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LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE DECISION 
 
Decision taken by the Licensing Sub-Committee at their meeting held on  19th May 2015 
on an application by Grand Union Co Ltd for a new Premises Licence in respect of the 
premises known as The Grand Union, 281 Lavender Hill, SW11 (Northcote). 
 
Present: 
 
Sub-Committee: Councillor Mrs Usher (Chairman); Councillors B. Johnson and McDonnell. 
 
Applicant: Mr A Marshall (Applicant) 
 
Persons Making Representations 
 
Sergeant W Humphrey (Metropolitan Police) 
Mr G Stedman (Residential Services Manager - Environmental Services) 
Councillor P Dawson 
Councillor J Cousins 
Mrs H Dyball 
Mr J Leslie 
Mrs L Pickering 
 
There were approximately 18 other people present, many of whom had made 
representations but did not wish to address the Sub-Committee in person. A number of 
other persons who had made representations were not present at the hearing 
 
Officers: 
 
Ms S Brass (Licensing Officer) 
Mr G Beaumont (Legal Advisor) 
Mr W McCluskey (Secretary) 
 
The Hearing 
 
The Sub-Committee had before them an application for a Premises Licence to allow:- 

(a) The sale by retail of alcohol for consumption on and off the premises from 10.00 to 
23.00 on Sunday; 10.00 to 23.30 on Monday to Wednesday; 10.00 to 00.30 on the 
mornings following Thursday; and 10.00 to 03.00 on the mornings following Friday 
and Saturday; 

(b) The provision of regulated entertainment (film and live music) from 10.00 to 22.30 
on Sunday and 10.00 to 23.00 Monday to Saturday; 

(c) The provision of regulated entertainment (recorded music) from 10.00 to 22.30 on 
Sunday; from 08.00 to 23.00 Monday to Wednesday; 08.00 to 00.30 on the 
mornings following Thursday; and 08.00 to 02.30 on the mornings following Friday 
and Saturday; and 

(d) Late night refreshment from 23.00 to 00.30 on the mornings following Thursday, and 
from 23.00 to 03.00 on the mornings following Friday and Saturday. 
 

The Licensing Officer informed the Sub-Committee that the applicants on the previous day 
and on the day of the hearing had submitted a number of revised plans for the outside area 
and two versions of a policy statement that contained various conditions they were 
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prepared to self-impose on the Licence, if it were to be granted. She said that she would 
leave it to the applicant to supply details of these amendments. 
 
The Sub-Committee then heard a submission by the applicant. He said that they were 
proposing a major refurbishment of the premises and would be providing a unique food led 
offer with all-day brunch together with a cocktail bar. It was their intention to establish a 
strong custom base during the week as well as at weekends. He said that they were a 
reputable company who successfully operate eight venues in London. They were moving 
away from a predominantly drink based offer to a hybrid bar/restaurant. He expected that 
75% of the business would take place throughout the week and 25% on Friday and 
Saturday. He then informed the Sub-Committee that they had submitted 3 versions of 
revised plans for the use of the outside area. He said that they were now proposing version 
3 whereby the outside area would not be used except for patrons who smoke and their 
number would be limited to 20 at any one time. He then gave details of the conditions they 
were prepared to impose on the Licence, if granted:- 

(a) Reducing the capacity from 500 to 385; 
(b) Installing a sound-limiting device with the levels to be agreed by the Local Authority 
Noise Team. The sound-limiting device to be kept in a lockable cupboard to prevent 
unauthorised adjustment; 
(c) All doors and windows to be kept closed after 20.30 except for access and egress 
when regulated entertainment is provided; 
(d) A cordoned off queuing system on Friday and Saturday nights; 
(e) A last entry time of 01.30 on Friday and Saturday nights; 
(f) Adequate numbers of SIA registered Door Supervisors to be employed; 
(g) A robust dispersal policy to ensure patrons leave quietly; 
(h) The use of the patio doors to the outside areas will cease at 22.30. Customers will 
be required to access the garden via the main exit; and 
(i) A reduced smoking area will be provided in the outside area for 20 people only. No 
drinks to be permitted in the outside area. 
(j) A number of conditions that the Door Supervisors would enforce including an ID 
Scanner to be used on a random basis. 

 
The Sub-Committee then put a number of questions to the applicant including the following 
together with his responses:- 

(a) The premises are in a residential area– what will be the impact of the business on 
local residents? The existing premises were dilapidated and not used by local people. 
What they were proposing would make it attractive to local residents. 
(b) That there might be lots of anti-social behaviour in the area if 385 people left the 
premises  over an hour or so and he was asked how would he stop this? He explained 
that customers could be chaperoned to Clapham Junction station. 
(c) Was the construction of the building suitable and they noted that he had made no 
mention of sound-proofing?  The applicant advised that there was double-glazing and 
before the premises went live the Council could set a noise limiter. 
(d) What was happening in the outside area? The residents were concerned about the 
use of the outside area and therefore he would only use this area for smokers and no 
drinks would be allowed to be taken to this area. 
(e) Given that it is suggested that it is to be a food-led business, why are there no tables 
shown on the plans? The plans showed the booths that were to be provided for diners 
but the actual tables had been omitted. 
(f) Would taxis waiting for patrons congregate in Lavender Sweep? A managed taxi rank 
would be provided on Lavender Hill. 
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(g) How would the applicant shepherd customers to the station as they would be out his 
control when they left? The customers would be asked to leave quietly 
(h) Why had he chosen to apply for hours on Thursday to Saturday beyond the guideline 
hours set out in the Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy given that the premises 
were some distance from the centre of the Clapham Junction Town Centre area? There 
were a number of late night premises in the area including Sugar Cane, Bar Social and 
4 Thieves. 
(e) Given that it is suggested that it is to be a food-led business, why are you proposing 
a 03.30 closing time on Friday and Saturday? They were prepared to reduce the hours 
applied for on Friday and Saturday to a terminal hour of 01.30 for the sale of alcohol and 
the premises to close 30 minutes later. 
(f) Would the proposed last entry of 01.30 attract people who were already drunk? Our 
staff are trained to refuse drunk people. He considered that the premises would be 
operating at capacity at that time so there would be no room for any further customers. 
(g) Does the 385 capacity include staff? Yes. 

 
The Sub-Committee then heard a submission by the Metropolitan Police. Sergeant 
Humphrey said that the Police were opposed to the application in its entirety. However if 
the Sub-Committee were minded to grant the Licence then he considered that the hours 
should be reduced to the guideline hours and that the conditions set out in his 
representation should be added to the Licence. He gave details of the crime statistics for 
the area which showed that there had been a significant increase in violent crime. He 
pointed out that the transport links at the proposed closing time were not good, which 
would result in large numbers of people on the streets.  He said that although there was no 
cumulative impact policy  there were already 8  bars within half a mile of the premises and 
a new premises of the size proposed  would inevitably  lead to an increase in crime and 
anti social behaviour.  He also pointed out that if granted the premises would be in the top 
3 premises for capacity along with The Clapham Grand and The Fez Club. He also sought 
clarity about what was meant by the applicant when he said that he would have a robust 
dispersal policy. With regard to the proposed ID Scanner he said that should be used at all 
times and not on a random basis. He considered that if the licence was granted there 
would be a rise of crime and disorder in the area. 
 
The Residential Services Manager - Environmental Services then addressed the Sub-
Committee. He said that he was opposed to any extension of hours beyond the guideline 
hours. The hours were based on a noise survey of the Borough that showed that ambient 
noise levels dropped off significantly after 02.00. In response to a question from the Sub-
Committee concerning complaints he said that the premises in its current use does not 
attract complaints. He was also asked if the reduced capacity altered his opinion. He said 
that there would still be 350+ people exiting out of the premises late at night and that it 
would be difficult to control the noise from those customers  
 
The Sub-Committee then heard submissions from 2 local Councillors and 3 local residents. 
Councillor Dawson said that if the Licence were granted the premises would become a 
destination venue and late night drinking bar. The premises are in a residential area some 
distance from the main Town Centre. The other licensed premises mentioned by the 
applicant are some distance away. The premises are not fit for the purpose proposed and 
residents wanted this application refused. Councillor Cousins said that the area was 
heavily residential with no sound barrier between the premises and adjoining residential 
streets. He considered that this was not a suitable venue for this part of Lavender Hill as it 
was clearly intended to be a vertical drinking establishment. The three local residents 
addressed the Sub-Committee and expressed concerns at:- 
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(a) noise nuisance for families with young children late in to the night; 
(b) the proposed dispersal policy which they considered would not work; 
(c) the severe noise issues that local residents suffered when the premises was last 
used as a bar; 
(d) the proposed taxi arrangements would not work as Lavender Hill has been narrowed 
at that point to single lane traffic each side of a traffic island so taxis would use side 
roads; 
(e) 300+ people emerging late at night would create a major noise nuisance; 
(f) the premises was not built for its proposed use; 
(g) the local pedestrian cut-throughs would become used for anti-social purposes; and 
(h) the road configuration crossing outside the premises was potentially dangerous for 
drunk people coming out on to the street. 

 
At the conclusion of the submissions period the applicant, in response to a question from 
the Sub-Committee’s legal advisor, said that he accepted all of the conditions set out in 
Appendix B to Paper No 15-168. 
 
In making their decision, the Sub-Committee considered the merits of the case before 
them (raised in the application, in the relevant representations and by the parties present 
at the hearing)  while having regard to the Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy and to 
National Guidance. They considered the steps appropriate to promote the licensing 
objectives and after taking account of all relevant issues decided, on the balance of 
probability and in all the circumstances, to refuse the application for a Premises Licence. 
 
The Sub-Committee considered that given the scale of what was proposed the granting the 
licence, even as amended, would in their view create an unacceptable level of noise 
nuisance both during the evening and late at night to neighbouring residents. The level of 
noise that could be created by potentially 350+ patrons inside the premises and when they 
exit at the end of the night on to Lavender Hill and adjoining streets would, in the view of 
the Sub-Committee, undermine the licensing objective relating to the prevention of public 
nuisance. It was not, in the view of the Sub-Committee, possible to impose conditions, 
which would overcome these concerns. They considered that issue of public nuisance 
would arise even if they had reduced the maximum capacity of the premises by 50% as 
unacceptable noise nuisance would always arise at the end of trading on any day. The 
Sub-Committee considered that the area in which the premises was located was 
significantly different from the nearby centre of Clapham Junction and that dispersal from 
the premises would inevitably take place in the surrounding residential streets (especially 
on Lavender Sweep and Eccles Road). 
 
DECISION – The Sub-Committee decided to refuse the application for a Premises 
Licence. 

 
 

 
___________ 

 
 


