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The Chairman (Councillor Cossens) welcomed everyone to the meeting, made introductory 
remarks and stated that he wished to give an equal amount of time to both the applicants and the 
objectors to make their cases. He proposed 30 minutes for each side. 
There was then short period of time when the list of objectors who wished to speak was compiled 
and it was also agreed by the Chairman that Councillor S A Honeywood, a local Ward Member, 
would speak on behalf of all Tendring District Councillors who were present in the public gallery. 
 
The Council’s Licensing Manager (Karen Townshend) then gave a verbal summary of the written 
report and advised that the Sub-Committee had before it, for its consideration, as set out in item 
A.1 of the Report of the Corporate Director (Operational Services), an application for the Grant of a 
Premises Licence at Holland Football Club, The Clubhouse, Dulwich Road, Holland-on-Sea. 
 
Section 2.2 of the written report set out the original proposed opening hours for the premises which 
were:- 
 
Mondays to Thursdays – 1000 to 0030 hours 
Fridays and Saturdays – 1000 to 0230 hours 
Sundays – 1000 to 0130 hours 
 
However, following concerns raised, on the application as a whole, by the Council’s Environmental 
Services, being a Responsible Authority, Mr Sorrell, the Chairman of Holland Football Club had 
agreed to make the following amendments to the application (as set out in Section 2.3 of the 
report):- 
 
Regulated Entertainment for the Outside Areas 
 
Mondays to Thursdays – 1100 to 2200 hours 
Fridays and Saturdays – 1100 to 2300 hours 
Sundays – 1100 to 2200 hours 
 
Premises Closing Times 
 
Mondays to Thursdays – 0030 hours 
Fridays and Saturdays – 0130 hours 
Sundays – 0030 hours 
 
The Council’s Environmental Services Section had confirmed that they would have no objection to 
those amended hours. 
 
The Licensing Manager made the Sub-Committee aware that, since the aforementioned 
agreement with Environmental Services, Mr Sorrell had further revised the proposed opening 
hours after taking into consideration the objections raised by local residents. Those further 
amended opening hours were as follows:- 
 
Mondays to Thursdays – 1100 to 2300 hours 
Fridays and Saturdays – 1100 to 0000 hours 
Sundays – 1100 to 2300 hours 
 



The Licensing Manager then reported that the proposed licensable activities applied for by the 
applicant were before Members in Sections 3.1 to 3.5 of the written report.  
The applicant had stated the steps that they proposed to take to promote the statutory Licensing 
Objectives within their Operating Schedule and these were detailed in Sections 4.1 to 4.5 inclusive. 
 
The Sub-Committee was informed that a petition had been submitted by Holland Football Club 
showing 320 persons in support of the application and 17 individual letters of support had been 
received in relation to this application. 
 
Members were further informed that 147 letters of representation/objection had been received in 
relation to this application. 
 
It was reported that no other Responsible Authorities had made representations on the application. 
 
The Sub-Committee had before it for its information the relevant extracts from the Council’s 
Statement of Licensing Policy in respect of planning considerations and the statutory ‘Prevention of 
Public Nuisance’ Licensing Objective. 
  
Members also had before them for their assistance the relevant paragraphs from the Home 
Office’s Section 182 Guidance that accompanied the Licensing Act 2003 in respect of the following 
– 
 
(1) Prevention of Public Nuisance; 
(2) Prevention of Crime and Disorder; and 
(3) Planning and Building Control. 
 
The Chairman asked if anyone had any questions that they would like to ask the Licensing 
Manager following her summary of the written report. There were no questions asked. 
 
David Davies, appearing on behalf of the applicant, then addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) outlined how applicant had reduced the hours applied for on two occasions in response to 

the concerns raised through the consultation process; 
(2) stated that alcohol would only be served in a small part of the premises namely the Hall 

(which was 7m by 8m in size); 
(3) confirmed that the main purpose was not to service the sale of alcohol per se it was merely 

ancillary by subsidising the cost of the facilities provided to local football teams which was 
the primary function of Holland Football Club; 

(4) stated that under the previous licence at the premises it had run for 12 years without any 
recorded complaints and that this new application did not seek anything different to the 
previous licence; 

(5) stated that the new clubhouse was 50m further away from residential property than the 
previous demolished clubhouse; 

(6) acknowledged that there had been parking problems in the past which had caused nuisance 
to local residents but stated there was now a bigger up to 85 space car park which should 
alleviate those problems; 

(7) drew the Sub-Committee’s attention to other sports and recreation clubs in the District which 
had licensed premises and had later opening hours to that being proposed in this application; 

(8) reminded the Sub-Committee that Holland Football Club offered an excellent much needed 
facility for children to play sport; 

(9) stated that the applicant had responded positively to the objections raised;  
(10) stated that the this premises would in no way become a ‘night spot’ seeking to attract people 

from Clacton Town Centre for a late night drink; and 
(11) informed the Sub-Committee that the Football Club had a stringent management plan; was 

working in consultation with Environmental Services; that bar staff would be fully trained and 
that there would be a policy in place that anyone who appeared to be under the age of 25 
would be challenged to produce photo ID. 

 
Mr Davies then called as a witness, Leigh Whyte, the Treasurer at Holland Football Club who read 
out a short statement outlining the purpose and management structure of the Club and confirming 
that they were merely seeking to have the same permissions as the previous licence. 
 



Mr Davies then called as a witness, Colin Sargeant who was the local Essex County Councillor 
(Clacton East Division). County Councillor Sargeant addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) agreed that he had objected to the original application as the hours being sought were 

‘frankly ridiculous’. However, he was pleased that the Football Club had then responded to 
the objections raised and had reduced the proposed hours; 

(2) stated that Holland Football Club was a much needed facility in the community; sports and 
recreation clubs could be a hub of local life and that sports clubs could help make a 
difference in the fight against childhood and adult obesity; 

(3) referred to other licensed premises in Holland-on-Sea that had later licensed hours; 
(4) stated that the hall where alcohol would be served could only seat 36 people; 
(5) advocated holding open days for local residents to visit the premises and be able to raise any 

concerns/complaints etc. with the Club management; 
(6) stated that the Club car park had increased considerably in size which would ease parking 

problems and he also stated that he would support a residents’ parking scheme in that 
location;  

(7) stated that he hoped that local residents would become members of the Club; and 
(8) stated that the proposed hours were proportionate and appropriate in that location. 
 
Mr Davies then called as a witness Tony Rulten, who was representing the Holland Residents’ 
Association (HRA). Mr Rulten addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) stated that the HRA had opposed the initial application but had decided to enter into 

discussions with the applicant and that the HRA were pleased that the proposed hours had 
now been reduced to those previously enjoyed at the premises. 

(2) stated that the new car park would ease the previous car parking problems; 
(3) stated that there had not been any problems at the premises under the previous licence; 
(4) stated that the HRA were now happy to support the application; 
(5) stated that on a site visit the HRA committee had been impressed with the Club’s facilities 

and had noted the smallness of the hall; and 
(6) stated that the purpose of the bar was merely to provide an additional source of income to 

help the Club subsidise its future plans. 
Albert Buckle, an objector, asked how many people would be using the outside of the premises as 
he had heard a figure of 2,000. Mr Davies replied that for an event of that size the Club would need 
to apply for, and have granted, a Temporary Event Notice. Also, given the size of the premises an 
event of that size would be extremely unlikely. 
 
David Rose, an objector, stated that the applicant’s noise and nuisance action plan referred in 
several places to outside music and asked if the position could be confirmed? Mr Davies replied 
that the tarmac access road would reduce traffic noise; the installation of a close boarded fence 
would attenuate the noise of outside music and a noise limiter on amplified music would also bring 
noise levels down. 
 
Councillor S A Honeywood, a local Ward Member, questioned why so many of the signatories on 
the petition supporting the application were from people who lived outside the District. Ms Whyte 
replied that visitors from football teams from outside the District who had played matches at 
Holland Football Club had shown their support by signing the petition. The Licensing Manager also 
reminded the Sub-Committee that The Police Reform and Social Responsibility Act 2011 had 
removed from the Licensing Act 2003 the specific reference for representations to be made by 
‘interested parties’ and had also removed the requirement that representations could only be 
accepted from persons living in the ‘vicinity’ of the premises concerned, or who had for example, a 
business in the ‘vicinity’ of the premises, and had substituted instead that representations could be 
made and accepted by the Licensing Authority from ‘other persons’. 
 
Mr Buckle drew attention to the fact that there had been no mention of live music events on the 
header of the ‘supporting’ petition and asked whether all of the petition had been accepted by the 
Council given that, in his view, some at least had been submitted after the deadline for the 
submission of representations. The Licensing Manager confirmed that some of the petition had 
been accepted and another part had been rejected as it had been received ‘out of time’. 
 



Councillor Cossens asked County Councillor Sargeant why he had changed his mind on the 
application. County Councillor Sargeant replied that it was due to the fact that the applicant had 
reduced the hours being sought. 
 
Councillor V E Guglielmi asked what music would be played at the premises. Ms Whyte replied 
that it would be ordinary disco music. There would be rubber mats placed under the speakers to 
absorb noise and, in addition, the speakers would face out on to the football pitch and away from 
the nearest properties. 
 
Councillor Cossens asked who would set the levels on the noise limiter. Mr Davies replied that this 
would be done by Environmental Services who were in discussions with the applicant. 
 
Councillor V E Guglielmi stated that the figure of 2,000 attendees at the premises was very 
alarming. Mr Davies stated that he did not know where that figure had come from and, in any case, 
the premises could not accommodate such a number on such a small site. He speculated whether 
the figure was a reference to the recent Easter Festival when there could have been such a 
number of people spread across the whole of the Eastcliff Playing Fields site. 
 
Councillor S A Honeywood, on behalf of herself and Councillors Broderick, King and Winfield 
addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) stated that this was the wrong location for a venue selling alcohol and playing music; 
(2) stated that the noise of people leaving the venue late at night would be unacceptable to local 

residents; 
(3) stated that if the licence was granted the Football Club would become more akin to a night 

club; and 
(4) stated that if the application was to be granted then the hours should be reduced further and 

that the premises should be sound proofed and have an air conditioning system installed in 
order that all doors and windows could then be kept closed. 

 
Mr Buckle then addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) stated that if the licence was to be granted then the premises could sell alcohol for up to 13 

hours a day and more than half the hours in a week and would resemble a night club; 
(2) stated that this would be against the ethos of the new housing development on Gainsford 

Gardens which was primarily for the retired; 
(3) stated that this would cause parking problems and noise from late night traffic; 
(4) raised concern about the effect on users of the local children’s play area and residents from 

noise and bad language caused by excessive drinking; and 
(5) stated that this would lead to anti-social behaviour and the subsequent involvement of Essex 

Police. 
 
Oaky Ibrahim, an objector, then addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) stated that there was lots of noise and disturbance caused by the current use of the premises 

for football matches etc; 
(2) reiterated that most of the local residents were retired; 
(3) stated that he feared that this licence would lead to an escalation of current noise nuisance; 

and 
(4) stated that this location was meant to be a recreation ground and a football club and not a 

venue for alcohol. 
 
Mr S Hewer, an objector, then addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) stated that the football club was a good community asset but that he was concerned that 

there would be frequent noise disturbance from outside music as the sound would travel 
across the recreation ground. He could already hear everything that happened during the 
football matches now; 

(2) stated that he wanted the outside speakers and live music to be not permitted; 
(3) stated that he did not want the amenity use of his garden to be disturbed; 
(4) stated that he did not believe that the use of the premises and noise levels would be 

monitored; and 



(5) stated that he feared that the premises would become a night club. 
 
Mr Rose, then addressed the Sub-Committee and:- 
 
(1) stated that whilst he supported the football club he was objecting to any outside music events 

in this residential area where the nearest houses were very close to the premises; 
(2) stated that he did not believe the close boarded fence would prevent noise disturbance as 

outside events at The Roaring Donkey Public House and even from Clacton Pier could be 
clearly heard when carried on the wind and so local residents would definitely be affected by 
outside music at this premises;  

(3) stated that he was concerned to hear that there would be a 500 seater stand erected by the 
Football Club; and 

(4) pointed out that many of those people supporting the application did not live in the vicinity of 
the premises. 
 

Mr Davies asked Mr Rose where he had got the information about the 500 seater stand; had he 
seen that first hand; was he aware that the plan was for two 50 seater stands and that in any case 
that would be a planning matter and not for the Sub-Committee to consider as part of its 
deliberations. 
 
Mr Rose replied that he had not seen the information himself but had been told by others that it 
was on the Football Club’s website. He also said that he was thinking ahead to the problems that 
would be caused by an increase in visitors. 
 
Mr Davies then asked Mr Rose if he had experienced any nuisance that he had formally recorded 
with the Council. 
 
Mr Rose replied that he had not but that was the past and he was now talking about this 
application. 
 
Mr Davies asked Mr Buckle in what way did he think that this premises would be conducive to 
become a night club and that he was in fact indulging in speculation. 
 
Mr Buckle replied that he was not familiar with night clubs but that he believed that the playing of 
music, such as rock music, until midnight would resemble a night club.  
 
Mr Davies asked Mr Ibrahim to confirm that he had heard swearing and raised voices from the 
football pitch but not from the premises itself. 
 
Mt Ibrahim confirmed this but stated that the granting of this application would escalate noise 
disturbance as more people would equal more noise would equal more noise nuisance. He further 
stated that there was no need for a bar at the premises to attract more outside users. If the Club 
needed extra funds then this should come from the existing users/members of the Club 
themselves.  
 
Mr Davies put it to Mr Ibrahim that many parents of the children playing in the Football Club’s youth 
teams would not have the disposable income to subsidise the Club and that many other Football 
Clubs found alternative ways of raising funds. Did Mr Ibrahim want a blanket ban on the sale of 
alcohol at the premises? 
 
Mr Ibrahim replied that the Club was deliberately looking for outsiders to use the premises – that 
he lived there, that he was being disturbed and that he was a victim of this application. 
 
Councillor Guglielmi asked the objectors if it was the provision of outside music that they were 
principally objecting to which the collective answer was ‘Yes’. 
 
Councillor Henderson asked the Licensing Manager if a large scale event was held at the premises 
– would that need permission? 
 
The Licensing Manager replied that Yes, the premises would need to apply for and be granted, a 
Temporary Event Notice which would be consulted on with the Responsible Authorities such as 
Essex Police.  



 
Councillor Guglielmi asked the objectors if they were aware that a football club and recreation 
ground was in the vicinity when they moved in to their respective properties to which the collective 
answer was ‘Yes’. 
 
Councillor S A Honeywood made a closing statement in which she reiterated that no outside music 
should be allowed at this premises; that the premises should be sound proofed and that no doors 
or windows should be permitted to be opened when the premises was being used for a licensable 
activity.  
 
Mr Davies then made a closing statement in which he pointed out that a football club in some 
shape or other had existed at this location for thirty years with no formal complaints having been 
made to the authorities. The applicants in making this application had made efforts to reduce any 
nuisance caused, for example, by enlarging the car park in order to reduce the parking on nearby 
residential streets. The applicants were consulting with Environmental Services with regard to the 
noise limiter and pointed out that, as a Responsible Authority, Environmental Services could take 
action in the future if there were to be any noise problems. He stated again that the applicant had 
responded positively to the concerns of objectors and that they would be willing to hold open days 
at the premises to hear and to respond to any concerns local residents may have. He pointed out 
again that if the applicant wanted to hold any major event at the premises then they would need to 
have the benefit of a Temporary Event Notice.  
 
Councillor Cossens asked the Licensing Manager that if the licence was to be granted and there 
was a future problem at the premises what would be the statutory process. 
 
The Licensing Manager replied that if there was an alleged breach of the licence conditions then 
an investigation would be undertaken by the Licensing Section, which could also involve 
Environmental Services and Essex Police if necessary; that evidence would be gathered from all 
interested parties and that if required the licence would be brought before the Sub-Committee for a 
formal review or if, more appropriate, a prosecution in the Magistrates Court would be undertaken. 
 
The Sub-Committee, the Council’s Solicitor and the Committee Services Manager then withdrew 
from the meeting in order for the Sub-Committee to consider the application and reach a decision. 
 
After a period of time the Sub-Committee, the Council’s Solicitor and the Committee Services 
Manager then returned to the meeting. 
 
The Chairman of the Sub-Committee informed all parties present that, due to the amount of 
evidence that they needed to consider and the various considerations that needed to be taken into 
account, the Sub-Committee was not able to reach a decision at this time. 
 
The Chairman stated that therefore the Sub-Committee would make its determination within the 
period of five working days beginning with the day on which this hearing had been held in 
accordance with Regulation 26(2) of The Licensing Act 2003 (Hearings) Regulations 2005. All 
interested parties would then be informed of the decision in writing. 
 
The Chairman then formally closed the meeting. 
  
 

 The meeting was declared closed at 4.10 pm  
 



APPLICATION NO:  18/00213/PREMGR 
 

APPLICATION FOR THE GRANT OF A PREMISES’ LICENCE  
 

IN RESPECT OF HOLLAND FOOTBALL CLUB, THE CLUB HOUSE 
 

PREMISES ADDRESS: DULWICH ROAD, HOLLAND-ON-SEA, ESSEX 
 

1. Following the meeting on Thursday 24 May 2018 at the Council Chamber, Weeley the Sub-
committee decided to consider its decision at a later date, informing that parties that they would be 
notified within the 5 working days as required by the Licensing Act 2003 (Hearings) Regulations 
2005, reg. 26(2).  The Sub-Committee has given careful consideration to this application.  In 
reaching our decision, we have read the application and the additional papers, both for and against 
the application, and have taken into account the views expressed at this meeting by the applicant 
and its representatives, and the representations made by the residents and objectors, along with 
the Guidance issued by the Secretary of State and other matters set out in the Licensing 
Authority’s own Statement of Licensing Policy. 
 
2. The decision of the Sub-committee is to GRANT this application in full, and in accordance 
with the hours, days and licensable activities sought as set out at sections 3.1 to 3.5 inclusive in 
the report to this Sub-committee and subject to the imposition of certain conditions. 
 
3. In addition to any Mandatory conditions and any conditions that are consistent with the 
Operating Schedule the following conditions will apply in order to satisfy the relevant Licensing 
Objective. 
 
In respect of the Licensing Objective for the Prevention of Public Nuisance that prior to the 
operation of the licence, the applicant reaches agreement with the Council’s Pollution and 
Environmental Control Team on a “noise reduction plan” including the installation of a noise limiter 
and/or some way of managing the noise so that the levels, as set out in such a “noise reduction 
plan”, are not exceeded at any time.   
 
4. The Licensing Authority have to bear in mind the four licensing objectives when considering 
any application for an alcohol or other licensable activity licence, namely the Prevention of Crime 
and Disorder, the Prevention of Public Nuisance, Public Safety and the Protection of Children from 
Harm. With the promotion of those objectives in mind the Sub-committee have decided to grant 
this application, but with conditions in relation to noise. 
 
5. The applicant for a new premises licence was Holland Football Club (HFC), on whose 
behalf Mr Mark Sorrell had made the application and if the application were granted, would also be 
the designated premises supervisor. Mr Sorrell states that he holds a personal licence from 
Tendring District Council, although the number of that licence was not provided.  The application 
was signed by Mr Sorrell on 29 March 2018, and received by the Licensing Team on 6 April 2018.  
However, there was an omission and the form was returned to Mr Sorrell for completion, so that it 
was finally received on  10 April 2018.  Thereafter details of the application were advertised in 
accordance with the legislative requirements and the 28 day period of consultation commenced.   
 
6. Having received a number of objections and representations of support, the application 
became a contested application and a meeting of this Sub-committee to consider this new 
application was convened for Thursday 24 May 2018. 
 
7. The Sub-committee felt it regrettable that no member of the HFC appeared to have 
contacted the Council, either it’s Licensing Team or its Environmental Services Department, prior 
to making the application to discuss the nature of the proposed business, which contained 
significant changes from the previous “Club certificate” that the HFC had held for the old premises, 
and would if granted have been likely to have a significant impact upon the lives of those living 
around the club premises.  Had such contact been made and advice and guidance sought, then 
the applicant could have considered not only seeking support from people attending at the club 
premises, but could have spoken to members of the local community to see how the proposed 
hours and licenseable activities might impact upon them, and some consensus might have been 
reached on some, if not all, that was sought in the initial application.  Instead local residents were 



left with the idea, rightly or wrongly, that the Football Club were, in effect, seeking permission to 
run a “night club” style operation.   
 
8. These unfortunate circumstances were compounded as Mr Sorrell was on a pre-booked 
holiday at the date of the meeting and was therefore unable to attend in person, instead the 
Football Club was represented by Mr David Davies, and Ms Leigh Whyte, club treasurer.  A 
number of Tendring District Councillors attended the meeting including Cllr. Joy Broderick who 
declared an interest in the matter before the Sub-committee at the start of the meeting, and Cllr 
Sue Honeywood who would be speaking on behalf of those Councillors in attendance as well as 
some of the residents of the ward generally who had indicated that they objected to the application 
being granted.  A number of other objectors were also present of whom 4 indicated that they 
wished to speak.  
 
9. The Sub-committee noted the hours sought for the various licensable activities as 
contained in the original application, and that following some contact with the Environmental 
Services Department those hours were shortened.  Mr Sorrell initially agreed those times but then 
further revised the opening times after considering the objections raised by the local residents  
 
10. It is noted that, in general, the times sought vary so that the outdoor licensable activities 
would finish one hour before the same activity indoors. 
 
11. In respect of the licensable activities namely the “performance of live music”, the 
“performance of recorded music” and “anything of a similar description to live or recorded music” 
the applicant now proposes that these are licensed from 1100 on each day of the week, that on 
Mondays to Thursdays they finish indoors at 2300 and outdoors at 2200; on Fridays and Saturdays 
they finish at 0000, i.e, midnight, indoors and at 2300 outdoors; and on Sundays they finish indoors 
at 2300 and outdoors at 2200 (see sections 3.1 to 3.5 inclusive in the report). 
 
12. The over-riding concern for all the objectors were the outdoor licensable activities, and 
particularly in the evenings with most objectors referring to the premises as a “night club” or 
something similar.  Almost without exception those objecting to these times were concerned at the 
proximity of the premises to the residential properties, the way sound carries at night or late in the 
evening when all else is quiet, the amount of litter left following events at the premises and the 
limited measures being suggested to prevent public nuisance which this Council interprets in the 
widest sense  as to include, amongst other things, noise, litter, light, and anti-social behaviour.   
 
13. The Licensing policy also expects applicants to demonstrate in their operating schedule 
that suitable and sufficient measures have been identified and will be implemented and maintained 
to prevent public nuisance. In this application the measures put forward in respect of the 
Prevention of Public Nuisance are that “the premises will always be conducted in an orderly 
fashion and disorderly customers will be asked to leave the premises and not re-admitted.  
Announcements will be made for customers to respect neighbours whilst on the premises and 
leaving the premises.”. 
 
14. The Sub-committee also note that although the application states photo ID will be required 
where someone appears under 18, Mr Davies told the Sub-committee that photo ID will in fact be 
required from anyone who appears under 25 years of age. 
 
15. Both the applicant and it’s representatives today agree that the club premises are situated 
within a residential area, although they point out that the new building is approximately 50 metres 
further away from the nearest house than the previous, now demolished, building.  Mr Davies says 
he has visited the premises and improvements include a tarmaced road, rather than the pot-holed 
track that was the access to the previous building; a close boarded fence erected around part of 
the premises with the intention of reducing noise; and noise limiters to be placed at various 
locations within and around the premises.  However, no specific information was given about  the 
precise location of either the close boarded fence or where any noise limiters might be placed, or 
who would set any noise level controls, and in both of these respects the applicant will be required 
to reach agreement with the Council’s Pollution and Environmental Control Team so as to minimise 
the risk of noise nuisance to the surrounding residents. 
 



16. Mr Davies also advised the sub-committee that whereas people visiting the premises used 
to park in neighbouring roads, causing difficulties for local residents, parking at the premises has 
now been increased to 85 parking spaces. 
 
17. Whilst the Sub-committee note Mr Davies made the point that there had been no 
complaints about the conduct of the Football Club, any noise or other nuisance, it is noted that at 
that point in time the Club held a “club premises certificate” which only permits the sale of alcohol 
to club members or their guests, a very different type of licence to a “premises licence”.   
 
18. The Sub-committee were advised that the HFC is largely run by volunteers, and that the 
running costs of the club are in the region of £37,000 per annum. 
 
19. For the Councillors present as well as some of the objectors, Cllr Sue Honeywood read 
from a prepared statement highlighting the hours being sought by the FC as from 11 am through to 
midnight each night; that you would normally expect to find a nightclub in a town centre, not a 
residential area; and that revellers leaving would be slamming car doors and shouting to each  
other.   
 
20. The four objectors who had indicated that they wished to speak, then spoke.  All of them re-
iterated that this was a football club, not a nightclub; that it was situated in a residential area, and 
an area where there was a high proportion of elderly or retired residents who had either lived there 
for some years, or had moved there for the relative peace the area offers them; that the club had a 
high proportion of children using and frequenting it and that the sale of alcohol and the other 
licensable activities sought had no, or should have no, connection with children.  A number pointed 
out that many who signed the petition supporting the application did not actually live in Clacton and 
its environs, let alone in this particular area.  A number of the speakers indicated that in previous 
years they had been unable to enjoy their own premises as a result of the noise emanating from 
the club and had retreated indoors closing all the windows and doors, even in the summer months 
and one of the speakers confirmed he had previously complained to the Council about the noise 
and general disturbance: they were all concerned at the hours and days, and outdoor licensable 
activities sought by this application.  One of the speakers, when questioned by Mr Davies, said that 
he had had stones thrown at his house and that he lived right next door to the club. 
 
21. All in all the objectors were concerned at the hours sought by the FC and the licensable 
activities sought, particularly if they were to be held outdoors.   
 
22. Although not of direct relevance to this Sub-committee the question about the size of some 
stands was raised with one or more of the objectors suggesting that there was either an intention 
or a planning application for a 500 seater stadium, and that assuming 4 people to a car then, if that 
were the case a minimum of 125 car parking spaces would be necessary, so considerably more 
than the 85 now provided.  Mr Davies sought to reassure the objectors that, so far as he was 
aware, there were only 2 stands with 50 seats each, making a total of 100 seats.  Matters relating 
to the building of stands or installation of flood lights are matters that fall to be considered by the 
Planning Department although should a noise or light nuisance result from either then the matter 
could also be referred to the Environmental Services Department. 
 
23. A further question was asked about events that might be held at the premises where up to 
2000 people might be expected, and the Licensing Manager was able to confirm that if an event 
were planned with numbers of that order then a Temporary Event Notice would need to be applied 
for and in that case the Police and other interested parties would have the chance to comment 
upon it before it could be considered for grant or otherwise.  
 
24. Finally, the Sub-committee noted that Mr Davies, on behalf HFC, suggested that a number 
of open days might be held to allow HFC to welcome local residents to their premises and show 
them around in an effort to allay some of their fears and build bridges: we welcome that suggestion 
as a step in the right direction in building a good working relationship, not only with the Council but, 
importantly, the local residents.  
 
25. It is hoped that the additional condition will allow the FC to succeed whilst meeting the 
concerns of the local residents.  However, all parties should be aware that where concerns arise in 
relation to any of the four licensing objectives, it is open to them to apply for a review of the 



premises licence on proper grounds.  Further details concerning reviews, and what is required, can 
be found on the Council’s website.  
 
26. All parties who are aggrieved at the decision of the Sub-committee also have the right of 
appeal to the Magistrates’ Court. 
 
This decision was made on Wednesday 30 May 2018 and will be confirmed in writing to all parties.  
  
 


