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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING COMMITTEE 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 22 OCTOBER 2012 

 
Present:  Councillor Parvin (Chairman), and 

Councillors Barned, Black, Mrs Gibson, Mrs Gooch, 

Mrs Grigg, Mrs Joy, B Mortimer, Naghi, Mrs Parvin and 

Yates 

 
 

52. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
An apology for absence was received from Councillor Mrs Hinder. 
 

53. NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS  
 
The following substitution was noted:- 
 
Councillor Black for Councillor Mrs Hinder 
 

54. NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS  
 
There were no Visiting Members. 
 

55. DISCLOSURES BY MEMBERS AND OFFICERS  
 
There were no disclosures by Members or Officers. 
 

56. DISCLOSURES OF LOBBYING  
 
Councillors Gooch, Grigg and Naghi declared they had been lobbied with 
regard to Agenda Item 7 – An application for a Sex Establishment licence 
for 87-88 Bank Street, Maidstone. 
 

57. EXEMPT ITEMS  
 
RESOLVED: That the Items on Part II of the Agenda be taken in private as 
proposed. 
 

58. LOCAL GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) ACT 1982, 
SCHEDULE 3 – APPLICATION FOR SEX ESTABLISHMENT LICENCE – FOR 
87-88 BANK STREET, MAIDSTONE, KENT, ME14 1SD  
 
The Committee considered the report of the Head of Democratic Services 
regarding an application for a Sex Establishment licence for 87-88 Bank 
Street, Maidstone. 
 
The Legal Advisor to the Committee outlined the order of considerations to 
be made, dealing with the validity of the application, late objections 

Agenda Item 7
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received, to consider and determine the application and, with regard to 
the Council’s current policy, on determining the locality and appropriate 
number of sex establishments in the borough. 
 
The Chairman requested those persons participating in the hearing to 
identify themselves, this included the Members of the Committee, the 
Head of Democratic Services, the Legal Advisor, the Committee Clerk, the 
applicant and his representative, and those making representations who 
wished to speak. 
 
The Head of Democratic Services outlined the details regarding the late 
newspaper advertisement of the notice of application and, therefore, the 
need to confirm validity of the application.  
 
Members considered whether to treat the application as valid in view of 
the required newspaper advertisement being published two days late. The 
applicant indicated that in applying on 17th, June 2012 he had missed the 
deadline for publication in the Kent Messenger that week and he felt that 
publicity would be wider and meet the purpose of the legislation most 
fairly if it were advertised in that publication, for width of distribution, on 
the next available date. Also, many objectors have come forward as a 
result. The objectors speaking made no representations in this regard. 
Members decided that they would proceed treating this application as 
valid as the number of objectors indicated that they had not been 
inconvenienced and that no prejudice had been caused. 
 
The Head of Democratic Services then informed the Committee that ten 
objections had been received outside the time during which members 
must have regard to them but members had discretion to have regard to 
them having considered whether they were intentionally late, would cause 
any prejudice to the applicant, unreasonable disruption to Council 
business and any reasons given for lateness. The applicant’s 
representative indicated that it was felt fair to consider all objections and 
so he consented to their being considered. Members confirmed that they 
would have regard to the ten objections received late. 
 
The Head of Democratic Services briefly outlined the application received, 
his report and the objections received.  He informed the Committee that 
as the Applicant had agreed to 4 x SIA trained staff at the premises during 
opening hours, the objection from Kent Police had been withdrawn. 
 
The Applicant’s representative then presented his case.  He stated that 
the premises were bought in 2010 with the intention of turning it into an 
entertainment venue, with a sex establishment on part of the first floor.  
If the licence was granted, the entrance to the sex establishment will be 
regressed from the street, through a side entrance with no advertisement 
in Bank Street.  Business will be achieved through the internet only and 
the sex establishment venue will be separate from the café/bar/night club 
element of the building and not inter-linked.  There is a premises licence 
already in place and refurbishment of the building to a very high standard 
is on-going.  The Committee agreed to allow the circulation of an artist’s 
impression of the front of the building and photographs of the side 
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entrance.  It was also mentioned that the application had stated the use 
of the venue from 12 midday, however, the applicant’s intention is to only 
open the sex establishment venue in the evening and therefore would like 
to amend the opening hours to 7pm in the evening. 
 
He stated that, having read the letters of objection, the applicant would 
also withdraw the operation of the sex establishment venue on a Sunday 
evening.  He felt the impact of this venue on the locality was minimal and 
that the regeneration of the building as a whole will enhance the locality 
and the night time economy.  The venue will entertain both men and 
women and they accept all the proposed conditions.  
 
It was stated that the venue would be operated under a strict code for 
staff and dancers and that there was no evidence that these type of 
venues, if run properly, have any crime or disorder as a result of them.  It 
was mentioned that the licence, if granted, is only for one year and that 
the Council can revoke the licence at any time should there be any 
problem. The company had managed a venue in Rochester for 20 years 
and one in Purfleet for 22 years with no issues.  
 
The witness for the applicant, Mr Hutchins, then addressed the 
Committee.  He outlined the background to the application and that he 
welcomed the change in law as it cleans up the industry.  He said they 
were a well-run establishment and welcomed the police and the Council to 
inspect the property.  He mentioned that their venue in Rochester is in the 
middle of town and that the venue in Purfleet has 74 conditions attached 
to the licence.  The applicant re-iterated that there would be no 
advertising in Bank Street, it would be internet marketing only.   
 
The objectors, or their representatives, were then given the opportunity to 
ask questions of the applicant and/or his representative.  
 
In response to questions, the applicant clarified details of the position of 
the other venues that the applicant runs, stated that passers-by in 
Maidstone would have no change to their view of the street, felt that the 
Lilith report was not relevant as it was prepared prior to the changes in 
2009, was aware of the University of Leeds report (but not the content) 
and did not agree that Bank Street was one of the main roads into 
Maidstone as no vehicular access was allowed.  He stated that he 
recognised the right of local people and that there is a balance to achieve 
the rights of the community and the operator.  
 
Members of the Committee were then given the opportunity to ask 
questions of the applicant and/or his representative. 
 
In response to these questions, the applicant explained that the Fire 
Authority determined the maximum number of people allowed in the 
venue, but in his own opinion he felt it would not be more than 100.  He 
stated that 18 is the minimum age, but that he would be happy to adopt a 
Challenge 25 policy.   He also responded to questions regarding internal 
advertising, number of door staff and the number and position of CCTV 
cameras.  

3



 4  

 
At 12.05 pm there was a 10 minute comfort break. 
 
The applicant responded to further questions regarding the night time 
economy, visiting Bank Street at club closing time and demand for this 
type of venue. 
 
The applicant was then given the opportunity to clarify any matter that 
arose during questioning. 
 
The applicant stated that there had been a misunderstanding about this 
application from the outset and that it was not the whole building that was 
to be used as a sex establishment, just a small part of the first floor.  
There will be over 40 cameras in the whole building, 28 toilet cubicles for 
women, the music would not be as loud as a nightclub as it is mainly 
background music and that the night club/café/bar will be totally separate 
and not inter-linked to the sex establishment venue. 
 
The objectors or their representatives were then given the opportunity to 
make their representations. 
 
Counsel, representing 87 objectors, asked to circulate a summary of the 
submissions he would be making.  The applicant objected to this as they 
had not had sight of the document.  The applicant’s representative 
requested time to consider the document and to take instructions from his 
client.  The Committee and the applicant agreed this would be done 
during the lunch break. 
 
Counsel, representing 1 objector, brought the Committee’s attention to 
the Ministerial Foreword in the Sexual Entertainment Venues (“SEVs”) 
guidance notes regarding the reasons the new measures were brought 
into effect on 6 April 2010 and mentioned that the proposed location of 
this sex establishment, being in the heart of Maidstone, was not suitable 
and that, under the legislation, the appropriate number of SEVs in this 
location should be nil. He noted that there had not been a single 
representation in support of this application. 
 
The applicant and his representative were then given the opportunity to 
ask questions.  In response, Counsel stated that he felt there was no 
evidence that there is demand for this type of venue, that the location, 
being next to the Post Office and opposite the Town Hall, was 
inappropriate. It would be for the Committee to decide whether this 
location was where local people want to have an SEV and from the 
representations this is clearly, no. 
 
There were no questions asked by Committee Members. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 1.05 p.m. for 55 minutes for lunch. 
 
The Applicant’s representative then stated their objection to the document 
sought to be submitted by Counsel to the 87 objectors stating that he 
should present his case verbally prevent undue weight being given to his 
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argument and to ensure fairness.  The Committee agreed and therefore 
the document was not circulated to Members. 
 
Counsel, on behalf of 87 objectors, then presented his case.  He stated 
that the objectors were opposed to the locality of this application as it was 
in the heart of the town and will have a detrimental effect on this town.  
He felt it was important to consider the character of the locality and asked 
the Committee to consider that locality to be the town centre.  He said 
Maidstone was a relatively compact town where everything is 
intermingled, quoting the distances to various churches, shops, children’s 
centres etc.  He felt that children were the main focal point of the 
objections received, detracting from a great family feel this town currently 
has, school children passing through this part of town. The applicant 
spending a lot of money is a red herring and a commercial risk not 
something Members should take into account. Whether there are womens’ 
events or not, this type of establishment appeals to a particular type of 
individual with their own issues and this should be considered for 
Maidstone and on a case by case basis not based on history at other 
premises.  
 
Counsel then called a witness, Rev. Jackie Cray, to speak, on behalf of 
Town Centre Management Limited (“TCM”) who had written a letter of 
objection. TCM confirmed they had nominated her. (Cllr Mrs Joy indicated 
that she knew Rev. Cray as a result of her involvement with street pastors 
but had not discussed this matter with her in any way.)The witness stated 
that she supported the letter submitted by TCM and that she was not 
objecting on moral or religious grounds.  Her main concern was the 
number of hen and stag parties this establishment would attract, that this 
would not be of benefit to the night time economy and would have a 
negative impact on the quality of life in the centre of Maidstone. 
 
The applicant then asked questions of the witness regarding the 
concession made with opening times, footfall figures and objections to 
previous applications. 
 
The applicant then asked questions of Counsel regarding opening hours, 
what grounds they have for stating that this establishment would have a 
negative impact on the area, representation of the businesses in Bank 
Street. 
 
Members had no questions for the witness or Counsel. 
 
Counsel was then given the opportunity for clarification but had nothing 
further to add. 
 
An individual objector then addressed the Committee, objecting to the 
application stating that she had lived in Maidstone all her life, had 2 young 
children and wanted to protect their rights. She referred to Maidstone 
having a new and beautiful square and that use by families should not 
need to stop at 7pm. 
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The applicant then asked questions regarding the change of opening 
hours. 
 
Members had no questions for the objector. 
 
The Head of Democratic Services outlined the conditions proposed in his 
report. 
 
The applicant’s representative stated they had no objections to the 
standard conditions or the extra conditions, confirming the change of 
hours to 7pm to 6am Monday to Friday, 7pm to 5am on Saturdays and 
closed on Sunday evenings.  It was also stated that they would be happy 
for their guidelines for safe operation, dancers code of conduct, dancers 
welfare policy and the customer code of conduct to be included as 
conditions if the Committee felt that to be appropriate. 
 
Members then discussed the possibility of other conditions relating to later 
opening times during late night shopping times in the Town Centre and 
advertising. The applicant’s representative indicated that they would 
accept a condition not to open until 9pm on the 4 Thursdays before 
Christmas each year. 
 
Members were then given the opportunity ask any questions of 
clarification of the applicant. 
 
The Head of Democratic Services informed the Committee that many of 
the objections requested that the authority consider changing its current 
policy of considering what relevant locality and appropriate number of sex 
establishments for that in each case on its own merits and at the time of 
the decision on the application. They requested a change of policy to the 
number for Maidstone being nil. No representations were made by the 
objectors speaking at the hearing in this regard. The Head of Democratic 
Services recommended that the current policy be retained on the basis 
that the policy had been adopted in 2011, after extensive consultation, 
and was felt to provide a flexible position for members considering each 
case because, in any event, any policy pre determining localities and or 
numbers would have to be reviewed at the time of determining any 
application and could not bind members for the future. Members 
considered the policy position and agreed to retain their current policy for 
those reasons. 
 
All parties were then given an opportunity to sum up. 
 
The Committee then retired to consider the application and 
 
RESOLVED: That the application made by Century Buildings (Rochester) 
Ltd, on 17th, June,2012, for a sexual entertainment venue licence for 
premises at 87-88, Bank Street, Maidstone under Schedule 3 of the Local 
Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 would be refused under 
the following grounds of Schedule 3, paragraph 12 of that Act:- 
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(3)(c) – that the number of sex establishments, or of sex establishments 
of a particular kind, in the relevant locality at the time the application is 
determined is equal to or exceeds the number which the authority 
consider is appropriate for that locality. 
(3)(d) – that the grant or renewal of the licence would be inappropriate, 
having regard- 
(i) to the character of the relevant locality; or 
(ii) to the use to which any premises in the vicinity are put. 
 
The Committee considered; the report and oral presentation of the Head 
of Democratic Services, the application and all accompanying documents 
provided by the applicant, the submissions by Mr Walters of counsel and 
the evidence of Mr. Hutchins on their behalf, the objections received both 
in time and those which were late (but the Committee exercised their 
discretion to have regard to them, as consented to by the applicant), the 
submissions of Sir Tony Baldry MP. of counsel representing the objector 
whose representation is at page 82 of the agenda, the submissions of Mr 
Phillips of counsel representing eighty nine objectors,(their objections 
appearing at pages78, 79, 81, 86, 87, 89, 90, 93, 99, 126, 127, 128, 130, 
131, 133, 134, 136, 137, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 144, 145, 146, 149, 
150, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 157, 158, 159, 160, 162, 163, 164, 165, 
166, 167, 168, 169, 172, 177, 178, 180, 182, 183, 185, 186, 187, 188, 
192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198, 199, 201, 202, 203, 205, 206, 208, 
209, 211, 212, 213, 214, 216, 217, 218, 221, 222, 224, 226, 227, 231, 
232, 233, 235, 236, 237, 239 of the agenda) and his witness Rev. Jackie 
Cray and the submissions of Mrs. Dorcas Kingsford, (objection at page 
238 of the agenda).  Ten further submissions in response to questions to 
objectors, relating to locality, character and vicinity, were summarised as 
agreed by the applicant, but not copied to members. An update to the 
Committee indicated that the Police observations had been withdrawn by 
letter following confirmation by the applicant that four SIA registered door 
staff would be provided at the proposed premises. 
 
Members found that the nature and content of the relevant entertainment 
proposed was, lap dancing, pole dancing and stage striptease and that 
events may be held for both male and female audiences. The hours 
applied for were 12:00 to 06:00 the following day, Monday to Sunday. In 
the course of the hearing the applicant conceded that in response to the 
objections and the matters raised he would be content to accept a change 
of hours to 19:00 to 06:00 Monday to Saturday including to 06:00 Sunday 
but not Sunday evening to Monday morning. There were, during a 
conditions discussion, further amendments stated to be acceptable; if the 
licence were to be granted, moving the starting hour to 20:00 daily and 
the closing to 05:00 on Sunday morning and also, on the four Thursdays 
in the run up to Christmas, a start time of 21:00. The sexual 
entertainment venue operation would take place in part of the first floor of 
87-88, Bank Street, as shown on the plan with the application and the 
applicant stated that the capacity would be likely to be in the region of 
100, although there was no confirmed number as yet. 
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MANDATORY GROUNDS 
There was found to be no evidence that any of the mandatory grounds 
under Schedule 3, paragraph (1) were engaged and none were raised by 
the Police or objectors. 
 
DISCRETIONARY GROUNDS 
SUITABILITY OF APPLICANT ETC. AND LAYOUT ETC. OF PREMISES. 
 No evidence was found to be relevant to discretionary grounds for refusal 
in Schedule 3, paragraph 12(3) (a), (b) and (d) (iii) and they were not 
raised by Police or objectors. 
 
THE RELEVANT LOCALITY 
Submissions from objectors on what was the relevant locality for the 
premises referred to the whole of Maidstone, the town centre, Bank 
St/High Street and area outside the Town Hall, the High Street 
regeneration area and pedestrianised areas of the town centre. The 
locality being characterised by its mixed uses including shops, 
restaurants, cafes, hairdressers and other businesses, residential, 
entertainment venues including a nearby SEV, premises with uses 
involving families and children, such as the Post Office, bus stops where 
commuters and children congregate and community use of the new 
Jubilee square and Town Hall. The applicant submitted that the relevant 
locality would be Bank Street or just the upper end of it as the impact of 
the premises would be minimal and the locality being one with other 
night-time economy venues would be suitable, there being no other SEV 
in bank Street. 
 
Members found that the relevant locality is Bank Street, the High Street 
from Mill Street up, including Jubilee Square, Middle Row and King Street 
as far as Wyke Manor Road and The Mall entrance. This being 
characterised by being part of a conservation area with listed and historic 
buildings, with mixed uses in the daytime and continuing in to the evening 
and night time with uses for entertainment and the community uses 
centring on the Town Hall and Jubilee Square and being part of the 
Council’s High Street regeneration project. 
 
The locality relevant to this application at the time of the determination 
was not considered to be the same as that at the time a sex shop licence 
was granted to 89, bank Street in November 2009. That premises closed 
in 2010 and the High Street regeneration project and Jubilee Square were 
not then in existence. 
 
NUMBER OF SEVs APPROPRIATE TO THE RELEVANT LOCALITY 
Members, having found that the relevant locality is Bank Street, the High 
Street from Mill Street up, including Jubilee Square, Middle Row and King 
Street as far as Wyke Manor Road and The Mall entrance then went on to 
consider what is the number of appropriate sex establishments in the 
relevant locality. Members considered specifically whether a sex 
establishment of the type applied for is appropriate to the relevant 
locality. The number of SEVs considered appropriate for this locality is nil. 
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CHARACTER OF THE RELEVANT LOCALITY 
Members further considered the character of the relevant locality finding it 
to be part of a conservation area with numerous listed buildings, having a 
historic value to the public and tourists. Also, part of the High Street 
regeneration project area. It is an area of mixed uses as stated above and 
the locality is used by families and community as a pedestrian route and 
to frequent restaurants and other family orientated activities including 
those at the Town Hall and Jubilee Square.  
 
An SEV of the type applied for, even one on the first floor, with a side 
entrance stepped back and operating within the restricted hours offered 
would be inappropriate in a locality at the heart of the town centre and of 
this character because the current use by families and people of all ages 
for all sorts of activity, including family orientated, should be able to 
continue and the family ambience and community events in Jubilee square 
should be able to continue to be developed without the addition of an SEV 
adding to and changing the existing character. 
 
Members sought to carefully limit their consideration to such 
representations and submissions as directly assisted in the determination 
of the character of the relevant locality and placed to one  side those 
submissions and representations that were based on understandable but 
none the less inadmissible moral grounds. 
 
Members also considered submissions that crime and anti-social behaviour 
would increase but did not find they had sufficient evidence to support this 
view, independent of perception or fear of increased issues attributable to 
the proposed premises. 
 
USE OF PREMISES IN THE VICINITY 
Consideration was then given to the vicinity of the premises and it was 
found that this was a smaller area than relevant locality, being Bank 
Street/Middle Row, including Jubilee Square, from Mill Street to Gabriels 
Hill. The proposed SEV was considered to be inappropriate to the vicinity 
of the use of the Town hall and adjacent Jubilee Square for public 
activities during the day and evening. 
  
Members ALSO considered submissions from objectors about the effect 
on, places of worship and schools but these did not fall within what 
members considered to be the vicinity of the proposed SEV, being some 
distance away and unlikely to be directly affected. 
 
CONCLUSION 
FOR ALL THESE REASONS THE APPLICATION WAS REFUSED.  
 

59. DURATION OF MEETING  
 
10.00 a.m. to 5.45 p.m. 
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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING COMMITTEE 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 30 OCTOBER 2012 

 
Present:  Councillor Parvin (Chairman), and 

Councillors Barned, Mrs Gibson, Mrs Gooch, 

Mrs Grigg, Mrs Hinder, Mrs Joy, B Mortimer, Naghi, 

Mrs Parvin and Yates 

 
Also Present: Councillor McKay  

 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 
There were no apologies for absence. 

 
2. NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS  

 
There were no Substitute Members. 
 

3. NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS  
 

Councillor McKay was in attendance. 
 

4. DISCLOSURES BY MEMBERS AND OFFICERS  

 
There were no disclosures by Members or Officers. 

 
5. DISCLOSURES OF LOBBYING  

 

Councillors Mrs Grigg and Naghi disclosed that they had been lobbied in 
respect of Agenda Item 7 – Application for Sex Establishment Licence for 

Tantric Blue, 9 Gabriels Hill, Maidstone. 
 

6. EXEMPT ITEMS  

 
RESOLVED: That the Items on Part II of the Agenda be taken in private as 

proposed. 
 

7. LOCAL GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) ACT 1982, 
SCHEDULE 3 – APPLICATION FOR SEX ESTABLISHMENT LICENCE – FOR 
TANTRIC BLUE, 9 GABRIELS HILL , MAIDSTONE, KENT, ME15 6HL  

 
The Committee considered the report of the Head of Democratic Services 

regarding an application for a Sex Establishment licence for 9 Gabriels Hill, 
Maidstone. 
 

The Legal Advisor to the Committee outlined the order of considerations to 
be made, dealing with late objections received, to consider and determine 
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the application and, with regard to the Council’s current policy, on 
determining the locality and appropriate number of sex establishments in 

the borough. 
 

The Chairman requested those persons participating in the hearing to 
identify themselves, this included the Members of the Committee, the 
Head of Democratic Services, the Legal Advisor, the Committee Clerk, the 

applicant and his representative, and those making representations who 
wished to speak. 

 
The Committee were informed that forty nine objections and 3 letters of 
support had been received outside the time during which members must 

have regard to them. However, Members had discretion to have regard to 
them having considered whether they were intentionally late, would cause 

any prejudice to the applicant, unreasonable disruption to Council 
business and any reasons given for lateness. 5 late objectors addressed 
the Committee and indicated that they had not heard about the 

application until after the 28 day period had passed and had not been 
intentionally late, they requested that members operate their discretion to 

admit late objections and hear from them. The applicant’s representative 
indicated that no late objections had been received close to the cut off 

date and a number had been in the last week. He invited the Committee 
to draw a distinction and consider only the earlier ones, if any. He also 
said that Members were being asked for two things, firstly to consider the 

objections and secondly to allow those objectors to address the 
Committee by speaking, submissions and questioning witnesses. He asked 

that if admitted just the written objection be allowed. Members decided 
that they would have regard to all the objections and letters of support 
received late and hear any representations made by their authors who 

wish to speak, because in their view all information should be available to 
the Committee and there would be no prejudice to the applicant, who had 

received copies of these prior to the meeting and had the opportunity to 
deal with them. 
 

All late objectors and/or their representatives were given an opportunity 
to state their case regarding the late objections.  The applicant’s 

representative stated that they would accept those objections received 
just after the closing date, but felt those received within the last week 
should not be considered.  Having considered the statements made, the 

Committee agreed to accept all the late objections and letters of support 
received. 

 
An application was made by Sir Tony Baldry MP of counsel, representing 
Players, an objector, on the basis that members should refuse this 

application without further need for hearing because, as a matter of fact, 
the premises fell within the relevant locality determined by members, on 

22, October 2012, in relation to premises at 87-88, Bank Street, for which 
they found the appropriate number of Sexual Entertainment Venues 
(“SEVs”) to be nil. 

 
The applicant’s representative argued that it was wrong for the 

representative of another venue to seek to remove the Committee’s 
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discretion. There was a determination of a relevant locality and nil 
appropriate number for SEVs but each case should be considered on its 

own merits and Members should hear all the information good or bad and 
are entitled to do so. They may not agree nil is the appropriate number 

and he should be given the opportunity to persuade them otherwise 
indicating why this case is an exception and the reason why this case 
could be found appropriate. 

 
The Legal Advisor to the Committee indicated that her advice would be 

that each case should be considered on its own merits at the time of the 
determination. Members have to take in to account the locality in the past 
case as a factor when considering this case but it is not the only factor. 

The ground referred to is a discretionary one. Locality can change over 
time and this is confirmed by case law. Locality can differ from Committee 

to Committee provided that there are good reasons. Whilst there should 
be consistent decision making members are not bound by previous 
decisions as precedent. No further comments were made by the parties. 

 
The Committee considered this matter whilst retired to read admitted late 

representations and decided to hear the application. On returning to public 
session the decision was announced that Members would proceed to hear 

the application on the basis that each case should be considered on its 
own merits at the time of the decision. They accept that they need to take 
into account their previous decisions on locality as a factor when 

considering this case but that is not the only factor. Schedule 3, 
paragraph 12 c) is a discretionary ground and Members need to hear all 

the information on this case to operate their discretion. Locality can 
change over time and Members consider each case and come to a 
reasoned administrative decision on the facts in the case. The 

representatives of the parties will have the opportunity to make their 
submissions in due course. 

 
The Head of Democratic Services briefly outlined the application received, 
his report and the objections received.  He informed the Committee that 

the Applicant had offered to vary the hours of opening to take into 
account the hours of opening of the Mall Chequers Shopping Centre, not 

opening until after the centre closes, and that, with regard to the layout, 
this had now been varied, following concerns raised by Officers, to include 
CCTV cameras in the private booths. It had been established that 

changing rooms on the second floor would be locked and so that issue had 
been resolved. 

 
The Applicant’s representative then presented his case.  He stated that 
the applicant had taken considerable time to find the most suitable 

location to invest in Maidstone and seek to put forward good reasons as to 
why the licence should be granted.  He was aware that, although the 

postal address of the property was Gabriels Hill, the entrance to the 
property is from King Street which is just within the locality determined by 
the Committee the previous week and they sought to show the Committee 

reasons why this licence should be granted as an exception, irrespective 
of that nil determination. This in three respects; specific location, specific 

hours of operation and the operation itself could be such as to make it 
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appropriate to grant the application. The licence would be for one year 
and would have to justify itself for renewal each year. 

 
In relation to the character of the premises and the vicinity, he felt that in 

this particular part of Maidstone, changes between the day time and the 
night time.  He stated that King Street is a thoroughfare between Gabriels 
Hill and Bank Street which are both dominated by bars, clubs and other 

adult entertainment in the evening.  It is proposed that the SEV is only 
open after the Mall Chequers Shopping Centre is closed and therefore he 

submitted that it would not adversely affect the character.   
 
It was added that this specific location was chosen as the main entrance 

gates are situated some 10 metres back from the highway, and the 
entrance door a significant distance further through the gates and round 

the corner, with the Mall Chequers noticeboard also obscuring the view. 
When walking out of town the entrance would not be obvious.  He 
accepted the premises are within the conservation area and there are 

listed buildings in Gabriels Hill but the layout of the building means that in 
Gabriels Hill it is on the first floor and therefore anyone walking along that 

street will only see the betting shop, Paddy Power at street level.  The 
windows on the first floor facing Gabriels Hill will be obscured.  

 
With regard to opening hours, he said the intention is to not open until at 
least 8pm and on the occasions when the Mall Chequers Shopping Centre 

is open until 8pm (normally in the run up to Christmas), it is proposed 
that it does not open until 9pm or later if the Committee require it.  

He stated that the premises would have quality decor and entertainment, 
product pricing, including the menu, would be for the top end of the 
market and that differentiation in price would control the customer type.  

Being priced at the higher end of the market will attract a more mature 
clientele. He explained who would manage the premises and their 

experience and also commended the evidence of Mr Murdoch, on the 
papers. 
 

The witness for the applicant, Mr Tregidgo, then addressed the 
Committee.  He said that they are looking to attract an older more 

established clientele to the area.  The marketing will be very discreet and 
will work with Officers to ensure that any marketing material is approved 
beforehand.  The marketing will be web based, not hand to hand on the 

street, targeting local businesses, corporate entertainment.  They will not 
be promoting stag or hen parties.   

 
The objectors, or their representatives, were then given the opportunity to 
ask questions of the witness and/or his representative. 

 
In response to questions, the applicant’s representative said they would 

employ approximately 35 staff on the busiest nights, there would be no 
signage visible from King Street and their marketing would be targeted, 
with flyers and cards which may be distributed to business people. It is 

not their intention to hand out flyers on the street to anyone passing.  
Their financial plan allows for a substantial period of time to build up 

customers. 
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Members of the Committee were then given the opportunity to ask 

questions of the witness and/or his representative. 
 

In response to these questions, the applicant and/or his representative 
said that the pubs and clubs in Maidstone cater for the 18-25 year old 
market and they were offering something for the older clientele, they had 

spoken to local businesses and gained support from 34 businesses within 
the town centre.  It was noted that the picture of the entrance to the 

premises was an artist’s impression and not what it would look like in 
reality, it would not be possible to see through the doors/windows. 
 

It was also stated that women would be able to join the club and would be 
encouraged to come along.  Bookings can be taken by phone or over the 

internet as well as just turning up at the door and there will be a strict 
dress code. 
 Anne Marie Harris and Neil Culley were called to deal with residual 

questions that had arisen and confirmed that they currently have over 175 
dancers on their books who travel all over the country with an age range 

over 19 to 44. They do not generally dance in their own area and that 
security staff would be SIA trained and the premises would have full CCTV 

facilities. 
 
The meeting was then adjourned for an hour for lunch. 

 
The applicant’s representative then called a further witness, Mr Monty, 

with regard to his statement.  Mr Monty explained that the £500,000 
investment is broken down to £270,000 for the fit out costs, £200,000 
working capital for the first 5 months of operation and £15,000 for the 

start-up marketing costs. 
 

In response to questions, Mr Monty stated that it is believed that this 
market is not catered for in Maidstone. He was unable to give a further 
breakdown of the £15000 marketing budget. 

 
Members had no questions of Mr Monty. 

 
The objectors or their representatives were then given the opportunity to 
make their representations. 

 
An objector,(p91 of the agenda), stated that this area of Maidstone 

attracted families at all times, including the evening.  Along King Street 
there was the bowling alley, Burger King and Pizza Hut and a hostel for 
vulnerable teenagers was just round the corner.  The objector felt the 

proposed location was inappropriate for these reasons and would cause 
irreparable damage to the town centre. 

 
There were no questions for this objector. 
 

Counsel for Players, called his witness Mr Pemble, the owner of Players 
which has an SEV licence.  He stated that he had been in this industry for 

10 years and had owned Players for 3½ years.  He mentioned that there 
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were 6 other SEVs within a 20 mile radius of Maidstone and he welcomed 
this competition. 

 
He stated that they had objected to this application as he did not think the 

proposed location was appropriate.  He said that there was no market for 
the higher end clientele proposed, Players has a VIP area and this is only 
used by about 4 or 5 clients per week.  The average spend is £70-£80 per 

customer. He added that they had offered food in the past, but there was 
no call for it as people did not eat at the hours the venue was open. On a 

busy Saturday he could have 100 – 120 customers but that varies on 
week days. 
 

The applicant’s representative then asked questions of the witness 
regarding the layout of Players, the range of seating available, the lack of 

a stage area, the number of shows put on during the evening ,the dress 
code of the dancers when they are not dancing and confirming the club 
does distribute flyers. 

 
In response to questions from Members, the witness stated that the 

average age range at weekends was 20-28 and during the week it would 
be slightly higher.  Asked whether at  their busiest time they turn people 

away he confirmed that in the last 3 years people queued for 20 minutes 
last Christmas only.  He also confirmed that they charge an entry fee. 
 

Mr Simons, Counsel for an objector, addressed the Committee regarding 
the previous decision, stating that each decision is made on its own merits 

but that the Committee, if deciding to grant this application, will need to 
think very carefully about reasons ifthey depart from the previous 
decision. In his view they have no reason to do so as the locality and its 

characterisation are the same. 
 

With regard to character, he made the following points:- 
 

• Access to the proposed club from King Street is adjacent to The 

Mall Chequers and although there may be no direct visibility the risk 
is that it is not known what their advertising proposals are. 

• Closing Times – Pizza Hut is directly opposite the entrance  and 
open until 9pm most week nights as well as other family orientated 
restaurants and the bowling alley. 

• There are a variety of places of worship nearby, residential 
premises and a variety of other licensed premises and consideration 

should be given to those residents with regard to the increase in 
footfall in that area. 

• The newly established Jubilee Square is only 50 metres from the 

proposed site, together with bus stops and taxi ranks and concern 
was raised again about signage. 

 
He also stated that consideration should be given to whether 2 SEVs are 
appropriate for this area and that the proposed location is within the 

Maidstone conservation area. 
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Mr Wyles, representing Town Centre Management Limited (“TCM”), 
addressed the Committee.  He stated that TCM feel this location is not 

appropriate due to the number of retail outlets and residential premises in 
the vicinity, many open late and all ages use the town This is in the core 

part of town. 
 
Counsel for the applicant asked a number of questions of Mr Wyles 

regarding membership of TCM, what TCM provide for businesses in the 
town and the Maidsafe radio system.  In response to a question, Mr Wyles 

stated that a vote of its members was not taken to object to this 
application but that they had spoken to the majority of members at 
meetings and one to ones. He said that he was surprised by the assertion 

that 34 businesses had been supportive. 
 

Counsel for Players asked for TCM’s view of Players as an SEV, to which 
Mr Wyles responded that as it is not, as they would define, in the core 
town centre. 

 
In response to questions from Members, Mr Wyles stated that he was not 

aware of TCM being approached by a business to become a member 
before having premises in Maidstone and that they have had a number of 

meetings where this application has been discussed. 
 
Mr Pattison, Chairman of Celebrate Maidstone, then addressed the 

Committee as an objector.  He informed the Committee that the 
organisation was new and that their aim was to raise the profile of the 

Town.  They are looking to hold public events in the town centre to attract 
visitors and families to the town centre during the day and night and that 
they object to this application as they feel it will undermine the good work 

that they are doing and that it will not be for the long term benefit of the 
town. 

 
Counsel for the applicant asked questions of Mr Pattison regarding noise 
levels in Gabriels Hill and Jubilee Square to which Mr Paterson was 

unsure.   
 

Members then asked questions of Mr Pattison regarding his organisations’ 
aims and associations. 
 

The representative for Kent Invicta Chamber of Commerce then addressed 
the Committee.  He stated that although the Chamber applauded the 

applicant for wanting to invest in Maidstone and bring high-spending 
individuals into the town, they could not accept inward investment at any 
price.  He stated that the Chamber were approached by members of the 

local Maidstone business community with concerns about the impact of 
such a club on them and anti-social behaviour associated with all male 

groups.  He said that the Maidstone night time economy is thriving and 
recently achieved Purple Flag status.  He also raised a concern regarding 
equality, stating that the Chamber of Commerce is committed to see men 

and women secure in business with equal opportunities.  He felt that the 
club would be in conflict with late night shopping, the night time economy 

and family restaurants such as Pizza Hut. 
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Counsel for the applicant was then given the opportunity to ask questions.  

The Chamber representative responded that they do not have a specific 
voting system for Members but it was Members who came to them asking 

them to do something, they would support employment for local people 
and they represent the business community as a whole.  He said that he 
strongly doubted that no-one would see the premises from the High Street 

or that no-one would go on elsewhere within the town centre. 
 

There were no questions from other parties or Members. 
 
A further objector, (p46 of the bundle of late representations), who 

wished to remain anonymous, then addressed the Committee stating that 
Maidstone during the day is different to the evening but that this balance 

is changing.  There are a number of flats close by that are being bought 
by commuters and due to the historical location of our train stations 
outside the town centre, a number of commuters now walk through town 

late at night on their return home.  The objector stated that they had 
taken a look at the front of the said premises during the lunch break and 

found it possible to see right up to the door and that people going in and 
out of the premises would attract interest from passers-by. 

 
Counsel for the applicant was then given the opportunity to ask questions.  
In response the objector said they felt uneasy in town at night and that 

although solid gates would help to a certain extent, she felt that teenagers 
would still be curious. 

 
There were no further questions, so the meeting was adjourned for 10 
minutes for a comfort break. 

 
Counsel for the applicant was then given the opportunity to comment 

regarding conditions.  He said they accept the standard conditions and 
also accepted the proposed additional conditions relating to security, door 
supervisors and CCTV.  With regard to the proposed amendments to 

conditions 15, 19 and 26, they also requested these.  Counsel also 
submitted that, as outlined at the start of the meeting the opening times 

change to state they open one hour after the advertised closing of the Mall 
Chequers and also offered a condition to restrict the admission to the 
premises to persons aged 21 and over. 

 
Counsel to an objector proposed an amendment to condition 15 to replace 

the wording “….the entrance or immediately outside of the premises …” to 
“… on the public highway or …”.  This was agreed by all parties. 
 

Members then asked questions of the applicant’s Counsel regarding other 
possible conditions relating to Sunday morning closing time, an over 21 

policy for their dancers/staff, obscuring of windows and doors and the 
distance between the performer and the patron. 
 

Members were then given the opportunity to ask any questions of 
clarification of the applicant. 
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The Legal Advisor informed the Committee that many of the late 
objections requested that the authority consider changing its current 

policy of considering what relevant locality and appropriate number of sex 
establishments for that in each case on its own merits and at the time of 

the decision on the application. They requested a change of policy to the 
number for Maidstone being nil. No representations were made by the 
objectors speaking at the hearing in this regard. The Head of Democratic 

Services recommended that the current policy be retained on the basis 
that the policy had been adopted in 2011, after extensive consultation, 

and was felt to provide a flexible position for members considering each 
case because, in any event, any policy pre determining localities and or 
numbers would have to be reviewed at the time of determining any 

application and could not bind members for the future. Members had 
reconsidered this issue on 22, October 2012 and agreed to retain their 

policy. Members further considered the policy position and agreed to 
retain their current policy for the reasons given above. 
 

All parties were then given an opportunity to sum up. 
 

The Committee then retired to consider the application and 
 

RESOLVED: That the application made by Illuminati Ventures Ltd, on 17, 
July 2012, for a sexual entertainment venue licence for premises at 9 
Gabriels Hill, Maidstone under Schedule 3 of the Local Government 

(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 would be refused under the following 
grounds of Schedule 3, paragraph 12 of that Act:- 

 
(3)(c) – that the number of sex establishments, or of sex establishments 
of a particular kind, in the relevant locality at the time the application is 

determined is equal to or exceeds the number which the authority 
consider is appropriate for that locality. 

(3)(d) – that the grant or renewal of the licence would be inappropriate, 
having regard- 
(i) to the character of the relevant locality; or 

(ii) to the use to which any premises in the vicinity are put. 
 

The Committee considered; the report and oral presentation of the Head 
of Democratic Services, the application and all accompanying documents 
provided by the applicant, the submissions by Mr Sutherland and the 

evidence of Mr. Tredigo, Mr. Culley, Ms. Harris and Mr Monty,  on their 
behalf, the objections received both in time and those which were late, 

(including three emails in support), the Committee having exercised their 
discretion to have regard to them,  the submissions of Sir Tony Baldry MP. 
of counsel representing Players, whose objection is at page 92 of the 

agenda and the evidence of Mr. Pemble, the submissions of Mr. Wyles for 
Maidstone Town Centre management Ltd, whose objection is at page 89 

of the agenda, the submissions of an objector whose objection is at page 
91 of the agenda, the submissions of Mr Simons of counsel representing 
the objector whose objection is at number 2 of the bundle of late 

objections and the submissions of Mr. Pattinson, Mr Ghinn, Mr. Williams 
and Mrs. Relle (objections at numbers;5, 31/47on behalf of Kent Invicta 
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Chamber of Commerce , 34 and 47 of the bundle of late objections 
respectively)who members agreed to hear.   

 
An update to the Committee by the Head of Democratic Services indicated 

that a fresh layout plan had been provided by the applicant including 
CCTV cameras in two private booths, where they had previously not 
appeared and that confirmation had been provided that the door to the 

performers dressing room would be locked and not accessible to the 
public. He also, stated that members had considered an SEV application 

on 22, October 2012 for premises at 87-88 Bank Street and had refused a 
licence. The relevant locality for premises that was found to be Bank 
Street, the High Street from Mill Street up, including Jubilee Square, 

Middle Row and King Street as far as Wyke Manor Road and The Mall 
entrance, and the appropriate number of SEVs for that locality nil. 

Members found that the nature and content of the relevant entertainment 
proposed was, lap dancing, pole dancing, stage striptease and erotic 
dance. The hours applied for were Sunday to Wednesday 20:00 to 05:00 

the following day, Thursday to Saturday 20:00 to 06:00 the following day. 
In the course of the hearing the applicant indicated that they would be 

content to accept hours which were conditioned that they would not open 
until one hour after closure of The Mall to account for any late opening, 

including Christmas. There were, during a conditions discussion, further 
amendments stated to be acceptable; if the licence were to be granted, 
moving the closing to 05:00 or if required 04:00 on Sunday morning. The 

sexual entertainment venue operation would take place, as shown on the 
plan with the application accessed from King Street at ground floor level 

via a courtyard, that level being at first floor level at the Gabriels Hill 
frontage from which there would be no access to the SEV, the ground 
floor of the premises in Gabriels Hill being currently occupied by Paddy 

Power.  
  

The Applicant submitted that the proposed operation of the premises was 
to be high end, mature clients, low numbers and not targeting stag parties 
in marketing. Members also heard evidence from Mr. Pemble that this 

proposal would not succeed with this type of model in Maidstone. 
Members took the view that the economic model and commercial viability 

was not a matter that was relevant to their consideration in respect of the 
discretionary grounds of ,”relevant locality and number of sex 
establishments”, “ relevant locality and character” and “use of premises in 

the vicinity”. 
 

MANDATORY GROUNDS 
There was found to be no evidence that any of the mandatory grounds 
under Schedule 3, paragraph (1) were engaged and none were raised by 

the Police or objectors. 
 

DISCRETIONARY GROUNDS 
SUITABILITY OF APPLICANT ETC. AND LAYOUT ETC. OF PREMISES. 
No evidence was found to be relevant to discretionary grounds for refusal 

in Schedule 3, paragraph 12(3) (a), (b) and they were not raised by 
objectors. Whilst d) (iii), was raised in the objection by Players no reason 
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was given and this was not pursued at the hearing. There was no 
evidence to substantiate this ground. 

 
THE RELEVANT LOCALITY 

Submissions from objectors on what was the relevant locality for the 
premises referred to Maidstone town centre and at the hearing particularly 
to the area found to be the relevant locality for premises at 87-88, Bank 

Street. The locality being characterised by its mixed uses including shops, 
restaurants, cafes and other businesses, residential, entertainment 

venues, premises with uses involving families and children, such as The 
Mall, Pizza Hut, Burger King, bus stops where commuters and children 
congregate and community use of the new Jubilee square and Town Hall, 

also numerous places of worship, as a conservation area and an area of 
regeneration. 

 
The applicant submitted that the premises were just inside the relevant 
locality decided for 87-88, Bank Street, whilst the postal address is 9, 

Gabriels Hill the entrance is off King Street, but on the specific facts of this 
application the Committee could find an exception to their nil 

determination for that locality in relation to the specific location of the 
site, specific hours of operation and specific operation itself. The applicant 

characterised the locality as different in the daytime to night time. In their 
submission the locality was family orientated during the day but at night 
in this part of town the focus becomes bars and nightclubs and other adult 

entertainment such as bingo, Gabriels Hill having entertainment premises 
and the Town Square being dominated by Muggletons and premises in 

Bank Street. The Mall is closed and the people using the thoroughfare of 
King Street are using the night time economy. 
 

It was submitted by the applicant that Members could and by objectors 
that they ought to adopt the same locality as that decided in a previous 

application,(in Bank Street), considered by the Committee last week. 
Although members noted that both the applications were in the same 
broad geographic vicinity of each other they nonetheless considered that 

each application is to be decided on its own merits and at the time it was 
being heard. Accordingly Members took the view that it was necessary to 

consider the relevant locality afresh. 
 
Members found that the relevant locality is Bank Street, the High Street 

from Mill Street up, including Jubilee Square, Middle Row and King Street 
as far as Wyke Manor Road and The Mall entrance. This being 

characterised by being part of a conservation area with listed and historic 
buildings, with mixed uses in the daytime and continuing in to the evening 
and night time with uses for entertainment and the community uses 

centring on the Town Hall and Jubilee Square and  being part of the 
Council’s High Street regeneration project .King Street, where the 

entrance to the premises would be located, is a pedestrian thoroughfare 
where users of all ages visiting Pizza Hut, AMF and other family uses in 
the town centre pass and also wait at bus stops and the taxi rank. 
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NUMBER OF SEVs APPROPRIATE TO THE RELEVANT LOCALITY 
Members, having found that the relevant locality is Bank Street, the High 

Street from Mill Street up, including Jubilee Square, Middle Row and King 
Street as far as Wyke Manor Road and The Mall entrance then went on to 

consider what is the number of appropriate sex establishments in the 
relevant locality. Members considered specifically whether a sex 
establishment of the type applied for is appropriate to the relevant 

locality. The number of SEVs considered appropriate for this locality is nil.   
The applicant submitted that the proposed operation of the premises was 

to be high end, mature clients, low numbers and not targeting stag parties 
in marketing. Members were not convinced that this would make a 
significant difference to the impact the proposed premises would have on 

the character of the relevant locality . They also expressed doubt that the 
proposed operation could be maintained by the imposition of conditions 

seeking to ensure compliance with nebulous aims of ,”high end” and 
“mature clients”. 
 

CHARACTER OF THE RELEVANT LOCALITY 
Members further considered the character of the relevant locality finding it 

to be part of a conservation area with numerous listed buildings, having a 
historic value to the public and tourists. Also, part of the High Street 

regeneration project area. It is an area of mixed uses as stated above and 
the locality is used by families and community as a pedestrian route, to 
frequent restaurants and other family orientated activities including those 

at the Town Hall and Jubilee Square and to wait for public transport at bus 
stops and the taxi rank.  

 
An SEV of the type applied for, even one with an entrance gated 10 
metres back from the highway and with a further courtyard before the 

entrance doors, operating within the restricted hours offered and with the 
stated intended nature of operation would be inappropriate in a locality in 

the centre of the town and of this character. The current use by families 
and people of all ages for all sorts of activity, including family orientated, 
should be able to continue and the family ambience and community 

events in Jubilee square should be able to continue to be developed 
without the addition of an SEV adding to and changing the existing 

character. 
 
Members sought to carefully limit their consideration to such 

representations and submissions as directly assisted in the determination 
of the character of the relevant locality and placed to one  side those 

submissions and representations that were based on understandable but 
none the less inadmissible moral grounds. 
Members also considered submissions that crime and anti social behaviour 

would increase but did not find they had sufficient evidence to support this 
view, independent of perception or fear of increased issues attributable to 

the proposed premises. 
 
USE OF PREMISES IN THE VICINITY 

Consideration was then given to the vicinity of the premises and it was 
found that this was a smaller area than relevant locality, being  the area 

around the Town Hall and Jubilee Square and the High Street and King 
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Street from there to Wyke Manor Road and the Mall entrance. The 
proposed SEV was considered to be inappropriate to the vicinity of the use 

of the Town hall and adjacent Jubilee Square for public activities during 
the day and evening and of family orientated restaurants such as Pizza 

Hut immediately opposite the proposed premises and open until later than 
the proposed opening time.  
 

Members also considered submissions from objectors about the effect on, 
places of worship and schools but these did not fall within what members 

considered to be the vicinity of the proposed SEV, being some distance 
away and unlikely to be directly affected. 
 

CONCLUSION 
FOR ALL THESE REASONS THE APPLICATION WAS REFUSED.  

 
8. DURATION OF MEETING  

 

10 am to 6.16 pm. 
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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING COMMITTEE 

 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 12 NOVEMBER 2012 

 
Present:  Councillor Parvin (Chairman), and 

Councillors Barned, Mrs Gibson, Mrs Gooch, 

Mrs Grigg, Mrs Hinder, Mrs Joy, B Mortimer, Naghi 

and Mrs Parvin 

 
 

1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 

An apology for absence was received from Councillor Yates. 
 

2. NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE MEMBERS  

 
There were no Substitute Members. 

 
3. NOTIFICATION OF VISITING MEMBERS  

 

There were no Visiting Members. 
 

4. DISCLOSURES BY MEMBERS AND OFFICERS  
 
There were no disclosures by Members or Officers. 

 
5. DISCLOSURES OF LOBBYING  

 
There were no disclosures of lobbying. 
 

6. EXEMPT ITEMS  
 

RESOLVED: That the Part II Item on the Agenda be taken in public but the 
information contained therein remain private. 
 

7. MINUTES  
 

That the Minutes of the Meeting held on 16 October 2012 be approved as 
a correct record and signed. 

 
8. HACKNEY CARRIAGE/PRIVATE HIRE ISSUES (IF ANY)  

 

There were no issues to be discussed. 
 

9. STREET TRADING CONSENT – MR I YOUNG  
 
The Committee considered the report of the Head of Democratic Services 

regarding a variation to the consent granted on 30 July 2012.  The 
variation being sought was to change the dimensions of the stall from 
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4’x4’ to 4’x6’ and to change the days and hours of operation by adding 
Sunday from 10.00 a.m. to 6.00 p.m. 

 
The Head of Democratic Services confirmed to Members that no objections 

had been received in relation to the variation application and that the 
reason for the increase in the size of the cart was so that an extractor fan 
could be incorporated which would reduce the impact of any smell arising 

on the surrounding area. 
 

Members raised some concerns with regard to the length of trading hours 
requested and felt it would be more appropriate for the hours to match 
the opening times of the majority of nearby shops. 

 
RESOLVED:  

 
1. That the variation in respect of the stall size be agreed to allow for 

inclusion of an extractor fan which would reduce the impact of any 

smell arising on the surrounding area. 
2. That the variation in respect of Sunday trading be amended to six 

hours to match the opening times of the majority of nearby shops 
to the trading site and that the Head of Democratic Services be 

authorised to set the times in the final consent, as this was 
considered appropriate to fit into the area of trading. 

 

10. REVIEW OF LICENSING FEES AND CHARGES  
 

The Committee considered the report of the Head of Democratic Services 
regarding the level of fees to be charged in respect of discretionary licence 
fees relating to animal boarding, performing animals, dangerous wild 

animals, zoos, breeding of dogs, pet shops, horse riding establishments, 
street trading and sexual establishment venues, together with the fee 

levels for licensing for Hackney Carriage and Private Hire vehicles. 
 
RESOLVED: That no change to the current fees and charges, as set out in 

Appendix 1 to the report of the Head of Democratic Services, be 
approved. 

 
11. HACKNEY CARRIAGE FARES INCREASE  

 

The Committee considered the report of the Head of Democratic Services 
regarding a request received from the Maidstone Taxi Proprietors’ 

Association for an increase in fares, by means of a 10% decrease in the 
meterage on the meter which will lead to an increase in fares of 6.7% on 
all 3 tariffs for customers travelling a 2 mile journey. 

 
Some Members raised concern regarding the amount of the increase and 

felt this was too high.  
 
RESOLVED:  

 
1. That the table of fares set out in Appendix B to the report of the 

Head of Democratic Services be agreed. 

24



 3  

 
2. That the Head of Democratic Services be given delegated authority 

to give public notice of the Council’s intention to fix this table of fares 
for hackney Carriage vehicles in accordance with Section 65(2) of the 

Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 to take effect 
from 10 December 2012. This notice to make the level of increase as 
clear as possible. 

 
12. MINUTES (PART II)  

 
RESOLVED: That the Minutes (Part II) of the Meeting held on 16 October 
2012 be approved as a correct record and signed. 

 
13. DURATION OF MEETING  

 
6.30 p.m. to 7.14 p.m. 
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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING COMMITTEE  

 

24 JANUARY 2013 

 

REPORT OF HEAD OF DEMOCRATIC SERVICES  

 
Report prepared by Neil Harris 

 

 

1. BIS CONSULTATION  PAPER ON STREET TRADING AND 

PEDLARY LAWS 

 
1.1 Issue for Decision 

 

1.1.1 To consider a response to be made to the consultation paper on Street 
Trading and Pedlary Laws attached at Appendix A. 

 

1.2 Recommendation of Head of Democratic Services. 
 

1.2.1 That the proposed response to the consultation paper on Street 
Trading and Pedlar Laws as set out in Appendix B to the report be 
approved for submission to BIS. 
 

1.2.2 That the documents for inclusion at responses 15.1, 16 and 17 be 
drafted by parliamentary agents instructed by the Council , delegated 
authority to submit the recommended wording be given to the Head of 
Democratic Services. 

 
1.3 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
1.3.1 As a result of the need for the UK to ensure full compliance with the 

European Services Directive, (2006/123/EC), the Department for 
Business Innovation and Skills has issued a consultation paper on draft 

regulations to repeal the Pedlars Acts and to make changes to the 
street trading regime.  The proposals within the consultation paper 
make significant changes to the law in this area.  It is recommended 
that the Council submits a response particularly as it will also need to 
amend the provisions of the Maidstone Borough Council Act 2006 
which is specifically referred to in the regulations. 

 
1.3.2 A proposed response to the consultation and the questions set out 

therein is set out in Appendix B to the report. 
 

Agenda Item 9

26



 

D:\moderngov\Data\AgendaItemDocs\7\4\9\AI00013947\$mvbtw5cc.doc 

1.3.3 In summary the key issue is to maintain the principles set out in The 
Council’s street trading policy and the Maidstone Borough Council Act 
2006 in so far as is possible whilst ensuring full compliance with   the 
EU Directive. 
 

 
1.4 Alternative Action and why not Recommended 
 
1.4.1 The Council could decide not to respond to the document but would 

miss the opportunity to influence the changes to be made and amend 
the provisions and measures set out in the Maidstone Borough Council 
Act 2006 without incurring the expense of doing this individually at a 
later date.. 

 
1.5 Impact on Corporate Objectives 
 
1.5.1 Failure to respond to this document and amend the provisions of the 

Maidstone Borough Council Act 2006 would be contrary to the priorities 
Maidstone have adopted to have a growing economy and be a decent 
place to live. 

 
1.6 Risk Management  

 
1.6.1 Failure to respond could result in the Council losing the benefits 

Maidstone Borough Council Act 2006 and no longer having the controls 
that it has put in place in respect of street trading in the Maidstone 
Borough area. 

 
1.7 Other Implications  

 
1.7.1  

1. Financial 
 

 
 

2. Staffing 
 

 
 

3. Legal 
 

 
X 

4. Equality Impact Needs Assessment 
 

 
 

5. Environmental/Sustainable Development 
 

 

6. Community Safety 
 

 

7. Human Rights Act 
 

 

8. Procurement 
 

 

9. Asset Management  
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1.7.2 The legal implications have been dealt with in the body of the report. 
 
1.8 Conclusions  
 
1.8.1 None. 
 
1.9 Relevant Documents 
 
1.9.1 Appendices  

 
1.9.2 Appendix A –A Joint Consultation on Draft Regulations – Repeal of 

Pedlars Acts and Changes to Street Trading. 
 

1.9.3  Appendix B –Draft  response to consultation questions on Street 
Trading and Pedlary Laws consultation paper. 
 

1.9.4 Background Documents  
 

1.9.5 None. 
 
 

 
 

 

IS THIS A KEY DECISION REPORT? 
 
Yes                                               No 
 
 
If yes, when did it first appear in the Forward Plan?  

 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
This is a Key Decision because: ……………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
 
Wards/Parishes affected: ………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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DRAFT 

STREET TRADING AND PEDLARY LAWS – COMPLIANCE WITH THE 

EUROPEAN SERVICES DIRECTIVE 

 

CONSULTATION PAPER FROM THE DEPARTMENT FOR BUSINESS 

INNOVATION & SKILLS 

 

 
Set out below are the responses from Maidstone Borough Council to the above consultation 

paper and the questions detailed within:- 

 

 

 
 
Response 1:  

 Yes. 

 

 
 
Response 2: 

If there is a need for pedlars the definition set out in the consultation 

paper appears to be quite effective.  However the dimensions of the 

receptacle which the pedlar can push or pull do seem quite large and in 

essence are the size of most stalls to which this Council currently gives 

consent under Schedule 4 of the Local Government Miscellaneous 

Provisions Act.  Additionally the idea of the maximum work time of ten 

minutes in one location and with the requirement to move fifty metres 

distance and not return in three hours whilst reasonable as an operation is 

in this Council’s view difficult to enforce.  Also difficult to enforce would be 

determining what is a reasonable speed.  For local authorities to be in a 

position to enforce this they would require enforcement officers to be on 

the streets checking on pedlars for long periods of time in order to ensure 

they are complying with the time and distance requirements of your 

definition and they would also not be able to use directed surveillance. 

 

 
 
Response 3: 

 No. 

 

 
 
Response 4: 

 Yes. 
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Response 5: 

 Yes. 

 

 
 
Response 5.1: 

This is difficult to answer as applicants know they have to be 17, but 

based on current figures the interest is likely to be none.   

 

 
 
Response 6: 

Whilst this authority has not adopted the provisions relating to street 

trading licences, it would be helpful if guidance was issued as suggested in 

the question. 

 

 
 
Response 7: 

This question relates to street trading licence and this Council has adopted 

a consent scheme.  However, this Council has adopted this ground within 

its policy as a reason for which it could refuse applications.  However, in 

more recent times, the advice given to the Committee when considering 

applications has indicated that the Council should not take into account 

the traders and trade of shops when considering any particular 

application.   

 

 
 
Response 7.1: 

 Yes there could be a product for sale that would be unsuitable to an area.  

 

 
 
Response 7.2: 

 (i) Rarely but there could be an exceptional case 

 (ii) None 
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Response 7.3: 

 Yes 

 

 
 

Response 8: 

This Council has adopted a consent scheme rather than the licence 

scheme and has not used this reason for refusal as part of its scheme.  

 

 
 
Response 8.1: 

Not relevant. 

 

 
 
Response 8.2: 

 Not relevant. 

 

 
 
Response 8.3: 

 Not relevant. 

 

 
 
Response 9: 

        No 

 

 

 
 
Response 9.1:                                                                                                                                                                      

Yes I think existing traders under local Acts would be more likely to be  

UK nationals. 

  

 

 
 
Response 10: 

This Council’s consent scheme does include paragraph 3(6)(d) as one of 

its reasons for refusal.  If a licence or consent is granted for a period 

longer that twelve months or indefinitely this reason for refusal becomes 
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less effective as an applicant could be convicted of an offence and without 

a regular check it might not be possible to find this particular evidence.  

Therefore I think it is important that an application is submitted on a 

regular basis whether that is twelve months or a longer period could 

determined.  An indefinite period would not be suitable. There could be 

checks required at intervals rather than just on renewal. 

 

 
 
Response 10.1: 

Potentially negative if the period is too long and pitches are dominated  by 

existing traders.  

 
 
Response 10.2: 

(i) No. 

 

(ii) Not relevant. 

 

 
 
Response 11: 

This Council does not operate a licence scheme and therefore has no 

experience of these revocation grounds but it would be helpful if guidance 

was issued. 

 

 
 
Response 11.1: 

 Not applicable. 

 

 
 
Response 11.2: 

 Not applicable. 

 

 
 
Response 11.3: 

 Not applicable. 
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Response 12: 

This applies to licences for which this authority has no experience. 

 

 
 
Response 13: 

This Council sees no problem with the relaxation of the prohibition in 

paragraph 7(7). 

 

 
 
Response 14: 

 No 

 

 
 
Response 15: 

The Maidstone Borough Council Act 2006 is included within Annex B and 

has not been repealed. 

 

 
 
Response 15.1: 

This Council would like to include an amendment within your regulations.  

A draft by parliamentary agents is included with this response. 

 

 
 
Response 16: 
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This Council has included with this response consequential amendments 

required as result of the repeal of the Pedlars Act. 

 

 
 
Response 17: 

The consequential amendments required and the appropriate draft 

provisions are included with this response. 

 

 

71



 

MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING COMMITTEE  

 

24 JANUARY 2013 

 

REPORT OF HEAD OF DEMOCRATIC SERVICES  

 
Report prepared by Neil Harris  

 

 

1. STREET TRADING POLICY 

 

1.1 Issue for Decision 

 

1.1.1 To consider proposals for encouraging street trading under consents 
granted by MBC, by introducing  a change in the fee structure for short 
term consents to individual traders seeking to trade for only a few 
days within a year.  

 

1.2 Recommendation of the Head of Democratic Services 
 

1.2.1 That consideration be given to the current fee structure for Farmers 
Markets being extended to include applications for individual stalls and 
that the pricing be on the same basis as set out below:- 
 
Up to twelve days - £30. 
Thirteen to twenty three days - £185. 
Twenty four days and more - £385. 
 

1.2.2  That in light of the significant change to treatment of consent 
applications which would result from the proposed change in the fee 
structure set out  above that the proposal for change be subject to a 4 
week  consultation and that the matter is reported back to committee 
if any objection is received, otherwise the change is implemented from 

1 April 2013 by the Head of Democratic Services. 
 

 
1.3 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
1.3.1 The Council has recently received a number of requests for a consent 

to street trade for a limited numbers of days within a year or for short 
periods at specific times of the year such as Christmas.  These 
requests have been received mostly in respect of Jubilee Square and  
Fremlin Walk but also for other parts of the town.   
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1.3.2 Currently the position is that a consent can be granted for any period 
not exceeding 12 months. However, any application received to trade 
on the street, unless it is a farmers market, would be charged in 
accordance with the set fee for the full year  of £385 per annum.  It is 
felt that this has probably deterred applications in the past. 

 
1.3.3 It is felt that to encourage this type of enterprise the fee structure for 

these types of individual applications could be changed to reflect the 
same fee structure as farmers markets which have reduced fees for 
number of days per year and to encourage their existence.   

 
1.3.4 It is expected that the type of trader applying to use this provision 

could be a trader wishing to see whether their product would sell 
within the Maidstone area.  Therefore, to apply on this short term basis 
would allow them to test the market to see if their product would 
succeed.  If successful they could expand the number of trading days 
for which they wish to hold to one of the higher charging consent fees 
an annual consent. The application could then be charged for a 12 -23 
consent at £185 minus the £30 already paid or an annual consent the 
full fee of £385 minus the £30 already paid etc.  It is felt that this 
would encourage new people to try their business in the Maidstone 
area which could help to introduce a vibrant street atmosphere. 
 

 
 

1.3.5 Whilst the proposal relates to a change in fee structure it is felt that it 
is a significant change to the treatment of consent applications which 
before implementation should be subject to consultation with our 
normal street trading consultees, Councillors, trader bodies and on the 
website for public comment. It is the intention that I would report back 
to committee if an objection is received during the consultation period 
or implement the fee change from 1 April 2013 should no objection be 
so received.    

 
1.4 Alternative Action and why not Recommended 
 
1.4.1 If it was decided to make no changes to the current fee structure, new 

traders would be forced to take out a full annual consent to trade 
lawfully, which could deter them from applying.  Additionally whilst this 
does not relate to pedlars the legislation being proposed in the BIS 
Consultation paper will amend the Council’s Street Trading Consent 
Policy.  

 
1.5 Impact on Corporate Objectives 
 
1.5.1 It is felt that a change in the fee structure could encourage new 

business into the area, thereby helping to create a more vibrant 
economy in the Maidstone area and supporting local business/traders. 
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1.6 Risk Management  

 
1.6.1 There are no particular risks with regard to this change in fact it will 

hopefully encourage new business to the area. The processing of an 
application, other than fee charged, will not change. 

 
1.7 Other Implications  

 
1.7.1  

1. Financial 
 

 
X 

2. Staffing 
 

 
 

3. Legal 
 

 
X 

4. Equality Impact Needs Assessment 
 

 
 

5. Environmental/Sustainable Development 
 

 

6. Community Safety 

 

 

7. Human Rights Act 
 

 

8. Procurement 
 

 

9. Asset Management 
 

 

 
 
1.7.2 It should be noted that the cost of administrating the £30 fees is more 

than the cost of issuing the consent but this should be weighed up by 
the encouragement given to new businesses. Additionally there will be 
no significant financial implications because of the increased number of 
applications received leading to more full applications and less 
applications being aborted and the fee needing to be refunded. (Iam 
not sure that this argument entirely works as each fee pays for itself 
with no profit element, so increased applications do not make up a 
shortfall, although reduced refunds would). The fee of annual licences 
will not be increased to make up any shortfall. 

 
1.7.3  Legal implications are dealt with in the report. 
 
 
1.8 Relevant Documents 

Current Street Trading Consent Policy  
1.8.1 Appendices  
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1.8.2 None. 
 

1.8.3 Background Documents  
 

1.8.4 None. 
 

 

IS THIS A KEY DECISION REPORT? 
 
Yes                                               No 
 
 
If yes, when did it first appear in the Forward Plan?  

 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
This is a Key Decision because: ……………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
 
Wards/Parishes affected: ………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

LICENSING COMMITTEE 
 

24 JANUARY 2013 

 

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF DEMOCRATIC SERVICES 

 

 

Report prepared by Neil Harris 
 

 

 

1 SEXUAL ENTERTAINMENT VENUE 87-88 BANK STREET 

 

1.1 On 22 October 2012 the Committee considered an application by 
Century Buildings (Rochester) Ltd, for a Sexual Entertainment Venue 
licence for part of premises at 87-88, Bank Street, Maidstone, a copy 
of the minutes of that meeting are attached on the agenda. The 
application was refused on grounds from which the only method of 
appeal is by way of judicial review. 
 

1.1.1 On 19 November 2012 an email was received sent on behalf of the 
applicant, which is attached to this report. It was requested that the 
Committee reconsider their decision and grant the application, on the 
basis that possibly, “there was a lack of clarity to the proposed 
location of the SEL on the first floor within the property and the access 
to this area”. It was indicated that the applicant had instructed Philip 
Kolvin Q.C. and was considering whether to proceed to judicial review 
but was seeking reconsideration before incurring the costs and time 
involved in that process. 
 

1.1.2 It was the view of the Committee’s legal adviser that there is no power 
for the Committee to reconsider such a decision once made and 
issued.  A further opinion was sought from Counsel and it was 
confirmed that this is the case, once a statutory decision is completed 
there is no power within this Act for reconsideration and that course 
would be unlawful and contrary to the proper administration of local 
authority regulatory decision making . A response indicating this was 
sent to the applicant is attached to this report.  The applicant was 
informed that the Committee would be advised of his request and its 
rejection. 
 

1.2 RECOMMENDED: 
  

1.2.1 That the report be noted. 
  

Agenda Item 11

76



APPENDIX 1 

 

From: Ross Hutchins [ross@rhjp.net] 

Sent: 19 November 2012 14:10 

To: Jayne Bolas 

Subject: SEL Application 87-88 Bank Street Century Buildings (Rochester) Limited 

 

Importance: High 

 

Dear Ms Bolas, 

 

It has come to my attention that there is to be a licensing committee meeting soon and wished to 

ask if this email could be brought to the attention of the committee members. 

 

Since the refusal of our application for an SEL for the part 1
st

 floor of 87-88 Bank Street, Maidstone 

we have sought further legal advice from an alternative barrister from that which was representing 

us during the hearing.  

 

During the hearing and having now reviewed the minutes and the decision we felt possibly that 

there was lack of clarity to the proposed location of the SEL on the first floor within the property and 

the access to this area. 

 

We have now instructed Mr Philip Kolvin QC who has reviewed the case for the consideration to 

request a Judicial Review.  

 

Having received his findings we are now at a key decision making point to proceed. From the advice 

of Mr. Kolvin, it is suggested that we liaise with the licensing committee to ask for reconsideration of 

the original decision to ask for the granting of the requested license. 

 

I am aware that if we choose to proceed down this route of a Judicial Review there could be 

substantial economic cost for both parties with this time absorbing process. For all involved and 

would look to avoid this where possible hence we respectfully hope that committee can give 

consideration to our request. 

 

Yours Faithfully, 

 

S.R Hutchins 

Century Buildings (Rochester) Limited 
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SEV Application, 87-88, Bank Street – Century Buildings (Rochester) Ltd. 

 

Dear Mr. Hutchins, 

 

Further to your email of 19, November 2012, on behalf of Century Buildings (Rochester) Ltd, I have 

now had the opportunity to consider the points raised. 

 

(i) Location Point 

I have carefully read your application, the agenda report and appendices, the minutes and the 

decision notice. I cannot see any evidence of a possible, “lack of clarity to the proposed location of 

the SEL on the first floor within the property and the access to this area”.  

 

The decision notice is clear; members were aware of the specific location and entrance to your 

premises and took this into particular account in their determination. Indeed, when considering the 

character of the vicinity members took note of the particular circumstances of your premises noting: 

“even one [SEV] on the first floor, with a side entrance.” 

 

Equally it appears that your location point was made very clear on multiple occasions and certainly 

covered fully by yourself and counsel at the hearing in opening and summing up your case. 

 

(ii) Reconsideration of Decision 

I am surprised that Counsel has advised you to request that the decision be reconsidered by the 

licensing committee – I too have sought preliminary advise from Counsel. The Local Government 

(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 makes no provision for the reconsideration of a decision as you 

suggest in your e-mail.  

 

The committee has made a final and conclusive determination of your application. This 

determination has been communicated to yourself, the police authority and local objectors in a final 

and conclusive form. It has also been reported as such in the local press. It is self-evident that your 

request seeks to undermine the principle of legal and administrative certainty.  

 

The local authority has made a proper and final determination on your application; this 

determination is valid vis-à-vis all the parties and also upon the decision maker itself. 

 

(iii) Report to Committee 

The next meeting of the Licensing Committee is on 24, January 2013. The licensing committee will be 

informed of your request. They will be advised that the course you suggest to them is unlawful and 

contrary to the proper administration of local authority regulatory decision making and that, upon 

legal advice, it has been rejected.  

 

(iv) Costs & Judicial Review 

The Licensing Authority is aware of the time and costs involved in defending a Judicial Review. Like 

yourself, we are committed to avoiding unnecessary costs, both in time and expenditure, where this 

is possible. In the event that these matters (Location & Reconsideration) are raised in subsequent 

proceedings, we expressly reserve the right to refer the courts to this correspondence in respect of 

such future costs or as may be otherwise appropriate.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Jayne Bolas 
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MAIDSTONE BOROUGH COUNCIL 

 

LICENSING COMMITTEE  

 

24 JANUARY 2013 

 

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF DEMOCRATIC SERVICES  

 
Report prepared by Neil Harris   

 

 

1. DRESS CODE FOR HACKNEY CARRIAGE AND PRIVATE HIRE 

DRIVERS 

 
1.1 Issue for Decision 

 

1.1.1  To consider at the request of some Members the introduction of a 
dress code for hackney carriage and private hire drivers. 
 

1.2 Recommendation of Head of Democratic Services 
 

1.2.1 That the Head of Democratic Services consult with the Hackney 
Carriage Association, the representatives of Private Hire Operators and 
individual drivers about the introduction of a voluntary dress code on 
the basis of the draft as set out in Appendix 1 to the report. 
 

1.3 Reasons for Recommendation 
 
1.3.1 The issue of a dress code for hackney carriage and private hire drivers 

has been raised by some Members.  It was considered that the current 
standard of dress of some drivers was inappropriate on occasion with 
some of the drivers attired in unsuitable T-shirts, shorts and footwear.  
This was considered to be unacceptable particularly as these drivers 
are often the first point of contact for people coming into Maidstone. 
 

1.3.2 The Council has not received any specific complaints but has received 
a number of comments about the dress of the Hackney Carriage 
drivers .  Additionally, this issue has been raised by Members of the 
Committee who may have received complaints. 

 
1.3.3 The Committee has recently considered the Law Commission’s 

consultation paper on hackney carriage and private hire services in 
which it is proposed that new conditions for hackney carriage and 
private hire will be set nationally. These may include a dress code or 
give the Council an option to add it as part of its own local provisions 
but it is quite possible that for private hire it could relate to safety 
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only.  However it is not certain when this will be completed but it is 
expected that draft legislation will be produced in 2014.  Members are 
also referred to legal advice regarding the introduction of a dress code 
set out in the exempt appendix to the report. 
 

1.3.4 Therefore, it is proposed that the Council seeks to agree a voluntary 
code with the Hackney Carriage Association, representatives of the 
Private Hire Operators and individual drivers for adoption by the 
Council.  Having a voluntary agreement with the Association and the 
Operators is considered to put the Council in a better position to 
achieve a more appropriate standard of dress. 
 

1.3.5 It is proposed a draft dress code as attached to this report is consulted 
on with the Hackney Carriage Association, Private Hire Operators and 
individual drivers and that a report is brought back to the Committee 
on the outcome of these discussions. 

 
1.4 Alternative Action and why not Recommended 
 
1.4.1 It could be decided not to proceed with any action in this matter, 

which would do nothing to improve the current standards of dress by 
some drivers which were the cause of concern. 

 
1.5 Impact on Corporate Objectives 
 
1.5.1 Introducing a dress code to ensure a consistent standard supports the 

council’s objective of corporate and customer excellence of a service 
provided in the borough. 

 
1.6 Risk Management  

 
1.6.1 There are no significant risk management issues arising from this 

report. 
 
1.7 Other Implications  

 
1.7.1  

1. Financial 
 

 
 

2. Staffing 

 

 

 

3. Legal 
 

 
X 

4. Equality Impact Needs Assessment 
 

 
 

5. Environmental/Sustainable Development 
 

 

6. Community Safety  
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7. Human Rights Act 
 

 

8. Procurement 
 

 

9. Asset Management 
 

 

 
 
1.7.2 The legal implications are detailed in the Exempt Appendix. 
  
1.8 Relevant Documents 
 
1.8.1 Appendices  

 
1.8.2 Appendix 1 – Draft dress code. 

 

1.8.3 Background Documents   
 

1.8.4 None 
 

 

IS THIS A KEY DECISION REPORT? 
 
Yes                                               No 
 
 
If yes, when did it first appear in the Forward Plan?  

 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
This is a Key Decision because: ……………………………………………………………………….. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
 
Wards/Parishes affected: ………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

X 
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DRAFT DRIVERS’ DRESS CODE 

 

 

The purpose of a Drivers’ Dress Code is to seek a minimum standard of dress 

that provides a positive image of the hackney carriage and private hire trade in 
Maidstone, enhances a professional image of licensed drivers and ensures that 
public and driver safety is not compromised. 

 
 

Acceptable Standards Of Dress 

 

• Shirts, blouses, T-shirts or sweat tops should cover the shoulders and be 

capable of being worn inside trousers or shorts. 
 

• Shirts or blouses may be worn with a tie or open necked. 
 

• A skirt or shorts of knee length, or trousers may be worn. 

 

• Footwear for all drivers shall fit around the heel of the foot. 

 
 

Unacceptable Standard Of Dress 

 

The following are deemed unacceptable: 

 
• Clothing not kept in a clean condition, free from holes and rips. 

 
• Words or graphics on any clothing that is of an offensive or suggestive 

nature or which might offend. 

 
• Sportswear (e.g. football/rugby kits, track suits or beach wear  etc.) 

 
• Sandals with no heel straps, flip flops or any other form of footwear not 

secured around the heel. 

 
• Drivers not having either the top or bottom half of their bodies, or both, 

suitably clothed (see above). 
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