approximately 55 at the most.   

 
8. As an application for a hotel they were conscious of the noise and live 

entertainment would be acoustic music eg guitar or a keyboard. 
 

9. It was reiterated that there would be no provision for a nightclub in the 
basement.  The premises will be a restaurant.  Staff had been employed to 
work in the kitchen.  The menu was substantial.  Last orders would be 10pm 
and the mornings would focus on breakfasts.   

 
10. With regard to concerns by residents use by non-residents for licensable 

activities would be from 11am to 12pm.   
 

11. This was a good quality offering.  Selina had key values with regards it’s 
operations and must work with those around it.  They would work with local 
residents and the local community in terms of its operation.   

 
12. It was already an established practice by Selina to give 48 hours per full time 

staff to charity in the area.   
 

13. They were looking at a different market and clientele to Hatter’s Hostel.  The 
room rates were not budget level.  Rates stated at £25 up to £200 per room 
per night.  There would be a wider market in terms of clientele.   

 
14. David Roberts addressed some concerns regarding the external areas making 

reference to the site plan showing Livery Strreet, Queens Court, Cox Street, 
Metal Works and St Paul’s Square.  The area was divided by a 25 metre wall.  
There will be no consumption of alcohol in the area shown as yellow on the 
plan and a timed light would go off at a specific time.   

 
15. The Central; areas were further away from Queens Court.  There will be no 

access to the back areas and they will be controlled and monitored.   
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16. There will be controlled smoking areas.  CCTV throughout the premises 

accessible from mobile devices by staff and checked every hour.  There was 
no provision for licensable activities in the outside area.    

 
17. Arrangements had been agreed with a taxi firm to stop at the far end of the 

premises and switch off their engines on arrival.   
 

18. Sale of alcohol to residents was 24 hours.  This gave residents the flexibility to 
take alcohol to their rooms.  Sale would be strictly controlled and ID or a room 
key was required before the sale.   

 
19. From the positive conversation with Environmental Health, glass bottles would 

not be put out after the agreed time and the collecting firm will collect them 
between 10am to 12 midday. 

 
20. The applicant had invested heavily in the premises and once the premises 

were re-opened residents would see the benefits.  There was no evidence to 
suggest otherwise. 

 
21. 25 staff will be employed.  The applicant had a good track record and had 

worked at the Marriott.  He had been kept on by Selina having worked at 
Hatter’s Hostel previously.  This was a boutique hotel. 

 
22. They had met with residents when the previous application had been made 

and would continue to build relationships with residents going forward.  
 

23. In response to a question the training of staff had started on Monday and 
included Induction, Communities and focussed on conflict management. There 
was a dedicated first aider, fire wardens/marshalls online courses which would 
be regularly updated.  Health and Safety training was ongoing.   

 
24. The multiple occupancy rooms will be carefully designed.   

 
25. The application was in the name of Hatter’s Hostel owing to timelines. A 

formal application will be made to change this to Selina Birmingham. 
 

26. The intention is not to hire the premises out.  The use of the basement as a 
late night venue had been discussed with the police when the original 
application had been made however it was not considered to be appropriate. 

 
27. The clientele will be 25 – 40 year olds.  The bar will also be open to residents.  

Residents could be assured that this will be carefully managed to ensure that 
residents of the premises and nearby residents are not disturbed by noise 
nuisance.  They acknowledged that there had been problems previously 
however this was when Hatter’s Hostel was managed by a different operator.    

 
 In making representations against the application Dr Dan Shepherd made the 

following points with regards to the application and in response to questions from 
Members:- 
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1. He was an occupant of Kings Court and lived closest to Selina Hotel.  With 
regard to noise leakage and disturbance on Livery Street itself there was only 
so much that could be done.  If people were ejected from the premises they 
will be ejected onto Livery Street and would add to the noise.  He had spent 
£3,000 on sound insulation in his bedroom owing to the noise and if granted 
he would need to consider insulation for the rest of the property. 
 

2. He did not feel that Selina Hotel could police the conduct of the agreed taxi 
firm on a nightly basis. 

 
3. He was concerned that people would cause a disturbance when they left the 

premises at 1130pm weekdays and 1230am weekends also there would be an 
issue with noise when they returned to the Hotel.  He had not personally 
experienced noise disturbance from the Chinese Restaurant that was close by. 

 
In making representations against the application Steve Blundell, resident on the 
corner of Livery and Cox Street made the following points with regards to the 
application and in response to questions from Members:- 
 
1. Residents included families, school children and professionals.  Noise 

bounced off the railway wall all along the street.   
 

2. The sale of alcohol by the premises will lead to people being disruptive.  He 
had raised his objections with the previous occupants.  With reference to the 
charge for the rooms, the social group people belonged to did not affect how 
much they caused a disturbance.   

 
3. He wanted to protect residents from unnecessary excessive noise and they 

wanted the peace and quiet to remain as it had during the building works.   
 

4. There had been significant disturbance from both people and vehicles.  He 
could not be certain that the group causing the disturbance came from Henry’s 
restaurant as they could come from elsewhere.   

 
5. He had taken up the opportunity to engage with Selina’s and had raised 

significant issues, however a second application had been submitted.  The 
previous applicants had been friendly and accommodating only to begin with 
so he was wary by that experience.  He would be a bit more optimistic if there 
were significant restrictions on non residents and was given substantial 
reassurance that the noise would be contained. 

 
In making representations against the application Graham Nicholl, Director pf 
Queens Court Management and resident together with Adrian Curtis, his legal 
representative made the following points with regards to the application and in 
response to questions from Members:- 
 
1. Selina’s clientele was 25-35 year olds.  The premises woluld be a partying 

playground.   
 

2. The intention was to have a night club otherwise it would not be part of the 
application.    
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3. Alcohol will be available to residents 24 hours.  Any resident could sign in a 

guest.  Over the last 10 years it had been hard to trust that any new owners 
would restrict or throw out customers to look after residents in the area. 

 
4. Adrian Curtis added that the key point was the 24 hours element of the 

application. 
 

5. Some of the building was protected which meant that the windows etc could 
not be changed. The pictures were beautiful however the windows could not 
be changed and noise will escape. 

 
6. The recent history of the premises had led to the licence being 

revoked/refused.  In 2011 the application had been granted and subsequently 
revoked.   

 
7. A clarification of Bona Fide guests was needed.  Residents could bring back 

anyone to the premises and the premises will have no control of them.  There 
were 132 beds and if each resident had 1 guest each that would be 264 at the 
premises who could buy alcohol all night and chat outside in the courtyard next 
to Kings Court.  It would be difficult to control people who were not a resident 
of Selinas.     

 
8. They asked the Committee to consider strongly the definition of Bona Fide 

guests and the grant of a 24 hour licence.   
 

9. The added conditions needed to be further enhanced.  A noise monitor should 
be mandatory and there should be stringent  control on any amplified music.  
Condition 6 of the added conditions needed to be reviewed limiting the time 
waste could be placed in containers. 

 
10. Customers will be attracted to stay in the dormitory type rooms with alcohol 

being available.  This would lead to one big party.                                                             
 

11. The first application had proposed that part of the premises be used as a 
nightclub.  Residents were concerned that this would still happen and the 
venue would be a party venue.  By the time a person was ejected from the 
premises the damage had already been done. 

 
12. Graham Nicholl added that another aspect of the objections was the close 

proximity of Queens Court.  The noise eminating from Hatter’s Hostel travelled 
towards Queens Court and was excessive despite the wall being there 
creating a disturbance.  There was also the entrance for the car partk in close 
proximity to the bedrooms.  People would  e smoking whilst waiting for taxis. 

 
There was no provision for disabled access to the premises. 

 
13. The area was not in a accumulative impact area but this did not preclude the 

Committee from considering the application as such.     
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14. The hotel should be judged on its merits however the licence was not 
appropriate.  There was evidence that showed that previous licences had 
been short lived.  The aim of the premises was to serve alcohol in the rooms 
as there was a small bar.  This particular venue in this location was not 
suitable for a licence even though the licence had been amended.  Alcohol 
would be available 24 hours a day.    

 
 During the summing up in making representations against the application Adrian 

Curtis together with Graham Nicholl said that residents at Queens Court had 
enjoyed living in a quiet area for 30 years.  This development will substantially 
alter this in terms of noise levels and disturbance from guests.  Despite 
reassurances being given about the noise levels a noise level device with levels 
set by Environmental Services should be mandatory.  There was little to give  
reassurance that the noise and disturbance would be different to how it had been 
previously.  People congregating in the car park area made the problem worse.  
There should be a reduction in the hours of sale of alcohol to residents and non- 
residents.  There were already a number of venues where alcohol was available 
so this licence should not be granted.   

 
 During the summing up in making representations against the application Steve 

Blundell said that he represented a number of people from Queens Court and 
despite the image Selina was trying to create, the premises were in the wrong 
area and would exacerbate the existing problems.  The licence should be 
rejected.   

 
 During the summing up in making representations against the application Dr Dan 

Shepherd hoped the application would be rejected however if not there should be 
a mandatory noise limiter and reconsideration of the proposal for taxis and 
clarification of bona fide guests.  

 
 
 During his summing up on behalf of the applicant David Roberts said that his 

clients sympathised with the residents with regard to previous matters.  They had 
however taken on board comments from residents in the second application.  
They considered that the restaurant was more viable than a night club.  They had 
invested in the property The area had a reputation for being vibrant.  He could not 
guarantee that people would not use their facilities.  The conditions would give 
Selina a parameter. The restaurant in the facility will add to the viability of the 
premises.  They were not in a position to comment on the previous owners.  This 
application should be considered on its own merits.   

 
 Selina had brought the premises to develop a quality product in the UK. There 

was an element of confusion about the noise limiter as it would not control noise 
outside the premises.  The provision of facilities on the premises would reduce the 
need for customers to go out.  The business would need to be well managed in 
order for the investment to work.  They were aware of their obligations towards 
staff such as staff training.  Clarity was needed about the external areas.  The 
best area for a smoking area was the central block. The area nearest to Queens 
Court would not be used after 10pm and conditions would apply.  The premises 
would provide a good facility in the Jewellery Quarter area.  The investment would 
add to the area.  They were happy to meet residents and hoped that in 12 month’s 
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time they would be impressed with the premises.  The Sub-Committee is asked to 
grant the licence on the basis of the application submitted together with conditions 
agreed with Environmental Health      

 
 At 1140 hours the Chairman requested all present, with the exception of the 

Members, the Committee Lawyer and the Committee Manager withdraw from the 
meeting. 

 
After an adjournment, all parties were recalled to the meeting and the decision of 
the Sub-Committee was announced as follows:- 

 
5/180919 RESOLVED:- 

 
That the application by Hatter’s Hostel Limited for a premises licence in respect 
of    Hatter’s Hostel Limited, 89-95 Livery Street, Birmingham, B3 1RJ. 

 
BE GRANTED SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED, FOLLOWING AGREED 
CONDITIONS WITH ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH EXCEPT FOR CONDITION 6 to 
promote the prevention of crime and disorder and the prevention of public nuisance 
objectives in the Act: 
 

A. Sale of 
Alcohol  

The hours for the supply of alcohol for consumption both on and 
off the premises shall apply as follows: 
 
For non-residents (other than bona fide guests of residents)  
 
10:00am -11:00pm (Sunday to Thursday),  
 
10:00am - 12:00midnight (Friday and Saturday). 
 

B. Regulated 
entertainment  

The hours for the provision of regulated entertainment (films, 
live music, recorded music, performances of dance and 
anything of a similar description) to operate indoors only, from: 
 
10:00am until 11:00pm (Sunday to Thursday) 
 
10:00 until 12:00midnight (Friday and Saturday)  
 

C. Late night 
refreshment 

The hours for the provision of late-night refreshment to operate 
indoors only, shall apply as follows: 
 
11:00pm until 12:00midnight (Friday and Saturday). 
 

D. Opening 
hours 

The premises to remain open to the public as follows: 
 
24 hours (Monday to Sunday) 
 
Non-residents (other than bona fide guests of residents) shall 
be required to leave the premises by 11:30pm (Sunday to 
Thursday) and 12:30am (Friday and Saturday).  
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E. Modified 
agreed 
condition 6 

No waste or recyclable material, including bottles, shall be placed in 
containers in areas outside the premises building between the hours 
of 22:00 and 10:00am. 

 
The Sub-Committee's reasons for the grant are due to the submissions made by 
the applicant’s legal representative regarding the proposed operation of the 
business to be managed by the applicant.  
 
Members were provided with a precis of the applicant. An international group of 
Selina Hotels which had entered the UK market recently acquired Hatters Hostel.  
The nature of the proposed business included both hostel-like lodging and private 
hotel rooms, with a bar and restaurant facility for residents and non-residents alike 
whilst providing both co-working spaces, and relaxation and wellbeing. 
 
The applicant’s legal representative disclosed an investment of £1.5million to 
redevelop the premises to provide a boutique hotel called Selina Birmingham. The 
applicant aimed to have a positive impact on the local community around the 
premises location and had done so by engaging with local residents prior to the 
hearing. Moreover, the applicant agreed conditions with Environmental Health 
Authority prior to the hearing as set out in the report to control the risk of public 
nuisance.    
 
In addressing the concerns of residents living near to the premises the legal 
representative explained the applicant is a food led destination with a carefully 
managed cocktail bar. Members were referred to the revised ground floor and 
basement plans including the external courtyard with licensing restrictions.  The 
legal representative demonstrated how the applicant intends to manage additional 
members of the public (not hotel residents and their bona fide guests) within and 
immediately outside premises.   
 
Members also heard from various local objectors and their representatives raising 
their concerns in connection with the application. It was noted, representations 
were received from a significant number of residents.  The theme of their concerns 
focused on disturbances and noise nuisance occurring on Livery Street as a result 
of patrons leaving the premises, and from within the external courtyard of the 
premises late at night. There was also concerns relating to the sound attenuation 
of the building fabric.  
   
The Sub Committee recognised these concerns were based on the resident’s 
previous experiences of Hatter’s Hostel when it was managed by a different 
operator. Members accepted there was history associated with the previous 
business model of the hostel which differed significantly to that of Selina 
Birmingham.   
 
Members accepted all the points made but were mindful that the Sub-Committee 
is bound to consider the application on its merits that can only be reasonably 
restricted where evidence shows there is a risk presented to one or more of the 
licensing objectives.  
 
The Sub-Committee was reassured to hear the detail in relation to the nature of 
the proposed premises and the fact that the applicant would be very much 
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concerned to ensure that their own residents as well as nearby residents are not 
disturbed by noise nuisance at sensitive times.  Accordingly, the Sub-Committee 
assessed the risk in this instance as being relatively low.  This assessment was 
aided by the agreed conditions with one amendment offered during the hearing.  
 
Additionally, it was reassuring to hear that the applicant has engaged with 
residents and is willing to address their concerns when they arise.  Whilst 
Members, acknowledged that the local residents might wish to achieve a complete 
ban on any audible noise emanating from the premises and it’s patrons, the Sub 
Committee was not satisfied that effectively, a refusal would be practical nor 
appropriate at this time given that Selina Birmingham could still operate without a 
license.  The Sub-Committee is not convinced that the operation of the premises 
will materially affect the behavior of it’s residents and non-residents and even if it 
did this, especially away from the premises onto Livery Street it could be too 
remote for the Sub-Committee to take into account. 
  
Residents can be reassured that there is a power to instigate a review in the event 
the licensable activities at the premises do lead to issues undermining the 
licensing objectives. 
  
The sub committee carefully considered the operating schedule put forward by the 
applicant and the likely impact of the application but did not accept that there was 
evidence of a significant public nuisance arising from the proposed operation of 
the premises.  
 
In reaching this decision, the Sub-Committee has given due consideration to the 
City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy, the Guidance issued under Section 
182 of the Licensing Act 2003 by the Secretary of State, the information in the 
application, the written representations received and the submissions made at the 
hearing by the applicant their legal adviser, and those making representations.  
 
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. 

_________________________________________________________________ 

 

LICENSING ACT 2003 PREMISES LICENCE – VARIATION SHELL 
HARBORNE, 295 HARBORNE LANE, HARBORNE, BIRMINGHAM, B17 0NT 
  
The following report of the Acting Director of Regulation and Enforcement was  
submitted:- 
 
(See document No. 2) 
 
 The following persons attended the meeting. 
  
 On behalf of the applicant 

 
Leo Charalambides – Barrister representing Shell 
Corrigan Lockett, Lockett & Co - Agent 
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Those making representations 
 
No representatives were present. 
 
Following introductions by the Chairman, the main points of the report were 
outlined by Bhapinder Nandhra, Licensing Section. 

 
The following points were made on behalf of the applicant and in response to 
questions from Members:- 
 

1. This was a well established premises and had operated over 28 years with 
a good reputation.  Since 2005 there had been no single review of a Shell 
Petrol Station. 
 

2. The petrol station already opened 24 hours and the fears of any people 
objecting had not materialised.  This was a well-established premise in the 
area that was already open 24 hours selling age restricted products and 
late night refreshments 

 

3. With regard to complaints about alcohol and cans in the car park, if this 
had been the case it would have been captured on CCTV.  
Representations had been made because of fears but they did not reflect 
the facts.   

 

4. The Sub-Committee was requested to grant the variation of licence. 

 

5. The boundary to the rear of the existing site was a mixture of fencing, 
shops, residential properties and it was covered by CCTV. 

 

6. As a business regular checks of incidents etc had been made.  Any 
incidents would be logged and if there were any issues they would know.   

 

7. Each month the general manager checked the vigilances, refusals and test 
purchases carried out by external parties.   

 

8. Sale of alcohol after hours was through a hatch which staff were secured 
behind.  They called the police if there were any issues. 

 

9. There were no single can sales. 

 

In summing up the Sub-Committee were urged to grant the variation of licence.  
Shell was a responsible operator nationally in terms of products already on sale 
for the benefit of the local area.  A licence for 24 hours would make them more 
useful.   

 

 At 1242 hours the Chairman requested all present, with the exception of the 
           Members, the Committee Lawyer and the Committee Manager withdraw from the 
 meeting. 
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After an adjournment and at 1250 hours all parties were recalled to the meeting 
and the decision of the Sub-Committee was announced as follows:- 
 

5/180919      RESOLVED:- 
 
That the application by Shell UK Oil Products Limited to vary the premises 
licence in respect of Shell Harborne, 295 Harborne Lane, Birmingham, B17 
0NT under section 34 of the Licensing Act 2003  
 

BE GRANTED SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS with immediate 
effect.  

F. Modification 
of hours for 
the sale of  
Alcohol  

The extension of hours for the sale of alcohol (for consumption 
off the premises) shall apply as follows:  
 
Monday to Sunday - 24hours 
 

G. Opening 
hours 

The premises to remain open to the public as follows: 
 
Monday to Sunday – 24hours  
 
 

 

With the exception of the following existing conditions which are removed  
 

H. a. Conditions listed under Annex3a of the premises licence number 4216/5.  

 

 
The Sub-Committee's reasons for granting the variation are due to the 
submissions made by the applicant’ agent and barrister at the hearing which the 
objector was absent from.  
 
The barrister addressed the Sub Committee on behalf of the applicant. He 
explained Shell petrol station was a well-established premise in the area that was 
already open 24hours selling age restricted products, late night refreshments from 
11pm until 5am, and alcohol from 6am – 11pm. It was also mentioned that since 
the Licensing Act came into force there had been no review of Shell petrol stations 
anywhere across the country.  
 
With reference to the written representation from an objector, the barrister 
considered the issues described did not reflect the experience of the premises.  
The applicant’s agent confirmed he could not see any anti-social behaviour on site 
having viewed the premises CCTV. It was noted, the CCTV covered the entire 
petrol station.  
 
Both representatives for the applicant in response to member questions stated the 
national operator undertook due diligence checks on a regular basis in 
accordance with systems in place that were robust. The operator did not sell 
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single cans only expensive alcohol that a customer would purchase. They also 
added staff welfare was protected. The premises doors closed at 11pm and re-
opened at 5am except for sales through a night hatch.  Members were informed 
there is total control and there is a policy of calling the police. 
 
In weighing up the written representations of the objector, members noted the 
resident’s comment of customers smoking cannabis and drinking alcohol in the 
car park at night was vague as there was no time line or detail provided for 
scrutiny. It was not clear if the individuals in questions were indeed customers of 
the petrol station and whether the alcohol being consumed was purchased from 
the station or elsewhere.  Members could not be certain that the activities as 
described by the objector arose in connection from the premises or would be 
associated with the premises on the grant of a variation. 
 
Members were of the view, representatives on behalf of the applicant had 
satisfactorily addressed the issues raised and did not find that there was evidence 
of significance public nuisance or risk to crime and disorder, arising from the 
proposed operation of the premises.  
 
In reaching this decision, the Sub-Committee has given due consideration to the 
City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy, the Guidance issued under Section 
182 of the Licensing Act 2003 by the Secretary of State, the information in the 
application, the written and oral representations made at the hearing by the 
applicant’s barrister, and agent.  
 
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. 

 

OTHER URGENT BUSINESS 

 

6/180919 There was no other urgent business. 

________________________________________________________________ 

 

 EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

 

7/180919 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. 
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`BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING SUB 
COMMITTEE C 

31 OCTOBER 2019 

 
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF  
 LICENSING SUB COMMITTEE C 

 HELD ON WEDNESDAY 31 OCTOBER 2019 

AT 0930 HOURS IN THE ELLEN PINSENT ROOM, 
COUNCIL HOUSE, VICTORIA SQUARE, 
BIRMINGHAM B1 1BB 

 

 PRESENT: - Councillor Mike Leddy in the Chair 
 
  Councillors Nicky Brennan and Neil Eustace 
 
 ALSO PRESENT 

  
 Shaid Yasser, Licensing Officer 
 Catherine Ravenscroft, Committee Lawyer 
 David Smith, Committee Manager 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
  

NOTICE OF RECORDING 

 

1/311019 The Chairman advised the meeting to note that members of the press/public may 
record and take photographs except where there are confidential or exempt items. 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS 

 

2/311019 Members were reminded that they must declare all relevant and pecuniary and 
non-pecuniary interests arising from any business discussed at the meeting. If a 
disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not speak or take part in 
that agenda item. Any declarations to be recorded in the minutes of meeting.  

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS 
 

3/311019 There were no Nominee members.   
_________________________________________________________________ 

 
 MINUTES 

 

4/311019 RESOLVED:- 

 

 That the private section of the Minutes of the meeting held on 2 October 2019 be 
noted. 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
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LICENSING ACT 2003 PREMISES LICENCE – SUMMARY REVIEW STORIES, 
LADYWELL WALK, BIRMINGHAM B5 4ST  

  
 The review of the premises licence was required following an application for 

expedited review on 8 October 2019, under Section 53A of the Licensing Act 
2003 (as amended by the Violent Crime Reduction Act 2006):- 

 
 (See document No. 1) 
 

 The following persons attended the meeting. 
 
 On behalf of the Premises Licence Holder 

  
Mr Ryan Gough – Designated Premises Supervisor (DPS) 

  Mr Leo Charalambedes – Solicitor for the Premises Licence Holder 
  Mr Carl Moore – Licensing Consultant 
  Mr Jerome Good – Co-owner 

Mr Obi Miller – Co-owner 
Mr Martin Hardman – Security Adviser 
Mr Terry Runcorn – Chair of Southside Pub Watch 

 
 On behalf of West Midlands Police  

 
 PC Abdool Rohomon – West Midlands Police 

 Chris Jones – West Midlands Police 
 

* * * 
 
Mr Shaid Yasser, Licensing Section drew attention to supporting papers 
submitted on behalf of the Premises Licence Holder during the previous night, 
which it was noted Members had not had the opportunity to read.  The Chairman 
agreed to adjourn the meeting until 1030 hours to enable all parties to read 
through the contents of the supporting papers. 
 
At 1030 hours, the meeting reconvened.  The Chairman made introductions, 
outlined the procedure to be followed and enquired whether there were any 
preliminary matters.   
 
PC Abdool Rohomon advised that West Midlands Police (WMP) wished to show 
CCTV footage and ‘YouTube’ videos that formed part of an ongoing investigation 
and, therefore, he requested that the footage and videos be shown in private 
session, as at the interim steps hearing.  Also, he questioned whether the 
Committee would accept the late supporting papers as there appeared to be only 
one statement within it and nothing which could be cross-examined. 
 
Mr Leo Charalambedes expressed concern on behalf of the Premises Licence 
Holder at the request to show the footage and videos in private session as that 
would preclude that Police evidence from being scrutinised in public.  Also, he 
understood that the victim of the alleged attack was refusing to co-operate with 
the Police in their investigation.  He asked the Committee to accept the late 
supporting papers as they would support evidence to be presented. 
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The Chairman adjourned the meeting to take legal advice and requested all 
present, with the exception of Members, the Committee Lawyer and the 
Committee Manager to withdraw from the meeting.  When the meeting 
reconvened, with all parties present, the Chairman advised that the Committee 
had considered the balance of public interest and under the Licensing Act 2002, 
Section 14, the Committee had agreed to view in private session the CCTV 
footage and ‘YouTube’ videos to be presented by the Police.  Furthermore, the 
Committee had agreed to accept the late supporting papers submitted on behalf 
of the Premises Licence Holder.  
 
Mr Shaid Yasser, Licensing Section, made introductory comments relating to the 
documents submitted.  
 
PC Rohomon, on behalf of WMP, made the following points:- 
 
1. The event on 5 October 2019 was not an official Radio 1 Xtra event and at 

no point had Stories been identified by Radio 1 Xtra as one of the venues 
for ‘after parties’ linked to the Radio 1 Xtra event at the National Indoor 
Arena.  

 
2. The risk assessment showed an expected attendance of over 300 people, 

well within the venue capacity of 500.  No ‘DJs’ or artists from the Arena 
event were listed in the risk assessment. 

 

3. At 0400 hours on 6 October 2019, the Police received a call from the DPS 
informing WMP that disorder was occurring at Stories.  At 04.08 hours, an 
emergency call was received from Dudley Road Hospital regarding a 
patient with a serious cut to his neck.   

 

4. The patient had refused to talk with the Police or to consent to give access 
to his medical records.  Therefore, an application would have to be made 
to the Court for access to the medical records.  A group of people from 
London had attended Stories on 5 to 6 October 2019 and the patient was 
believed to have been with them.   

 
At this point, PC Rohomon sought to refer the Committee to a photograph of the 
patient’s injury.  However, Mr Charalambedes objected to the evidence being put 
forward, as the patient had not given consent to the photograph or to access to 
his medical records.  PC Rohomon advised that the photograph had been taken 
by a Police Officer on their ‘body cam’, that it was not part of the patient’s medical 
records and the patient’s name was not given in the evidence.  Therefore, the 
Chairman agreed that the photograph could be shown and reference could be 
made to it. 
 

5. PC Rohomon estimated that the cut was 15 inches long, advising that it 
had been deemed by medical staff to be life threatening, being close to an 
artery.  The bottom of the wound was a clean cut, while the top of the 
wound was ruffled and the cut was very deep, into the muscle.  In the view 
of WMP, the cut had been made by a sharp implement in a straight, side to 
side movement across the neck. 
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6. WMP had been told that the cut had been made by the bottom of a rope 
stand identified at the venue, but he believed that it would have needed 
the attacker to hold it upside down with 2 hands and sweep it across the 
victim’s neck.  However, there was no evidence in the CCTV footage and 
‘YouTube’ videos that an attack of that nature had taken place.  

 

At 1110 hours, PC Rohomon asked to show CCTV footage and ‘YouTube’ videos 
on behalf of WMP.  Members agreed to move into private session and it was 
 

5/311019 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 paragraphs 2 and 5 
 
At this point, members of the public and press, including Mr Terry Runcorn, Chair 
of Southside Pub Watch, left the meeting. 
 
At 1153 hours, following the presentation of CCTV footage and ‘YouTube’ videos 
by PC Rohomon, it was 
 

7/311019 RESOLVED:- 
 
That members of the public and press be readmitted to the meeting. 
 
PC Rohomon continued:- 
 
7. There had been evidence given previously in the Interim Steps hearing 

that another group of people had been admitted to the venue, via the side 
doors.  In fact, 2 groups of people had been admitted via alternative doors.  
PC Hunt had reported a group of 20 to 30 males entering at 0001 hours.  

 

8. Evidence had been given at the Interim Steps hearing that the artist and 
their team had entered via the front entrance and it was accepted that they 
had been searched.  However, there was no proof of searches having 
taken place at the other doors.   

 

9. Sergeant Gregory had asked who had been admitted and it was clear that 
those groups were not on the guest list.  Therefore, WMP believed that the 
risk assessment had been invalidated. 

 

10. He suggested that the further security officers and the dogs had been 
arranged because of the cancellation of one of the ‘after parties’.  Only 1 
‘DJ’ was named on the event flyer and no official Radio 1 Xtra event ‘DJ’ 
was mentioned. 

 
11. An artist from London and their team had been admitted and a second 

artist and their team had been admitted as well.  The second artist was 
believed to be the victim of the attack. 
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12. A complete melee had ensued, with items thrown and knives believed to 
have been present.  Security officers struggled to stop the violence and the 
security arrangements were voided, with members of the public being 
endangered.  

 
13. This was not the first incident.  In 14 months, there had been 1 normal 

review and 2 expedited reviews.  Nitrous Oxide had been found and 
conditions had been imposed.  Conditions had also been offered by the 
premises, but representatives for the Licence Holder had argued at the 
Expedited Review that that no conditions had been given and had stated 
that nothing had been implemented. 

 
14. The incident in May 2019 had been similar, but had occurred at an 

undisclosed private party.  Conditions had been stipulated that required all 
door supervisors to wear body cams and all bottles to be tethered.  In 
meetings with the premises, WMP had been told the Licence Holder was 
appealing against the wording of the conditions. 

 
15. In the statement made by Mr Chris Jones regarding a Pub Watch meeting 

earlier in the year, the DPS was said to be boasting that he had ‘beaten’ 
the WMP conditions. 

 
16. An appeal against the conditions was ongoing, with a hearing expected in 

December 2019.  The Licence Holder had stated an intention to stop the 
appeal, but had failed to stop it despite having the opportunity.  Therefore, 
he questioned whether the Licence Holder was promoting the Licencing 
Objectives. 

 
17. The Licence Holder had said that it was trying to work with the Police and 

WMP officers had attended a meeting at the premises, as requested.  
WMP was told that the premises had issues with the security company and 
that the victim’s injury had been caused by a rope stand.  However, WMP 
completed disagreed with the suggested cause of the injury. 

 
18. When the bookings arrangements had been questioned, the premises had 

claimed that a booking had been cancelled when a problem had been 
identified.  However, no evidence of that claim had been provided to date. 

 
19. A fundamental change was needed at the premises for WMP to believe 

that it was a safe environment. 
 
In response to questions, PC Rohomon stated that:- 
 
(i) He had been involved in policing the night-time economy for 28 years and 

he believed that there were hundreds of licensed premises.  
 

(ii) No reference had been made in the information submitted by the Licence 
Holder to a high-profile guest being admitted through a separate entrance.   
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(iii) The guest list had been received late and there had been no time to 
review it.  However, the attendance of a high-profile guest would have 
required a change to the risk assessment. 

 
(iv) Radio 1 Xtra organisers had informed WMP where artists were going after 

the Arena event and Stories had not been mentioned.  They had advised 
that any artist who did not comply with Radio 1 Xtra requirements would 
lose their contract.  After the Arena event, Radio 1 Xtra had instructed the 
artists to go home. 

 
(v) The premises document referring to a Radio 1 Xtra ‘after party’ was dated 

as 5 October 2019, but his copy of the risk assessment was dated as 1 
October 2019.  He noted an explanation from Mr Charalambedes that the 
later document had been given to PC Ben Reader.  

 
(vi) He confirmed that WMP had contacted official ‘after parties’ following the 

problems at the Arena event and advised that 1 venue had cancelled an 
‘after party’.  Stories was not contacted as WMP was not aware of it 
holding an ‘after party’. 

 
(vii) 12 WMP officers and 1 camera operator were listed on the log as having 

attended the incident at Stories.  Also, there had been an investigation 
team and the Force CID involved.  He did not believe that any officers 
went inside the venue, as it had been evacuated during the incident. 

 
(viii) WMP officers only established that the victim seen at the hospital had 

attended Stories when they viewed the ‘YouTube’ video.  The victim would 
not co-operate with the Police, but officers knew who he was and that he 
was an artist from London. 

 
At this point in the proceedings, Mr Leo Charalambedes asked the Chairman if 
Members would allow Mr Terry Runcorn, Chair of Southside Pub Watch, to 
address the Sub-Committee on behalf of the Premises Licence Holder, before he 
had to leave or the meeting was adjourned for lunch. 
 
Members agreed to that request and Mr Runcorn made the following points:- 
 

• He was the Chair of the Southside Pub Watch and a member of the Safety 
Board.  The meeting to which Mr Chris Jones had referred had been 
convened by the 3 Pub Watch organisations in the City. 

 

• The DPS of Stories was required to attend the Pub Watch meeting and 
Pub Watch meetings were intended to be open and involve frank 
exchanges.  The night-time economy supervisor attended as well.  

 

• Concern had been expressed by the Pub Watches and by venues 
regarding the administration of licensing arrangements.  He had 
questioned whether draconian measures had been imposed because he 
had heard that the Licensing Sub-Committee had requested that body 
cams be worn by all security officers. 
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• There was concern that the experience of WMP officers was being lost as 
more civilian officers were being involved. 

 

• Mr Ryan Gough, DPS of Stories, had stated that an appeal had been 
submitted because the venue was not clear at what times the body cams 
should be worn and should be operating.  The meeting discussed what 
was felt to be good practice. 

 

• He did not believe that Mr Gough had been disrespectful and he 
challenged Mr Jones’ comments.  He was concerned that Pub Watch 
meetings needed to be frank and open discussions and that Mr Jones’ 
comments would deter Pub Watch members. 

 
In response to questions from Members, Mr Runcorn advised that:- 
 
▪ Pub Watch members understood fully that the Licensing Authority, not 

WMP, imposed the conditions.  Stories was a member of Southside Pub 
Watch. 

 

▪ Pub Watch worked closely with WMP and was aware that reported crime 
within the Arcadian Centre area was low at the present time.  They were 
aware of incidents, which were mainly involving muggings, assaults and 
group disorders outside of premises. 

 
The Chairman thanked Mr Runcorn and adjourned the meeting for a lunch break 
at 1241 hours. 
 

The meeting reconvened at 1330 hours and all parties, except Mr Runcorn, 
returned to the meeting.  

 
On behalf of the Premises Licence Holder, Mr Leo Charalambedes made the 
following points:- 
 
a) The Licence Holder was concerned to identify the causes of the problems, 

but he expressed concern that the WMP officers were trying to create a 
narrative that fitted what they believed happened.  This repeated an 
approach taken in a previous review hearing.  
 

b) He would highlight the item that the premises believed was used as a 
weapon to cause injury and show that the evidence was contaminated as 
a result of Police actions.  

 
c) The Licence Holder acknowledged that there was an incident and that it was 

serious.  There were 6 minutes of disorder that were of significant concern.  
However, the alleged victim left the premises and there was no sign of blood 
in the room. 
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d) He was concerned that the major event at the Arena had been closed and 
that people there had been allowed to roam around the night-time 
economy area.  The premises could not control who visited the premises 
and did not operate a ‘closed door’ policy.  That was why the premises 
produced regularly updated risk assessments. 

 
e) A risk assessment was sent to WMP on 7 September 2019 regarding a 

“Radio 1 Xtra Party” at the venue.  The event had been advertised in 
advance, but was not an official event nor was it an ‘after party’.  The title 
was used on the risk assessment. 

 
f) A further risk assessment was provided to WMP on 1 October 2019, in 

which the event was down-graded and a full list of ‘DJs’ was given.   
 

g) PC Ben Reader was contacted on 3 October 2019 regarding a table 
booked in an assumed name by a person associated with a previous 
private party at which an incident had occurred.  The booking was 
reviewed and cancelled.  Extra security supervisors and the owner of the 
security company were asked to attend the event. 

 
h) On 4 October 2019 at 1510 hours, a copy of the guest list was sent to 

WMP to enable the Police to apply intelligence.  That list was not closed 
and bookings were ongoing. 

 
i) WMP would not necessarily be aware of arrangements, as the venue was 

one of many taking advantage of interest in the Radio 1 Xtra event in the 
City.  However, it was not possible to risk assess who would attend an 
event. 

 
j) The names of a number of visiting celebrities had been listed.  Allowing 

them entry could create delays at the front entrance and, therefore, the 
extra security was used to take them through a separate door and search 
them.  It was regretted that there were no CCTV cameras in place at the 
other entrance, but that would be addressed.   

 
k) A WMP vehicle had been asked to move from the car park entrance to 

enable a celebrity and their group to drive in and the officers were advised 
the group would be admitted via the side doors. 
 

l) At the previous review hearing, a series of conditions were proposed and 
concern had been expressed on behalf of the Licence Holder regarding 
the wording.  The premises wanted flexibility to be able to use another 
entrance for celebrities and, while it was committed to using the knife arch, 
it was concerned at reference to ‘all’ patrons. 

 
m) The condition relating to body cams would have required the extra security 

staff and the dogs to use body cams.  Tethers available for bottles included 
chains and the premises were concerned that they could be used as a 
weapon.  An alternative magnetic tether was shown to Members and it 
was emphasised that the premises were committed to ensuring safety and 
managing risks. 
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n) The Premises Licence Holder was disappointed at the WMP failure to 
recognise how management, security, the ‘DJ’, undercover officers and 
others had intervened quickly to stop the incident. 

 
o) Gang fights and knives were a social issue.  It was asserted that closing 

the venue would punish innocent people and would force the gangs to go 
‘underground’.  Section 182 of the licensing guidance expected the 
Committee to determine the cause of the concern and to consider 
appropriate action. 

 
p) Concern was expressed at medical and forensic details within the WMP 

evidence.  The wound was estimated to be 15 inches across and was 
described as looking like the victim had been hit on the back of the head 
with something large, rather than the victim being stabbed. 

 
q) WMP officers had declined an invitation to ‘walk through’ the incident and 

could not accurately describe the layout of the premises.  It was said that 
there were 2 groups present, when there were actually 3 groups present – 
2 groups were admitted by the alternative entrance, which had been 
discussed with WMP officers. 

 
r) The CCTV pictures showed that 2 groups had left by the time of the 

incident and only 1 group (with “Kano”) was left.  The incident had arisen 
because someone had caused concern for another small group of people. 

 
s) The premises CCTV pictures would show the whole incident, including 

how it started and the knife search.  There had been no WMP involvement 
and Arcadian Police had attended at the request of the DPS. 

 
At this point in the proceedings, Mr Charalambedes requested that the 
representatives for the Premises Licence Holder be allowed to show CCTV and 
still pictures taken during the event at the venue on 5 and 6 October 2019.  The 
Chairman agreed to that request, with general points and questions of 
clarification being permitted as follows: 
 

 The Chairman questioned the relevance of a celebrity appearance on 27 
July 2019 and asked the parties to concentrate on the incident on 5 and 6 
October 2019. 

 

 Video 1 demonstrated that the person who had thrown an object/was 
alleged to have a knife had passed through the knife arch and been 
searched.  The knife arch had been installed and calibrated, showing the 
object density and where it was located.  Attendees had to repeatedly go 
through the knife arch until all objects were identified and they received an 
‘all clear’ response. 

 

 Images around the fire escape entrance towards the rear of the premises 
showed the DPS speaking to WMP officers, asking that their vehicle be 
moved and explaining that “Kano” and his team of 30 people would enter 
the premises through that entrance.  There was no video available, but 
everyone was searched by ‘patting down’ and using a ‘wand’. 
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 The group was not on the guest list and had arrived after midnight.  “Kano” 
had been asked about performing that evening, but he had not been 
interested.  Only a short warning was given that they were going to attend.  
Nothing was confirmed until 00:30 hours on 6 October 2019 and the 
photographs were taken approximately 15 minutes later.  High profile guests 
with their own security team were admitted by the alternative entrance to 
avoid delays at the front entrance. 

 

 The Chairman expressed concern that people could be seen smoking 
indoors in videos 2 and 3.  Mr Charalambedes  confirmed that the premises 
would address that matter.  The DPS confirmed to PC Rohomon that the 
rope standard separation was put in place earlier in the evening of 5 
October 2019. 

 

 Videos 4 and 5 were high quality CCTV pictures that showed an alleged 
attacker had a plastic tumbler in his hand.  It was suggested that the light 
had reflected off only a small segment of the black tumbler in the images 
shown by WMP, giving the appearance that it could have been a knife. 

 

 The Chairman questioned the passage of time in videos 6 and 7 and was 
advised that the DPS telephoned the Police after 4 minutes of the main 
disruption starting.  PC Rohomon clarified that the ‘999’ call had been 
recorded at 03:58 hours.  It was noted that the times shown on the body 
cam pictures and the CCTV pictures were not synchronised. 

 

 While showing video 8, the DPS informed Members that a Police Officer 
had attended the premises and recorded CCTV footage with his mobile 
telephone.  WMP notified the premises of a stabbing with a large item.  After 
a search, the only relevant item found was a rope stand, which was 
collected by a Police Officer on the next Wednesday afternoon. 

 

 Video 9 showed the Police Officer collecting the rope stand and it was 
highlighted to Members that the stand had not been bagged or protected 
before it was taken away. 

 

 The smoking area outside, shown in videos 10 to 12, consisted of a 
removable pen at one side of the entrance.  Anyone leaving and returning 
would have to go through the entrance area.  It would be possible to pass a 
knife into the smoking area from outside, but security people were present 
there and the Perspex sides to the pen were high. 

 

 While watching videos 13 to 15, Members were advised that there were 44 
CCTV cameras in the building, of which 36 were in the main area. 

 
At Members’ request, representatives for the Premises Licence Holder 
demonstrated how the chain and magnetic tethers worked.  It was noted that the 
policies contained in the supporting papers submitted on behalf of the Premises 
Licence Holder had been updated following the previous Interim Steps hearing, 
had been discussed with WMP officers and were being updated regularly. 
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Mr Charalambedes continued:- 
 
t) It was proposed that the outstanding conditions could be implemented, as 

clarified during the meeting, and further actions taken to ensure that the 
licensing objectives were upheld in respect of future events. 

 
u) The further actions proposed on behalf of the Premises Licence Holder 

were: 
− risk assessments updated each month and reviewed weekly; 
− I.D. scanner to be added to the existing knife arch at the main entrance; 
− other entrances not to be used unless a knife arch was in place there; 
− a separate queue to be introduced at the main entrance for admitting 

VIPs; 
− no-one to be allowed to stop in the lobby area, other than door staff; 
− all bottles to be tethered using magnetic tether straps; 
− SIA officers to be contracted from Cryton, the newly instructed security 

company; 
− CCTV cameras to be installed to cover rear and side exits; 
− a booth barrier to be installed to screen the area for ‘DJs’; 
− stations/rope stands not to be used unless bolted to the floor; 
− a minimum of 6 body cams to be used during opening hours by security 

staff. 
 

v) It had been accepted that serious disorder had taken place on 5 and 6 
October 2019 and evidence had been shown on behalf of the Premises 
Licence Holder that acknowledged the incident. 

 
w) It was asserted that the problems that had arisen could be resolved and 

that the premises could operate well in future if the proposed actions were 
implemented. 

 
In response to questions from Members, representatives on behalf of the 
Premises Licence Holder made the following statements: - 
 
A. The DPS confirmed that the event on 5 and 6 October 2019 had been 

organised by Stories, that a risk assessment had been submitted on 7 
September 2019 and that the estimated attendance of 350 people had 
been based on previous experience.   

 
B. The higher level of attendance had not been expected and a dog team had 

been engaged when more bookings were received.  A further risk 
assessment had been submitted on 2 or 3 October 2019.   

 
C. The co-owner, Mr Jerome Good, advised that updates had been provided 

to PC Ben Reader and a guest list had been sent to WMP as soon as the 
premises were aware of the higher attendance.  The DPS confirmed that he 
had informed WMP as soon as he was aware of the higher attendance and 
advised that the guest list had been compiled from social media details and 
bookings taken. 
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D. With reference to the conditions imposed following the previous Expedited 
Review, it was confirmed that staff numbering had been introduced, a knife 
arch had been installed (but an appeal had been submitted), and nitrous 
oxide was no longer supplied. 

 
E. It was accepted that only a few other premises in the City had been the 

subjects of more than 1 Expedited Review in the previous 12 months, (PC 
Rohomon concurred with that point).  On 5 and 6 October 2019, it was 
understood that only the Arena and one other venue had experienced 
problems of disorder. 

 
F. It was accepted also that there had been members of the public 

congregating in a staff area during the disturbance and showing signs of 
distress.  However, Members were advised that many of those people had 
not left the premises when asked. 

 
G. While evidence had been shown from ‘YouTube’ videos posted by members 

of the public, it was asserted that viewing the whole CCTV evidence gave a 
different perspective of the incident. 

 
H. The premises’ understanding of the melee was that it had begun with a 

disagreement between a group of 3 people and another group of 5 people.  
A man in a camouflage top had instigated the violence, along with 1 of the 
women.  They did not believe that it involved gang members, but that 15 to 
20 ‘opportunists’ joined in the fight, with others crowding in to watch or to try 
to calm the situation. 

 
I. It was acknowledged that the ‘dress code’ for the event had been 

‘smart/casual’, but that people could be seen clearly in the CCTV pictures 
who were not adhering to that code.  That matter and the incident of people 
smoking inside the premises had been taken up with the security company 
that was present at the event. 

 
J. The dog and handler had been requested to assist with dispersing anyone 

causing problems outside the venue, as a previous incident had occurred 
outside, but the incident on 5 and 6 October 2019 had occurred inside and 
had not continued outside.  The dog had remained in the handler’s van, 
unless needed. 

 
K. If gangs had been involved, the premises would have expected any 

problems inside to continue or escalate outside the venue. 
 

L. The use of other entrances for celebrity groups was undertaken to ensure 
that delays did not occur at the main doors and was seen as being good 
practice.  Jerome Good has admitted, counted and searched “Kano’s” 
group, while the DPS had admitted and searched the second group. 

 
M. The seats where the groups had been sitting were empty before the 

incident had occurred.  It was not known at exactly what times the 2 groups 
left, but 1 group had left through the fire exit doors and the other had left 
through the front entrance. 
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N. The previous incident on 29 April 2019 had involved a private party and had 

not been marketed, nor had it involved ‘DJs’.  Since that incident, no private 
parties had been held unless the record of the participants was known.  
Representatives from the premises had attended Pub Watch meetings, 
contact with WMP had increased, a knife arch had been installed, security 
had been revised and policies had been reviewed. 

 
O. The premises wanted to build on that by introducing an ID scanner as good 

practice and to identify unknown gang members.  Extra CCTV cameras, 
more body cams and magnetic tethering of bottles were also improvements 
that the premises wanted to introduce.  At the same time, a new security 
company had been engaged to work at the premises. 

 
P. It was pointed out that the event at the Arena had been disrupted despite 

the best efforts of the organisers to host a safe event and it was suggested 
that, if people wanted to cause trouble, it was difficult to prevent that 
happening.   

 
Q. The incident at Stories had started 10 minutes before the closing time and 

there had been a rapid response by the security team, with the problem 
within the premises contained and no problems occurring outside the 
venue. 

 
R. The premises opening hours were 2300 hours to 0430 hours, with last 

orders of alcohol taken half of an hour before the premises closed.  The 
premises had a 24-hour licence, but did not operate 24-hour opening. 

 
In summing up, PC Rohomon of West Midlands Police stated that the risk 
assessments provided by Stories had been inconsistent.  Two entrances to the 
premises, not one, had been used on the night and 2 body cams were available 
with which entry at the second entrance could have been recorded.  However, the 
premises had not been proactive and the risk of using the second entrance had 
not been assessed.  It was not clear how many people had been admitted through 
the other doors.  The representatives had stated that the injury to the victim had 
been caused by a rope stand, but that was not how it appeared in the images 
shown. 
 
He reminded Members that, at each review hearing, there had been 
disagreements about the conditions to be imposed.  The premises had not liked 
the tethering arrangements and had appealed against the conditions.  It was clear 
that not everyone had passed through the knife arch that had been installed.  He 
questioned how many chances could be given to the premises and whether they 
could be trusted to uphold the 4 licensing objectives.  With reference to people 
smoking inside, it was the first time he had seen those images and the incident 
had not been raised with Police. 
 
When the incident started, 3 minutes passed before security became involved.  
The level of violence that occurred was clear.  Members had seen a photograph of 
the wound.  There was no evidence that those people who had been admitted 
through the other doors had been searched.   
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He urged Members to consider the history of the premises, the severity of 
incidents that had occurred and the premises’ response.  He believed that 
revocation was the only option that should be taken and that the suspension of the 
licence should stay in place. 
  
In summing up Mr Charalambedes, on behalf of the premises, stated that he was 
concerned at the blinkered view being taken by the Police, who were defending 
their position and not taking the full picture into account.  The premises were being 
open with Members and were seeking to address the situation, bearing in mind 
that the regulations expected consideration of remedies.  He believed that the risk 
assessment had contained sufficient information, but that WMP officers had not 
read it properly.  The premises had 34 active CCTV cameras and body cams, from 
which video images were available to the Police, but WMP officers had chosen to 
access ‘YouTube’ or ‘Gossip TV’ images.  The WMP had failed to become 
familiarised with the premises, to understand the room layout and to use the 
resources available at the premises. 
 
The premises did not want problems to occur and did not want to need to attend 
licensing review hearings.  However, when incidents did occur, he believed that all 
parties should be considering what actually happened and what remedies or 
improvements could introduced to address the situation.  The Premises Licence 
Holder and DPS wanted to work with WMP and to ensure that incidents did not 
occur again.  He asked the Sub-Committee to accept the remedies put forward by 
the representatives.  
 
At 1630 hours the Chairman requested all present, with the exception of 
Members, the Committee Lawyer and the Committee Manager to withdraw from 
the meeting. 
 
At 1725 hours, the meeting was reconvened and all parties were invited to rejoin 
the hearing. The decision of the Licensing Sub-Committee C was announced as 
follows:-  
 

8/311019 RESOLVED:- 
  

That having reviewed the premises licence held under the Licensing Act 2003 by    
New Era Birmingham Limited in respect of Stories, 30 Ladywell Walk, 
Birmingham, B5 4ST, following an application for an expedited review made on 
behalf of the Chief Officer of West Midlands Police, this Sub-Committee hereby 
determines that the conditions of the premises licence be modified as follows, in 
order to promote the prevention of crime and disorder objective in the Act: 
 
CCTV cameras shall be installed and operated at every entrance with a minimum 
of 2 cameras on each entrance.  
 
All bottles supplied to customers shall be tethered to the tables at all times, until 
removed by staff. 
 
ID scanners shall be installed and operated at every entrance at all times.  
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A knife arch will be installed and operated at every entrance, through which all 
patrons shall pass when entering the premises.  
 
A minimum of 6 security staff shall wear and operate body cameras at all times, 
and the premises shall follow all police instructions relating to retention and 
disclosure of footage. The body cameras must be capable of recording images 
and audio at all times.  
 
The Sub-Committee's reasons for imposing these conditions are in response to 
submissions by West Midlands Police and the Licence Holder in relation to an 
incident which occurred on Saturday 5th October 2019 and involved levels of 
serious crime and disorder at the premises as outlined in the Chief Officer of the 
Police’s certificate and application. The Sub-Committee took into account the 
frankness of the Licence Holder to accept the failings in their security and policies, 
and their willingness to amend their actions going forward.  
 
Since the imposition of interim steps at the previous hearing, the Sub-Committee 
noted the efforts being made by the premises licence holder to consider these 
failings and propose constructive conditions. The Sub-Committee reasoned that 
the Licence Holder had demonstrated a willingness to address their issues and 
therefore considered the conditions imposed to be appropriate, reasonable and 
proportionate to address concerns raised, in particular the likelihood of serious 
crime and or serious disorder.  
 
The Sub-Committee considered section 53D of the Act. On 10th October 2019, the 
Sub-Committee suspended the premises licence. The Sub-Committee determined 
that the interim steps should be modified. The interim steps are modified to the 
conditions imposed above.  
 
In addition to the above conditions, those matters detailed in the operating 
schedule and the relevant mandatory conditions under the Licensing Act 2003 will 
continue to form part of the licence issued. 
 
In reaching this decision, the Sub-Committee has given due consideration to the 
City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy, the Guidance issued under Section 
182 of the 2003 Act, the Guidance issued by the Home Office in relation to 
expedited and summary licence reviews, the application and certificate issued by 
West Midlands Police under Section 53A of the 2003 Act, the written 
representations, and the submissions made at the hearing by the police, and the 
premises licence holder and their legal representative. 
 
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 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 disposed of.   

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Page 33 of 134



16 

 Licensing Sub Committee C – 31 October 2019  

OTHER URGENT BUSINESS 

 

9/311019      There was no other urgent business raised. 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

 

10/311019 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 
 _________________________________________________________________ 
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 

  

LICENSING SUB-
COMMITTEE C 
WEDNESDAY, 6 
NOVEMBER 2019 

  
  

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE LICENSING 
SUB-COMMITTEE C HELD ON 6 NOVEMBER 2019           
AT 0930 HOURS, IN ELLEN PINSENT ROOM, 
COUNCIL HOUSE, BIRMINGHAM, B1 1BB 
  
PRESENT: - Councillor Mike Leddy in the Chair. 

  
Councillors Martin Straker-Welds and Neil Eustace. 

  
ALSO PRESENT 
  
Shaid Yasser, Licensing Section 
Sanjeev Bhopal, Committee Lawyer 
Marie Reynolds, Committee Manager 
 

************************************* 
 
NOTICE OF RECORDING 

 
1/061119 The Chairman to advised the meeting to note that members of the press/public 

may record and take photographs except where there are confidential or exempt 
items. 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 

 DECLARATION OF INTERESTS 
 

 2/061119        Members were reminded that they must declare all relevant and pecuniary and 
non-pecuniary interests arising from any business to be discussed at this meeting.  
If a disclosable pecuniary interest is declared a Member must not speak or take 
part in that agenda item.  Any declarations to be recorded in the minutes of the 
meeting. 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 
 APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS 
  
 MINUTES 
  

  3/061119 The public section of the Minutes of the meetings on 9 October 2019, having been 
previously circulated were confirmed and signed by the Chairman.  
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 LICENSING ACT 2003 PREMISES LICENCE – VARIATION MOREISH, 337-339 
SOHO ROAD, HANDSWORTH, BIRMINGHAM, B21 9SD 

  
 The following report of the Director of Regulation and Enforcement was 

submitted:- 
 
 (See document no. 1) 
 

On behalf of the Applicant  
 
Rob Edge   – Licensing Agent 
Ransford Gordon  – Applicant 
Lloyd Spence  – Business Partner 
  
Those Making Representations  
 
PC Abdool Rohomon  – West Midlands Police 
Martin Key     –  Environmental Health 
Councillor Chaman Lal –  Local Ward Councillor, BCC 
    

 
 Following introductions by the Chairman, the main points of the report were 

outlined by Shaid Yasser, Licensing Section. 
 
 It was noted that the representation made by West Midlands Police and 

Environmental Health included the provision of both agreed Conditions with West 
Midlands Police (in the event that the application was approved) and a set of 
stringent Conditions which Environmental Health, Birmingham City Council would 
similarly ask the Committee to impose on the Licence, if the Committee were 
minded to approve the application.  

 
Rob Edge, Licensing Agent, made the following points in support of the 
application and in response to questions from Members: 

 
▪ Since the grant of the premises licence in 2013 there had been no 

complaints or major incidents. 
 

▪ Events had been held under Temporary Event Notices and there had been 
no issues reported and the Licensee of the premises had liaised 
appropriately with West Midlands Police and the Licensing Section when 
these events had taken place. 

 
▪ The main reason why the variation was sought to facilitate Dominos 

League events that take place at the venue.  
 

▪ The extension of hours was also to facilitate other clubs attending the 
venue to practise and to support small celebration parties that could be 
scheduled for Thursday, Friday and Saturday (involving ‘live music’), and to 
avoid the restriction of them having to be held under Temporary Event 
Notices (TENS). 
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▪ The current hours of trading, both restricted and curtailed licensable 

activities after the match events had taken place. 
 

▪ The applicant had, during their discussions with Environmental Health, 
BCC agreed to submit a Noise Management Plan as part of a number of 
conditions agreed with them.  

 
▪ The introduction of a noise limiting device at the venue should not be 

favoured as it was a significant cost to the applicant.  
 

▪ The music system they used for these events would be relocated from the 
main room to the office at the rear and the DJ could not adjust the volume 
as it was pre-set at a certain level.  

 
▪ Although the Dominoes League events concluded by 10:30 – 11:00 pm, 

participants and spectators discussed the match afterwards and liked to 
have music playing in the background. 

 
▪ The applicant’s Business Partner, Mr Lloyd Spence, would regularly 

monitor the noise levels emanating from the premises and as a result of 
this, would frequently patrol the external and surrounding areas to monitor 
noise levels. 

 
▪ There had been no complaints submitted to the premises from residents 

regarding noise nuisance issues.  
    
 In making representations against the application: 
 
 Councillor Chaman Lal, Local Ward Councillor, made the following points with 

regards to the application and in response to questions from Members: 
  

▪ The area had been blighted by anti-social behaviour, people inebriated and 
congregating in the local vicinity and causing upset to residents and the 
local community. 

 
▪ He stated that as the venue was in a residential area, believed it was 

inappropriately placed. 
 

▪ He believed that the opening hours should not be extended as this would 
be a further disturbance to residents especially those that were employed 
and had varied working patterns. 

 
▪ He reported that there were no other venues in the area that opened late 

into the evening. 
 

▪ He further believed that the venue attracted the ‘wrong’ type of people and 
to extend the opening hours would cause further detriment to the local 
area. 
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▪ He referred to the number of negative emails received due to his role as a 
local Ward Councillor from residents regarding the venue. 

 
▪ He confirmed that he had personally witnessed people loitering in the local 

vicinity when driving past at various times of the day and night. 
 

▪ He confirmed that the current opening hours were tolerable however an 
extension to the hours would be most detrimental to the local area. 

  
  Sanjeev Bhopal, Committee Lawyer, BCC, submitted questions: 

 
Lloyd Spence made the following points in response to the questions: 
 

• The licensed premises were a member of ‘BID’ and paid the subscription. 
 

• When ambassadors of BID visited there had been no issues. 
 

• Patrons visiting the venue were not allowed to take drinks outside and not 
to loiter outside. 

 

• A smoke shed had been built outside in order that patrons used the facility 
rather than smoke outside the venue.  The facility had been constructed 
approximately 3 weeks ago. 

 
  

In making representations against the application PC Abdool Rohomon, West 
Midlands Police made the following points regarding the application and in 
response to questions from Members: 
 

• When the application had been received there had been no pre-
consultation with West Midlands Police to consider the application and was 
therefore very surprised when it was submitted. 

 

• There was concern as to whether the applicant had agreed to formally 
accept all the proposed conditions as sought. 

 

• The Temporary Event Notices previously submitted by the applicant had 
not been for Domino League events. 

 

• No applications for Temporary events had been submitted in the last 12 
months for anything other than sale of alcohol and late-night refreshment. 

 

• The location of the venue generally, was considered by the applicant’s 
advisor ‘slightly challenging’, this was not the case, as the Police 
considered the area difficult and a ‘high impact’ area to police. 

 

• There was concern raised by the Police that given the stringent conditions 
put forward by them which were additional to the conditions imposed by a 
Licensing Sub-Committee at a previous Hearing, believed, that the 
applicant should have given greater thought to the current application, 
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especially, as the area was difficult to police, which may then have 
alleviated police concerns, however, this was not the case.   

 

• There was concern and doubt as to the applicant’s ability to comply with 
the conditions and to fully understand what was required. 

 

• There was concern as to whether the applicant was complying with the 
current licence conditions relating to the use of SIA approved door staff at 
the venue and was therefore going to investigate in due course. 

 

• When (TENS) events had taken place there had still been a need for some 
police intervention. 

 

• When premises extended their opening hours, the police witnessed a 
massive sea change with people visiting premises later rather than earlier 
in the evening which was a potential higher risk for the police to manager.  

 

• As the domino League events finished by 1030-1100 pm was unable to 
understand the need for an extension of hours thus reducing the risk for the 
police. 

 
In making representations against the application Mr Martin Key, Environmental 
Health, made the following points regarding the application and in response to 
questions from Members: 
 

• He referred to the building premises and the unsuitability to undertake the 
type of licensable activities that were being requested, as it had been a 
former Bank and was totally unadaptable. 

 

• He referred to the location of the premises which was within a residential 
area and the impact that this would have on residents if the extension of 
hours was granted. 

 

• He referred to the conditions that were in place now and stated that there 
should have been the submission to the department for an extraction 
ventilation system for the premises which had never been received. 

 

• He referred to the smoke shed and stated that there had been no 
permission granted for that.  The concern that it had been erected very 
close to other residential properties and the impact of noise and associated  
odour as a result of the new smoking designated area which all needed to 
be investigated.   

 

• He referred to the general anti-social behaviour that the late-night events 
attracted and the groups congregating outside during the early hours of the 
morning. 

 

• He referred to the noise aspect and that if the application for extended 
hours was granted, noise limiting devices were not expensive as had been 
suggested. 
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• He highlighted that the premises were not adequately sound proofed for 
‘live’ music and was of very poor design with no insulation. 

 

• It was noted that the music that was likely to cause noise nuisance was 
background or ambient music which was to be played. 

 

• Noise nuisance would be caused by patrons leaving the premises by taxi 
vehicles or being picked up in private vehicles as there was no parking 
provision outside of these premises.  

 
During the summing up in making representation against the application, Martin 
Key, Environmental Health, expressed concern as to whether the licence holder 
had discharged the condition attached to planning permission regarding an 
extraction system, the lack of operational control for the venue, the noise and 
associated odour and was unsure if the designated smoke shed was compliant 
with health activities. 
 
During the summing up in making representation against the application, PC 
Abdool Rohomon, West Midlands Police, referred to extension of hours and the 
greater risk to the police, the venue being used for birthday celebrations when 
Domino League events were not taking place.  Domino League events finished by 
1030-1100 pm and believed the necessity to extend the hours was unneccessary.  
He further referred to the two breaches of the licence conditions by the applicant 
and the breakdown of trust and had no confidence whatsoever that if the 
application was granted that the conditions imposed would be fully complied by 
the applicant. 
 
During the summing up in making representation supporting the application,   
Rob Edge, Licensing Agent and Ransford Gordon, Applicant, believed that some 
of the faults that had been highlighted during the hearing were as a result of 
naivety and lack of knowledge which they were more than willing to address.  It 
was highlighted that they worked well with ‘The Bid’ and were mindful that they 
were located in a residential area and the premises was situated very close to 
other residential properties and therefore, very aware of ensuring that there was 
not cause for complaint with regard to noise nuisance.  It was further highlighted 
that while the Domino League events finished by 1030-1100 the extension of 
hours (from 4am to 2 am) would be to allow the teams to partake in refreshments 
and unwind.  Further attention was drawn to the music system and that they had 
already complied with not having sound speakers outside of the property and 
regarding the parking issue, as they had a parking contract with Lidl Supermarket, 
coaches attending the event could use their car park.  It was highlighted that they 
were content to comply with the conditions that were in place at present and 
would not change their business opening hours until the extension of hours had 
progressed through the appropriate Planning Department procedures.  

  
 At 1105 hours the Chairman requested all present except for the Members, the 

Committee Lawyer and the Committee Manager withdraw from the meeting. 
 

At 1150 after an adjournment, all parties were recalled to the meeting and the 
decision of the Sub-Committee was announced as follows: 
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4/061119 RESOLVED:- 

 
That the application by Mr Ransford Gordon of Moreish, 337-339 Soho Road, 
Handsworth, Birmingham to vary the premises licence in respect of 337-339 Soho 
Road, Handsworth, Birmingham, B1 1DA, under section 34 of the Licensing Act 
2003 BE REFUSED. 
 
The Sub-Committee had regard to the representations made by the Premises 
Licence, his business partner and their Licensing Consultant in support of the 
application, which included the provision of both agreed Conditions with West 
Midlands Police (in the event that the application was approved) and a set of very 
stringent Conditions which Environmental Health, of Birmingham City Council 
would similarly ask the Committee to impose on the Licence, if the Committee 
were minded to approve the application.  
 
The Sub-Committee had also considered the representations put forward by a 
local ward Councillor against the grant of the variation application on the ground of 
public nuisance to local residents in an area which according to the Councillor had 
been blighted by anti-social behaviour. To grant the variation in the terms sought, 
would in the Councillor’s view, contribute to both crime and disorder and public 
nuisance within the area. 
  
At the start of his submissions, the premises licence holder’s licensing consultant 
had informed the Sub-Committee that since the grant of the premises licence in 
2013, the premises had experienced no “major incidents or complaints” and 
events held under Temporary Event Notices had similarly been carried out without 
issue.  
 
This was supplemented by representations that West Midlands Police had agreed 
conditions with the applicant which would address their concerns over the 
prevention of crime and disorder and promotion of public safety objectives within 
the Licensing Act 2003, which included a power of veto, if West Midlands Police 
felt that any event at the premises would compromise the licensing objectives. 
 
The Sub-Committee were informed that the main reason why the variation was 
sought was to facilitate Dominos League events which took place at the venue. 
The current hours of trading, both restricted and curtailed licensable activities after 
match events had taken place.  
 
The Sub-Committee were informed that the applicant had, as part of their 
discussions with Environmental Health, Birmingham City Council agreed to submit 
a Noise Management Plan as part of a raft of conditions agreed with them. 
However, the Sub Committee were informed that imposition of a noise limiting 
device at the premises should be resisted because it would be a significant cost to 
the applicant and referred to the Sub Committee guidance issued under Section 
182 Licensing Act 2003 in this regard (paragraph 2.17). The Sub Committee were 
informed that Mr Spence, the applicant’s business partner, was quite used to 
monitoring noise levels emanating from the premises and would frequently patrol 
the external and surrounding areas to monitor noise seepage. If, the premises 
were responsible for noise nuisance, he could control this from within the 
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management office at the premises, to reduce this or stop this altogether. Added 
to this, the Sub Committee were informed that no residents had formally 
complained to the premises about noise nuisance issues.  
 
The Sub Committee then received representations from the local Councillor who 
was of the view that the area had been blighted by anti-social behaviour, crime 
and disorder and public nuisance. It was in his view “….the wrong venue, in the 
wrong place, and wrong to extend the hours..” He referenced the location of 
premises to nearby residents some of whom varied working patterns and the 
impact this would have on the residents if the application was granted. When 
asked how many had actually complained, the Councillor referenced emails he 
had received in his capacity as a local ward member. In his summation, the 
Councillor said he was prepared to give the applicant’s the benefit of doubt to see 
how they got on but ultimately, did not believe the application as sought should be 
granted.  
 
The Sub Committee then heard from West Midlands Police in support of their 
representations and stated that none of the Temporary Event Notices the 
applicants had previously submitted were for Domino League events and no 
applications for Temporary Events had been submitted in the last 12 months for 
anything other than sale of alcohol and late night refreshment. They were firmly of 
the view that the location of the premises generally, was not “slightly challenging” 
as suggested by the applicant’s advisor but was instead a “very difficult area” to 
police. West Midlands Police felt that the applicant could have undertaken more 
meaningful consultation with them prior to submitting the variation application 
referencing the ambiguity over whether the applicant had in fact agreed to formally 
accept all the proposed conditions as sought. 
 
The conditions being put forward by West Midlands Police were very rigid, in that 
the extended hours of trading to 0400 hours (Thursdays to Saturday) would only 
be permitted for “…the playing of Dominoes in an organised Domino League. 
Domino competitions must be played through these hours, with the sale of alcohol 
and regulated entertainment being ancillary for the usage of the premises.” These 
conditions were in addition to those conditions imposed by a licensing Sub 
Committee after a Hearing. West Midlands Police therefore felt that more thought 
should have gone into the current application, acknowledging that the premises 
were in a difficult area to police, with proposed conditions which might alleviate 
their concerns. Put simply this did not occur on this occasion, as a result of which 
the police expressed significant doubt over the applicant’s ability to properly 
promote the licensing objectives. 
 
During the course of the police’s representations, reference was made to the use 
of SIA approved door staff at the venue and whether the applicant was currently 
complying with the relevant condition on the premises licence. Following 
clarification by the applicant’s consultant, the Sub Committee were satisfied, on 
balance, that applicant was adhering to this condition. However, the police 
continued to express their doubt over of the applicant’s ability to comply with the 
conditions and trust them to do so. 
 
The Sub-Committee then heard representations from Environmental Health of 
Birmingham City Council who were of the view that the premises, being a former 
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Bank, were entirely unsuitable to undertake the type of licensable activities sought 
for the durations requested and that the application should be refused. The 
restriction imposed on the premises in terms of planning consent meant that any 
decision of the Sub Committee to grant the application would be subject to a 
further application for planning permission to remove the current terminal hour of 
2330 hours.  This was imposed at the time due to concerns over the impact on the 
residential amenity particularly around noise and odour. Environmental Health 
maintained that it could be cost effective to install a noise limiting device (in the 
event that the Committee were minded to grant the application), and that modern 
devices are not prohibitively expensive as suggested. The premises do not benefit 
from glazing, or any attenuation devices and was not suitable for live music. The 
music which was unlikely to cause noise nuisance was background or ambient 
music.  
 
As part of their submissions, Environmental Health also referred to two breaches 
of the Licensing Act 2003, which had resulted in the applicant being issued with a 
simple caution in September 2018 by the Council’s Licensing and Enforcement 
department. They therefore disputed the assertion that the premises had not had 
any “major issues” since the licence was granted in 2013. They also expressed 
doubt over whether the licence holder had discharged the condition attached to 
planning permission in respect of an extraction system, lack of operational control 
for the venue, the noise and associated odour from the new smoking area at the 
premises.  
 
Although, in summing up the licence holder’s consultant had sought to curtail the 
hours of licensable activities from 0400 hours to 0200 hours Thursday to 
Saturday, this was not sufficient to address the Committee’s very serious 
concerns about the premises licence holder’s ability to properly promote the 
prevention of Crime and Disorder, and Public Nuisance as referenced within the 
representations made by West Midlands Police, Environment Health of 
Birmingham City Council and a local ward member. 
 
On balance, the Committee were not persuaded to Grant the variation application 
on this occasion primarily as a result of the following:- 
 

1) They expressed serious concerns about the suitability of the premises to 
undertake licensable activities for the periods sought in the application 
without having a negative effect on the promotion of the aforesaid licensing 
objectives for the reasons set out above; 
 

2) There was significant doubt on the part of the Committee that the agreed or 
imposed conditions would negate the impact of the licensable activities 
within an area that was experiencing anti-social behaviour, although not 
directly attributable to the premises; 
 

3) The Committee were also concerned about the premises’ recent history of 
trading, in particular the “simple caution” which Licensing and Enforcement 
of Birmingham City Council, and to issue to the premises licence holder in 
2018 in lieu of a prosecution. 
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In reaching this decision, the Sub-Committee has given due consideration to the 
City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy, the Guidance issued under Section 
182 of the Licensing Act 2003 by the Home Office, the application for a premises 
licence variation, the written representations received and the submissions made 
at the hearing by the applicant, their adviser and those making representations. 
 
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. 

 
 _________________________________________________________________ 

 
 OTHER URGENT BUSINESS  
 

5/061119   No items of other urgent business were submitted.   
_________________________________________________________________ 
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
  
 

LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE  C 

– 13 NOVEMBER 2019 

   
 

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF   

LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE C HELD 

ON WEDNESDAY 13 NOVEMBER 2019 

AT 0930 HOURS IN THE ELLEN PINSENT ROOM, 

COUNCIL HOUSE, BIRMINGHAM 

 

 
PRESENT: - Councillor Mike Leddy in the Chair; 
 
                      Councillors Mary Locke and Neil Eustace.  
 
   
ALSO PRESENT:  

 

Shaid Yasser – Licensing Section 
 Melissa Douglas – Legal Services 

Errol Wilson and David Smith – Committee Services. 
 

 _________________________________________________________________ 
  

NOTICE OF RECORDING 
 

01/131119 The Chairman advised the meeting that members of the press/public may record 
and take photographs except where there are confidential or exempt items.   
 _________________________________________________________________ 

 

DECLARATIONS OF INTERESTS 

 

02/131119 Members were reminded that they must declare all relevant pecuniary and non-
pecuniary interests arising from any business discussed at the meeting. If a 
disclosable pecuniary interest are declared a Member must not speak or take part 
in that agenda item. Any declarations to be recorded in the minutes of meeting.  

 _________________________________________________________________ 
 

APOLOGIES AND NOTIFICATION OF NOMINEE MEMBERS 
 

03/131119        No apologies were submitted. 
  _________________________________________________________________ 
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EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

 
04/021019        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:- 
(Paragraphs 3 & 4) 

________________________________________________________________   
 

 ANY OTHER URGENT BUSINESS 

 

05/021019 No other urgent business is raised. 
________________________________________________________________   
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      BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
PUBLIC REPORT 

 

Report to: Licensing Sub Committee C 

Report of: Interim Assistant Director of Regulation 
& Enforcement 

Date of Meeting: Thursday 19th December 2019 
Subject: 
 

Licensing Act 2003 
Premises Licence – Grant 

Premises: The Corner Shop, 41 Horsefair, Bristol Street, 
Birmingham, B1 1DA 

Ward affected: Bordesley & Highgate 

Contact Officer: 
 

Bhapinder Nandhra, Senior Licensing Officer,                         
0121 303 9896, licensing@birmingham.gov.uk 

 

1. Purpose of report:  

 
To consider representations that have been made in respect of an application for a Premises 
Licence which seeks to permit the Sale of Alcohol by retail (for consumption off the premises) to 
operate from 10:00am until 04:00am (Monday to Sunday).  
 
Premises to remain open to the public from 08:00am until 04:15am (Monday to Sunday). 
 

 

2. Recommendation:  

 
To consider the representations that have been made and to determine the application. 
 

 

3. Brief Summary of Report:  

 
An application for a Premises Licence was received on 5th November 2019, in respect of The 
Corner Shop, 41 Horsefair, Bristol Street, Birmingham, B1 1DA. 
 
A Representation has been received from West Midlands Police as a responsible authority.  
 
Representations have been received from other persons. 
 

 

4. Compliance Issues:  

4.1 Consistency with relevant Council Policies, Plans or Strategies: 

 
The report complies with the City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy and the Council’s 
Corporate Plan to improve the standard of all licensed persons, premises and vehicles in the City. 
 

 

Page 47 of 134

mailto:licensing@birmingham.gov.uk


2 

 

5. Relevant background/chronology of key events:  

 
Mansour Taleghan applied on 5th November 2019 for the grant of a Premises Licence for The 
Corner Shop, 41 Horsefair, Bristol Street, Birmingham, B1 1DA. 
 
A representation has been received from West Midlands Police, as a responsible authority. See 
Appendix 1.  
 
Representations have been received from other persons.  See Appendices 2 – 8. 
 
The application is attached at Appendix 9. 
 
Site Location Plans at Appendix 10. 
 
It should be noted that there is a special policy in force for the Arcadian/Hurst Street area. The 
effect of a special policy is to create a rebuttable presumption that applications for new licences or 
material variations to existing licences will normally be refused unless it can be shown that the 
premises concerned will not add to the cumulative impact on the licensing objectives being 
experienced. 
 
The Council will expect the applicant to demonstrate the steps it will take to promote the licensing 
objectives. Where relevant representations are made, the Council will consider the application on 
its individual merits and decide whether to apply the special policy. 
 
When carrying out its licensing functions, a licensing authority must have regard to Birmingham 
City Council's Statement of Licensing Policy and the Guidance issued by the Secretary of State 
under s182 of the Licensing Act 2003. The Licensing Authority is also required to take such steps 
as it considers appropriate for the promotion of the licensing objectives, which are:- 
 

a. The prevention of crime and disorder;  
b. Public safety;  
c. The prevention of public nuisance; and  
d. The protection of children from harm. 

 

 

6.   List of background documents:  

 
Copies of the representations as detailed in Appendices 1-8. 
Application Form, Appendix 9. 
Site Location Plans, Appendix 10.      
 
 

7.   Options available 

 
To Grant the licence in accordance with the application. 
To Reject the application. 
To Grant the licence subject to conditions modified to such an extent as considered appropriate. 
Exclude from the licence any of the licensable activities to which the application relates. 
Refuse to specify a person in the licence as the premises supervisor. 
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Appendix 1  
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Appendix 2   
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Appendix 3  
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Appendix 4  
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Appendix 5 
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Appendix 6  
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Appendix 7  
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Appendix 8  
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Appendix 9  
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BIRMINGHAM CITY COUNCIL 
PUBLIC REPORT 

 
 

Report to: Licensing Sub Committee C 

Report of: Interim Assistant Director of Regulation 
& Enforcement 

Date of Meeting: Thursday 19th December 2019 
Subject: 
 

Licensing Act 2003 
Temporary Event Notice 

Premises: Walkabout, 266-271a Langley Buildings, Regency 
Wharf, Birmingham, B1 2DS 

Ward affected: Ladywood  

Contact Officer: 
 

Mr Bhapinder Nandhra, Senior Licensing Officer  
0121 303 9896 licensing@birmingham.gov.uk 

 
1. Purpose of report:  

 
To consider the objection notice to the Temporary Event Notice (TEN), which seeks to permit the 
provision of licensable activities on the dates and times as detailed in the TEN attached to this 
report as an Appendix.  
   

 

2. Recommendation:  

 
To consider the objection notice made by West Midlands Police. 

 

3. Brief Summary of Report:  

 
A Temporary Event Notice was submitted by Tegan Marie Lumbaca and received on 05th December 
2019 in respect of Walkabout, 266-271a Langley Buildings, Regency Wharf, Birmingham B1 2DS. 
  
An objection notice has been received from West Midlands Police. 

 

4.    Compliance Issues: 

 
When carrying out its licensing functions, a licensing authority must have regard to the 
Guidance issued by the Secretary of State under section 182 of the Licensing Act 2003.  
 

4.1 Consistency with relevant Council Policies, Plans or Strategies: 

 
The report complies with the City Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy and the Council’s 
Corporate Plan to improve the standard of all licensed persons, premises and vehicles in the City. 
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5. Relevant background/chronology of key events:  

 
Tegan Marie Lumbaca submitted on 05th December 2019, a Temporary Event Notice in respect of 
Walkabout, 266-271a Langley Buildings, Regency Wharf, Birmingham, B1 2DS 
 
The Temporary Event Notice is attached as Appendix 1. 
 
An objection notice has been received from West Midlands Police, see Appendix 2. 
 
The current premises licence is attached at Appendix 3. 
 
Site location plans are attached, see Appendix 4.  
 
Under the licensing system of TENs, no actual permission is required to carry out a licensable 
activity on a temporary basis. An applicant must merely give notice of his intentions to operate a 
licensable activity to the licensing authority.  
 
However, the police or local authority exercising environmental health functions may intervene to 
prevent such events taking place or agree a modification of the proposed arrangements, and their 
intervention may in some cases result in the licensing authority imposing conditions on each TEN.  
 
Where TENs are submitted, and objection notice(s) are maintained, the licensing authority must 
consider the objection(s) at a hearing before a counter notice, or a notice including a statement of 
conditions can be issued.  
 
When giving TENs, consideration should be given to the following four licensing objectives: 

1. The prevention of crime and disorder 
2. public safety 
3. The prevention of public nuisance; and  
4. The protection of children from harm 

 

If the TENs are in connection with licensable activities at licensed premises, the licensing authority 
may also impose one or more of the existing licence conditions on the TENs if it considers that this 
is appropriate for the promotion of the licensing objectives. 
 

 

6.   List of background documents:  

 
Temporary Event Notice, attached at Appendix 1. 
Objection notice from West Midlands Police, attached at Appendix 2. 
Premises Licence, attached at Appendix 3. 
Site location plans, Appendix 4.  
 

 

7.   Options available 

 
At the hearing the Licensing Authority must consider the TEN and determine whether to: 
 
Allow the proposed temporary licensable activities as stated in each TEN 
Impose conditions on each TEN to promote the licensing objectives 
Refuse the proposed temporary licensable activities as stated in each TEN  
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