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Town Hall, Upper Street, London, N1 2UD 
 
 

AGENDA FOR THE LICENSING SUB COMMITTEE C 

 
Members of Licensing Sub Committee C are summoned to a meeting, which will be held in 
Committee Room 4, Town Hall, Upper Street, N1 2UD on, 4 July 2017 at 6.30 pm. 
 
 
Yinka Owa 
Director of Law and Governance 
 
 

Enquiries to : Jackie Tunstall 

Tel : 020 7527 3068 

E-mail : democracy@islington.gov.uk 

Despatched : 26 June 2017 

 
 
Membership Substitute 
 
Councillor Flora Williamson (Chair) 
Councillor Asima Shaikh (Vice-Chair) 
Councillor Rowena Champion 
 

All other members of the Licensing committee 

 
Quorum: is 3 Councillors 
 

 
Welcome :  Members of the public are welcome to attend this meeting.  

Procedures to be followed at the meeting are attached. 

Public Document Pack



 
 
 

 

A.  
 

Formal matters 
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1.  Introductions and procedure 
 

 

2.  Apologies for absence 
 

 

3.  Declarations of substitute members 
 

 

4.  Declarations of interest 
 

 

 If you have a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest* in an item of business: 
 if it is not yet on the council’s register, you must declare both the 

existence and details of it at the start of the meeting or when it becomes 
apparent; 

 you may choose to declare a Disclosable Pecuniary Interest that is 
already in the register in the interests of openness and transparency.   

In both the above cases, you must leave the room without participating in 
discussion of the item. 
 
If you have a personal interest in an item of business and you intend to speak 
or vote on the item you must declare both the existence and details of it at the 
start of the meeting or when it becomes apparent but you may participate in the 
discussion and vote on the item. 
 

*(a) Employment, etc - Any employment, office, trade, profession or vocation 
carried on for profit or gain. 

(b) Sponsorship - Any payment or other financial benefit in respect of your 
expenses in carrying out duties as a member, or of your election; including 
from a trade union. 

(c)  Contracts - Any current contract for goods, services or works, between you 
or your partner (or a body in which one of you has a beneficial interest) and 
the council. 

(d)  Land - Any beneficial interest in land which is within the council’s area. 

(e)  Licences- Any licence to occupy land in the council’s area for a month or 
longer. 

(f)  Corporate tenancies - Any tenancy between the council and a body in 
which you or your partner have a beneficial interest. 

 (g) Securities - Any beneficial interest in securities of a body which has a place 
of business or land in the council’s area, if the total nominal value of the 
securities exceeds £25,000 or one hundredth of the total issued share 
capital of that body or of any one class of its issued share capital.   

 
This applies to all members present at the meeting. 
 

 

5.  Order of Business 
 

 

6.  Minutes of Previous Meeting 
 

1 - 12 

B.  
 

Items for Decision 
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1.  Fora Space, Ground Floor, 71 Central Street, EC1V 8BU - Premises licence 
variation 

13 – 76 
Bunhill 



 
 
 

 

2.  Shoreditch Grind, 213 Old Street, London, EC1M 4AY - Premises licence 
variation 
 

77 – 132 
Bunhill 

3.  Hop, Burns and Black, 38 Balls Pond Road, N1 4AU - New premises licence 
 

133 – 168 
Mildmay 
 

4.  Palmera Oasis, 332 Essex Road, N1 3PB - New premises licence 
 

169 – 190 
Canonbury 

C.  
 

Urgent non-exempt items 
 

 

 Any non-exempt items which the Chair agrees should be considered urgently by 
reason of special circumstances. The reasons for urgency will be agreed by the 
Chair and recorded in the minutes. 
 

 

D.  
 

Exclusion of public and press 
 

 

 To consider whether, in view of the nature of the remaining items on the agenda, 
any of them are likely to involve the disclosure of exempt or confidential 
information within the terms of the Access to Information Procedure Rules in the 
Constitution and, if so, whether to exclude the press and public during 
discussion thereof. 
 

 

E.  
 

Urgent Exempt Items (if any) 
 

 

 Any exempt items which the Chair agrees should be considered urgently by 
reason of special circumstances.  The reasons for urgency will be agreed by the 
Chair and recorded in the minutes. 

 

 



 
 
 

 
ISLINGTON LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEES -   
  
PROCEDURE FOR HEARING LICENSING APPLICATIONS UNDER THE  
LICENSING ACT 2003 

 

  
INTRODUCTION TIME 

GUIDE 
1)  The Chair of the Sub-Committee will open the meeting and invite all members of the Sub-Committee, 
Officers, the applicant and anybody making representations, including witnesses (who have been given 
permission to appear) to introduce themselves. 

 

  
2)  The Chair will introduce the application and draw attention to the procedure to be followed as detailed 
below. 

 

  
CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS:  
  
N.B. The Sub-Committee have read all the papers.  All parties should use this time to present a 
summary of their key points and not to repeat the detail already provided in the report. 

 

  
3)  The Licensing Officer will report any further information relating to the application or representations. 
Where necessary the relevant parties will respond to these points during their submissions. 

 

  
4)  Responsible Authorities to present the key points of their representations; and clarify any points 
requested by the Authority.  Witnesses, given permission by the Authority, may appear. 

10 
mins 

  
5)  The Sub-Committee to question the responsible authorities on matters arising from their submission.  
  
6)  Interested Parties to present the key points of their representations; and clarify any points requested 
by the Authority.  Witnesses, given permission by the Authority, may appear. 

10 
mins 

  
7)  The Sub-Committee to question the objectors on matters arising from their submission.  
  
8) The applicant to present the key points of their application, address the representations and clarify any 
points requested by the Authority.  Witnesses given permission by the Authority may appear. 

10 
mins 

  
9)  The Sub-Committee to question the applicants on matters arising from their submission.  
 
10)  If required, the Licensing Officer to clarify matters relating to the application and the Licensing Policy. 

 

 
11)  The Chair may give permission for any party to question another party in the order of representations     
given above. 

 

 
CASE SUMMARIES 

 

  
12)  Responsible Authorities 2 
13)  Interested parties mins 
14)  Applicant each 
  

DELIBERATION AND DECISION  
 
15)  The Sub-Committee may retire to consider its decision.  The Committee Clerk and Legal Officer will 
remain with the Sub-Committee. 

 

 
16)  If the Sub-Committee retires, all parties should remain available to provide further information or 
clarification. 

 

 
17)  The chair will announce their decision giving reasons and any conditions to be attached to the 
licence.  All parties will be informed of the decision in writing. 
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London Borough of Islington 
 

Licensing Sub Committee C -  2 May 2017 
 

Minutes of the meeting of the Licensing Sub Committee C held at Committee Room 4, Town Hall, 
Upper Street, N1 2UD on  2 May 2017 at 6.30 pm. 

 
 

Present: Councillors: Rowena Champion, Asima Shaikh and Flora 
Williamson (Chair). 

Also 
Present: 

Councillors: Kaya Comer-Schwartz (Item B1) 

 
Councillor Flora Williamson in the Chair 

 

150 INTRODUCTIONS AND PROCEDURE (Item A1) 
 
Councillor Williamson welcomed everyone to the meeting and officers and members 
introduced themselves.  The procedure for the conduct of the meeting was outlined. 
 

151 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE (Item A2) 
 
There were no apologies for absence. 
 

152 DECLARATIONS OF SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS (Item A3) 
 
There were no declarations of substitute members. 
 

153 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (Item A4) 
 
There were no declarations of interest.  
 

154 ORDER OF BUSINESS (Item A5) 
 
The order of business would be as the agenda.  
 

155 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING (Item A6) 
 
RESOLVED: 
That the minutes of the meeting held on 6 March 2017 be confirmed as an accurate record 
of proceedings and the Chair be authorised to sign them. 
 

156 NOMAD, 58 OLD STREET, EC1V 9AJ - PREMISES LICENCE REVIEW (Item B1) 
 
The Sub-Committee noted the tabled papers forwarded by Wenlake Management and also 
those submitted by the licensee’s representative. 
 
The noise team reported that the review had been submitted following repeated non-
compliance with conditions by the licensee. Complaints from residents had been received 
since January 2011.  The sound levels were discussed with the management of the 
premises and a calibration certificate was requested.  In April 2011 a calibration certificate 
was received but this did not include all information that was required and was rejected.  No 
response was received.  Warning letters were sent in December 2012 and reminders in 
January and February 2013 but no response was received.  It was made clear to the 
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acoustic consultant for Nomad that the noise levels were greater than the levels on the 
licence and that a variation would need to be applied for should they require the levels to be 
varied. They were also reminded that a calibration certificate needed to be submitted. The 
acoustic consultant did not acknowledge the licence conditions and did not detail any sound 
insulation works that had been carried out.  In March 2013, the acoustic consultant informed 
the noise team that the noise levels were acceptable.  However these levels were in excess 
of the condition on the licence.  He was advised that if the sound levels were to be 
increased, a variation of the licence would need to be applied for.  The acoustic consultant 
wrote in June disagreeing with the conditions and in response to this letter he was asked to 
vary the licence.  In September 2016 a calibration certificate was requested and again in 
January 2017.  The licensee and his representative attended an officer panel in November 
2016 and they advised that a certificate would be submitted.  A certificate was received on 
the 2 May 2017, on the day of the Licensing Sub-Committee meeting, and levels were in 
excess of the noise level condition by a large amount.   The applicant had been advised on 
at least four occasions to apply for a variation, complaints were still being received from 
residents and there was a lack of responsibility from the licensee. The noise team had been 
forced to submit a review of the licence due to non-compliance.  
 
The police officer reported that he had read the review and was in agreement with it. He 
had been present at the officer panel in November and agreements had been made 
regarding CCTV and serious assault conditions but no variation had been submitted 
following the panel meeting. He considered that management of the premises did not reach 
the high standards required.  The licensee talked about making changes but then did not 
act.   
 
The licensing authority stated that at the officer panel the licensee had agreed to submit a 
minor variation and to submit an acoustic survey.  Complaints had still been received and 
there had been no contact from the licensee since the review except in the two days prior to 
the review hearing.  It was suggested that there be a suspension of the licence in order to 
allow acoustic works and the submission of a calibration certificate. 
 
 A local resident reported that the premises was a club venue with a continuous thud of loud 
music.  A supermarket nearby had an alcohol licence and the patrons of Nomad used it to 
buy cheaper alcohol.  Regularly patrons would spill out of the club at 5am and consume 
alcohol in the street.  There would be loud noise from patrons beneath his bedroom.  The 
patrons used the estate and there would be loud music from vehicles, patrons would 
congregate whilst drinking alcohol and there would be shouting, fights, bottle smashing and 
slamming of doors. The estate was then left in a mess and extra caretakers had to be 
employed to clear up the debris.  The licensee had sent an email on the day of this meeting 
about measures he proposed to introduce including a marshal to cover the estates.  The 
resident did not consider this would address the loitering and noise nuisance. Patrols would 
not be able to identify the patrons and move them on and marshals would meet with 
resistance.  He stated that Nomad had not addressed the issue of noise inside the premises 
which was within their control so he had little faith that they would be able to control the 
noise outside the premises.  
 
The licensee’s representative stated that incidents of crime and disorder were a matter for 
the police and there had been no suggestion of any such incidents.  There had only been 
one incident in seven years. The licensee was perfectly happy with the conditions proposed 
at the officer panel and training had taken place two weeks after the officer panel meeting.  
The review process had taken place which was why the variation had not been submitted.  
They were also happy to accept the SIA condition proposed at a rate of one door supervisor 
to every fifty customers as they already did this.  He stated that the proposal to reduce the 
hours would almost kill the business.  There had been no suggestion previously that the 
hours should be reduced.  The problems in 2016 had been more associated with public 
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nuisance and not noise escape. There had not been a long history of public nuisance and 
they had not been aware of nuisance in the street until October/November 2016.  If they 
had known previously they could have taken action.  The acoustic consultant was unaware 
how the condition about noise levels had been inserted onto the licence as these had not 
been agreed at the licensing hearing in 2008.  He tabled a proposed additional condition to 
employ an acoustic consultant to replace the conditions 19 and 20 on the licence.  The 
tabled condition would be interleaved with the agenda papers. They were not aware of any 
issues with noise escape between 2013 and 2016.  He stated that following the officer panel 
the search wand was always used.  The fire extinguisher issue had been addressed.  The 
closure of Honduras Street was wrong but it was done in an attempt to help the parking 
situation.  The sound system had been calibrated.  Further measures put in place were to 
employ marshals to patrol the area.  Management had found that people did respond to 
patrols.  People causing nuisance on the estates may not all be patrons of Nomad.  Nomad 
would help with litter patrols. Notices and procedures had been tabled for information. 
During the week they held community events such as swing nights, dance classes. At the 
weekend they would hold promoted events, gig nights or birthday parties and it was stated 
that a reduction in hours would be a business killer. They employed a bar manager and six 
or seven bar staff.  It was stated that one positive representation had been received.  
 
In response to questions the licensee’s representative said that the calibration certificate 
had not been provided as they had not understood why conditions 19 and 20 were on the 
licence.  The acoustic consultant had pursued this matter with the noise team but had not 
got anywhere.  An application for a minor variation, which had been agreed in November at 
the officer panel, had not been submitted because of busy diaries.  A variation application 
had not been made previously as between January 2013 and September they had not 
heard anything from the noise team and had considered this matter resolved. It was noted 
that an officer panel indicated serious concerns despite this gap in time but a calibration 
certificate had still not been prepared. The licensee was aware that he needed to comply 
with licence conditions but could not understand how conditions 19 and 20 had been 
applied to the licence.  The licensing officer advised that following the submission of 
sound/insulation details by the previous licensee these conditions would have replaced the 
previous condition on the licence. She stated that there was an error regarding the correct 
floors on the licence and once the licensing officer was notified of this the licence was 
amended. The licensee’s representative did not consider they needed to ask for a variation 
if it was a technical administrative error on the licence. The licensee considered that the 
noise levels on the licence would be too low and if they had to comply to these levels they 
would not be able to run their business. The licensee stated that there had been substantial 
sound proofing although it was accepted that evidence of these works had not been 
provided.  The licensee stated that they would want to see the condition regarding the 
appointment of a noise consultant on the licence and that this be removed once a scheme 
had been agreed with the noise team. The licensee reported that sound proofing works had 
been carried out and no music noise could be heard outside although he then admitted that 
at times there had been noise escape.  For the past month to six weeks there had been 
new security, CCTV, Lodos had been working with Nomad and could also provide CCTV 
and there had been a marshal at the front of the estate to act as a deterrent.  The licensee 
refuted that there was weak management at the premises and stated that the premises was 
bad when he took over the licence.  Crime was low but it was accepted that there were 
some anti-social behaviour/dispersal problems.  He asked customers to stay inside the 
venue for taxis.  He did not get callouts by the police and often helped the police out.  Not 
all of the problems were coming from Nomad.  He had tried to prevent people parking in 
Honduras Street. He had now put systems in place and would welcome a visit from officers. 
The licensee stated that he thought he was getting it right but he would take on board the 
concerns.  He stated he did not know about the public nuisance outside the premises until 
October 2016 and should be given a chance to put this right. The licensee was informed 
that there had been a high level of support from residents for this review. He accepted the 
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police conditions but not the proposed curtailing of hours as this would be the finish of the 
business and he considered he should be given a chance to put measures in place. He had 
employed marshals six weeks ago.  It was noted that the noise team were still receiving 
noise complaints in January 2017. He considered that the correct systems were now in 
place.  The Sub-Committee noted that the resident disagreed. He stated that over the last 
six weeks there had been timed patrols of the area.  He informed the Sub-Committee that 
he would have to accept a closure of the premises if this was the decision.  
 
In summary, the noise team stated that it was very common to have sound levels details on 
the licence following a sound survey.  The public nuisance had been discussed with the 
licensee but nothing had been done.  She had advised the noise consultant on at least four 
occasions to apply for a variation to the licence. The one resident who had written in to 
support the licensee lived over a quarter of a mile from the premises and was not affected 
by the public nuisance.   
 
The police stated that they would need the use of marshals to be a condition of the licence 
and patrons barred from the club if identified as perpetrating anti-social behaviour.  An ID 
scanner could be conditioned which was a useful tool when dealing with anti-social 
behaviour.  Signage should be clear and the website should highlight procedures. The 
problems caused were anti-social behaviour and noise disturbance.  It was not for the police 
to deal with this behaviour and residents were suffering.  The reduction in hours would 
reduce anti-social behaviour and conditions should still be applied to the licence. 
 
The licensing authority stated that they had no confidence in the management, there had 
been no application to vary the licence and the calibration certificate had not been received 
despite repeated requests. 
 
The licensing authority stated that they had no confidence in the management and there 
had been no application to vary the licence or the receipt of the calibration certificate 
despite repeated requests. 
 
The local resident had called the police on a number of occasions because of fights but 
people had dispersed by the time the police had arrived.  He considered that the measures 
were not working and the business should go back to being run as a public house. 
Residents were suffering as the issue was noise.  There were 30 representations and he 
had attended the meeting despite being a busy man.  The management could not keep 
people quiet.  It was not the same during the week.  Despite triple glazing he could hear the 
thud of music and noise from patrons most weeks even two weeks ago. He agreed with a 
reduction of hours. The condition in the licence had not been addressed and the acoustic 
consultant had not even attended the meeting.  
 
The licensee’s representative offered the previous condition 13 to replace conditions 19 and 
20. He stated they should work together to prevent noise disturbance.  If sound levels were 
not agreed there could be no regulated entertainment and a cutback in hours would kill the 
business.  The premises could not simply go back to being a pub and employees would be 
out of work. The licensee was aware about public nuisance in October and was now taking 
steps.  If these did not work the matter could be brought back to Committee. If the old 
condition 13 was added he considered it would work.  In response to a question from the 
Sub-Committee he agreed in a reduction in hours on Sunday – Thursday.  The licensee 
reported that Nomad was situated on a main road with traffic lights outside.  There was 
noise at these lights which he could not prevent.  
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RESOLVED 
1) That the licence in respect of Nomad, 58 Old Street, EC1V 9AJ be suspended for a 

period of two weeks and modified as follows:- 
 

a) That the hours for licensable activities be restricted until 01:00 am on Sunday to 
Thursday and 02:00 on Friday and Saturday. 

b) That the following conditions be applied to the licence:- 

 When alcohol and/or public entertainment is provided by way of music and 
dancing, SIA registered door supervisors will be employed from 9pm until 1 hour 
after closing time at the rate of one door supervisor for every fifty customers. 

 CCTV shall be installed, operated and maintained, at all times that the premises 
is open for licensable activities, so as to comply with the following criteria: 
The licensee will ensure that the system is checked every two weeks to ensure 
that the system is working properly and that the date and time are correct.  A 
record of these checks, showing the date  and name of the person 
checking shall be kept and made available to Police or authorised Council 
officers on request; 

 One camera shall show a close-up of the entrance to the premises, to capture a 
clear, full length image of anyone entering; 
The system will provide full coverage of the interior of the premises and any 
exterior part of the premises accessible to the public. 
The system shall record in real time and recordings will be date and time 
stamped. 
Recordings will be kept for a minimum of 31 days and downloaded footage will 
be  provided free of  charge to the police or authorised council officers on 
request (subject to the Data Protection Act 1998) within 24 hours of any request 
and  
At all times there will be person on the premises who can operate the system 
sufficiently to allow Police or authorised Council officers to view footage on 
request and to supply a copy of footage immediately to Police to assist with the 
immediate investigation of an offence. 

 In the event that a serious assault is committed on the premises (or appears 
to have been committed) the management will immediately ensure that: 

a) The police (and where appropriate the London Ambulance Service) are 
called without delay 

b) All measures that are reasonably practicable are taken to apprehend any 
suspects pending the arrival of the police 

c) The crime scene is preserved so as to enable a full forensic investigation 
to be carried out by the police and 

d) Such measures are taken (as appropriate) to fully protect the safety of all 
persons present on the premises. 

 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
The Sub-Committee listened to all the evidence and submissions and read all the material. 
The Sub-Committee reached the decision having given consideration to the Licensing Act 
2003, as amended, and its regulations, the national guidance and the Council’s Licensing 
Policy.  
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the noise team that they had been requesting a 
calibration certificate since January 2011. A calibration certificate received in April 2011 was 
rejected as it did not include all information required. Despite requests no further certificate 
was received until the day of this meeting.  This certificate was also rejected because the 
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levels were in excess of those specified on the licence.  Some were increased by 20 
decibels, which was too loud for the structure of the premises. The Sub-Committee heard 
evidence that the licensee had been advised on at least four occasions to apply for a 
variation of the licence if he wanted the levels to be reset but no application had been 
received.  The Sub-Committee noted the recommendation of the noise team that the hours 
be reduced to 2am on Fridays and Saturdays. 
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the police that, at an officer panel meeting in 
November 2016, the licensee had agreed to further conditions suggested by the police. The 
police discussed with the licensee the making of a variation application to add these 
conditions to the licence but no such application was made.  The Sub-Committee noted the 
police concerns that the management of the premises was not up to the high standards 
required. 
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the licensing authority that complaints were still 
being received and that there had been no improvement.  The Sub-Committee heard that 
since the review application was submitted there had been no contact from the licensee, 
until Friday 28 April and the morning of this Sub-Committee. The Sub-Committee noted the 
licensing authority’s recommendation that the licence be suspended for a period of time to 
allow for acoustic works and a calibration certificate.  
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from a local resident that he and his family were 
disturbed by a continuous thud of loud music and are kept awake most weekends and some 
week nights. He stated that Nomad patrons spill out at five am, go to the supermarket and 
consume more alcohol.  He stated that patrons used the estate as a meeting point and 
caused havoc, screaming and shouting, urinating on the estate, fighting, smashing bottles 
and using drugs. He stated that patrons sat in vehicles and played loud music. The Sub-
Committee noted the resident’s concerns that actions proposed by the licensee such as 
marshals and patrols would not control the general noise caused by patrons leaving the 
premises. The resident stated that the management could not deal with the music being too 
loud even though they had full control of this, so how could they control disturbance outside. 
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the licensee’s representative that there had been 
only one incident in seven years that had resulted in a report to the police. He was happy to 
accept the conditions proposed by the police and the noise team but not the reduction in 
hours. The Sub-Committee heard that, between 2013 and 2016 there had been no 
correspondence or complaint regarding sound escape or public nuisance and at the officer 
meeting in November 2016 there was only one mention of a complaint about people 
leaving. There was no long history of public nuisance complaints. The licensee was not 
aware of public nuisance until October/November 2016 and if he was not aware he could 
not take action. Since November 2016 he had taken action. The Sub-Committee heard 
evidence that the licensee had never understood how the levels were put as a condition on 
the licence and the licensee was proposing that an acoustic condition as tabled be added to 
the licence to replace conditions 19 and 20.  The Sub-Committee heard that since the 
officers panel meeting, wands would be used as part of search procedures, fire 
extinguishers were addressed immediately, CCTV was addressed immediately and the 
calibration had now been done. Marshalls had been introduced as had litter patrols.  The 
Sub-Committee noted the notices and procedures produced by the licensee.  
 
The Sub-Committee noted that the licensee was prepared to accept a reduction of hours 
between Sunday and Thursday but that he did not accept a reduction on Friday and 
Saturday as this would kill his business.  
 
The Sub-Committee was concerned about the standards of management at the premises.  
The management had failed to provide a valid calibration certificate for six years and had 
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failed to follow advice in relation to seeking a variation.  The Sub-Committee was concerned 
that such a large number of residents, 27 in total, had indicated their support for the review 
due to the management’s inability to control public nuisance and sound escape.  The Sub-
Committee noted the licensee’s comments that sound proofing had been carried out at the 
premises but no evidence had been provided, no variation application received and sound 
escape complaints continued. The Sub-Committee noted the recent actions taken by the 
licensee but also noted the resident statement that noise issues continued.  
 
The Sub-Committee having considered the evidence balanced the needs of the business 
and the needs of the local residents.  The continuing noise problems at 5am were having a 
detrimental impact on residents’ quality of life and the Sub-Committee was not satisfied that 
anything other than a reduction in hours would lessen this impact and promote the licensing 
objectives. The Sub-Committee remained concerned about the continuing failure to reset 
the noise levels in the premises and provide a calibration certificate, or to apply for a 
variation in relation to the noise levels. The Sub-Committee concluded that a two week 
suspension would allow time for the issue of the noise levels to be resolved.  
 
 The Sub-Committee was satisfied that this suspension together with the reduction in hours 
and the agreed conditions would combine to protect the residents’ needs, allow the 
business to continue and promote the licensing objectives, particularly in relation to public 
nuisance, and that the measures were proportionate and appropriate. 
 
The Sub-Committee considered licensing policy 30 regarding review of licences and 
licensing policy 8 in relation to licensing hours when making their decision. They also 
considered licensing policy 10 in relation to high standards of management.  The Sub-
Committee also considered the home office guidance particularly paragraph 11.20 in 
relation to the determination of this review.  
 

157 CROUCH HILL SUPERMARKET, 60 CROUCH HILL, N4 4AD - PREMISES LICENCE 
REVIEW (Item B2) 
 
The licensing officer reported that conditions regarding CCTV proposed by the police were 
at page 177 of the agenda. 
 
The police officer informed the Sub-Committee that there were a couple of typing errors in 
the report at page 176 and that the name Huseyin be replaced with Savvas in paragraphs 5 
and 6 of the report. The police officer reported that the owner’s son was seen handling 
stolen alcohol. Police noticed a person entering the premises will a full bag and leave the 
premises with an empty bag.  CCTV showed that Savvas Boybeyi handed cash to Mr Onay 
who in turn handed it to the person. Mr Savvas Boybeyi admitted the offence and signed a 
community resolution.  The police reported that they were not happy with the management 
of the premises and were fairly sure that this would not have been the first time that this 
situation had happened. 
 
The trading standards officer reported that Mr Boybeyi had attended an officer panel 
meeting following the seizure of illicit alcohol.  The licence could have been reviewed at this 
time.  In 2016 there were no suspect spirits or tobacco found on the premises that were 
suspect, however, there were beers with Polish-only labelling.  No invoices had been 
received for these beers as presumably none were available. This led him to believe that it 
was highly likely that these would be non-duty paid.  The manner in which the stolen goods 
were handled was routine and appeared to him to be acceptable business practice.  In 
these circumstances he recommended revocation. There was the issue of honesty and the 
move from illicit alcohol to stolen goods. He asked that, should the licence be suspended, 
conditions as detailed in his representation should be added to the licence.  
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The licensing authority agreed with revocation.  The licensee had failed to comply with 
conditions and offences had been committed.  
 
The licensee’s representative stated that the designated premises supervisor (dps) had not 
been in the country when this incident had occurred due to a family tragedy.  He considered 
that the employees would behave in a different manner when he was away.  Police were at 
liberty to interview the dps but he had not been interviewed.  He stated that the dps had not 
been involved.  Any thoughts about his involvement were based on speculation. The dps 
was away when both breaches occurred. There had been four underage test purchases 
attempted, none of which resulted in sales.  There had been two visits since 2012, whilst 
the dps was away but he had provided invoices subsequently.  Drinks had been priced 
incorrectly but were legitimately sourced.  It was considered that it would not be 
proportionate or appropriate to remove the dps from the licence.  He accepted conditions 2 
and 4 and advised that a suspension should not be imposed as a punishment but only to 
get things in order to act as a deterrent and to have time to reflect.  He agreed the 
conditions proposed by trading standards.  He reminded the Sub-Committee that, although 
two representations had been received asking for revocation, the Home Office guidance 
stated that licensing authorities should look to the police as the main source of advice on 
crime and disorder.  He stated that the police representation should carry a greater weight.  
He also referred to the guidance at paragraphs 11.20 which stated that licensing authorities 
should seek to establish the cause for concern and action taken should always be no more 
than an appropriate and proportionate response.  Incidents took place whilst the designated 
premises supervisor was out of the country and it would not be a fair and proportionate 
response to take a livelihood away for actions not attributed to him.  He stated that he could 
not be responsible for employee’s behaviour when not in the premises.  He showed the 
CCTV footage to police when requested.  He asked the Sub-Committee to impose 
conditions as proposed.   
 
In response to questions, the licensee’s representative stated that the dps was accountable.  
If he had seen the CCTV himself he would be in a better position to know whether or not 
this incident had happened before and appeared to be general practice. He stated that the 
designated premises supervisor had dismissed two individuals, including his own son, 
which demonstrated he had taken the matter seriously.  He had a record of ten years of a 
reasonable standard.  He did not consider that the breaches were sufficient to revoke. In 
response to a question regarding the invoices the trading standards officer reported that 
one had been received dated 23 October but six other invoices were still outstanding. 
 
In summary, the police officer stated he had not changed their opinion for their 
recommendation.  He stated that Mr Onay had admitted that the same person normally 
dropped the bottles off and that Mr Savvas Boybeyi had admitted that he had helped to take 
off the security tags. He asked that the designated premises supervisor be removed from 
the licence. 
 
The trading standards officer stated he was sorry for the loss of a family member but saw 
no reason why the licensee should not have been in better charge of the premises.  He 
considered that it appeared that this was accepted practice.  There would be no reason to 
interview the dps once the two people accepted responsibility.  Only one invoice had been 
received when seven had been requested.  He recommended that the licence be revoked. 
 
The licensee’s representative stated that evidence of the licensee’s honesty had been 
shown by the provision of the CCTV which had incriminated his own son. He asked the 
Sub-Committee to consider the home office guidance.  He stated it was not proportionate to 
revoke the licence.  The dps was not in the country at the time of the incident. 
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RESOLVED 
1) That the licence for Crouch Hill Supermarket, 60 Crouch Hill, N4 4AD be suspended for 

a period of two weeks and modified as follows:-  
 

a) That Mr Huseyin Boybeyi be removed as the designated premises supervisor. 

b) Mr Savvas Boybeyi or Mr Ali Onay have no involvement with the day to day 
management or any form of employment at the venue. 

c) That the CCTV condition as proposed by the police be added to the licence as 
follows:- 
CCTV shall be installed, operated and maintained, at all times that the premises is 
open for licensable activities, so as to comply with the following criteria: 
 The licensee will ensure that the system is checked every two weeks to ensure that 
the system is working properly and that the date and time are correct.  A record of 
these checks, showing the date and name of the person checking shall be kept and 
made available to Police or authorised Council officers on request; 
 One camera shall show a close-up of the entrance to the premises, to capture a 
clear, full length image of anyone entering; 
 The system will provide coverage of the interior of any exterior part of the  premises 
accessible to the public. 
 The system shall record in real time and recordings will be date and time stamped. 
 Recordings will be kept for a minimum of 31 days and downloaded footage will be  
provided free of charge to the police or authorised council officers on request 
(subject to the Data Protection Act 1998) within 24 hours of any request and  
 At all times there will be person on the premises who can operate the system 
sufficiently to allow Police or authorised Council officers to view footage on request. 

 
d) That conditions detailed on page 186 proposed by the trading standards team be 

applied to the licence. 
 

REASONS FOR DECISION 
The Sub-Committee listened to all the evidence and submissions and read all the material. 
The Sub-Committee reached the decision having given consideration to the Licensing Act 
2003, as amended, and its regulations, the national guidance and the Council’s Licensing 
Policy.  
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the police that the review had been brought after 
the venue had been found to be handling stolen goods. The police stated that the offence 
was admitted and there had been a conviction and admission of guilt.  There had also been 
a breach of two conditions on the licence. The police stated that the licensee’s son had lied 
to the police before realising that the crime was on CCTV and that he had tried to blame an 
employee of the business, Mr Onay. The police stated that Mr Onay had admitted that this 
was not the first time that this person had come to the store and sold alcohol.  The Sub-
Committee noted the police view that the purchase of stolen goods was accepted business 
practice and that the licensee would have known this. The police confirmed that they were 
not happy with the way the venue was run. 
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from trading standards that various conditions on the 
licence had been breached. The licence could have been reviewed in 2012 but instead the 
licensee attended an officer panel meeting and made a minor variation application to add 
appropriate conditions in relation to illicit goods.  The Sub-Committee heard evidence that 
during a visit in November 2016 invoices for a number of Polish beers were requested and 
only one invoice was produced which did not cover all the beer concerned.  
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The Sub-Committee noted that the licensing authority recommended revocation as the 
licensee had failed to comply with the licence conditions and the premises had handled 
stolen goods. 
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the licensee’s representative that the licensee 
was out of the country at the time the offence was committed. He did not know about the 
criminal activity and was taken advantage of whilst he was away. The Sub-Committee noted 
that the licensee was never interviewed by the police in relation to the offences. The license 
accepted the seriousness of the offence and agreed the conditions in relation to CCTV and 
the removal of Mr Onay and Mr Savvas Boybeyi from the business. The Sub-Committee 
noted that the licensee had dismissed Mr Onay and Mr Savvas Boybeyi from his 
employment. The licensee accepted that his record over the last 10 years had not been 
exemplary but it had been of a reasonable standard. 
 
The Sub-Committee was concerned about standards of management at the premises. 
Although it was noted that the licensee was not in the country at the time of the offence, the 
past history of breaches and the evidence suggesting that this was not a one off offence 
were of concern.  The licensee’s failure to produce invoices for the alcohol seen in the stock 
room was a clear breach of the licence conditions. This, combined with the history of the 
premises and the offence under food labelling legislation, persuaded the Sub-Committee 
that the licensee should be removed as designated premises supervisor in order to promote 
the licensing objectives. The Sub-Committee was of the view that a two week suspension 
would not only give the business time to find an alternative designated premises supervisor 
but would also show other businesses in the borough that handling stolen goods is a 
serious offence and would not be tolerated.   
 
The Sub-Committee was satisfied that this suspension, the removal of the designated 
premises supervisor and the agreed conditions would combine to promote the licensing 
objectives and that the measures were proportionate and appropriate. 
 
The Sub-Committee considered licensing policy 30 regarding review of licences, licensing 
policy 10 regarding high standards of management and the home office guidance, 
particularly paragraphs 2.1 and 11.20. 
 

158 AYA SUPERMARKET, 599 HOLLOWAY ROAD, N19 4DJ - APPLICATION FOR NEW 
PREMISES LICENCE (Item B3) 
 
The police officer reported that the venue was in the cumulative impact area and there was 
nothing in the application to demonstrate why the operation of the premises would not add 
to the cumulative impact. 
 
The licensing authority reported that there had been no engagement from the applicant.  
The saturation zone had not been addressed in the application. The licensing authority was 
concerned about street drinking in the area and asked that if the Sub-Committee were to 
grant the licence there should be a start time of 10am with the conditions proposed.  
However, this was a heavily saturated area and there was no need for another licence in 
the area. 
 
The applicant’s representative stated that as stated in the licensing policy at paragraph 4, 
each application would be on its merits and in paragraph 6, an exception would be a small 
premises with a capacity of fifty persons or less.  Conditions as proposed were all accepted 
and a later start time of 10am was also be agreed.  This application was consistent with 
licensing policy 8 regarding hours and the applicant was not seeking to go beyond this time.  
He stated that an extensive operating schedule had been submitted.  The premises would 
not impact negatively with the operating schedule conditions and hours proposed.  
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In response to questions it was noted that there were 12 other licensed premises within a 
200m radius.  The premises was currently operating on an unlicensed basis.  It was noted 
that this ward had the highest number of off licences in the Borough and the premises was 
not expected to be any different to others in the area.  It was noted that super strength 
beers would not be sold and the applicant offered a condition that no ciders would be sold.  
 
In summary, the police stated that they had not heard anything about the venue that would 
be considered an exception.  The venue could not fail to impact on the area and considered 
that the application be refused. 
The licensing authority agreed with the police and considered that they had not heard 
anything different about his premises. For a small premises to be considered exceptional 
they should not be alcohol led.  
The applicant’s representative stated that the premises was currently trading as a 
community store so alcohol would be ancillary to the business. He stated that the operating 
schedule was comprehensive and all licensing objectives would be promoted.  He 
considered that the licence would not impact negatively on the area should it be granted. 
 
RESOLVED 
That the application for a new premises licence in respect of Aya Supermarket, 599 
Holloway Road, N19 4DJ be refused.  
 
REASONS FOR DECISION 
The Sub-Committee listened to all the evidence and submissions and read all the material. 
The Sub-Committee reached the decision having given consideration to the Licensing Act 
2003, as amended, and its regulations, the national guidance and the Council’s Licensing 
Policy.  
 
The Sub-Committee took into consideration Licensing Policy 2.  The premises fall within the 
Holloway Road and Finsbury Park cumulative impact area.  Licensing policy 2 creates a 
rebuttable presumption that applications for new premises licences that are likely to add to 
the existing cumulative impact will normally be refused, unless an applicant can 
demonstrate why the operation of the premises involved will not add to the cumulative 
impact or otherwise impact adversely on the promotion of the licensing objectives. 
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the police that the premises were in an area with 
a high level of crime and disorder and that there were 12 other licensed premises within a 
200 m radius. The Sub-Committee noted the police concerns that there was nothing in the 
application to show that the premises were not going to impact on the area.  
 
The Sub-Committee heard evidence from the licensing authority that the applicant had not 
engaged with the authority and had not addressed the fact that the premises were in a 
saturation area. The Sub-Committee noted the concerns around street drinkers in the area.  
 
The Sub-Committee heard from the applicant’s representative that all conditions suggested 
were accepted as well as a reduction in the hours sought to 10 am rather than 8 am. The 
applicant’s representative stated that an extensive operating schedule had been submitted 
including terms in relation to CCTV, training, Challenge 25, the keeping of an incident book, 
fire risk assessments and emergency plan and conditions regarding nuisance. A 
comprehensive set of conditions had been submitted and this demonstrated that the 
premises would not have a negative impact. The Sub-Committee noted that the applicant 
already has two licensed premises. The Sub-Committee heard that the premises were a 
small community store that was not alcohol led. 
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The Sub-Committee noted that the hours sought were within the hours specified in licensing 
policy 8.  However, the Sub-Committee was of the view that the applicant had failed to rebut 
the presumption that the application, if granted, would add to the cumulative impact area. 
The applicant did not show any exceptional circumstances as to why the Sub-Committee 
should grant the application. 
 
The Sub-Committee concluded that granting the licence would add to the availability of 
alcohol in an area where there was already a large number of licensed premises with 
associated anti-social and criminal behaviour and therefore have a cumulative impact on 
the licensing objectives. The Sub-Committee was concerned about street drinking in the 
area and that, even with the change in hours sought, granting the licence would undermine 
the licensing objectives.  
 
In accordance with licensing policy 2, the Sub-Committee was satisfied that the grant of the 
application would undermine the licensing objectives.   
 
 
 
 

 The meeting ended at 10.30 pm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CHAIR 
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Environment & Regeneration 

Municipal Office, 222 Upper Street, London, N1 1XR 

 

 

 

Report of: Service Director, Public Protection 

Meeting of  

 

Date 

 

Agenda Item 

 

Ward(s) 

 

Licensing Sub-Committee 

 

4th July 2017 

 

 

 

Mildmay 

 

Delete as 

appropriate 

 Non-exempt 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Subject: PREMISES LICENCE NEW APPLICATION 

Hop, Burns & Black, 38 Balls Pond Road, London, N1 4AU 

1. Synopsis 

1.1 This is an application for a new premise licence under the Licensing Act 2003. 

1.2 The new application is to allow: 

 The sale by retail of alcohol, on & off supplies, Mondays to Sundays from 10:00 until 
22:30; and 

 The premises to be open to members of the public, Mondays to Sundays from 10:00 
until 23:00. 

2. Relevant Representations 

Licensing Authority No 

Metropolitan Police No 

Noise No 

Health and Safety No 

Trading Standards No 
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Public Health No 

Safeguarding Children No 

London Fire Brigade No 

Local residents Yes: Two but one has withdrawn. 

Other bodies Yes: One Local Ward Councillor 

 

3. Background 

3.1 Papers are attached as follows:- 

 Appendix 1:  application form; 

 Appendix 2:  representations; 

Appendix 3:  supporting documents submitted by the applicant in response to the   

representations. 

 Appendix 4:   suggested conditions and map of premises location. 

3.2 The applicant submitted supporting documentation in response to the outstanding 
representations, see Appendix 3.  As a result of the information supplied, one of the local 
residents withdrew their representation. 

4. Planning Implications 

4.1 No planning restrictions. 

5 Recommendations 

5.1 To determine the application for a new premises licence under Section 17 of the Licensing Act 
2003. 

5.2 If the Committee grants the application it should be subject to: 

i. conditions prepared by the Licensing Officer which are consistent with the Operating 
Schedule (see appendix 4) 

ii. any conditions deemed appropriate by the Committee to promote the four licensing 

objectives.(see appendix 4) 

6 Conclusion and reasons for recommendations 

6.1 The Council is required to consider this application in the light of all relevant information, and if 

approval is given, it may attach such conditions as appropriate to promote the licensing 

objectives. 
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Background papers: 

The Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy 

Licensing Act 2003 

Secretary of States Guidance 

Final Report Clearance 

Signed by  

 

 

 

  

 Service Director – Public Protection  Date 

    

 

Received by  

 

 

 

  

 Head of Scrutiny and Democratic Services  Date 

    

 

Report author: Licensing Service 

Tel: 020 75027 3031 

E-mail: licensing@islington.gov.uk 

 

22 June 2017
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Premises Licence Plan 

www.beyondtheblue.co.uk 
©Beyond the Blue Ltd. 2008 - 2017 

Key 
Area Covered by Licence 

CCTV Camera 

Fire Extinguisher 

Smoke / Heat Detector 

Emergency Lighting 

Fire Call Point 

Step Hop Burns & Black (Ground Floor) 
38 Balls Pond Road, London N1 4AU 

Shelving / Fridges 

Tables / Chairs 

Entrance 

W
C

 

Counter 

P
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Premises Licence Plan 

www.beyondtheblue.co.uk 
©Beyond the Blue Ltd. 2008 - 2017 

Key 
Area Covered by Licence 

CCTV Camera 

Fire Extinguisher 

Smoke / Heat Detector 

Emergency Lighting 

Fire Call Point 

Step Hop Burns & Black (Basement) 
38 Balls Pond Road, London N1 4AU 

Store Room 

Office 

Staff WC 
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Montanez-Dodson, Monty

From: Caluori, Joe
Sent: 15 May 2017 15:34
To: '
Cc:
Subject: RE: 38 Balls Pond Road Islington (WK/170012499

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi  

I endorse this objection. As Ward Cllr I’ve been made aware of anti‐social behaviour issues in this area and an 
additional licenced premises would work against two of the objectives of the Licensing Act 2003 in relation to  

i) Preventing public nuisance
ii) Public safety

Please can I be advised of a committee date if it goes forward. 

Best, 

Cllr Joe Caluori 
Labour Member for Mildmay Ward, LB Islington 
Lead Member for Children & Families 

From: 
Sent: 15 May 2017 14:36 
To: Licensing 
Cc: 
Subject: RE: 38 Balls Pond Road Islington (WK/170012499 

Dear Islington Council,  

Please do not grant this license. 

I live at  , a   away from the above address.   

I wholly reject this application made by the premises of 38 Balls Pond Road. 

For the past 18 months large groups of people have consistently gathered outside this address, every 
Thursday and Friday night, drinking alcohol, smoking weed, playing very loud music from their cars and 
basically using the street as a party venue. They have children with them at all times, often very late at 
night running along the street and playing by the road and I absolutely want this behaviour in our 
neighbourhood stopped. The barbers shop, the jerk chicken shop and also the driving school are using the 
pavement, and are using my road ( ) as a public playground, a dumping ground (I often have to 
email about fly tipping)  and a public bathroom. I absolutely want our local neighbourhoods to thrive, but 
not in this manner. 

Appendix 2
Rep 1
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We have many problems in this area now and the last thing I want is a bar opened on my street.  

Please note that a few months ago I emailed Joe Calouri and also the local councillor for 
about these very same problems and so they are also aware. I have copied them in. Joe,  I 

sincerely apologise for not coming back to you sooner after you so kindly took the times to reach out. 
Sadly your emails went into my junk folder. 

Sincerely, 
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From:
To: Licensing
Cc:
Subject: RE: 38 Balls Pond Road Islington (WK/170012499
Date: 15 May 2017 14:35:46

Dear Islington Council, 

Please do not grant this license.

I live at , a  away from the above address. 

I wholly reject this application made by the premises of 38 Balls Pond Road.

For the past 18 months large groups of people have consistently gathered outside this
 address, every Thursday and Friday night, drinking alcohol, smoking weed, playing very
 loud music from their cars and basically using the street as a party venue. They have
 children with them at all times, often very late at night running along the street and
 playing by the road and I absolutely want this behaviour in our neighbourhood stopped.
 The barbers shop, the jerk chicken shop and also the driving school are using the
 pavement, and are using my road (Burder Road) as a public playground, a dumping
 ground (I often have to email about fly tipping)  and a public bathroom. I absolutely want
 our local neighbourhoods to thrive, but not in this manner.

We have many problems in this area now and the last thing I want is a bar opened on my
 street. 

Please note that a few months ago I emailed Joe Calouri and also the local councillor for
 about these very same problems and so they are also aware. I have

 copied them in. Joe,  I sincerely apologise for not coming back to you sooner after
 you so kindly took the times to reach out. Sadly your emails went into my junk folder.

Sincerely,

Rep 3
Representation Withdrawn
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©Beyond the Blue Ltd. 2008 - 2017 

www.beyondtheblue.co.uk 

REPRESENTATION RESPONSE 
HOP BURNS & BLACK, 38 BALLS POND ROAD, LONDON N1 4AU 

APPLICANT  Hop Burns & Black Ltd. 

OBJECTOR(S) Cllr Caluori,  & 1 Resident (Names Redacted) 

Having received your representations, we have considered all the points raised and 
would welcome the opportunity to discuss your concerns further.  

We believe it is in everyone’s interest to reach a consensus in such cases, rather than 
take matters to a Licensing Committee Hearing; although we respect the right of all 
parties to be heard in such a forum. 

However, if there were suggestions you might have which would allay your concerns, we 
would welcome the opportunity to discuss them with you and seek to reach an 
agreement which allows you to withdraw your representation. 

ORIGINAL REPRESENTATIONS 

All three representations reference the ongoing concerns in the area where the Premises 
Licence is sought. None however suggest any way in which this new premises will add to 
those problems, nor any constructive solutions to resolving them. 

I would seek to reassure you that the applicant in this case not only shares your 
concerns, as their business would equally be affected by issues such as those you raised, 
but also strongly believe that rather than adding to these problems, they will be on your 
side in trying to resolve them. Their business seeks to attract a very different type of 
customer and will not tolerate such behaviour on their doorstep. 

Your representation references three key areas where you perceive this application will 
causes you concern: 

1. Drug Dealing
2. Anti-Social Behaviour
3. Noise Nuisance

These are existing ongoing concerns you raised and not linked to the operation of the 
new Premises Licence applied for. 

I thought it might be useful to outline the nature of this premises for you, in case you 
have not seen the full application we submitted. 

Appendix 3
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This application is not for a typical bar or off-licence, but rather for a high-end 
premium craft drinks retailer. The business already runs an existing premises in 
Southwark for which they have won a number of awards. 

At their existing location they have an excellent relationship with their neighbours, who 
have seen the positive contribution the shop has made to the local neighbourhood. 

In the application submitted, we described the premises as follows: 

‘Hop, Burns & Black is a boutique retail merchant specialising in premium craft beers, ciders and 
wines which caters to knowledgeable discerning consumers.  

Our first shop in Peckham Rye / East Dulwich has won many awards, including London Beer 
Retailer of the Year at the 2016 Celebrate British Beer Awards and Time Out's Peckham's Most 
Loved Shop in 2015 and 2016. 

With a unique selling point and exceptional stock selection and excellent customer service, Hop 
Burns & Black is a destination specialty store as well as a local shop for local people. The new 
premises will focus primarily on craft beer with a small selection of wines, ciders and craft spirits 
alongside hot (chilli) sauces, snacks and ancillary products. 

A range of locally sourced snacks and a selection of artisanal soft drinks are also made available 
at the premises. 

With a core focus on products from independent, local producers, as well as boutique beers, wines, 
ciders and chilli products from around the world, the product range falls into the premium price 
range. 

The application also seeks to permit a small amounts of consumption to take place on the 
premises, for tasting events and for a limited number of customers to enjoy a drink on the premises 
as an ancillary part of the business. 

Excellent Past History - The company’s runs an existing premises in Southwark, which has 
been run successfully for close to three years, without incident; this new premises will be run to the 
same high standards. 

Forgive me if you are already familiar with Licensing regulation, but it may be worth 
explaining that every Premises Licence is accompanied by a set of ‘conditions’, either 
offered by the applicant, agreed with the responsible authorities during the application 
process or decreed at a hearing. 

These ‘conditions’ are legally enforceable and so must be adhered to by the holder of 
the licence; failure to comply can result in very large fines or even imprisonment. We 
voluntarily offered 19 conditions in this application, as a demonstration of the level of 
self-regulation we were willing to impose.  
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Both the police and the other 9 responsible authorities have considered the application 
and the 19 conditions we offered and feel that the application was strong enough not 
to warrant an objection. 

These conditions cover everything from the use of CCTV, to the training for staff and 
record keeping; amongst others. 

However in respect of some of the points you raised, we have already considered them 
in the application, by offering the following conditions: 

• Drugs Zero Tolerance Policy – A Zero Tolerance Policy towards the use, possession
and supply of illegal drugs will be adopted and enforced.

• Off Sales of Alcohol – Alcohol leaving the premises can only leave in sealed
containers; therefore no open drinks will be taken out.

• CCTV – CCTV will be in operation at the premises. The police have the right to
access these images at any time and as such there will be more evidence available
from the premises, then there is currently in the area.

• Staff Training – Those people working at the premises will be trained to a high
standard, including how to respond to local concerns, prevention of underage
drinking and the responsible sale of alcohol.

• Litter - The area immediately outside the premises will be maintained to ensure that
any litter generated by the premises and / or its customers is regularly cleared.

• External Doors – These will be kept shut after 21.00 to ensure no noise escapes
from the premises.

• Exit Signage – A sign requesting customers to respect local residents and leave the
premises quietly, will be displayed at each public exit from the premises.

As you can see from just these seven (of 19) conditions, we have already taken some of 
the concerns you raised into account when we made our initial application. We would 
be happy to consider any additional conditions you may feel are helpful. 

As I mentioned earlier, the business seeks to deliver high-end products at a premium 
price range, the type of drinks which street-drinkers are unlikely to purchase or 
consume. The applicant knows from its existing premises that the clientele they attract, 
are not those you describe in your representations. As such we feel we make a strong 
case for this application not impacting negatively on the existing problems you 
highlighted.  

The applicant will in fact become an ally to local residents, as the type of behaviour you 
describe, is behaviour they would not welcome outside their business. 

To demonstrate this further please see the attached letters of recommendation from 
residents and other business owners who currently live immediately above and adjacent 
to the existing shop in Southwark. 
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I hope this letter has provided you with some further explanation of how this premises 
is going to be operating and provided you with the reassurance that the conditions on 
the proposed new licence, will mean it is legally bound to continue to operate to high 
standards in the future. 

This application is set to go to a hearing in July, however we are still keen, to avoid that 
process by seeking to resolve matter with you in advance, which that is the reason for 
my letter today. 

The licensing process allows and actively encourages, all parties to discuss applications 
and any areas of concern with a view to resolving matters in a way which is satisfactory 
to all parties, prior to a hearing. Anyone who has made a representation is therefore 
able to withdraw that representation if their concerns are met as a result of these 
discussions. If all representations are withdrawn, then the hearing can be avoided. 

By writing to further explain the process to you and the way we approached the 
application, we would hope that either this letter or further discussions could enable us 
to reach such a position. 

I would be happy to discuss the application further with you in a phone call or by 
further correspondence if you think that would be helpful. If you have any additional 
questions I would be happy to provide you with a response to those by email or 
telephone. Alternatively you can Contact the applicant directly; Jen Ferguson – 

I note that we are unable to contact you directly, as the Licensing Authority redact your 
contact details before passing on your representation. Therefore at this stage we rely on 
you to contact me directly using the details below or through Dan Whitton at the 
Licensing Authority. 

I look forward to your comments. 

Kind regards 

Peter Mayhew - Director 

Beyond the Blue 
Training & Consultancy 

Updated: Peter Mayhew – 20/06/2017 
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Balfe's Bikes Ltd, 36 East Dulwich Road, SE22 9AX. 
hello@balfesbikes.co.uk 

www.balfesbikes.co.uk 

14.6.17 

To whom it may concern, 

RE: Hop Burns and Black, 38 East Dulwich Road, SE22 9AX. 

I would like to voice my support for Hop Burns and Black. 

Their artisan craft beer shop has brought us many customers. It has changed the way our small 
stretch of shops  feels and the kind of footfall we get. 

Their business is selling hard to source and small scale craft beer. They are part of the craft beer revolution 
which has certainly broadened my palate. 

They concentrate on quality and not quantity, I have never seen any drunk or load behavior outside 
their shop. It is quite the opposite actually.  

In my opinion Hop Burns and Black have greatly improved our stretch (next door to them we have a 
 and get a great deal of aggro from them.) 
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I have never felt threatened or un-safe at all. They have helped to make the area a nicer place to be 
and they are catering toward a young and middle-aged employed local community, you have to 
have a job to afford their beer! - only joking, but on a serious note if you are looking for 6 cans for a 
fiver you WILL NOT find it at Hop Burns and Black. They are a different business entirely. 

I hope this letter can contribute in their favour, they have a great business and deserve to do will. 
They will only add to any community they see fit to open a business in.   

Yours sincerely, 
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Suggested conditions of approval consistent with the operating schedule 

1. Appropriate induction training will be undertaken with all relevant staff to cover appropriate subjects for

their role including:

a. The responsible sale of alcohol;

b. The prevention of under-age sales of alcohol, the Challenge 25 policy and in checking &

authenticating accepted forms of identification; and

c. The responsibility to refuse the sale of alcohol to any person who is drunk.

2. The premises will maintain written reports and registers.  These will be kept for a minimum of 12

months and made available to the police and any authorised officer of the licensing authority on

request.  Records will be maintained of the following:

a. Any complaint against the premises in respect of any of the licensing objectives;

b. Any crime reported at the premises;

c. Any illegal drug related incident;

d. A ‘register of refusals’ highlighting any refusal in the sale of age-restricted products; for any

reason; and

e. Any fault in the CCTV system.

All written reports and registers will be regularly checked by the DPS. 

3. Only sealed unopened containers will be sold for off-sale.

4. A Zero Tolerance Policy towards the use, possession and supply of illegal drugs will beadopted and

enforced.

5. Open containers of alcohol will not be permitted to leave the premises at any time, including for those

leaving for the purpose of smoking.

6. Alcohol will only be displayed in areas of the shop which are visible from the counter or where covered

by CCTV cameras visible via a monitor at the counter.

7. An intruder alarm is installed and remotely monitored.

8. No externally promoted events will be permitted at the premises; ‘externally promoted events’ are those

which are promoted, managed and delivered by external promoters not affiliated to the Premises

Licence holder.

9. Regular waste disposal is undertaken in accordance with the council’s requirements.

10. The area immediately outside the premises will be maintained to ensure that any litter generated by the

premises and / or its customers is regularly cleared.

11. No noise shall emanate from the premises nor vibration be transmitted through the structure of the

premises which gives rise to a nuisance.

12. A sign requesting customers to respect local residents and leave the premises quietly, will be displayed

at each public the exit to the premises.

13. All doors to the premises will remain closed after 21.00 except for entrance and egress.

14. A Challenge 25 policy will be enforced, where any person reasonably looking under the age of 25 shall

be asked to prove their age when attempting to purchase alcohol; signs to this effect will be displayed

at the premises.  The only acceptable forms of identity will be those photographic identification

documents recognised in the Home Office guidance; including passports, photo-card driving licence or

proof of age card bearing a PASS hologram.

Appendix 4 
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Conditions agreed with the Metropolitan Police 

15. CCTV shall be installed, operated and maintained, at all times that the premises is open for licensable

activities, so as to comply with the following criteria:

a. The licensee will ensure that the system is checked every two weeks to ensure that the system
is working properly and that the date and time are correct.  A record of these checks, showing
the date and name of the person checking, shall be kept and made available to Police or
authorised Council officers on request;

b. The Police must be informed if the system will not be operating for longer than one day of
business for any reason;

c. One camera will show a close-up of the entrance to the premises, to capture a clear, full length
image of anyone entering;

d. The system shall record in real time and recordings will be date and time stamped;

e. Recordings will be kept for a minimum of 31 days and downloaded footage will be provided free
of charge to Police or authorised Council officers on request (subject to the Data Protection Act
1998) within 48 hours of any request;

16. At all times, there will be a person on the premises who can operate the system sufficiently to allow
Police or authorised Council officers to view footage on request.
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Premises Licence Plan 
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Subject: NEW PREMISES LICENCE APPLICATION 
RE: PALMERA OASIS, 332 ESSEX ROAD, LONDON  N1 3PB  

1. Synopsis 

1.1 This is an application for a new premises licence under the Licensing Act 2003.  

1.2 The application is to allow:  

i) The provision of late night refreshments, from 23:00 until 01:00 Sunday to Wednesday 
and from 23:00 until 03:00 Friday and Saturday.   

ii) Opening hours, from 11:00 until 01:00 Sunday to Thursday and from 11:00 until 03:00 
Friday and Saturday.  

 

2. Relevant Representations 

Licensing Authority No 

Metropolitan Police No 

Noise No 

Health and Safety No 
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22 June 2017
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