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London Borough of Islington

Licensing Sub Committee D -  27 November 2018

Minutes of the meeting of the Licensing Sub Committee D held at Committee Room 4, Town Hall, 
Upper Street, N1 2UD on  27 November 2018 at 6.30 pm.

Present: Councillors: Nick Wayne (Chair), Spall (Vice-Chair) and Williamson

Councillor Nick Wayne in the Chair

17 INTRODUCTIONS AND PROCEDURE (Item A1)
Councillor Nick Wayne welcomed everyone to the meeting and officers and members 
introduced themselves. He stated that the Licensing Authority, through the Licensing Policy, 
wanted to support applications which encouraged people visiting, working and living in the 
borough. It was expected that businesses would work with the licensing authority and other 
responsible authorities to uphold the licensing objectives. He urged that the licensee for 
Item B4, The Sekforde Arms, together with residents and the noise team, use the time 
during the meeting, before Item B4 was considered, to see if they could reach a workable 
agreement.   

The Chair outlined the procedure for the conduct of the meeting.

18 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE (Item A2)
Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Kadeema Woodbyrne.

19 DECLARATIONS OF SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS (Item A3)
Councillor Williamson substituted for Councillor Woodbyrne.

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

21 ORDER OF BUSINESS (Item A5)
The order of business would be B4, B1, B2 and B3.

22 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING (Item A6)
RESOLVED:
That the minutes of the meeting held on 27 September 2018 be confirmed as an accurate 
record of proceedings and the Chair be authorised to sign them.

23 177A BLACKSTOCK ROAD, N5 2LT - NEW PREMISES LICENCE (Item B1)
The licensing officer reported that four resident representations had been withdrawn 
following a letter sent by the applicant to residents to address their concerns.

It was noted that planning permission had only been granted until 11pm on Sunday. The 
applicant stated that they would only use the correct hours granted for planning and would 
apply for an extension for the hour on Sunday if necessary. 
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The applicant stated that this was a food led venue where customers could also have a 
drink. The hours of 6pm to 11pm were expected. The premises would have a sit down table 
service. The music application had been withdrawn as was not required. Conditions had 
been agreed with the police and noise team. The applicant wished to engage with local 
residents. 

RESOLVED
1) That the application for a new premises licence, in respect of 177a Blackstock Road, N5 

2LT, be granted to allow:-

a) The supply of alcohol for consumption on the premises only, from Monday to 
Sunday from 11am until midnight. 

b) Late night refreshment: Monday to Sunday from 11pm until midnight.  

c) Opening hours to be:-  Monday to Sunday from 11am until midnight.

2) That conditions detailed on pages 44 and 45 of the agenda 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 noted that eight local resident objections had been received. Four had 
been withdrawn following the applicant’s communication with residents. There had been no 
representations made by the responsible authorities. 

The Sub-Committee noted that the hours sought had been reduced as compared to the 
previous operation and that it would be a food led venue.

The applicants confirmed their understanding and acceptance of the conditions imposed by 
the noise team.  They indicated that they wanted to engage with local residents and 
demonstrated their experience and the high standards of management that they would be 
implementing at the premises. 

The Sub-Committee noted that the premises did not have planning permission for the 
proposed use on Sunday and the applicants indicated that they would only operate within 
their planning permission hours unless they sought a variation. Therefore, in accordance 
with licensing policy 1 the Sub-Committee concluded that this was a case where an 
exception could be made to grant an application where planning consent for the intended 
hours of operation was not fully in place. 

The Sub-Committee was satisfied that by granting the licence with the proposed conditions 
the licensing objectives would be promoted.
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24 BENUGO, 116 ST JOHN STREET, EC1V 4JS - NEW PREMISES LICENCE 
(Item B2)
The licensing officer reported that the planning situation had been regularised.

A local resident raised concerns about licensed premises in the area relating to noise 
disturbance, and problems with parking. She thought that another premises would have an 
impact on the area.   

In response to questions the resident stated that noise disturbance started from about 9pm 
or 10pm and this premises was very close to where she lived.

The applicant’s representative stated that the premises would not have a negative impact 
on the area.  This would be a mixed use premises during the day and early evening.  
Benugo was already in existence but there was to be a new trial to add a small selection of 
alcohol to the offer.  This had already been trialled in other outlets and alcohol sold was 
less than 5% of the offer.  There would be bottled beers and wine on the premises but the 
nature and character of the business would not change.  Conditions had been agreed with 
the police and the licensing authority.  The addition of an alcohol licence would offer 
flexibility.  He considered that this would meet the licensing objectives and addressed the 
cumulative impact policy.  This was a coffee shop that was reliant on footfall and not 
affected by parking.  The premises were not currently open on weekend evenings, although 
might in the future.  Hours could be reduced if considered necessary by the Sub-
Committee. He requested that the licence be granted as agreed and considered that the 
premises would have a positive impact on the area. 

In response to questions it was noted that spirits would not be sold initially but could be in 
future.  There would be no vertical drinking.

In summary, the resident stated that, although the applicant’s representative had stated 
that little alcohol would be sold, this was a different type of area and a small amount of 
alcohol sales could not be guaranteed.  She also considered that some people would still 
drive to cafes. The applicant’s representative stated that the Sub-Committee should attach 
weight to the fact that there had been no objections by the responsible authorities and 
conditions with the police and the licensing authority had been agreed.

RESOLVED
1) That the application for a new premises licence, in respect of Benugo, 116 St John 

Street, EC1V 4JS be granted to allow:-

a) The sale of alcohol, on and off supplies, from 10am until 9pm Monday to Saturday 
and from 12 noon until 9pm on Sunday;  

b) Opening hours to be:-  7am until 11pm Monday to Saturday and from 7am until 
10.30 pm on Sunday.

2) That conditions detailed on pages 78 and 79 of the agenda 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. 
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The Sub-Committee took into consideration Licensing Policies 2 & 3.  The premises fall 
within the Bunhill cumulative impact area.  Licensing policy 3 creates a rebuttable 
presumption that applications for the grant or variation of premises licences which are likely 
to add to the existing cumulative impact will normally be refused following the receipt of 
representations, unless the applicant can demonstrate in the operation schedule that there 
will be no negative cumulative impact on one or more of the licensing objectives.

Four local resident objections had been received.  There had been no representations made 
by the responsible authorities. The interested party raised concern about patrons coming 
into the area by car and parking.  The Sub-Committee noted that the customers to the 
premises would arrive by foot and therefore the licensing objective to prevent public 
nuisance would be promoted. 

The Sub-Committee noted from the interested party representation that the impact of noise 
nuisance on residents from licensed premises in the vicinity began from 9pm. The Sub-
Committee also noted that the applicant had proposed to residents in their letter of the 5 
November 2018, that they would be prepared to revise their application so that the sale of 
alcohol ceased at 9pm each day. 

The Sub-Committee concluded that the restriction of the sale of alcohol to end at 9pm was 
reasonable and proportionate particularly as this termination hour had been proposed by 
the applicant. The Sub-Committee concluded that the application was an exception to the 
Bunhill Cumulative Impact Policy in that it provided mixed use premises that would 
encourage people to stay in the area after work.  The hours of operation were within 
framework hours and the applicant would promote high standards of management. The 
Sub-Committee was satisfied that, in granting this application, there would be no negative 
cumulative impact on the licensing objectives. 

25 FORA SPACE, 71 CENTRAL STREET, EC1V 8BU - PREMISES LICENCE 
VARIATION (Item B3)
The licensing officer reported that there were no representations from the responsible 
authorities.

The applicant’s representative advised that the application was for the restaurant area only, 
for an additional half an hour to allow for a second sitting in the restaurant. It was stated 
that for the previous application there had been 60 representations and these were now 
down to three for this application. The premises had worked with local residents before the 
application had been made.  The premises had allowed a Christmas party in December 
2017 and this led to many of the complaints in the papers. There had also been one 
complaint this year relating to a delivery van at 5.30am but the van was not delivering to 
the premises.  It was noted that this was a good restaurant and many of the residents used 
it. 

In response to questions it was noted that there was an open door policy for complaints 
and there was a concierge present.  They had good dialogue with residents. The applicant 
stated that they always closed on time.  The CCTV would evidence this and it was 
considered that there would be more complaints if they had not closed on time.

RESOLVED
1) That the application for a premises licence variation, in respect of For a Space, 71 

Central Street, EC1V 8BU, be granted to allow:-
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1) The sale of alcohol, on supplies, from 10am to 11pm Monday to Saturday and from 
10am to 10.30pm on Sundays.  

2) Opening hours to be:-  10am to 11.30pm Monday to Saturday from 10am until 
11.00pm on Sundays. 

3) To add off supplies for the restaurant area.  

2) That conditions detailed on page 115 of the agenda 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 took into consideration Licensing Policies 2 & 3.  The premises fall 
within the Bunhill cumulative impact area.  Licensing policy 3 creates a rebuttable 
presumption that applications for the grant or variation of premises licences which are likely 
to add to the existing cumulative impact will normally be refused following the receipt of 
representations, unless the applicant can demonstrate in the operation schedule that there 
will be no negative cumulative impact on one or more of the licensing objectives.

Three local resident objections had been received.  There had been no representations 
made by the responsible authorities. 

The Sub-Committee noted the concerns of interested parties and the submissions from the 
applicant that a large number of the issues raised related to a Christmas Party.  The 
applicant confirmed that this type of event would not be allowed in the future.  The 
applicant submitted that there was a good relationship with residents and there was a 
regular dialogue with the resident’s group.

The Sub-Committee noted that that the request to extend the premises licence was to allow 
for two sittings at the restaurant.  The Sub-Committee noted that the proposed hours of 
operation were within framework hours as set out in licensing policy 6. 

The Sub-Committee concluded that the granting of an additional 30 minutes for the sale of 
alcohol would have no negative cumulative impact on the licensing objectives. 

26 THE SEKFORDE ARMS, 34 SEKFORDE STREET, EC1R OHH - REVIEW OF 
PREMISES LICENCE (Item B4)
The licensee outlined the reasons why he considered that the application for the review was 
not valid as set out in a skeleton argument circulated to the Sub-Committee and interleaved 
with the agenda papers. 

In response to questions the licensee reported that the case of Akin v Stratford did not help 
as it did not deal with a defect it in the application.  He stated that the application was not 
valid as it not been served properly.  He did not consider that he had been prejudiced but 
that the review was invalid as there had not been compliance with the form. The licensee 
also stated that the application had been made in the name of the Pollution Team which 
was not a responsible authority and did not have a legal personality.  He did not consider 
that the Sub-Committee would have jurisdiction on that point alone. 
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Anne Brothers, pollution team, reported that a notice had been served on the recognised 
responsible authorities electronically. There were minor defects in the application but no 
prejudice had been caused to the licensee.

The legal officer advised the Sub-Committee that there were three points to consider:-
1) Had the application been made by a responsible authority
2) Was there evidence of service
3) Had the review application been fully completed.

Regarding point 1 - it had been accepted that Ms Brothers had the delegated authority on 
behalf of the London Borough of Islington.  There were a number of responsible authorities 
within the same Authority.  It was available for the Sub-Committee to consider that the 
Pollution Team was a responsible authority. The Sub-Committee could also consider 
whether the application should have been made by the London Borough of Islington and if 
this was an error, was it fatal and would it have made the application invalid? 
Regarding point 2 - was the Sub-Committee satisfied that the application had been served 
as required? The Sub-Committee could take a view when considering the regulations.  If 
not served as required, was this a fatal mistake?
Regarding point 3 – the Sub-Committee would need to consider if the form had been fully 
completed.  The licensee had submitted that this was a procedural requirement. Was the 
application so defective it was invalid, had there been substantial compliance, were they 
minor defects and had the respondent been disadvantaged or prejudiced. 

In response to questions the legal advisor stated that the respondent had invited the Sub-
Committee to consider case law and the Sub-Committee could consider this during 
deliberation.

Following an adjournment to consider the issues, the Sub-Committee returned to the 
meeting room to raise questions for clarification.

1) The licensee was asked to clarify if the Sub-Committee should be considering 
regulation 27 A rather than B as detailed in submissions.  The respondent confirmed 
that 27 B was an administrative error. 

2) The licensing authority was asked if electronic applications were accepted by email and 
if this had been agreed.  The licensing authority confirmed that electronic applications 
would have been agreed at the time. Electronic applications were accepted and then 
responsible authorities notified by email. 
The licensee stated that evidence of that agreement had not been forthcoming.

The Sub-Committee adjourned further to consider the validity of the application. Prior to 
the announcement of the decision the legal officer advised that, in the Home Office 
Guidance, the Health Board applied to Wales.

RESOLVED that the review application was valid and that the Licensing Sub-Committee 
would consider the review application regarding The Sekforde Arms.

REASONS FOR DECISION
The Sub-Committee dealt with the preliminary legal issues raised by the licensee and the 
conclusion of the Sub-Committee was that the review application was valid.

The Sub-Committee considered all the points made and decided:-
1) that the application was properly made by a responsible authority;
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2) there was substantial compliance with the requirements to complete the application 
form.  The defects in the application form were minor administrative errors that have 
not caused prejudice to the respondent;

3) the application was served in accordance with regulations 21B and 27A of the Licensing 
Act 2003 (Premises licences and club premises certificates) Regulations 2005. 

The reasoning of the Sub-Committee in relation to the three points above is as follows:-
1) It was accepted by the licensee that Ms Brothers had delegated authority to submit 

a review application. The licensee submitted, that in order for the application to be 
valid, the form should state that it was made by Ms Brothers, on behalf of the 
London Borough of Islington as the responsible authority was the London Borough 
of Islington. However, the Sub-Committee concluded that a responsible authority 
could be part of the same local authority as the licensing authority eg the planning 
authority and trading standards are both responsible authorities within the London 
Borough of Islington. Therefore, the Sub-Committee found the responsible authority 
for minimising or preventing the risk of pollution of the environment or of harm to 
human health, was the pollution team.

2) The Sub-Committee noted the defects in the application form identified by the 
licensee. 

 The name of London Borough of Islington was not added at the top of the 
application form.

 The name of London Borough of Islington was not included as responsible 
authority.

 Tick boxes regarding the sending of the application to responsible authorities 
and the consequence of these requirements not being met when not 
completed.

The Sub-Committee noted the decisions of R v Secretary of State for the Home Department 
exp Jeyanthan (2000) 1 WLR 345 and Akin v Stratford Magistrates (2014) EWHC 4633 
(Admin).  The Sub-Committee were also directed by the licensee to an article available 
through Google by Jonathan Gaunt QC and Nicholas Cheffings entitled ‘Notices: When is a 
defect not a defect?’  The Sub-Committee found that the case of Akin was the most 
persuasive as it related directly to a review application under the Licensing Act 2003. The 
Sub-Committee concluded that the defects in the review application were not significant 
and that there had been substantial compliance with the requirements to complete the 
application form. The Sub-Committee noted that the licensee confirmed that there was no 
prejudice to him as a result of the defects in the notice. 

3) The Sub-Committee considered the provisions in paragraphs 21B and 27A of the 
Licensing Act 2003 (Premises licences and club premises certificates) Regulations 
2005.

The applicant provided evidence that the review application had been sent to each 
responsible authority, including the Director of Public Health, on the same day that the 
application was submitted to the licensing authority in satisfaction of paragraph 27A.  The 
Sub-Committee received oral evidence from the licensing authority that all the responsible 
authorities had previously indicated that applications could be sent to them by email and 
that it was not needed to be given in writing. Therefore, the Sub-Committee was satisfied 
that the requirements of 21B had also been met.
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Consideration of Review Application

Prior to consideration of the item the Chair asked if there had been any agreement between 
the parties.  It was noted that proposed conditions 2 and 3 and 6 and 7 with an amended 
time of 22:15 were agreed with both parties.  However, proposed condition 8 had not been 
agreed. The licensee agreed that music be limited but should not be vetoed.

The licensing officer reported that the skeleton argument about the validity of the review, 
the response from the pollution team and the reply to this response had been circulated to 
members.  These would be interleaved with the agenda papers. The licensee stated that he 
would not have any difficulty working with Ms Brothers from the pollution team.

The pollution team officer spoke to the review application.  The review related to the 
licensing objectives for the prevention of crime and disorder and the prevention of public 
nuisance. The premises were situated in a quiet residential side street and noise complaints 
had increased significantly since March 2018. There had been 89 complaints from March to 
September and a further 11 since the review had been submitted. The majority of these 
were complaints about noise outside the premises. At a visit on the 5 October, officers 
decided to withdraw as patrons approached their vehicle.  It was noted that sound 
reverberated and furnishings could affect the volume.  The Sekforde Arms had been 
stripped back and furniture was wooden and there was no absorption. Where music was 
played above background levels a limiter should be considered.  The premises were a listed 
building and sound insulation could not be easily installed. The noise team would be happy 
to work with the licensee to produce a noise management plan.  The removal of the lobby 
had been concerning.  All attempts to work with the licensee had so far been rejected.  She 
considered that conditions were proportionate and appropriate and asked that the Sub-
Committee add these to the premises licence. 

In response to questions, the noise officer reported that noise complaints had not been 
received from one or two residents but multiple residents.  The noise disturbance was often 
intermittent and the noise team could not then stay all evening for a further outbreak. 
Restricting numbers to 20 outside the premises was proposed as, although 20 people could 
be noisy they could also be controlled by a door supervisor.  It was considered to be 
intensely residential in Sekforde Street and it was preferable for customers to stand in 
Woodbridge Street.  In response to a question asking if 40 customers could stand outside if 
there were two door supervisors at the premises, the noise officer stated that this would be 
dependent on the quality of the door supervision as they would need to have a strong 
presence. Even with a noise management condition the noise officer considered that 
windows be closed if events were held as there was the issue of reverberation inside the 
premises and the internal physical conditions allowed no absorption of noise.  It was 
considered that padded panels could assist and it was noted that the loss of the lobby area 
allowed noise outbreak. 

The trading standards officer asked for Challenge 25 conditions to be added to the licence.  
These were agreed by the licensee.

The licensing authority reported that the review was supported with the proposed 
conditions.  It was considered that the number of incidents could be greatly reduced with 
the addition of these conditions, particularly those relating to noise and the supervision of 
customers leaving the premises. 
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In response to questions it was reported by the licensing authority that staff had not 
handled complaints particularly well and it was considered that a better attitude should be 
adopted when dealing with residents. It was stated that a good manager would know how 
to deal with customers and residents and build up a good relationship with the local 
community. At the panel meeting in August, the licensee made a voluntary agreement for 
an SIA registered door supervisor.  The parties present considered that the door supervisor 
be SIA registered, however, this had not been noted in the panel minutes. It was noted 
that the door supervisor for the premises was not SIA registered initially but received her 
SIA badge on 14 November 2018.

Two local residents gave evidence in support of the review.  One resident reported that, 
under the previous management, if there were any complaints about customers outside 
they would be moved on quickly.  She considered that mismanagement was the main issue 
and the public nuisance was having a detrimental impact on residents.  Sekforde Street was 
a mainly residential narrow street with Grade II listed buildings on both sides. Residents 
had lived there for decades beside the premises but it became a nuisance when reopened.  
Noise complaints were made but often the noise could disappear.  Residents went out in 
the evening or turned televisions up to escape the noise.  Some measures had been taken 
but they were insufficient.  Requests to close windows were ignored and it was considered 
that greater controls were necessary. The second resident reported a lack of co-operation 
from management.  Customers outside were left unchecked and there was a lack of 
adequate noise protection.  Residents would prefer to have a co-operative relationship but 
management had refused to acknowledge facts and dismissed complaints. There was a 
public meeting held in October to engage with residents which had been welcomed.  
However, management had refused to listen, had made no suggestions and stated that 
residents wanted the public house to close.  Residents were faced with customers outside 
swearing at all hours, blocking pavements and broken glass outside properties. Following 
the panel hearing, management took weeks to employ a door supervisor and she had to 
manage two doors and also collect glasses which was an impossible task.  Pavements were 
not kept clear and residents had no real confidence in the management.  The licensee had 
already stated he would appeal the decision before it had even been heard. 

It was also noted that the licensee had no previous experience of running a public house, 
staff had been serving drunk customers and there had been limited control of customers 
blocking the pavement.  The pub garden had been turned into housing so customers were 
using the public highway instead. Noise nuisance was almost every day of the week.  There 
was no barrier and no supervision of customers. Customers could be aggressive when 
asked to move.  One resident reported that she had tried to ask staff to close the windows 
during the World Cup and this had taken 40 minutes.  When staff noticed she had moved 
from that room in her house, the windows were re-opened.  She had felt intimidated by the 
licensee and his manager had handled the situation. Following the reopening in December 
2017, the resident had tried to complain by telephone and had left 10 voicemail messages.  
Finally she met the manager but little changed. A website telephone number was not 
available for complaints. The pavement could not be used when there were 20 or 30 people 
standing outside.  Customers often stood in the road. Customers blocked a dropped kerb 
and it was considered that it would make a big difference for pushchair/wheelchair users if 
customers used the area in Woodbridge Street to stand. It was stated that the photos in 
the agenda pack, indicating crowds outside the premises along the pavement, were a tiny 
sample of the photos that residents had taken.  This happened regularly during the summer 
at lunchtime.  Residents stated that The Crown had roped off a section of pavement and 
used an SIA door supervisor to control customers. There was currently no demarcation at 
the Sekforde Arms which left the door supervisor with an impossible job. It was also noted 
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that there was a clear area in Woodbridge Street opposite offices and if customers stood in 
this area it was much less likely to cause a nuisance. 

The licensee spoke against the review.  He stated that he did not recognise the 
deterioration in the number of complaints and The Sekforde Arms had always been a rowdy 
pub.  Those interested parties in support of the pub also worked on Sekforde Street and 
Woodbridge Street and had not been disturbed by noise.  Residents had chosen to live near 
the pub and he considered that The Crown was a noisier pub.  The public meeting was 
arranged in October to speak to residents. He did not consider that he was unapproachable 
or unreasonable. The windows were re-opened on the occasion detailed, as an elderly 
woman had fainted.  Air conditioning could not be installed as this was a listed building and 
windows needed to be opened for ventilation. He would consider using more soft 
furnishings. The lobby was removed as it was unsightly however, the proposed condition to 
prevent use of the door after 9pm would reduce noise.   He considered that if customers 
outside were moved away from residents, in an area across the road, it would solve the 
noise issues.  His door supervisor thought she was SIA registered but did not realised the 
licence had lapsed. He did not consider that the customers were aggressive. He did not 
want to accept arbitrary conditions at the residents meeting. 
Regarding the proposed conditions he reported the following:-
Condition 1 – If all windows were closed it would be too hot to use the room.  He 
considered a compromise would be to open the windows at the end on the Woodbridge 
Street side.
Conditions 4 and 5 - If the land where the tables and chairs are place belong to the 
licensee, he could not be required to have a table and chairs licence. This was a legal point 
detailed in the papers. 
Condition 8. 20 was considered an arbitrary number and customers would move to The 
Crown making The Sekforde unprofitable.
Condition 9 would mean that customers who lived on Sekforde Street would breach the 
condition.
Condition 10. It was considered that this was only necessary for Thursdays/Fridays and 
busy evenings only.
Condition 12. He had wanted access to neighbouring premises to witness the noise 
nuisance.
Condition 13. He didn’t understand this condition.
Condition 14. He did not consider the flue caused nuisance.
Condition 15. There had been no complaints received regarding collections and deliveries.

In response to questions he responded that, although there may be 100 people outside on 
occasion, numbers very quickly reduced with a surge at about 6pm. He stated that The 
Crown was a very similar pub which had 200 customers outside.  He accepted that The 
Crown was not in such a residential area but they received no complaints.  He considered 
that 100 people, as a peak number, was appropriate if well managed. Although he was 
inexperienced he had advertised for experienced managers. He considered that his 
managers would be able to manage inappropriate behaviour and deliver good service. The 
Sub-Committee advised the licensee that the designated premises supervisor was normally 
involved in the day to day running of the premises.  It would also be expected that the 
managers would have personal licences. The Sub-Committee was advised that one 
manager had training in Australia and had previous managerial experience.  The licensee 
advised that he was in overall charge and lived above the premises and would be happy for 
one of his managers to become the designated premises supervisor. He did not consider 
that a complaints policy was required in writing.  He expected his staff to respond 
appropriately to complaints eg if residents stated that the street was crowded.  He reported 
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that the 89 complaints did not come through to him but he had responded to complaints 
and had put changes in place. The night patrol had told him he was doing a good job. 
During the World Cup he did not consider that the noise was excessive. The licensee was 
advised that there was evidence that the anti-social behaviour team felt intimated and 
complainants had been met with aggression. In response he stated that he was 
approachable and was not rude. He did say what he thought and he considered that his 
reputation had been sullied.  It was reported that the public line was extremely busy and 
the manager had given his personal number to residents.  The manager reported that they 
were looking to set up monthly meetings and was receptive to joining Pubwatch.  The 
licensee reported that they intended to close for two weeks over Christmas and the New 
Year to look at running the pub in a better way. They were seeking to invite residents to 
make suggestions, hold more formal meetings with residents, monitor the noise outside and 
inside and supervise customers leaving.  They did not have a written dispersal policy. They 
had volunteered to have a door supervisor and it was only six weeks ago that it was 
realised she no longer held an SIA licence as it had lapsed. She had previously held a 
licence so this was considered preferable to finding another SIA door supervisor at short 
notice.

In summary, the noise officer stated that an outside area for drinking should be closer to 
the premises and not across the road. Commercial waste should be collected separately. All 
windows should be closed and the refuse condition should be maintained.  The licensee 
should maintain the business according to what the premises could withstand.
The interested parties reported that the vast majority of supporters lived away from the 
premises.  The licensing officer advised that there were 10-15% of local residents that were 
in support from Sekforde Street, Woodbridge Street and many from Scott House.  The 
interested parties considered that the door supervisor could not be a door supervisor as 
well as collect glasses.  They urged that the application be supported. The licensee stated 
that residents were always welcome and if only 20 persons were allowed outside the 
premises would not survive.  

RESOLVED
1) That the premises licence, in respect of The Sekforde Arms, 34 Sekforde Street, EC1R 

0HH, be modified to add the following conditions:-

1. Doors and windows to the premises shall be closed by 20:00 every evening and shall be 
closed at all times, if any events such as a quiz, comedy nights or conferences are held at 
the premises except for one window per floor, on the ground and first floor, to provide 
ventilation.

2. The use of the door to the Sekforde Street elevation shall cease at 21:00 every night and 
notices shall be displayed to that effect.

3. Prominent, clear and legible notices must be displayed at all exits requesting the public 
to respect the needs of local residents and to leave the premises and the area quietly.

4. Tables and chairs may be placed out subject to the issue of a tables and chairs licence 
from Street Trading.

5. Tables and chairs shall not be set out on the Sekforde Street frontage beyond the 
window closest to 35 Sekforde Street.

6.  Any outside drinking area shall be closed and cleared of customers by 22:15.
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7.  Outside furniture shall be disabled and taken out of use by 22:15 each night.

8.  After 20:00 a maximum of 20 customers may be permitted to stand outside with drinks 
until 22:15. The area for vertical drinking shall be in Woodbridge Street and vertical 
drinkers shall not obstruct the public highway.

9. After 22:15 any customer who wishes to step outside to smoke shall be directed to 
Woodbridge Street. Numbers of smokers outside shall not exceed 10.  They shall not 
obstruct the public highway. They shall not be permitted to take drinks outside with them.

10. An SIA registered door supervisor shall be present every Thursday, Friday and on any 
other night when an event may be held such as quiz/comedy nights or any nights when a 
large attendance is anticipated.

11. The door supervisor will patrol the outside area and will supervise the dispersal of 
patrons and be present outside until all customers have left the vicinity.

12. A limiter shall be installed to restrict all amplified sound to ambient background levels 
including amplified voice.

13. The sound insulation properties of the premises shall be monitored, maintained and 
adapted as necessary to ensure that amplified sound played or other sound such as impact 
sounds within the premises does not cause nuisance or undue disturbance to occupiers of 
nearby premises.

14. In the event of noise nuisance from amplified sound being established from the 
premises, the licensee shall appoint a noise consultant registered with the Institute of 
Acoustics or Association of Noise Consultants to prepare a scheme of sound insulation and 
noise control measures, to prevent persons in the neighbourhood from being unreasonably 
disturbed by noise from the premises. The scheme shall be submitted for approval by the 
Council, and the approved scheme fully implemented to the satisfaction of the Council and 
the licensee notified in writing accordingly prior to any further events at the premises.

If the nuisance includes the structural transmission of sound any survey shall also include 
investigations and specify remedies in relation to the structural transmission.

15.The licensee shall adopt a ‘Challenge 25’ policy and promote it through prominent 
display.

16.The licensee shall put arrangements in place to ensure that before serving alcohol to 
persons they believe to be less than 25, staff ask to see accredited proof of age: that is, 
proof of age cards carrying the ‘PASS’ logo, a Passport or UK Driving Licence bearing the 
photograph and date of birth of the bearer.

17. The licensee shall ensure that staff are trained about age restricted products and 
ensure that they sign to confirm that they have understood the training. The licensee shall 
keep records of training and instructions given to staff, detailing the areas covered, and 
make them available for inspection upon request by the licensing team, police or trading 
standards.

18.The licensee shall require staff to note any refusals to sell to young people in a refusals 
log. The refusals log shall be made available for inspection upon request by the licensing 
team, police or trading standards.
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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. 

Before the hearing commenced the Chair of the Licensing Sub-Committee invited the 
parties to meet and explore whether conditions could be agreed and to see if a consensus 
could be reached. The Sub-Committee noted licensing policy 29 which stated that the 
licensing authority believed that the promotion of the licensing objectives is best achieved 
in an atmosphere of mutual co-operation between all stake holders. 

The Sub-Committee noted that some progress towards consensus had been made and this 
was reflected in the conditions imposed by the Sub-Committee. 

The Sub-Committee noted that the majority of calls to the Council related to the noise 
outside the premises, although there was also an issue regarding the internal acoustics at 
the premises. The Sub-Committee noted that the licensing authority was concerned about 
the way complaints were handled and the supervision of customers outside the premises. 
The Sub-Committee noted the evidence from the interested parties of the impact of 
nuisance and anti-social behaviour caused by customers at the premises and obstruction on 
the pavement. 

The Sub-Committee noted the evidence of the licensee that he had been managing the pub 
for the last year only and had recruited experienced members of staff to carry out the day 
to day management of the premises. The licensee had written to residents and provided his 
telephone number and indicated to the Sub-Committee that he wanted things to change. 
The licensee’s manager indicated that he was going to set up monthly meetings with 
residents and carry out quarterly reviews. The Sub-Committee also noted that the pub was 
to close for two weeks after the 24 December and the licensee would use this time to find a 
better way to run the premises. 

The Sub-Committee noted the submission from the licensee, that, if he was only allowed 20 
people outside the premises during the summer, the business would not be profitable. 
However, the Sub-Committee considered that restricting the numbers of people outside to 
20 after 8pm would achieve a balance between the commercial interests of the licensee and 
the impact on residents. 

The Sub-Committee decided to modify the conditions of the premises licence for the 
following reasons:-

Condition 1 The Sub-Committee amended the suggested condition on page 471 of the 
agenda to take account of the licensee’s submissions that some windows needed to be 
open to allow for ventilation in the premises. 

Condition 2 and 3 were accepted by the licensee.

Condition 4. The evidence before the Sub-Committee was that the tables and chairs were 
placed on the highway and would require a licence from Street Trading.  

Condition 5 was proportionate to prevent nuisance to the residents of 35 Sekforde Street.
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Conditions 6 and 7 were accepted by the licensee. The Sub-committee noted the 
compromise offered by the licensee and concluded that it was proportionate and reasonable 
for the hour of 22.15 to be substituted in the conditions on page 471.

Condition 8. The Sub-Committee considered that restricting the numbers of people outside 
to 20 after 8pm would achieve a balance between the commercial interests of the licensee 
and the impact on residents. 

Condition 9. The Sub-Committee considered this was reasonable and proportionate for 
customers going outside to smoke after 22.15.

Condition 10. The licensee accepted that the door supervisor should be SIA registered and 
was required for every Thursday and Friday night.  The Sub-Committee considered that it 
was reasonable and proportionate that an SIA door supervisor should also be present on 
other busy nights at the premises.

Condition 11 was not challenged by the licensee

Condition 12. The licensee agreed that a limiter should be installed.

Condition 13. The Sub-Committee concluded that this condition was necessary to deal with 
noise nuisance from the premises that might be caused by amplified sound or other sound 
such as impact sounds within the premises.

Condition 14. The Sub-Committee concluded that this condition was necessary to promote 
the licensing objectives and ensure that there was no public nuisance. 

Conditions 15. 16. 17 and 18. The licensee accepted that Challenge 25 policy should be 
applied and promoted at the premises. The Sub-Committee noted that the licensee did not 
want to display large posters and therefore only required promotion through prominent 
display.

The Sub-Committee noted submissions raised by the licensee regarding the conditions 14 
and 15 proposed on page 471 of the agenda and concluded that it was not reasonable or 
proportionate to impose these conditions.  All other conditions were reasonable and 
proportionate and would ensure that the licensing objectives would be promoted. 

Note of the Sub-Committee
The Sub-Committee noted that the senior employees did not hold personal licences.  The 
Sub-Committee expected that this would be addressed.

The Sub-Committee raised that the designated premises supervisor would be expected to 
have day to day management of the premises. The Sub-Committee noted that the licensee 
would be happy for one of the two managers to become the designated premises 
supervisor on obtaining personal licences.

The meeting ended at 11.40pm

CHAIR


