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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 The council has received an application for the renewal of the sex establishment 
licence under the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 (the 
Act) for Sophisticats, 77 Welbeck Street, London, W1G 9BN. Sophisticats is 
licensed to operate as a sexual entertainment venue under the Act. The report 
sets out the application details, objections, policy and legal context along with 
other considerations that the Licensing Sub-Committee requires to determine this 
application. 

2.  Preliminary Point 

2.1 On 26 February 2019, Licensing Sub-Committee had before it this application to 
renew the sex establishment licence for this premises. It was noted at this 
hearing that an objection to the renewal application had been submitted outside 
of the 28 day consultation period. Following a detailed discussion between all 
parties regarding the late submission, it was agreed to adjourn the application to 
a future Licensing Sub-Committee date. A copy of the Decision from this hearing 
can be found as Appendix A1.  

 

 

 



3. Recommendations 

3.1 That following consideration of this report, any information given orally at the 
hearing and/or in writing by the applicants and objectors the Licensing Sub-
Committee may determine to: 

 
3.1.1 Grant the application in full 
3.1.2   Grant the application subject to the standard conditions and/or any 

modifications to any part of the application and imposition of any additional 
conditions proposed by a party to the hearing, or 

3.1.3 Refuse the application 
 

4. Relevant history 

4.1  Sophisticats has operated as a sex establishment since 2012. Following the 
grant of the sex establishment licence for Sophisticats in 2012, annual renewal 
applications on behalf of Mondrealm Ltd have been submitted and granted under 
delegated authority. The last renewal application for this licence was submitted 
on 25 September 2017 and was granted under delegated authority. This licence 
(reference 17/10690/LISEVR) expired on 30 September 2018. A copy of licence 
17/10690/LISEVR is attached as Appendix B1.  

4.2 A copy of the full sex establishment licence history for this premises since 2012 
is attached as Appendix C1.  

5.  Application being considered 

5.1  On 19 September 2018, Mondrealm Ltd submitted an application to renew the 
sex establishment licence to continue to operate the premises as a sexual 
entertainment venue. The licence permits relevant entertainment, namely full 
nudity striptease, pole dancing and table dancing on Monday to Tuesday from 
09:00 to 05:00, Wednesday to Thursday from 09:00 to 06:00, Friday to Saturday 
from 09:00 to 07:30 and Sunday from 09:00 to 23:00.  

5.2  The applicant has not requested to change the relevant entertainment or to 
remove any standard conditions to the licence if this application is granted. A 
copy of the application form is attached as Appendix D1. 

5.3  As a valid application has been received prior to the expiry of the SEV Premises 
Licence, the licence is deemed to continue until it is determined by the Council.  

5.4  It should be noted that on 6 December 2018, the Service received an application 
to transfer the SEV Premises Licence from Mondrealm Ltd to John McKeown 
Clubs Ltd. The consultation period for this transfer application has now ended 
and no objections have been received by the Licensing Service.  

 



6. Objections  

Objection Licensing Authority  

6.1 On 11 October 2018, the Licensing Authority submitted an objection to the 
renewal application (attached as Appendix E1) within the 28 day consultation 
period. The Licensing Authority objected to this renewal application pending 
investigation into compliance with licence conditions and suitability of the 
applicant. 

 
Objection 2 
 
6.2  On 16 October 2018, another objection was received to the renewal application 

(attached as Appendix E2) within the 28 day consultation period. In the 
objection, the objector stated that the applicant should not be deemed ‘fit and 
proper’ to hold a SEV licence. The objector states that the actions of the 
operating businesses behind the brand Sophisticats have acted in a way contrary 
to the licensing objectives. The main issues identified by the objector are: 

 

• Sophisticats have hacked a domain and performed a ‘back link’ in order to 
better their own google rating. The objector states that by doing so, 
Sophisticats have committed online identify fraud. 

• Many of the hacked sites are child friendly and that due to the access link 
required for the hack, children may easily access adult content which the 
objector states is in direct conflict with the licensing objectives (protection of 
children from harm).  

• In the objector’s view, the above details show that the Sophisticats licence 
holders are not fit and proper people to hold an SEV licence.  

 
6.3  The objector has not confirmed to the Licensing Service that they wish to waive 

their right to anonymity, and for this reason the objector will remain anonymous. 
 
Objection 3 
 
6.4  On 31 December 2018, an objection was received to the renewal application 

(attached as Appendix E3) outside of the 28 day consultation period. Various 
additional documents and witness statements were provided as part of this 
objection which can be found at Appendix E4.  

 
6.5  The ground of the objection is that the licence holder of the concerned is 

unsuitable to hold the licence.  
 
6.6  The objector has waived their right to anonymity. 
 
 
 
 



7.  Further documentation  
 
7.1  Further documentation has been submitted on behalf of the applicant and can be 

found at Appendix F1. 
 
7.2  On 26 March 2019, the Licensing Service received a letter from Thomas & 

Thomas Partners LLP. Thomas & Thomas Partners LLP is the solicitor firm 
instructed on behalf of the applicant, John McKeown Clubs Limited. This letter 
stated a request for a cross examination of witnesses. A copy of this letter is 
attached as Appendix F2. 

 
7.3  On 27 March 2019, the Licensing Service provided a response to the letter sent 

by Thomas & Thomas Partners LLP. A copy of the Licensing Service’s response 
can be found as Appendix F3.  

 
8. Licensing Act 2003 Premises Licence 
 
8.1 The premises currently benefits from a premises licence (reference 

10/09291/LIPVM) issued under the provisions of the Licensing Act 2003. A copy 
of the current premises licence is provided at Appendix G1 of this report.  

 
9. Policy Considerations 
 
9.1 Suitability of applicant – SU1 
 

The applicant has stated that no relevant offences have been committed.  
 

9.2 SEV carried on for the benefit of another person – SU2 
 
 The Police and the Council’s Licensing Inspectorate have undertaken 

appropriate checks and have made no comments. 
 
9.3 Appropriate number of SEV in a locality – NO1 
  

The appropriate number of sexual entertainment venues in the relevant localities 
is 25 in the Westminster core CAZ north. As the premises are currently licensed 
this application, if granted, will not exceed 25. 

 
9.4 Character of the relevant locality – LO1 
 
 Situated on a one way street the premises are located to the north of Oxford 

Street in between the West End and Marylebone Village. There are no sex shops 
or other sexual entertainment venues in the vicinity of the premises. There are no 
faith groups or schools located within the immediate vicinity of the premises.  

 
 



9.5 Use of premises in the vicinity – LO2 
 
 The area has a mixture of residential and commercial premises; predominantly 

commercial with residential properties above them. The residential count within a 
100m radius of the premises is 115. A map of the relevant locality is attached to 
this report as Appendix H1. 

 
9.6 Layout, character or condition of the venue – LO3 
 

The premises is spread over the ground and basement floors. Only the basement 
floor is included within the licensable area for Relevant Entertainment purposes.  

10. Legal Implications 
 
10.1 The Licensing Sub-Committee may determine to: 

(a)  Grant the application in full 
(b) Grant with additional special conditions which the Licensing Sub-

Committee deem appropriate; or 
 (c) Refuse the application. 
 
10.2 Before refusing to renew an application, the Licensing Authority shall give the 

licence holder an opportunity to appear before and of being heard by the 
Licensing Sub-Committee (Para 10(19) Schedule 3 LG(MP)A1982). 

 
10.3 In considering this application, the Licensing Sub-Committee shall have regard to 

any observations submitted to them by the Chief Officer of Police and any 
objections that have been received in writing within the 28 day consultation 
period (Para 10(18) Schedule 3 LG(MP)A1982). 

 
10.4 The Licensing Sub-Committee may refuse to grant or renew a licence for the 

following reasons set out in (Para 12(3) Schedule 3 LG(MP)A1982): 
(a)  that the applicant is unsuitable to hold a licence by reason of having been 

convicted of an offence or for any other reason; 
(b) that if the licence were to be granted the business to which it relates would 

be managed by or carried on for the benefit of a person, other than the 
applicant, who would be refused the grant of such a licence if he made the 
application himself; 

(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; 

(d)  that the grant or renewal of the licence would be appropriate, having regard:  
 (i)   to the character of the relevant locality; or 
 (ii)  to the use to which any premises in the vicinity are put; or 

(iii)  to the layout, character or condition of the premises, vehicle, vessel    
or stall in respect of which the application is made.  

 



An applicant whose application for the grant or renewal of a licence is refused on 
either ground specified in paragraph (c) or (d) above shall not have the right to 
appeal to the magistrates’ court. 

 
10.5 If the Licensing Sub-Committee determine to grant a Sexual Entertainment 

Venue licence, the licence will be subject to the Standard Conditions for Sexual 
Entertainment Venue licences, unless the Sub-Committee determines that 
certain Standard Conditions should be expressly excluded or varied (Para 13(4) 
Schedule 3 LG(MP)A1982). 

 
10.6 Should the Licensing Sub-Committee determine to refuse the application for the 

renewal of a licence under Paragraph 12(3)(a) or (b) Schedule 3 LG(MP)A 1982, 
the applicant may appeal to the Magistrates’ Court within 21 days beginning with 
the date on which the applicant is notified of the refusal of his application (Para 
27(1) Schedule 3 LG(MP)A1982). The licence will remain in force until the time 
for bringing an appeal has expired and, if such an appeal is brought, until the 
determination or abandonment of that appeal (Para 27(10) Schedule 3 
LG(MP)A1982).  

 
11.  Human Rights and Equality Issues 
 
11.1 In making a decision consideration will need to be given to the applicant’s rights 

under the European Convention on Human Rights. The right to peaceful 
enjoyment of possessions (Article 1 of the First Protocol) and freedom of 
expression (Article 10) may be relevant.  
 

11.2 The Council in its capacity as Licensing Authority has a duty to have regard to its 
public sector equality duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010. In 
summary section 149 provides that a Public Authority must, in the exercise of its 
functions, have due regard to the need to- 
(a)       eliminate discrimination harassment, victimisation and any other conduct 

that is prohibited by or under this Act; 
(b)       advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 

protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; and 
(c)        foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristics and persons who do not share it. 
 

11.3 Section 149 (7) of the Equality Act 2010 defines the relevant protected 
characteristics as age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, 
race, religion or belief, sex, and sexual orientation. 
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If you have any queries about this Report or wish to inspect any of the 
Background Papers  please contact: Daisy Gadd on 020 7641 6500 or at 

dgadd@westminster.gov.uk 

 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982 
Policing and Crime Act 2009 
Sexual Entertainment Venues Statement of Licensing Policy 2012 
Sexual Entertainment Venues Guidance and Procedure effective 17 February 2012 
Home Office Guidance March 2010 
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Licensing Sub-Committee Decision 26 February 2019      Appendix A1 
 

LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE No. 6 
Tuesday 26th February 2019 

 
Membership:  Councillor Melvyn Caplan (Chairman), Councillor Jim Glen and 

Councillor Shamim Talukder 
 
Legal Adviser:   Barry Panto 
Committee Officer:   Tristan Fieldsend 
Presenting Officers:  Angela Seaward 
  Daisy Gadd 
 
Objections:  The Licensing Authority, one anonymous objection and Mr 

Simon Warr 
 
Present:  Ms Sarah Le Fevre (Counsel, representing the Applicant), Mr Jack Spiegler 

and Mr Thomas O’Maoleoin (Solicitors, representing the Applicant), Mr John 
McKeown (on behalf of the Applicant company), Ms Carmen Alonso 
(Designated Premises Supervisor), Mr Philip Kolvin QC (Counsel, representing 
Mr Simon Warr), Ms Lana Tricker (Solicitor, representing Mr Simon Warr), Mr 
Simon Warr (Objector), and Mr Steve Rowe and Mr James Hayes (Licensing 
Authority) 

 

Sophisticats, 77 Welbeck Street, London, W1G 9BN (“The Premises”) 
18/11062/LISEVR 
 

1. Renewal of a Sexual Entertainment Venue Premises Licence 

 The application was to renew the sexual entertainment venue premises licence 
made by Mondrealm Ltd. It was noted that the licence had since been 
transferred to John McKeown Clubs Ltd.  
 

 Amendments to application advised at hearing: 
 
None 
 

 Decision (including reasons if different from those set out in report): 
 
The Sub-Committee considered an application by Mondrealm Ltd for a renewal 
of a sexual entertainment venue premises licence in respect of Sophisticats, 77 
Welbeck Street, London, W1G 9BN. The licence had since been transferred to 
John McKeown Clubs Ltd. 
 
The Licensing Officer provided an outline of the application to the Sub-



Committee and advised that on 6 December 2018, the Licensing Service had 
received an application to transfer the SEV Premises Licence from Mondrealm 
Ltd to John McKeown Clubs Ltd. The consultation period for the transfer 
application had now ended and no objections had been received.  
 
The Licensing officer also informed the Sub-Committee that four objections had 
been received to the application for the renewal of the SEV licence. One of the 
objections (from Simon Warr) had been received outside of the statutory 28-day 
consultation period and this consisted of additional documents and witness 
statements. 
 
The Chairman advised that before the Sub-Committee could consider the 
application it was important to hear from Mr Warr, who had submitted the late 
objection, and the applicant on whether the late submission should form part of 
the evidence before it. 
 
Mr Kolvin, representing Mr Warr, provided a background to the objection and the 
reasons why it should be considered a significant piece of evidence. It was 
explained that Mr Warr operated the SEV premises called Platinum Lace. In 
October 2018, Mr Warr had received an anonymous objection to the renewal of 
his SEV licence consisting of serious allegations against the premises and him 
personally. It was the third time such objections had been received and the non-
renewal of the licence would be catastrophic to his business. To understand why 
such persistent objections were being received Mr Warr employed a former 
Police Officer to conduct an investigation into who was making the objections 
and their motivations. By the 31 December 2018 the investigation, which formed 
part of the late submission, had been finalised and collated and was ready to be 
presented to the Council in an acceptable format. Mr Kolvin advised that 
unfortunately the Council had not supplied this submission to the applicant until 
13 February 2019, which was why they had received it at such a late stage. 
 
Mr Kolvin recognised that the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 
1982 stated that objections had to be submitted no later than 28 days after the 
date of the application. However, the Sub-Committee’s attention was drawn to a 
House of Lords judgement entitled ‘Belfast City Council v. Miss Behavin’ Ltd’. 
The judgement stated that “if a council received significant relevant information 
in a late objection, there could be circumstances in which its failure to take that 
information into account would itself be judicially reviewable.” Mr Kolvin then 
highlighted the following passage from the judgement “It may very well be right 
to disregard a late objection if it was intentionally last minute, or if it was received 
so late that taking it into account would lead to unfairness to the applicant 
(because he would not have had the chance to consider it) or to unacceptable 
disruption to the council's business.” Applying this judgement to the late 
objection, Mr Kolvin advised that the late submission was not intentional as it 
was submitted on time on 31 December 2018 and therefore it could not be 
considered to lead to unfairness to the applicant and would not disrupt Council 



business. The House of Lords judgement stated that such a late objection 
should therefore be governed by administrative law principles. 
 
The Sub-Committee was advised by Mr Kolvin that the material submitted 
concerned the honesty and integrity of the applicant and whether the Premises 
complied with licensing provisions and criminal law. Using an administrative law 
approach, even though the applicant had only recently received the material it 
had been submitted on time and it would be fair and reasonable for the material 
to be taken into account and a decision reached. 
 
Ms Le Fevre, representing the applicant, considered that it was artificial to 
consider the admissibility of late material as a separate question from the 
relevancy of the material. The Sub-Committee was advised that relevancy was 
required as part of the consideration to ensure fairness to the decision makers 
and all relevant parties. Secondly, if late and potentially relevant material was to 
be admitted by the Sub-Committee the House of Lords judgement stated that “if 
such a late objection is to be taken into account by the council, then the 
applicant must be informed as to its contents in good time so as to be able to 
consider it and deal with it appropriately.” Ms Le Fevre noted the letter from Ms 
Lana Tricker (representing Mr Warr) in the agenda papers acknowledging that 
the objection was late and as such, an adjournment of the Licensing Sub-
Committee might have to be considered. The Sub-Committee was advised that 
the applicant had only received the late objection on 21 February 2019. 
 
Ms Le Fevre expressed concern over the relevancy of the material contained 
within the late objection. The Sub-Committee was advised that it contained 
allegations and aspersions that were irrelevant and easily rebutted. The validity 
of several of the witness statements was questioned and it was doubted if they 
could properly assist the Sub-Committee in making its decision of whether to 
renew the licence. Therefore, the Sub-Committee was advised not to consider 
the late objection, not only because the applicant had received it late but also 
because it contained information that could not be considered relevant. 
 
At the request of the Chairman, the Council’s Legal Adviser was asked to 
provide an overview of the legal advice he would be providing to the Sub-
Committee. All parties were informed that the Sub-Committee would have to 
consider not only the lateness of the objection but also the relevance of the 
material submitted and what weight to allocate it. Ultimately, it was important to 
ensure that none of the parties were prejudiced in any way by the late 
submission and that all parties had a chance to consider the evidence and 
respond appropriately to it. It was noted that it was within the remit of the Sub-
Committee to decide how it wanted to proceed. 
 
The Sub-Committee carefully considered the submissions it had heard with 
regard to whether it should accept the late objection received. The House of 
Lords judgement was taken into account and it was a matter for the Sub-



Committee to decide what the appropriate course of action was. It was 
considered that the nature of the late objection did raise several serious issues 
and it would therefore not be appropriate to exclude it. It could be only be 
through a Sub-Committee hearing that a decision could be taken on what weight 
to give these submissions. Therefore, it was in the Sub-Committee’s view that to 
be fair to all parties the late objection would be accepted. It was recognised that 
the applicant strenuously denied the allegations contained within the objection 
and this was a conversation that should be properly had within a Licensing Sub-
Committee hearing. Paragraph 72 of the House of Lords judgement made it 
clear that if the late objection was not considered, taking into account the nature 
of the allegations made, the decision could potentially be liable to judicial review. 
It was therefore considered fair to all parties to adjourn the Sub-Committee 
meeting in order to provide the applicant with sufficient time to prepare a 
response to the allegations made. In the circumstances, the Sub-Committee was 
of the opinion that this was the correct decision to make and it was proper to 
reconvene the adjourned hearing for the week commencing 8 April 2019. The 
final date to be agreed between all parties. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 Copy of sex establishment licence 17/11177/LISEVV      Appendix B1 
 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Sex Establishment Licence history              Appendix C1 
 

Application 
reference 

Details of 
application 

Date of 
determination 

Decision 

12/02703/LISEVN Application for a 
new Sexual 
Entertainment 
Venue licence  

12.06.2012 Granted by 
Licensing Sub-
Committee 

13/07343/LISEVR Application to 
renew the Sexual 
Entertainment 
Venue licence 

08.01.2014 Granted under 
Delegated 
Authority 

14/08293/LISEVR Application to 
renew the Sexual 
Entertainment 
Venue licence 

06.01.2015 Granted under 
Delegated 
Authority 

15/07549/LISEVR Application to 
renew the Sexual 
Entertainment 
Venue licence 

17.11.2015 Granted under 
Delegated 
Authority  

16/10138/LISEVR Application to 
renew the Sexual 
Entertainment 
Venue licence 

21.10.2016 Granted under 
Delegated 
Authority 

17/10690/LISEVR Application to 
renew the Sexual 
Entertainment 
Venue licence 

27.10.2017 Granted under 
Delegated 
Authority 

18/15776/LISEVT Application to 
transfer the SEV 
licence from 
Mondrealm Ltd to 
John McKeown 
Clubs Ltd. 

No objections 
received  

 

 
 
 
 
 



Application form                      Appendix D1 
 

 



 



 



Licensing Authority objection                    Appendix E1 
 

 



Objection comment 2                           Appendix E2 
 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Objection comment 3 received outside of 28 consultation period  
Appendix E3 

 

 
 
 



Supporting documents attached to objection comment 3 Appendix E4 
 
Appendix E4 will be provided as a supplementary document to this report.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Further documentation on behalf of the applicant          Appendix F1 
 

 



 



 



 



Letter sent from Thomas & Thomas Partners LLP          Appendix F2 
 

 



 



Licensing Service response to Thomas & Thomas Partners LLP      
                          Appendix F3 
 
Dear Jack, 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 26th March 2019, the contents of which have been 
noted. A copy will be made available to the members at the meeting on 10th April. In 
addition, a copy will be sent to all four objectors so that they are aware of your legal 
submissions and assertions to the effect that evidence of factual evidence will have to 
be given by witnesses who can be cross-examined.  
 
We note your comments regarding the Council’s SEV guidance and procedure notes 
effective from 17th February 2012. However, you will also be aware that rule 5.20 does 
allow for any of the rules relating to the hearings to be waived, altered or modified by 
the Sub-Committee. As matters currently stand we will bring your letter to the attention 
of the objectors as described above but, at officer level, we do not accept that the 
objectors do have to attend the hearing in person and we are also of the view that a 
witness can potentially attend and give evidence without revealing their name and 
address. 
 
We note your reference to the case of White v Nursing and Midwifery Council [2014] 
EWHC 520 (Admin). We do not accept that the judgment in that case is relevant to a 
licensing hearing being held pursuant to Schedule 3 of the Local Government 
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1982. That case was specifically about whether or not 
anonymous hearsay evidence is admissible in professional disciplinary proceedings.    
 
The rules of procedure are not legally binding. The legislation, on the other hand, does 
contain some binding procedural requirements in paragraph 10 of Schedule 3. It is quite 
clear that the licensing authority is not permitted to reveal the name or address of any 
objector to the applicant without their consent. Notice in writing of the general terms of 
the objection have to be given to the applicant and it is our policy to give you the full 
objection that has been received. The authority must have regard to any objections 
which have been received within the 28 day period specified and has discretion to 
consider objections received after the 28 day period. Only the applicant has a right to be 
heard by the Licensing Sub-Committee but our practice is to allow objectors to be heard 
if they choose to attend the hearing.  
 
With a renewal application, our usual approach is to suggest that the objectors who are 
present are heard first so that the applicant has full details of the objections before 
giving their own evidence. The applicant can obviously dispute any of the evidence 
presented by the objectors and the members will then decide the weight to be given to 
the evidence having regard to whether the objectors remain anonymous and whether 
they do attend to give that evidence. The members of the Sub-Committee may ask 
pertinent questions of the applicant and the objectors with a view to establishing the 
truth or otherwise of the evidence that is presented. The applicant will always have the 



final word before the members retire to consider their decision. Cross-examination is 
generally discouraged but may be permitted with the consent of the Sub-Committee.  
 
The members of the Licensing Sub-Committee will determine how the proceedings are 
actually conducted on the day and you will have an opportunity to express your views in 
that regard at the start of the hearing.                
 
Kind regards 

Michelle Steward 

Senior Licensing Officer 

Licensing Service 
Public Protection and Licensing 

Westminster City Council 
15th Floor 
Westminster City Hall 
64 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6QP  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Copy of existing premises licence                   Appendix G1 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Residential Map                                    Appendix H1 
 

 
 
Key: 
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 = Schools 




