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Tel: 020 8753 1081

Email: licensing@lbhf.gov.uk

Web:  www.Ibhf.gov.uk

hammersmith & fulham

26 September 2025
Niza Enterprises Ltd Whentelephoning
Co-Op please ask for the
54 Uxbridge Road Licensing Section.
London W12 8LP

E-mail:

licensing@lbhf.gov.uk
Dear Sirs -

Licensing Act 2003- Premises Licence Review: 2025/01481/LAPRR
Premises Name: Co-Op 54 Uxbridge Road London W12 8LP

We are in receipt of the attached application for the review of your premises licence made
by London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham’s Trading Standards Team under Section
51 of the Licensing Act 2003 (the Act). This application will be subject to a 28 day public
consultation ending on 23 October 2025.

If you have any comments in relation to this application, please send this in writing to us
at the above address or by email to licensing@lbhf.gov.uk. Also, in the interests of timely
communication, we would appreciate confirmation of an up to date e-mail address and
phone number from you.

Yours faithfully

Matt Tucker
Interim Licensing Policy and Administration Team Leader

Enc. Premises Review Application (25 September 2025).


mailto:licensing@lbhf.gov.uk
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Hammersmith and Fulham Council

Application for the review of a premises licence or club
premises certificate under the Licensing Act 2003

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS FIRST

Before completing this form please read the guidance notes at the end of the form.
If you are completing this form by hand please write legibly in block capitals. In all

cases ensure that your answers are inside the boxes and written in black ink. Use

additional sheets if necessary.

You may wish to keep a copy of the completed form for your records.

(Insert name of applicant)
apply for the review of a premises licence under section 51 of the Licensing
Act 2003 for the premises described in Part 1 below

Part 1 — Premises or club premises details

Postal address of premises or, if none, ordnance survey map reference or
description

Co-Op

54 Uxbridge Road

Post town Post code (if known) W12 8LP

Name of premises licence holder or club holding club premises certificate (if
known)
Niza Enterprises Limited

Number of premises licence or club premises certificate (if known
2025/00978/LAPR

Part 2 - Applicant details
lam

Please tick yes
1) an interested party (please complete (A) or (B) below)
a) a person living in the vicinity of the premises ]

b) a body representing persons living in the vicinity of the premises

c) a person involved in business in the vicinity of the premises

0O 0O O

d) a body representing persons involved in business in the vicinity of the
premises



wa12
Line


2) aresponsible authority (please complete (C) below) X

3) a member of the club to which this application relates (please complete (A) [
below)

(A) DETAILS OF INDIVIDUAL APPLICANT (fill in as applicable)
Please tick
Mr [ Mrs [ Miss [] Ms [ Other title

(for example, Rev)

Surname First names

Please tick yes
| am 18 years old or over Ul

Current postal
address if
different from
premises
address

Post town Post Code

Daytime contact telephone number

E-mail address
(optional)

(B) DETAILS OF OTHER APPLICANT

Name and address

Telephone number (if any)

E-mail address (optional)




(C) DETAILS OF RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY APPLICANT

Name and address

Hammersmith and Fulham Council — Licensing

Bill Masini

Licensing and Trading Standards Officer
45 Beavor Lane

Hammersmith

London W6 9AR

Telephone number (if any)
0208 753 1081

E-mail address (optional)
Licensing @Ibhf.gov.uk

This application to review relates to the following licensing objective(s)

Please tick one or more boxes

1) the prevention of crime and disorder

2) public safety ]
3) the prevention of public nuisance X
4) the protection of children from harm ]

Please state the ground(s) for review (please read guidance note 1)

Prevention of Crime and disorder —

Carrying on a licensable activity on the premises otherwise than under and in
accordance with an authorisation and knowingly allowing a licensable activity
to be so carried on. (S136 Licensing Act) — breach of numerous premises
licence conditions on numerous occasions.

- Supplying alcohol when no “personal licence holder” on premises- breach of
condition 6

- Sale of alcohol between the hours of 23:00 and 02:00 the day following by
cash when required to be by credit or debit card — breach of condition 51

- Sale of spirit mixtures above 5.5% ABV from self-selection display whereas
such drinks should have been behind the counter — breach of condition13

- Supplying strong beer and cider above 5.5% ABV — breach of condition 11

- Supplying miniature bottles of spirits of 20cl or below — breach of condition
14

- Supplying single cans or bottles of beer or cider — breach of condition 12




Public Nuisance ~
e Supplying alcohol in breach of conditions that were intended to reduce known
anti-social behaviour in the vicinity of the premises and in doing so, causing

public nuisance to those residing nearby or visiting/passing through the area.




Background Information

Premises location- The premise is located on Uxbridge Road, on the corner as it
meets with the pedestrian part of Plimley Place and operates as a convenience and
off licence on the ground floor of the building. It is immediately next to Shepherd’s
Bush tube station, and a minute away from Shepherd’s Bush Overground station and
busy bus station/hub. Westfield shopping centre is very close by. There is a mixture
of both residential and commercial premises within the area. Across the road from
the shop is Shepherd’s Bush Green. Access to the shop is via a door diagonally on

Uxbridge Road and Plimley Place. It is in a busy location.

Premise History - A premises licence has been in existence at 54 Uxbridge Road for
many years. The Premises Licence was converted and granted on 6 September
2005 and was held by Budgens Stores Limited. On 17 January 2008 the licence was
transferred to Niza Enterprises Limited [NOT to be confused with a similar sounding
name and convenience store buying group] and the sole director is Visvanathan
Ragunathan and has remained so since. On 10 July 2025 he was interviewed by
Hammersmith & Fulham Licensing where he explained he had worked at Budgens as
an employee before he purchased the business in his newly formed company’s
name. Since then there have been in the region of ten applications to vary The
Designated Premises Supervisor (DPS) - the current one being Chandran

Manoharan.

Current Licence and operating hours — The current licensable hours for the sale of
alcohol off the premises are 09:00 hours to 02:00 hours Monday to Sunday and the
provision of Late Night Refreshment — Indoors only — 23:00 hours to 05:00 hours
Monday to Sunday. There are no restrictions on the opening hours though it is
understood the business closes at the terminal hour for the sale of alcohol, i.e. 02:00
hours. There are currently 51 conditions on the licence; 3 Mandatory ones listed in
Annex 1 [on all licences where alcohol is sold] and 48 under Annex 3 (“Conditions

attached after a hearing by the licensing authority).

Variations to Premises Licence during the time Niza Enterprises Limited has
held the licence - There have been three applications to vary the licence, all being
to change the licensable hours:-

- 30 March 2007 to increase the hours for the sale of alcohol - Monday to Thursday
and Sunday to 08;00 to 00:00, Friday and Saturday 08:00 to 01:00 — no max strength




conditions for beers and ciders
- 16 October 2008 to increase to the hours for the sale of alcohol - Monday to
Sunday 00:00 -00:00 [24 hours] with the exception that all beer and cider above 6%
may only be sold Monday to Sunday between 08:00 to 01:00 hours — so no
maximum strength conditions for beers and ciders during the hours that most alcohol
dependent drinkers buy their drinks but some extra conditions added
- 02 April 2014, following Police intervention, — a minor variation was submitted to
reduce the hours for the sale of all alcohol - Monday to Sunday 09:00 to 02:00 hours
and to add 31 conditions including

e “Strong beer and cider above 5.5% ABV will not be sold”

e “No single cans or bottles of beer or cider will be sold”

¢ “There will be one personal licence holder on the premises at all times

the premises is open to the public”

This made a total of 37 conditions, 34 of which were under Annex 3.

Previous review and current licence-. On 28 August 2019 Police Constable Tom
Stewart submitted an application to review this premises licence on behalf of The
Metropolitan Police on the grounds of the prevention of crime and disorder and the
prevention of public nuisance.

The business was operating under the trading name of Londis but the Premises

Licence Holder was still Niza Enterprises Limited.

Reference is made here to a “Decision of the Licensing Sub-Committee 23 October
2019” [hereafter referred to as the “2019 Decision”] and a copy is attached to this
review application and identified with the mark WRM 1.

That application sought to address problems in the area by reducing the terminal
hour for the sale of alcohol to 23:00 hours and the imposition of other conditions to
the licence. Prior to the review, Police had met with Mr Ragunathan and sought
agreement to this. Mr Ragunathan was unable to agree the proposed reduction in
licensable hours, leading to the application. In making his representations, Mr
Ragunathan said [page 54 of the Committee papers for 23 October 2019]. A copy of
page 54 is attached to this application and is identified with the mark WRM 2

...... Our licence permits us to sell cans of beer in quantities of two or more. However,
we have a policy of not selling alcohol in quantities of less than four cans to reduce
the likelihood of street drinkers coming in and purchase small quantities cheaply to
just top up their inebriated state and thus contribute to anti-social behaviour in the

area.




Street drinkers and others who may cause anti-social behaviour appear to prefer high
strength ciders and beers. Our licence does not permit us to sell cider and beer

above 5.5% alcohol by volume”.

At the hearing on 23 October 2019, Mr Walmsley representing the Licence Holder,
told the Licensing Sub-Committee “they had already refused to sell single cans”. This
is noted at paragraph 26 of The Decision of The “Committee”. It is pointed out this
condition went on the licence in 2014, so in 2019, (five years previous) and now in

2025, some 11 years ago!

The Licensing Sub-Committee “decided, after taking into account all of the individual
circumstances of this case that it [was] necessary for the promotion of the four
licensing objectives to modify the licensable activities permitted on the licence” by
reducing the hours as requested in the application (23:00 Hours) and adding 8 further

conditions.

That decision was subject to an appeal and a Consent Order was agreed between
parties. A copy this is attached to this application and identified with the mark WRM
3.

The main change was that the hours remained at 02:00 hours but a condition added
that “Any sales of alcohol between the hours of 23:00 and 02:00 the day

following shall be made by credit or debit card only”

This condition became condition 51 on the current premises licence. Some of the
eight conditions added to the Premises Licence by the Licensing Sub-Committee
(see pages 1 and 2 of the 2019 decision) were slightly altered in the Consent Order.

These are pointed out in this application where relevant.

Public concerns about the premises

Council officers had observed and experienced issues resulting in anti social
behaviour which includes drinking alcohol in public spaces when in the Shepherds’
Bush green area. This co-incided with increased concerns from local residents about
such matters. Councillor Qayyum Zarar referred such a concern he had received to

The Licensing Team on 6 May which stated,

“Dear Councillor Mr Zarar Qayyum,

| am writing to you as a resident of Uxbridge Road, Shepherds Bush Green in Hammersmith and

Fulham to express my serious concerns about ongoing anti-social behaviour in my




neighbourhood, to highlight how the response from the local Council and its Law Enforcement
Team could be improved. | would be grateful for any assistance you can provide in this matter.
For several months, my wife, | and other local residents have been subjected to persistent anti-
social behaviour along Uxbridge Road, Shepherds Bush Green, particularly between numbers 54
and 88. This includes late-night gatherings, involving loud music, public drinking, loitering and
drug smoking — often continuing until the early hours of the morning — 5am many times.

The behaviour is having a profound negative impact on residents’ quality of life. My wife and I,
for example, are experiencing stress and anxiety due to sleep disruption and uncertainty over
whether the issue will ever be resolved. There have also been instances of aggression between
the group sometimes, and near violence, which further raise concerns for the safety of our

community” Person’s identity withheld.

Timeline of visits

Friday 13 June 2025 — Licensing inspection visit.

The Officer was not able to speak to the Premises Licence Holder or the Designated
Premises Supervisor as neither were present. He spoke to a member of staff, Ajinesh
Salin Neshkumar, who was not a Personal Licence Holder. However Licensing was
unable to carry out a comprehensive inspection, in part because of the difficulties the
officer had with matters such as accessing papers like training records and incident
logs (conditions 17/18/19/20/21/30) and the CCTV (conditions 28 and 29). The officer
also had difficulties with Ajinesh and anyone else understanding what he needed to
do and see, and what was required of the licence holder. He was however able to
identify the following breaches:

- There was no personal Licence holder on the premises, as required by and in
breach of condition 6

- Single cans and bottles of beer were sold during his visit — breach of condition
12

- There was a large selection of spirit mixture drinks with a ABV of more than
5.5% on display in the self —selection drinks cabinet — breach of condition 13
which states “There shall be no selection of spirits at the premises save
for spirit mixtures of 5.5% ABV or less”

- Miniature bottles of spirits of 20cl and below offered for sale behind the
counter — in breach of condition 14 which states “No miniature bottles of
spirits of 20cl or below shall be sold from the premises”

- No evidence that meetings had taken place with residents to discuss the
operation of the premises with local residents or, if they had, The Licensing
Authority had not been notified and minutes arising from them had been

supplied to The Licensing Authority— in breach of conditions 9 and 10 which




state “The premises licence holder shall organise at least four (4)
meetings per annum to discuss the operation of the premises with local
residents. The meeting shall be advertised at least 14 days before the
meeting by way of an A4 (or larger) notice displayed at the premises.
The Licensing authority shall be notified of the date of the meeting at
least 14 days before the meeting by email to licensing@lbhf.gov.uk
(condition 8) &

“The premises licence holder shall arrange for minutes of the four (4)

meetings per annum to be taken. A copy of the minutes shall be
provided to all attendees who have provided their contact details and to

the licensing authority by email to licensing@lbhf.gov.uk. A copy of the

most recent minutes shall be kept at the premises and made available to

Responsible Authority Officers upon request” (Condition 9)

NB. These two conditions slightly amended conditions 6 and 7

Tuesday 17 June 20025 01:39 hours — First test purchase

The test purchaser went into shop and observed 1.5 litre plastic bottles of Frosty
Jack’s cider on sale on the bottom shelf in the display fridge. The strength was 7.5%
ABV. He picked up a bottle together with a can of “Schweppes MIX — Paloma Bliss”
which was marked as 6.0% ABV. This is a spirit mix drink — labelled “Tequila, pink
grapefruit soda and a hint of rosemary”. This was on the top shelf of the display
fridge in the shop along with numerous other spirit mixer drinks that are currently very
popular. Also in the fridge were bottles of London Pride beer (4.7% ABV) on the
second shelf down. He picked up one bottle and took all three drinks to the counter.
There was no member of staff at the counter at that time, (the shop being relatively
quiet) though a member of staff saw him and came to serve him. The cashier
scanned each item and the total price displayed was £10.43. The test purchaser
gave him the exact amount in cash. The cashier put the money in the till and handed
over the drink in a “Co-Op” bag. The test purchaser requested a till receipt and one
was handed to him. This is produced as part of this review application and is
identified with the mark WRM 4. Some of the ink since then has deteriorated but it is
possible to see the drinks, price, date and time plus the word “cash”. The sales
assistant said nothing and walked round to the side of the till and continued with what
he was doing. The test purchaser who was a Licensing Officer went over to him,
introduced himself and asked to speak to whoever was in charge. No one wanted to
identify themselves as being in charge, saying the manager had gone home. They
were asked if anyone held a Personal Licence. No one appeared to be able to

understand what that was. The officer was asked to speak to “Soro” who was the




security man, the staff saying he was in charge. The officer asked him if he held a
Personal Licence. Again, he appeared to not understand what that was. Eventually
the Officer was able to confirm that there was no one working on the premise who
held a personal licence. The officer tried to explain to Soro about the breaches of the
licence that had occurred, namely

1. Breach of condition 6 — no personal licence holder on duty at the premises at all
times when the premises is open to the public

2. Breach of condition 11 — sale of cider (1.5 litre Frosty Jack’s) where the alcoholic
strength was greater than 5.5% ABV

3. Breach of condition 13 — sale of 6%ABV Spirit mixture (Paloma Bliss) readily
selectable from the display fridge — “There shall be no self-selection of spirits at the
premises save for spirit mixtures of 5.5% ABV or less

4. Breach of condition 51 — sale of alcohol by way of cash at 01:39 hours when
condition 51 states “Any sales of alcohol between the hours of 23:00 and 02:00
the day following shall be made by credit or debit card”.

5. Breach of condition 12 — sale of single bottle of beer.

6. Breach of condition 14 was noted again as the officer was about to leave the shop
— it closing at 02:00 hours- in that behind the counter were miniature bottles of spirits

of 20c! or below

Soro clearly did not understand what it was all about and had no idea about any

conditions on the Premises Licence.

Dealing with the condition 51 breach — [this being the condition that became the one
where a Consent Order had been agreed in 2020 to prevent the implementation of
The Licensing Sub- Committee’s decision of 23 October 2019 to require the
reduction in licensable hours from 02:00 hours to 23:00 as had been requested by
The Police] — it was noted there were notices displayed to that effect but when this
was explained to the staff they appeared to be bewildered and after further
explanation as to why it was a condition [reason being: the average street drinker
being unlikely to have either of these types of payment cards, thereby reducing the
likelihood of them being able to buy alcohol after 23:00 hours] they expressed
complete surprise, suggesting they either had not been told or had not understood
that requirement — a requirement for more than five years! There was a notice

displayed in front of the till stating this condition to customers.

Dealing with condition 12- single of bottles and cans, it was noted there was a
notice on the bottom shelf of the display fridge unit stating “Pack of four (04) cans

only” On this shelf were beers packed by the manufacturer to be sold as a “4pack”.
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On the shelf above it, was a notice stating “WE DON'T SELL SINGLE CAN OF
BEER. WE ONLY SELL THE PACK OF 4 DUE TO LICENCE RESTRICTIONS".

On the two shelves above were bottles of beer and ciders which were displayed as
single bottles and priced as single bottles. There was no notice about the

requirement not to sell single bottles.

Dealing with condition 11 — max permitted strength of 5.5% ABV for beers and
ciders, it was also noted 440ml cans of Special Brew (7.5% ABV) were on sale on
the bottom but one display shelf with a price sticker of £8.00 for 4 cans. Special Brew

is a street drinker’s “drink of choice”, as is Frosty Jack’s cider.

A notice of the officer’s findings were left at the premises.

Tuesday 17 June 20025 12:02 hours — Email received from Chandran Manoharan
of the premise, headed “Corrective Action — Premises Inspection — Welcome Coop
Shepherds Bush” and attached photographs. This included photos of the display
where beer, cider or lager above 5,5% had been removed and a document headed
“Employee training” dated 14 days before this test purchase - 03.06.25 and a
statement “Conducted by Chandran Manoharan. Two photos of the display are
included in this application and identified with the marks WRM 5-6. and the document
identified with the mark WRM 7

Thursday 19 June 2025 — 13:38 hours. Second test purchase. The officer went into
the shop unannounced, went to the display fridge where he saw the Special Brew
displayed again on the premises. In the photos referred to above and identified with
the marks WRM 5-6, on the second from bottom shelf there are gaps from where this
particular drink had been displayed on two days previously at the time of the “early
hours” test purchase. Photograph identified with the mark WRM 8, taken during this
day’s visit now shows the Special Brew back on sale again.

The officer then went to sales counter where he could see behind the sales assistant
a huge quantity of “miniature” bottles of spirits for sale. These were either miniature
5¢cl bottles (50ml —so a “pub” double) or 20cl commonly referred to as a “quarter
bottle” He asked for a miniature bottle of Glens vodka. The bottle was scanned into
the till and a price displayed of £2.99. The officer gave the sales assistant the exact
money and when handed the bottle, asked for a receipt which he was duly given.
This is shown on the document identified with the mark WRM 4. He then asked her if
he could speak to the person in charge explaining he was from H&F Licensing. He
eventually said he was in charge and gave his name as Ajinesh. He was the man

Licensing had spoken to on its first visit six days earlier. He said he was in charge but
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he did not hold a personal licence and there was no one there who did.

The officer took a number of photos of the spirits and these are included in this
application and identified with the marks WRM 9 - WRM 15. It was noted on the price
stickers, all were marked with a six digit reference 221124, which Licensing say is
reasonable to believe was the date (22 November 2024) when the label was printed
in the same way that the photograph of the London Pride bottles of beer for sale on
the shelf, priced at £2.73 (identified with the mark WRM 16), where stated 180525 on
the shelf edge label, referred to the label being printed on 18 May 2025.

There were thirty seven different drinks in 5cl bottles resulting in several hundred
bottles for sale. There were also a number of 10 cl bottles and also 20c! bottles,
displayed, none of which should have been on sale.

Such bottles, especially the 5cl miniatures, are very small and easy for people to
conceal when out and about in public places. This condition is on the licence to deter
spirit drinking alcoholics from relatively cheaply “topping up” and generally people

drinking in public places without being noticed.

Regarding the beers and ciders in the display fridge there was no notice about there
being a minimum requirement to purchase a minimum of 2 and all were priced for
individual purchase, unless packaged as a “4 pack’.

Whilst speaking to Ajinesh about reason for the visit, explaining the test purchase,
and the Special Brew, being back on sale again, a customer picked up a single bottle
of beer and took to the counter and paid for it. No one challenged or explained the
need to buy a minimum of two. The Officer spoke to Ajinesh about this condition who
refused to accept it saying it was ok because it was a big bottle (see below Mr
Ragunathan’s answers during his interview on 10 July). He was shown the condition
on the licence and he then made a long call to someone Licensing was later to learn
was Chandran Manoharan. Ajinesh said to the officer that he was told by that person
[Chandran Manoharan] that it was legal to sell single bottles like the one the

customer had bought.

A notice of the officer's findings were left at the premises which initially Ajinesh

declined to sign.

20 June 2025

Email received by Licensing from Chandran Manoharan stating the matters arising

from the previous day had been corrected, together with photographs to show this.

12




10 July 2025

Licensing interviewed Mr Ragunathan under caution. A summary of his answers are

as follows:

He is the sole director of Nlza Enterprises Limited and an equal 50%
shareholder with his wife.

He has other businesses, namely 15 petrol station forecourts which all have
a “convenience store” and 7 supermarkets. They are all in the South East of
England with only one now in London — the Shepherds’ Bush shop.

He had more shops (and licences) but has sold a number of businesses
recently

He has had the Uxbridge Road shop since 2003 which was licensed under
The 1964 Licensing Act.

All 22 have premises licence either in his name or Niza Enterprises Limited
The shop Is a “Welcome” store which is a buying group. Niza Enterprises
Limited has a relationship with “The Co-operative Group” which is similar to a
Franchisor/franchisee relationship. The Co-Op has no day to day role in
running the business but carries out regular visits to ensure their standards
and brand name is protected.

The Co-Op has no involvement in the sale of alcohol; this is devolved to the
Premises Licence Holder. If they did have involvement in the sale of alcohol,
The Co-operative Group would be named as the Premises Licence Holder
Chandran Manoharan is the manager and Designated Premises Supervisor
of the store

Mr Ragunathan goes to this shop once or twice a week and it is the store
where manager meetings are normally held

There are 6-7 staff who work at this shop.

Mr Ragunathan holds a personal licence and usually becomes the premises
Licence Holder (in company name) and the DPS for newly acquired
businesses until the business gets established, where he then transfers the
DPS to an employee who holds a Personal Licence

Working at the Uxbridge Road store there are currently 2 personal Licence
holders, Chandran and Haymar

All stock comes from the Co-Op though some stock had come from the Essex
road shop that had closed two or three months ago

Mr Ragunathan was aware conditions vary on each premises licence but was
aware of those on this premises Licence and also that there have been issues
with them over time.

Essex Road stock came to the Uxbridge Road for distribution mostly to other

13




stores but clearly some things went wrong and there were mistakes made

e The issue around singles [sales of single cans and bottles] had caused some
confusion. He said he had been told by Police (not local Police — he thought it
was Police visiting and advising before the Notting Hill Carnival) that the
condition meant a pack of 4 beers that were individually smaller than where
there were single ones for sale, constituted a “single beer” and that could not
be split and sold as single bottles. This would apply to something like
Budweiser where the volume of each was 200/250ml, of which there only a
few drinks like that. He thought the bigger bottles could be sold as “singles”.

e Asked why he had said on his representation about the first review, “Our
licence says 2 or more but we have a policy of not less than 4 to reduce the
likelihood of street drinkers....”, he said they had made a mistake

¢ Asked whether a single bottle of London Pride should have been sold on 17t
June, Mr Ragunathan, first said “yes”, then said “I think no”. He then paused
and said, “No”.

e He said the miniatures on sale was a mistake, having come from the Essex
Road store and were meant for other shops.

e He said the drinks bought on17th June — Frosty Jacks 7.5% cider and Paloma
Bliss spirit mixer had come from the Essex Road shop

e The Special Brew 7.5% had come from the Essex Rd store and had been put

back on sale on 19" June due to a staff mix up

Observations, conclusions and recommendations

Mr Ragunathan is an experienced businessman operating through the company of
Niza Enterprises Limited, as the sole director. This particular store holds “personal
attachment” for him.

Over the years Mr Ragunathan has had a fair bit of involvement with Hammersmith &
Fulham Council's Licensing and The Police in relation to the licence conditions and
addressing the problems in the immediate vicinity of this shop. As such he has had to
become very aware of the conditions and of the “Authorities™ concerns around crime,
anti-social behaviour and street drinking and all the consequences that arise.
Following the Police’s review application in 2019, the Licensing Sub-Committee’s
decision to reduce licensable hour by 3 hours a day to 23:00 hours plus the
imposition of further conditions clearly had an impact with resulted in an appeal
against that decision. The agreement for a Consent Order in 2020 at the height of the
Covid-19 Lockdown would have been a huge relief for Mr Ragunathan, he accepting

the extra condition of having to only take credit or debit cards as the only methods of
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payment for alcohol between 23:00 hours and 02:00 hours. One would expect there
to be rigorous checks made to ensure this was adhered to, along with the other
related conditions. This could have been done easily if simple checks had been
carried out and documented.

This had not been done.

The premises Licence holder and Designated Premises Supervisor clearly cannot be
at the premise at all times but the necessary due diligence could have been easily
carried out. If Condition 6 had been complied with about a Personal Licence Holder
being on the premise at all times the premises is open to the public, that would have
been a good start, provided that person was fully conversant with the conditions. The
business operates an EPOS system (Electronic Point Of Sale) which shows the
item(s) purchased, the price and the date and time of the transaction. The receipt
given to customers details this information Even the most basic of EPOS systems
have “management tools” which, if examined, would list what was purchased, the

price, when purchased (date and time) and how it was paid for — cash or card.

The breach of condition 6 on all three visits should not have happened. The business
is able to sell alcohol for 119 hours a week and having so few personal licence
holders (taking into account leave, sickness etc) meant there was no flexibility, and a
breach of that condition was inevitable.

The condition about selling single cans or bottles is simple to understand, though if
there was uncertainty as to its meaning, the Premises Licence Holder and/or The
DPS has had over 11 years to get it clarified with The Licensing Authority. This
matter arose at the time of the first review six years ago. However, for reasons
unknown, has been made out to be far more complicated than it is. The condition
does not refer to “manufactured and packaged 4 packs” or a quantity of drink. The
condition states the type of container — cans and bottles and no minimum or
maximum quantity is stated. Mr Ragunathan said in his evidence for the review that
he knew his licence “permits us to sell cans of beer in quantities of two or more”
Document identified as WRM 1 refers. This condition is not new, he and his DPS,

together with trained staff still think the size is relevant and just refer to “cans”.

This is despite the apparent training Chandran gave to staff as attached and marked
“WRM 7”. Licensing find this “Employees Training” document presented to them to
be somewhat odd. It has a handwritten date of “03.06.25” in the top right corner, ten
days before the training and was supplied just hours after the first test purchase on
17 June. It sets out 3 points, all of which were breached in the early hours of that day

and it appears to be signed by all 9 staff plus “Soro” the security man, identified as
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being in charge when the test purchase was carried out only hours earlier.

It refers to —

- any sales of alcohol between the hours of 23:00 and 02:00 the day following shall
be made only by credit or debit

- no single cans or bottles of beer, lager or cider being sold

- no beers, lager or cider greater than 5.5% ABV shall be sold at the premises.

Dealing with this last point, the staff do not decide what is sold in the shop, the
management does. No such drinks above 5.5% ABV should be brought onto the
premises and therefore there should be no need for staff to vet what strength beers,
lagers or ciders are sold from the shop, and thus no need for them to know this
precise condition. It seems very strange that those 3 breaches, hours earlier, had
their own special training session before any Licensing visit was conducted this year.
Clearly, if training had been given on the date stated, the breaches would not have
happened and Soro would have fully understood what the officer was saying to him
at 01:50 hours on 17 June. Licensing say its presentation to the Licensing Authority
was intended to mislead and the sub-committee is therefore invited to totally

disregard this document as being a record of such training.

The statement that the high strength alcohol and miniatures came from the closing
Essex Road shop where there were no such conditions, is plausible. However, the
Premises Licence Holder and Designated Premises Supervisor who knew (or should
have known) the conditions should have prevented this. If staff had put the
miniatures on display behind the counter it's very likely someone in a senior position
would have instructed this to be done. If done by someone “on a whim”, the sheer
amount of space the miniatures took up, meant a manager should have been spotted
them immediately; nobody appeared to question or notice them.

Unless there is a central pricing system for all stores in the group, at some stage the
EPOS system would have been amended by someone at this premise in order for
the system to read and recognise the drinks’ barcodes and the price at which they
were to be sold. If so, being in mind these are aged-restricted goods, it is of serious
concern the issue was not picked up at this early stage. It is not clear whether the
shelf edge pricing labels were printed at the shop or had come from the Essex Road

shop. Licensing say it this could not have simply been a “mistake”.

It appears Mr Ragunathan’s team had lost some control over the running of this
shop, acting only when Licensing have intervened. In doing so, lessons from the
initial review appear to have been forgotten. There has been insufficient checking on

compliance and due diligence carried out. Modern management technology such full
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use of the EPOS, in combination with CCTV, could have been used to prevent such
things as, sales by way of cash between 23:00 hours and 02:00 hours the day
following and the sale of single cans or bottles. For the future, Licensing has a lack of
confidence in the Premises Licence Holder upholding these objectives, in what is for
many a difficult area, unless Licensing are constantly checking; something that

resources do not allow.

Licensing therefore believe it is appropriate and proportionate to revoke the Premises

Licence and invites the Licensing Sub-Committee to give this serious consideration.
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Please tick yes
Have you made an application for review relating to this premises before ]

If yes please state the date of that application
Day Month Year

LT []

If you have made representations before relating to this premises please state
what they were and when you made them

19




Please tick yes
» | have sent copies of this form and enclosures to the responsible X
authorities and the premises licence holder or club holding the club
premises certificate, as appropriate
| understand that if I do not comply with the above requirements X
my application will be rejected

IT IS AN OFFENCE, LIABLE ON CONVICTION TO A FINE UP TO LEVEL 5 ON
THE STANDARD SCALE, UNDER SECTION 158 OF THE LICENSING ACT 2003
TO MAKE A FALSE STATEMENT IN OR IN CONNECTION WITH THIS
APPLICATION

Part 3 — Signatures (please read guidance note 3)
Signature of applicant or applicant’s solicitor or other duly authorised agent
(See guidance note 4). If signing on behalf of the applicant please state in what

capacity.

Signature

Capacity  Licensing Officer acting on behalf of Hammersmith and Fulham Council

Contact name (where not previously given) and postal address for
correspondence associated with this application (please read guidance note 5)

Post town Post Code

Telephone number (if any)

If you would prefer us to correspond with you using an e-mail address your e-
mail address (optional)

Notes for Guidance

1. The ground(s) for review must be based on one of the licensing objectives.
Please list any additional information or details for example dates of problems
which are included in the grounds for review if available.

3. The application form must be signed.

4. An applicant’s agent (for example solicitor) may sign the form on their behalf
provided that they have actual authority to do so.

5. This is the address which we shall use to correspond with you about this
application.
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THE LONDON BOROUGH OF HAMMERSMITH AND FULHAM

THE DECISION OF THE LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE (“Committee )
23 October 2019

Londis, 54 Uxbridge Road, London W12 8LP (“the Premises”)

The Committee has considered an application for the review of a premises licence (“the
Application”) under the Licensing Act 2003 (“the Act”).

The Committee has considered the committee papers and the submissions made by all of the
parties, both orally and in writing.

In reaching its decision the Committee has had regard to the relevant legislation, the
Secretary of State’s Guidance (“Guidance”) and the Authority’s Statement of Licensing Policy
(”SLP”).

In summary, the Committee has decided, after taking into account all of the individual
circumstances of this case that it is necessary for the promotion of the four licensing
objectives to:

Modify the licensable activities permitted on the licence by:

a) Reducing the permitted licensable hours for the sale of alcohol off the premises to
09:00- 23:00 Monday to Sunday
And by adding the following conditions:

1. All beers and ciders kept in the public part of the premises shall be kept in display
units.

2. All display units for alcohol will have lockable, tamperproof shutters.

3. Shutters shall be closed and locked at the end of the permitted hours for the sale of
alcoho! and shall not be unlocked again whilst the premises is open until the start of
the permitted hours on the following day.

4. A daily incident log shall be kept at the Premises and made available on request to
an authorised officer of the Council, Police or the Fire Service which shall record the
following:

(a) All crimes reported to the venﬁe;

(b) All ejections of patrons;

(c) Any complaints received;

(d) Any incidents of disorder;

(e) Seizures of drugs or offensive weapons;

(f) Any faults in the CCTV system;
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(g) Any refusal of the sale of alcohol; and
(h) Any visit by a relevant authority or emergency service.

5. A telephone number for the premises, or a responsible member of staff on duty,
shall be displayed so that it is visible from the public highway for members of the
public to lodge complaints.

6. The Licence Holder/Designated Premises Supervisor shall organise and
accommodate meetings to discuss the operation of the premises with residents at
least four times per calendar year. The meeting shall be advertised at least 14 days
before its due date by letter to residents and residents’ associations in the locality as
well as to the Licensing Authority.

7. The Licence Holder/Designated Premises Supervisor shall take the minutes of
meetings with residents that shall be circulated to all attendees and to the Licensing
Authority and copies shall be readily available at the premises on request.

8. That the area immediately to the rear of the premises be jet-washed every day
between 7am and 8am.

Procedural Matters

1.

On 28 August 2019, Police Constable, Tom Stewart of the Metropolitan Police
submitted the Application to the Council. The Application was made on the grounds
of the prevention of crime and disorder and the prevention of public nuisance.

A supplementary agenda B was published on 18 October 2019, which presented
further email correspondence between Mr Doug Love, (Trading Standards Officer) and
Mr Thanushan Loganathan, (a manager at the premises) and a petition by Ms
Catherine MacClancy on behalf of the Caxton Village Residents.

The Designated Premises Supervisor (DPS) and premises manager, Mr Jeyakrishnan
Santhanakrishnan, the Director of Niza Enterprises Ltd and the Licence Holder (LH),
Mr Visvanathan Ragunathan and their licensing representative, Mr Keith Walmsley
attended the hearing. '

Mr Adrian Overton attended the hearing on behalf of the Licensing Authority.

Mr PC Tom Stewart, PC Paul Davis and Sergeant James Burgess attended on behalf of
the Metropolitan Police.

Ms Catherine MacClancy also attended the hearing, she spoke on behalf of some of
the residents and had mitted a signed petition from them in support of her
representation.



10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.
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The Licensing Officer, Ms Sophia Barrett, introduced the application and confirmed
that the Application was brought by the Metropolitan Police, the Licensing Authority
had received eight representations in support of the application to review. She further
brought a correction for the attention of the Committee to clarify that one of the
representations was not a resident’s association it was just a resident.

She added that Mr Dom Stagg of the Noise and Nuisance team was not in attendance
as there was no direct evidence that they could offer in respect of the Premises.
Further they had no formal powers to deal with matters that occurred in a public area
and the Police were the best authority under such circumstances to provide the
evidence in respect of the same.

She confirmed that there was no enforcement history in respect of the Premises.

She pointed out that CCTV footage had been provided to the LH and his
representatives. The same has been viewed by the responsible authorities and the
Licensing panel.

Clir Victoria Brocklebank Fowler asked for clarification at the outset of the matter as
to what it meant by the LH’s current licence to provide ‘late night refreshments — off
the premises”. Ms Barrett clarified that this was for the provision of hot food from
the Premises

The Committee then heard representations from the responsible authorities:

PC Tom Stewart explained that the Application had been brought to prevent crime
and disorder. There was significant crime in the area overnight and the contributing
factor was the sale of alcohol. The intention was to stop this as Shepherds Bush Green
was turning into a ‘no go zone’ and the crime incidents had increased in the area over
the last few months. The CCTV footage showed a drunken man hitting another drunk
man over the head on the green near the Premises. The Police has been engaging with
other shops too in respect of the alcohol contribution to the crime and disorder in the
area.

On the 23 July 2019, he met with the LH to try to explain why it was necessary to
reduce the hours that they sell alcohol. The response was that such reduction would
hit their revenue hard.

PC Tom Stewart confirmed that it was not their intention to ask for a revocation but
to ask that the LH act so that the action of the LH did not continue to undermine the
licensing objective relating to crime and disorder.  He noted that following the
submission of the Application, the residents had made representation for the
revocation of the licence. He asked that the Committee pay attention to the concerns
of the local residents.
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16. PC Davies stated that he had patrolled the area for the last 10 years. It was during the
late night, at the rear of the Premises on Stern Street, when it was dark that people
would often urinate there. The sloping walls on the railway walls had been
constructed to repel the urination. The problem was that the premises was very close
to open land, which is open to all. Local residents suffer from the noise and drinking
on the land, which often leads to aggressive behaviour. People have refused to hand
over their bottles when confronted by the Police, even though it is a Police Protection
Area. The anti-social behaviour scares the local residents in the area. Serco would
often clean piles of the bottles left in the area in the morning. The CCTV camera
recorded at 2am a man being beaten in the area close to the Premises.

17. He further added that there are many vulnerable people in the area. St Mungo's, a
hostel for homeless people, is close by and it does not help that alcohol is being sold
all night in the area.

18. Mr Adrian Overton submitted a representation on behalf of the Licensing authority.
He said that the conditions proposed by the Police appear to be measured and
proportionate as they focus on the street drinking and anti-social behaviour issues in
and around Shepherd’ Bush Green.

19. He also advised that these issues were also some of the main problems identified in a
study into crime and anti-social behaviour in the area in 2011 and again in 2015. This
study led to the introduction of the Cumulative Impact Area, (CIA) in Shepherd’s Bush.
It is the licensing authority’s opinion that the implementation of such conditions in
combination with a reduction in hours would help to reduce anti-social behaviour in
the surrounding area.

20. Catherine MacClancy stated that the area was now more like an open toilet. She has
tried to deal with the owner of Premises, suggesting that ‘witch’s hats’ were placed
nearby, but no action had been taken by the owner. There were bottles and faeces
everywhere and Serco often were seen cleaning the urine and faeces. She did not
think that Londis had engaged with the residents. In respect of Crime and Disorder,
she had witnessed the fights and that rubbish attracted further rubbish.

21. Mr Keith Walmsley, the LH’s representative noted that he wanted to speak for 15
minutes as the responsible authorities has been granted this amount of time to make
representations. This was granted.

22. He pointed out that the licence had been granted since 2005, it was varied to 24 hours
in October 2008 and continued to do so for 6 years. The Police sought an agreement
in 2014 to reduce the sale of alcohol to 50 hours plus a further 34 conditions. The LH
had already agreed to the reduction and to stop selling beer and cider in single cans
which contained more than 5.5% alcohol. They had further recently added a new
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street light at the back of their Premises. The LH had implemented the challenge 21
Policy.

23. The review had been brought by PC Tom Stewart due to high levels of street crime.
They had not produced any statistics of level of anti-social behaviour in the area.
There was no evidence to show that there was any correlation between the Premises
and the anti-social behaviour in the area. Police resources are stretched, but the LH
has continued to support the Police. There has been no enforcement action over the
last 13 years. There were test purchases in 2017 and 2019 and the Premises passed
the requirements for the ‘Challenge 25’ in respect of the purchase of alcohol.

24. Further Trading Standards confirmed that the Premises had passed all test purchases.

25. The Police had not produced any causal evidence. Statutory guidance under s.182
Licensing Act 2003, which references Public Nuisance, paragraph 2.21 states that
beyond the immediate area surrounding the premises, these are matters for the
personal responsibility of individuals under the law. Itis a separate criminal offence
to urinate or defecate. They had viewed the compilation of the CCTV footage and
there was no direct evidence that the Premises were the cause of the problem.

26. They had already refused to sell single cans. They had attended the necessary training.
The location was very near to close transport links.

27. Mr Walmsley referenced paragraph 14.45 of the statutory guidance which noted that
Cumulative Impact Area (CIA) should never be used as a ground for revoking an
existing licence, they can in the alternative consider an Early Morning Alcohol
Restriction Order (EMRO) if there is sufficient evidence to do so.

28. In this case there was no direct evidence that the Premises had been selling alcohol to
the street drinkers or the children. There was evidence that they had co-operated
with the responsible authorities. They had placed door supervisors from 7pm until
3am at their Premises which had contributed to less shop lifting in the area and
reduced the anti-social behaviour in the area. They had followed the requirements
of the Police.

Summary of the Discussion

29. The Committee asked what percentage of the Premises sales were from the sale of
the alcohol. The LH stated that he could not provide such information without
checking the figures. He was also asked how often he jet washed the back of the
Premises on a daily basis. They replied it was every morning, but they are not the only
premises selling alcohol. Lidl was also selling alcohol too.



30.

31

32.

33.

34,

35.

36.
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The Committee asked the Police whether they had seen evidence of people coming
out of the Londis. They were informed by Sergeant Burgess that they had seen a
number of beggars outside. They had seen people alight out off the bus or mini cab
to momentarily stop on the way on the journeys to buy alcohol at all hours of the night
as the shop is still open. The Committee wanted to know at what hours the problems
occurred, and they were informed that the problems started in the early hours of the
morning.

The Committee wanted to know whether any steps had been taken by the LH to
engage with the local residents. They were informed that they had never met them
before, however, they had attempted to arrange a meeting through the local police,
but this never happened. They had addressed their concerns as far as they could by
providing the CCTV and lights at the back of their Premises. However, the LH also
pointed out that when they initially installed the light, the local residents complained
that the light was too bright. The LH and his representative stated that they were
happy to work with residents to find a solution and willing to have a condition to have
a telephone number available for residents to call to speak to the manager 24 hours.

The LH confirmed that they had offered the Police to use their CCTV footage in the
case of identifying any offences and any beggars if they wished to prosecute.

The Committee asked the LH representative why following their discussion with the
Police on 23 July 2019, why they did not agree to reduce the hours as they had
suggested. They were informed that the LH had already reduced the hours as
requested in 2014, and they had not experienced any problems in the last 13 years.
The further request was an oppressive action by the Police, when there was no direct
causal evidence to link the Premises to the anti-social behaviour. They had complied
with all conditions to date. The Premises could not control the anti-social behaviour
outside their Premises,

The Committee invited all parties to sum up

The Police stated that their objective was to address the crime and disorder in the
area. Stopping the sale of alcohol at 11pm was a good place to start and as result
should see a reduction of crime. They further added that there were vulnerable
people in the area including young people from the Hostel that were out late at night.

Mr Overton advised that the Licensing Authority took into consideration the study that
led to the introduction of the Cumulative Impact Policy in Shepherds Bush. They were
not making a representation based on the Cumulative Impact Policy itself. The
contribution of such premises selling alcohol later into the evening in the area was
adding to the existing problems in the area.



37. The LH representative informed the Committee that there were also other premises
nearby, the Nisa Local shop which also sold alcohol 24 hours. There is no direct
evidence that the violence that has been recorded in the area is as a result of the
patrons of the Premises.

Reasons

38. The Committee was mindful that Section 4 of the Licensing Act 2003 imposes a duty
on the Licensing Authority, when carrying out its functions to determine the
application with a view to promoting the licensing objectives.

39. In making its decision, the Committee considered the Council’s adopted Statement of
Licensing Policy (“SLP”) and the guidance issued by the Secretary of State under
section 182 Licensing Act 2003 (“the Guidance”). The Committee considered that
paragraphs 11.1 to 11.28 and 14.39 to 14.48 of the Guidance were of particular
relevance to the Application. However, it should be emphasised this is not an
exhaustive list as the Committee has considered all relevant provisions of both
documents as well as local knowledge.

40. The Committee considered all representations made before them. They noted the
duty of the Police and the need to prevent crime and disorder as a licensing objective.
The conditions as proposed were not being imposed as a means of punishments
against the Premises, but as a means to protect the safety of the local community and
promote the licensing objectives in relation to crime and disorder and prevention of
public nuisance. It was evident from the representations made at Committee and the
CCTV footage made available to them by the Metropolitan Police that there was area
was subject to a high level of crime and disorder associated with being under the
influence of alcohol. There were vulnerable residents living in close proximity of the
premises and the late-night drinking regularly led to an increased concentration of
anti-social behaviour, as well as crime and disorder.

41. The additional conditions to those suggested by the Police, were suggested following
the Committee’s discussion with the LH and by complying with such measures it was
felt that that these would address the ongoing concerns of the local residents and
addressing the licensing objective in respect of the prevention of public nuisance.

42. In considering their other options available to them, they did not consider that taking
any further action would be of benefit in this matter as there was a need to deal with
the responsible authorities concerns and promote the licensing objectives in relation
to crime and disorder and prevention of public nuisance. They did not think that
excluding a licensable activity from the scope of the licence would achieve the relevant
result for this matter. They did not think that there were any actions that would
warrant the removal of the Designated Premises Supervisor in this matter, as they did
not have concerns at present with the same. They did not believe that they needed
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to suspend the licence taking into consideration all the circumstances relating to this
case. Finally, in the circumstances they did not believe that the circumstances
surrounding this application were serious enough to revoke the Licence.

43, In conclusion in considering the measures available to deal with the concerns raised,
the Committee noted that the concerns would be effectively dealt with by the
conditions in the current premises licence as well as the additional conditions
proposed by the Metropolitan Police and the Committee.

44, Taking all the above into account, it was the Committee’s considered opinion that the
Licence should be amended as set out in the decision letter and with the conditions as
set out above.

45, If any of the parties are unhappy with the decision, they are entitled to appeal to the
magistrates’ court within 21 days from the date of notification of this decision. This
determination does not have effect until the end of the period given for appealing
against the decision, or if the decision is appealed against, until the appeal is disposed
of.

Licensing Sub-Committee
23 Octoher 2019
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Thank you for inviting us to attend Shepherds Bush Police Station to meet the
Shepherds Bush Green Safer Neighbourhood Team last week, We were pleased to
be given the opportunity to explain what Niza Enterprises Ltd ate doing to try to
impact upon the anti-social behaviour of some individuals in the vicinity of our
Londis Store at 54 Uxbridge Road W12 SLP.

We took over the property in November, 2006 and inherited an off licence
pemmitted to open 24 hours a day and sell alcohol 24 hours a day. We became
aware that there was already a long term problem with urination and anti-social
‘bebaviour in the area.

In 2014 following discussions with the Police Licensing Officer we co-operated
with their request and voluntarily agreed to reduce our alcohol sales from 24 hours
to 9am to 2am.

In 2015 we appointed a sentor manager from the company as the Designated
Premises Supervisor and he remains in position.

Our licence permits us to sell cans of beer in quantities of two or more. However,
we have a policy of not selling alcohol in quantities of less than four cans to reduce
the likelihood of street drinkers coming in a purchase small quantities cheaply to
just top up their inebriated state and thus contribute to anti-social behaviour in the
area.

Street drinkers and others who may cause anti-social behaviour appear to prefer
high strength ciders and beers. Our licence does not permit us to sell cider and
beer above 5.5% alcohol by volume

Our licence requires us to check the age of persons attempting to buy alcohol if
they appear to be under 21 years. However our policy is to check the age of
persons who appear to be under the age of 25 years.

We are aware that there is no public toilet in the area of the Tube station exit and

late night revellers leaving the tube are seeking darkened areas in which to urinate.
This behaviour appears to have increased following the extended opening hours of
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AII staff :employed‘af the premises engaged in the sale af alcohol‘
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Welcome Shepherds Bush
54 Uxbridge Rd
She: “erds Bush

wl2 8LP
DATE: 17/06/2025 STORE: 743
TIME: 1.39:30 AM TILL: 2
OPERATOR: Rishap TRANS: 63
drrkerxxrsnes YOUR ITEMS #xxins A NRAARR
Frosty Jacks Cider £4.80
Sch Mix Paloma Blis £2.90
Fullers L.Pride £2.73
3 Items Total Sold £310.43
wrexRpERRER% gt PAYMENT sxxeves o v oaxedd
Fote
Lﬂ
Chdna

CERPRERFREVEAKARRA
% Duplicate Copy ¥
RRAA UV A RERERERAMRA

VAT NO. 835745503
Thank you for shopping with us

I A ER

2270611002000360020001
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Belcome Shepherds Bush
54 Uxbridge Rd
Shepherds Bush

W12 8LP
DATE: 19/06/2025 STORE: 743
TIME: 1:38:10 PH TILL: 2
OPERARTOR: RJINESH TRANS: 431
R¥AAARARRXXX%F YOUR ITENHS m%xssAmasXxxxx
ilens Vodka £2.99
1 Item Total Sold £2.99
FARREEERAREEXAX PAYMENT XXAXKEX XX RAXRKA*X
Total £2.99
Cash ~£2.99

“hange £3 00
RERERRANF @ A RHRERHN
% Duplicate Copy ¥
FRERHE AR IR AR

VAT HO: 835745603
Thank you for shopping with us

T
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Employee Training

Course Title : Sale of Alcohol

Key Points :

e Any sale of Alcohol Between the hours of 23:00 and 02:00 the day
following shall be made by credit or debit card only .

» Nosingle cans or Bottles of beer, lager or ciders shall be sold at tha

Drenmises.

[N

e No beers, lager or ciders greater than 5.5% ABV shall be sold at the
nremises.,
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