BRIGHTON & HOVE CITY COUNCIL
LICENSING PANEL (LICENSING ACT 2003 FUNCTIONS)
10.00am 5 JANUARY 2011
COMMITTEE ROOM 1, HOVE TOWN HALL
MINUTES
Present: Councillors ; Lepper,(Chairman) Watkins and West

Officers: Jim Whitelegg (Senior Environmental Health Officer) Sarah Cornell (Technical
Officer), Rebecca Siddell (Lawyer) and Penny Jennings (Democratic Services Officer)

PART ONE

95. TO APPOINT A CHAIRMAN FOR THE MEETING

95.1 Councillor Lepper was appointed Chairman for the Panel meeting.
96. PROCEDURAL BUSINESS

96a Declarations of Interest

96.1 Councillor Watkins was present in substitution for Councillor Simson.
96b Declarations of Interest

96.2 There were none.

96c Exclusion of the Press and Public

96.3 In accordance with Section 100A of the Local Government Act 1972 ("The Act”), the
Licensing Panel considered whether the press and public should be excluded from the
meeting during any item of business on the grounds that it was likely, in view of the
nature of the business to be transacted or the nature of the proceedings, that if
members of the press or public were present during that item, there would be disclosure
to them of confidential information (as defined in Section 100A(3) of the Act) or exempt
information (as defined in Section 100(1) of the Act).

96.4 RESOLVED - That the press and public be not excluded.
97. MCDONALD'S RESTAURANT, 157-163 WESTERN ROAD, BRIGHTON :
APPLICATION TO VARY EXISTING PREMISES LICENCE
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The Panel considered a report of the Head of Environmental Health and Licensing
requesting that they determine an application for variation of the premises licence by
McDonald’s, 157 — 163 Western Road, Hove.

Inspector Harris was present to make representations on behalf of the Police and was
accompanied by Mr Bateup of the Police Licensing section. Councillor Kitcat in
attendance to make representations in his capacity as a Local Ward Councillor and on
behalf of local residents. Mr Cornell was in attendance to make representations on
behalf of the applicant, Mr Turen the applicant was also present.

Before proceeding to formal consideration of the application. Mr Cornell suggested that
in the interests of facilitating the proceedings he would be happy to refer the Panel to
the two stage process required in reaching their decision. The Chairman, Councillor
Lepper explained that individual Members of the Licensing Committee sat as on Panels
to determine licensing applications on a regular basis. and, that they would follow their
agreed procedures for hearing and determining an application. These procedures were
in line with national policy and guidance. All parties present would have the opportunity
to seek clarification, ask questions and to make their representations at the appropriate
time.

Mr Whitelegg, Senior Environmental Health Officer outlined the details of the application
for variation referring to the current premises licence which allowed the provision of late
night refreshment on Fridays and Saturdays from 23.00 until 00.00. The proposed
variation was to extend the opening hours and provision of late night refreshment on
Sundays to Thursdays from 23.00 to 00.00 on Friday nights/Saturday mornings and
Saturday nights Sunday mornings from 00.00 until 05.00.

Mr Whitelegg explained that the premises was located within the Cumulative Impact
Area (CIA) in the Brighton city centre. The effect of this special policy was that
applications for new premises licences or club premises certificates within the Area, or
variations which were likely to add to the existing Cumulative Impact, would normally be
refused following relevant representations. This presumption could be rebutted by the
applicant if they could show that their application would have no negative Cumulative
Impact.

Two representations had been received from a Local Councillor and from Sussex Police
expressing concerns relating to Prevention of Crime and Disorder, Cumulative Impact
and Prevention of Public Nuisance.

Councillor Watkins sought clarification at this point as to whether the Council’s policy in
relation to the CIA also applied to premises where hot food was sold irrespective of
whether or not alcohol was on sale. It was confirmed that was so.

Inspector Harris then gave her submission. Before detailing and amplifying the Police’s
concerns as set out in their letter of representation she stressed that the operating
schedule submitted was specific to McDonald’s. If the variation requested was granted it
would not be enforceable in relation to any other hot food business which might operate
from the premises in future, although any hours of operation granted would remain in
place.
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The Police did not consider that the applicant had made a sufficiently compelling case
to rebut the presumption against granting permission. Whilst the premises did not sell
alcohol, if open for longer hours it would provide a further late night venue 24 hours a
day on Friday and Saturday nights, within an area already where the number of
licensed premises was at saturation point and crime, disorder and public nuisance had
reached problem levels. Whilst the premises was not generally considered problematic
however, the premises had ready given rise to 999 calls asking for police attendance
on a number of occasions over the last year, these instances had occurred within the
existing hours of operation.

Inspector Harris went on to state that the police were concerned that no proactive
measures had been suggested in order to seek to prevent crime and disorder and
prevention of public nuisance. The measures proposed were considered to be totally
inadequate in relation to the longer hours of operation proposed. When premises were
open for extended hours dedicated and properly qualified door staff were provided as
standard, the services of a mobile support unit were not considered sufficient. The
applicant had failed to demonstrate that they were aware of the issues which arose in
relation to premises which were open very late at night. In the absence of the very
robust measures required they considered that this premises would give rise to a
negative impact which would result in noise and other nuisance to residents. When
queues formed in large premises and customers had been drinking before hand this
tended to result in “flashpoints” as arguments or violence could erupt. The Police were
disappointed that this had not been recognised and that measures had not been
suggested to address any potential problems.

Mr Cornell enquired whether the police and the panel were aware that the applicant
also ran the McDonalds premises located at Brighton Marina and that that premises
which was open until a very late hour had not give rise to instances of crime and
disorder or public nuisance. The relevance of some of the instances set out in the
extracts of the police incidence reports was also queried as some did not relate directly
to the premises itself or to the directly to the concerns raised in relation to the licensing
objectives.

The Chairman stated that the manner in which a separate establishment located
elsewhere was not relevant as each application was considered on its merits. In the
case of premises situated within the CIA the onus was on the applicant to rebut the
presumption of refusal.

Inspector Harris stated that as part of the Marina Estate (which was not located in the
CIA) had its own additional security arrangements in place. Whilst the premises did not
sell alcohol, if granted the premises would provide another late night venue open 24
hours a day on Friday and Saturday nights in an area already sufficiently heavily
populated with licensed premises that it had reached saturation point. Operation
Marble, the policing initiative within the city centre at weekends stood down from
4.00am. If incidents arose after that time it created significant pressures for the police
by diverting a depleted number of officers from elsewhere in the city if there was
several incidents that created difficulties. Given its location on the periphery of the CIA
incidents at any other time would pull officers offers away from the central core area
where their numbers were already stretched.
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A large number of residential properties were situated in the streets radiating off
Western Road and complaints were already received in relation to late night noise public
nuisance and crime and disorder. Those who had been drinking gravitated towards
premises which were open late at night and additional numbers of people would
therefore be attracted into the area. People who had consumed large amounts of
alcohol did not sober up immediately when consuming hot food and generated a lot of
noise, even if not causing any other nuisance. The net result was twofold, premises
which were open late acted as a magnet encouraging customers into the area and
delaying dispersal as those individuals then remained in the area to eat food either in
the premises outside on the street.

Mr Cornell sought clarification that the premises was on the north western boundary of
the CIA, it was confirmed that it was. As such Mr Cornell enquired whether in view of its
location customers would be visiting the premises in order to purchase food on their way
home and as such they would not remain in the area. Inspector Harris did not agree with
that view and reiterated her earlier comments.

97.16 Inspector Harris stated that the incidents set out did not relate to a large number of

incidents nor did they indicate that the police had concerns about the manner in which
the premises were managed and run. They did illustrate however, that incidents
occurred when the clientele and on-street situation was markedly different that very
late at night or early in the morning.

97.17 Mr Cornell sought clarification of the times at which incidents had occurred and queried

the basis on which the police believed there would be a greater likelihood of incidents
later in the evening. Inspector Harris stated that her concerns were based on her
operational experience of the CIA and the times at which the greatest number of
incidents occurred and they type of incidents which occurred.

97.18 Councillor Kitcat then had the opportunity to give his submission. He stated that he

was speaking on behalf of a number of his residents of his ward who had approached
him expressing grave concern in relation to the significant increase the premises
proposed hours of operation. Residents already suffered from late night noise and
early morning deliveries. A number of other local businesses had sought (as a result of
consultation with residents) to operate during hours which provided a period of “truce”
which sought to give residents a few uninterrupted hours of sleep each night, the
applicant had not sought to do this.

97.19 If approval was given that would result in an increase of opening times of 5 hours on

Friday and Saturday nights and by one hour ever other night of the week. He believed
that such a change would contribute to the cumulative impact on the night time
economy on local residents in the area and that the likelihood of public nuisance, crime
and disorder and risk to public safety would increase. Later hours of operation would
result in people queuing for food, hanging around to eat it and in consequence leaving
the area more slowly. He was aware that the proposed changes on Friday and
Saturday nights would result in the premises being open past the time at which
Operation Marble, when there would be less policing available to deal with any trouble
which might arise in the area. As noise generated by people coming home late at night
was already an issue for residents he considered that if granted the additional hours of
operation would exacerbate that situation.
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97.20 Mr Cornell queried whether Councillor Kitcat as Green Councillor had a predisposition
against any application by McDonalds. Councillor Kitcat stated that this was not the
case, his objections were made purely on the basis of the proposed hours of operation
and location of the premises. A number of residents lived in close proximity to it and he
was setting out their concerns and his own as a Local Ward Councillor.

97.21

97.22

97.23

97.24

97.25

Mr Cornell then gave the submission on behalf of the applicant. He stated that the
applicant had an impeccable record over some years standing of running trouble free
premises. By the Police’ own admission there were no concerns in relation to the way
in which the premises were run and he considered that the extrapolation that had been
made regarding concerns that there would be a significant increase in incidents which
would compromise the licensing objectives was flawed. The Police advised premises
holders to call them in the event of trouble, therefore by so doing on those few
occasions when it had proved necessary Mr Turen and his staff had acted responsibly
.He considered that there was no reason to believe that there would be any increase in
incidents per se. The premises would not be run differently than if it were to close at an
earlier hour. Given the nature of the business a number of customers would purchase
and eat food on the premises, this would contain any noise and they would then go
home. Those taking away food were likely to go straight home and he did not consider
that would necessarily remain on the street eating.

Mr Turen the applicant then gave his submission in support of his application he
referred to the fact that he had long experience of operating that branch of McDonalds
and other branches including that situated at the Marina, over thirteen years in total.
He lived in the City and would continue to run the premises as he had always done. He
would ensure that the premises were adequately controlled and that customers
behaved well whilst in the premises and were encouraged to leave considerately. He
had experience of dealing with people who were dunk and in diffusing situations when
they were.

Mr Turen stated that he had always worked cooperatively with the police and local
residents. In addition to those leaving nightclubs his business would also be used by
local residents and shift workers either before or after they went on shift.

Councillor Watkins sought clarification regarding whether permission was sought in
relation to the entire premises or just to the ground floor area. He also sought
confirmation regarding the capacity of the premises in terms of tables and chairs. Mr
Turen explained that the upper floor seating area could be taped off later in the
evening which would allow only the upper floor toilet facilities to be used. One disabled
toilet was located on the ground floor. Councillor Watkins referred to the submitted
plans stating that they indicated that 70 staff could be accommodated on the ground
floor of the premises. Mr Turen explained that the plan was indicative and did not
equate to the precise location and number of tables within the premises.

Councillor Lepper, the Chairman asked whether or not any toilet facilities were located

on the ground floor and Mr Turen explained that one disabled toilet was located on the

ground floor. Councillor Lepper also enquired why Mr Turen had not sought to provide

SIA door security staff on Friday and Saturday nights. He explained that he had access
to a mobile security team and that in addition those additional staff clearing tables
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would be on hand to assess whether customers coming in to the premises were drunk
and to identify potential trouble. Councillor Lepper then enquired regarding whether
any special measures would be put into place to protect vulnerable female members of
staff either whilst serving customers with food or whilst clearing tables on the other
side of the counter. In answer to further questions Mr Turen stated that the staffing
levels provided were based on turnover. After 10.30pm there would be at least two
dedicated serving and a manager would also be on site at all times.

Councillor Lepper enquired regarding measures which would be taken to seek to
ensure that on street disruption did not occur later on in the evening. Mr Turen stated
that customers would be asked to leave quietly and was of the view that those taking
food away from the premises where unlikely to remain in the vicinity to eat it.

Councillor West enquired whether Mr Turen would be prepared to engage additional
door staff if the Police were of the view that this would be beneficial in preventing those
who had consumed excessive quantities of alcohol from entering the premises. Mr
Turen confirmed that if required to do so he would reiterating however that he
considered that the measures he would have in place would be robust.

Inspector Harris asked Mr Turen whether he appreciated that the character of the city
late at night was totally different, the potential for crime and disorder and public
nuisance was all the greater because a number of individuals had consumed large
amounts of alcohol. Mr Turen stated that whilst the premises was family focused
during the day he did have experience of dealing with people who were drunk and of
the problems which could result. As someone who lived close to the city centre he was
also aware of the problems caused by late night noise.

Councillor Watkins sought clarification as to the means by which the upper floor of the
premises could be removed from use in the evening. Mr Turen explained that a
security barrier could be brought down which would prevent access to the seating
area.

In the absence of any further questions Mr Whitelegg gave the closing submission on
behalf of the licensing authority.

Inspector Harris reiterated the concerns expressed by the police stating that in their
experience those seeking late night hot refreshments did disperse more slowly from an
area and to generate noise in doing so, there was a greater likelihood of nuisance and
crime and disorder taking place when people had been drinking and the measures
suggested by the applicant did not indicate a full awareness of these issues nor was it
considered that the applicant had made a compelling case for rebuttal of the Council’s
policy in relation to the CIA.

Councillor Kitcat then gave his closing submission stating that he was very concerned
regarding the impact of the proposals on local residents. There would be increased
chance of public nuisance, crime and disorder and risk to public safety and therefore a
negative public impact.

Mr Cornell gave his submission on behalf of the applicant stating that he considered
that there was a two stage process which the Panel needed to engage in when arriving
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at their determination of the matter. The applicant had a proven track record over a
number of years running a large premises and had illustrated that he was well aware of
the issues associated with running a late night establishment in the city. Given its
location on the outer periphery of the CIA the assertion that it would attract large
numbers of people or that they would remain in the area rather than buying their food
on the way through it was refuted. A strong case had been made to show that the
business was well run and would not result in any increase in cumulative impact.

97.34 The Chairman stated that the Panel had listened carefully to those making

97.35

representations. The Panel have no reason to think that this operation was not a
responsible trader. That is not what is being questioned here. What the Panel had had
to consider was whether by increasing the licensable hours it would promote the
Licensing Objectives.

The application premises’ is situated in the Cumulative Impact Area (CIA).

The Council’s Licensing policy stated that applications for variation which were likely to
add to the existing impact would normally be refused following relevant representations.
This presumption could be rebutted by the applicant if they can show that their
application would have no negative impact.

The Panel had given thought to the individual circumstances of these premises and the
applicants’ view that the proposed variation would not add to the problems of cumulative
impact in this area.

However, the Panel believed that allowing this variation would be likely to add to
problems of cumulative impact in the area.

The Panel believed that the extended hours requested would cause an accumulation of
people in the area and would impede dispersal, leading to problems of public nuisance
and the potential for crime and disorder. They shared the concerns of the Police in this
respect and to allow the variation would undermine the licensing objectives of the
prevention of public nuisance and the prevention of crime and disorder.

The Panel had considered whether it would whether it would be appropriate to add
conditions to the licence but did not feel that this would be effective in preventing these
problems.

The Panel had no doubt that McDonald’s were a responsible operation and that the
premises were generally managed well. However, given the problems experienced in
this area they considered that if granted this application would have a negative
cumulative impact and therefore the application for variation of the premises licence was
refused.

RESOLVED - That the application for variation of the Premises Licence by McDonald’s,
157 — 163 Western Road, be refused for the reasons set out in paragraphs 97.34 above.

Note: The Legal Adviser to the Panel referred to the appeal rights available to the
applicant stating that full details of these would be set out in the decision letter which to
be sent to them.
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HA, HA BAR AND GRILL, 2-3 PAVILION BUILDINGS, BRIGHTON : APPLICATION
TO VARY EXISTING PREMISES LICENCE

The Panel were requested to determine an application for Variation of Premises Licence
under the Licensing Act 2003 for Ha! Ha! Bar and Grill, 2 — 3 Pavilion Buildings,
Brighton.

Inspector Vicki Harris was present on behalf of the Police accompanied by Mr David
Bateup. Ms Catriona Macbeth was in attendance on behalf of the Council’s Trading
Standards Section. Mr Philip Prior was in attendance on behalf of the applicants and
was accompanied by their legal representative, Mr Michael Palmer.

Sarah Cornell, Licensing Officer referred to the changes requested under the variation
and referred to representations which had been received from Sussex Police and
Trading Standards relating Prevention of Crime and Disorder and Protection of Children
from Harm. The premises were situated within the Cumulative Impact Area (CIA). It was
confirmed that the effect of the special policy in relation to the CIA would be for
applications for new premises licences or for variations which it was considered would
add to the existing cumulative impact would normally be refused following consideration
of the relevant representations. This presumption could be rebutted by the applicant if
they could show that their application would have no negative cumulative impact.

Before proceeding to formal consideration of the application Mr Palmer requested leave
to address the Committee explaining that following further discussions with the Police all
of their proposed conditions had been agreed to with the exception of the Challenge 25

Policy which remained the only issue of contention.

Inspector Harris confirmed that confirmed this was so referring to the letter from the
Police dated 30 November 2010. The variation sought to increase the hours for the
supply of alcohol on Sundays by one hour, starting at 11.00 instead of 12.00 as per the
existing licence. Sussex Police had no objections to this minor increase in hours during
the day time despite the fact that the premises were situated in the CIA. All of the other
proposed conditions proposed by the Police had been agreed by the applicants
including additional wording in relation to the provision of registered door supervisors
and the proposals which would result in a tidying up and simplification of the existing
licence were welcomed. The applicants had not however, agreed to imposition of a
Challenge 25 Policy. The Police remained of the view that a Challenge 25 would be
more appropriate than the company’s own Challenge 21 Policy as this would be
consistent with that operating within the CIA.

Councillor Watkins sought clarification regarding operation of the Challenge 25 policy
and whether it was that or a Challenge 21 Policy which was the most commonly used
across the City. Inspector Harris stated that Challenge 25 was sought on all new
premises licences and when variations were sought. The vast majority of premises
operated a Challenge 25 Policy and there were indications that this requirement could
become law.

Inspector Harris went on to explain that the Challenge 25 policy meant that any one
attempting to buy alcohol who appeared to be under 25 would be asked for
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photographic ID to prove their age. The only forms of ID that would be accepted were
passports, driving licences with a photograph or Portman Group, Citizen Card or
Validate proof of age cards bearing the “Pass” mark hologram. The list of approved
forms of ID could be amended or revised with the prior written agreement of Sussex
Police and the Licensing Authority without the need to amend the licence or conditions
attaching to it.

Notwithstanding that the applicants had agreed to implement all of their proposed
conditions with the exception of a Challenge 25 policy, Inspector Harris re-iterated that
the Police were still requesting that this was met, as this was consistent with the policy
operating elsewhere in the City and especially within the CIA. It was some times difficult
to assess the age of younger customers and adoption of a Challenge 25 Policy was
considered to provide a suitably robust approach which also provided a measure of
protection for staff too, rather than relying on their own judgement. Young people using
the CIA were used to being requested to provide identification in line with Challenge 25
and for different to requirements to be met in different establishments created confusion.

Ms Macbeth then gave the representations on behalf of Trading Standards, stating that
as the basis of their representations related purely to Challenge 25 their officers were in
agreement with the Police that the premises should operate Challenge 25 rather than
Challenge 21. In response to a question asked by Ms Macbeth it was confirmed that it
was anticipated that the sale of food/ alcohol in the premises would be 60% food and
40% alcohol sales.

Mr Palmer spoke on behalf of the applicants in support of their application. He
explained that the Mitchells and Butler Group who had recently purchased the Ha Ha
bar had experience of running 2,000 premises across the uk including prominent
locations in major cities and already owned and operated “Browns” in Brighton. The Ha
Ha Bar had been purchased the previous August and would re-open as an “All Bar One’
premises following refurbishment. The new premises would have a stronger emphasis
towards food sales. The company had been at the forefront of supporting a Challenge
21 policy some 12 years previously.

Their “brand” was not especially youth orientated and a Challenge 21 policy was
commensurate with policy and was integrated into the regular training staff received
both at induction and on an-going basis. There was no history of failed test purchases,
incidence of under age drinking or of other crime or nuisance in relation to this premises
and it was considered that to implement such a change would create confusion for staff.
The Challenge 21 policy currently in place was applied rigorously and had not given rise
to problems and as such was considered to be proportionate and appropriate. The
applicants were also proposing to increase and improve on existing signage within the
premises.

Councillor Lepper, the Chairman sought asked why the applicants wished to maintain a
Challenge 21 policy notwithstanding that both the Police and Trading Standards had
indicated that their preference would be to operate a Challenge 25 policy. Mr Palmer
responded that as this was at variance with the policy in operation across their premises
portfolio and, given that there had been no problems relating to the operation of these
premises in the past he considered it would cause confusion for staff. In answer to
questions by Councillor Watkins, Mr Palmer confirmed that if there was a change in
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existing legislation or a condition to that effect was imposed, the applicants would
operate a Challenge 25 policy.

The Licensing Officer, Ms Cornell then made her closing submissions on behalf of the
Licensing Authority.

Inspector Harris made the closing submission on behalf of the Police re-iterating that the
Police remained of the view that it would be appropriate for a Challenge 25 policy to be
in operation at the premises. Although there was no history of trouble associated with
the premises, a Challenge 25 policy would be consistent with that operating in other
premises within the CIA in particular and which was clearly understood by premises
staff, the Police, Officers in attendance on behalf of the Licensing authority and
customers.

Ms Macbeth, Trading Standards concurred with the points made by the Police in
relation this matter and stated that she had nothing further to add.

Mr Palmer made the closing submission on behalf of the applicants stressing the
amendments proposed to the existing licence in order to rationalise and simplify it and
the applicant’s willingness to accede to the requirements requested by the Police with
the exception of implementation of a Challenge 25 policy. The applicants’ rationale for
operating a Challenge 21 policy

The Chairman stated that the Panel had listened carefully to all the representations
made. The Panel had no reason to think that this operation is not a responsible trader
and had considered whether by increasing the licensable hours it would promote the
Licensing Objectives bearing in mind that the premises was situated in the CIA. The
proposed variations to the Licence agreed with the Police were welcomed and the Panel
were also happy to grant the increase in hours requested. As the Panel shared the
concerns of the Police and Trading Standards they would require the applicant to
operate a Challenge 25 Policy.

RESOLVED - That Conditions of the premises licence of Ha Ha Bar and Grill, 2-3
Pavilion Buildings, Brighton attached to the Justices On Licence issued on 4 May 2005
(Pages 56 -60 of the circulated agenda papers) be varied in order to comply with the
recommendations suggested by the Police and set out below :

The hours for the supply of alcohol on Sundays be increased by one hour, starting at
11.00 instead of 12.00 as per the existing licence.

Page 56: Condition 1(CCTV) - Revised in accordance with wording agreed with the
Police;

Condition 2 — To be removed;
Conditions 3 — 6 To remain as existing;
Condition 7 — Revised in accordance with wording agreed with the Police;

Condition 8 — To be removed;

10



LICENSING PANEL (LICENSING ACT 2003 FUNCTIONS) 5 JANUARY 2011

Condition — 9 to remain as existing;
Condition 10 — To be removed.

Thereafter, all existing conditions to be removed. Existing Annex 2 — Conditions
Consistent with the Operating Schedule: to be replaced by the following:

The prevention of crime and disorder

Digital CCTV and appropriate recoding equipment to be installed, operated and
maintained throughout the premises and externally and internally to cover all public
areas with sufficient numbers of cameras as agreed with Sussex Police. CCTV footage
will be stored for a minimum of 28 days, and the management will give full and
immediate cooperation and technical assistance to the Police in the event that CCTV
footage is required for the prevention and detection of suspected or alleged crime. The
CCTV images will record ad display dates and times, and these times will be checked
regularly to ensure their accuracy. The management of the premises will ensure that key
staff are fully trained in the operation of the CCTV, and will be able to download selected
footage onto a disk for the police without difficulty or delay.

The provision of SIA registered door supervisors will be on a documented risk
assessment basis to be made available to the Police and Licensing Officers on request.

The provision of SIA registered door supervisors will be on a documented risk
assessment basis to be made available to the Police and Council Licensing officers on
request.

The manager will be an active member of the BCRP.
For the prevention of public nuisance

The licensee must ensure that people on or leaving the premises conduct themselves in
an orderly manner at all times and do not in any way cause annoyance to residents and
people passing by the premises. Appropriate signage to this effect to be displayed
inside the premises.

The licensee shall ensure that noise or vibration does not emanate from the premises so
as to cause a nuisance to nearby properties.

The protection of children from harm

The premises will operate a “Challenge 25" policy whereby any person attempting to
buy alcohol who appears to be under 25 will be asked for photographic ID to prove their
age. The only forms of ID that will be accepted are passports, driving licences with a
photograph of Portman Group, Citizen Card or Validate proof of age cards bearing the
“Pass” mark hologram. The list of approved forms of ID may be amended or revised with
the prior written agreement of Sussex Police and the Licensing Authority without the
need to amend the licence or conditions attaching to it.

11



LICENSING PANEL (LICENSING ACT 2003 FUNCTIONS) 5 JANUARY 2011

Suitable and sufficient signage advertising the “Challenge 25" policy will be displayed in
prominent locations in the premises.

The premises licence holder will ensure that all staff members engaged in selling
alcohol on the premises shall receive induction training as the lawful selling of age
restricted products prior to the selling of such products, and verbal
reinforcement/refresher training thereafter at intervals of no les than 8 weeks, with the
ate and time of the verbal reinforcement/refresher training documented.

All such training shall be fully documented and recorded. All training records shall be
made available to Sussex police and Brighton and Hove Council’s Trading Standards
Service upon request.

Note: The legal adviser to the Panel confirmed that the applicants would be notified of
the decision in writing setting out details of their appeal rights.

The meeting concluded at 2.20pm

Signed Chairman

Dated this day of
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