
LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE – 24th April 2017 

The Application 

This is an application by Surrey Police under section 51 of the Licensing Act 2003 for a review of the 
premises licence held by Mr Manmeet Grover relating to Grover Convenience Store Ltd, 126 Frimley 
Road, Camberley, GU15 2QN.  Relevant Representation were received from another “responsible 
authority” namely Surrey Safeguarding and Children's Service.  No representations were made by 
any other persons. 

At the hearing of the application in attendance were: 

Mr D. Seekings (Surrey Heath Senior Licensing Officer) 

Mrs P. Barnshaw (Surrey Heath Licensing Administrative Officer) 

Mrs J. Harris-Hooton (Legal Advisor to the Committee) 

Ms K. Simpson (Democratic Services Officer) 

For the Applicant: 

Mr P. Savill (Barrister Representing Surrey Police) 

Mr R. Carnie (Police Licensing Officer) 

Mr G. Kendal (Surrey Police Drugs Expert Witness) 

Police Sergeant A. Luck 

Police Constable K. Miller 

For the Premises Licence Holder: 

Mr Panchal (Representing the Premise Licence Holder from Personal Licence Courses Ltd) 

Mr Manmeet Grover – Premise Licence Holder and Designated Premises Supervisor 

Mr Jasbeer Singh Kapoor – Joint Manager  

Responsible Authorities: 

Ms K Butler (Surrey County Council Child Employment) 

Evidence before the Sub-Committee 

Oral representations were made by Mr Savill stated that all four of the licensing objectives have 
been seriously undermined at this premises which were knowingly used for the sale of psychoactive 
substances.  He referred to the statement of Mr Kendall at Page 28 of the agenda which highlights 
the risk of psychoactive substances, specifically nitrous oxide on both a person’s health and to the 
general public.  Mr Savill went on to explain that on 29th June 2016, Mr Carnie, along with fellow 
Officers, attended the premises following information that the premises were selling nitrous oxide 
capsules.  At this time, the law on the sale of psychoactive substances had recently changed. The 
premises admitted to selling nitrous oxide capsules and the Police gave a firm warning on the future 
conduct at the premises.  Following further complaints, on the 9th February 2017 the Police 



conducted a test purchase to buy nitrous oxide capsules.  Upon arrive, the sales assistant as the 
premises informed the police that they has sold out of capsules but more would be available later in 
the afternoon.  The Officers returned in the afternoon and successfully bought a box of capsules.  
The sale assistant was subsequently arrested that day.  On returning the next day, 10th February 
2017 to speak to the Manager, Mr Hashmeet Kapoor, the Police found that the premises were still 
selling the capsules.  Mr Savill surmised that both Mr Hashmeet Kapoor and Mr Grover have allowed 
the premises to be used for large scale criminal activity.  The number of capsules seized on these 
two days was 2,976.   As the Designated Premises Supervisor (DPS), Mr Grover should be in day to 
day control of the premises and therefore knows or ought to know what is happening within these 
premises.  If he is ignorant of the activities, that is a complete failure in the role as the DPS.   

Mr Savill explained that shortly after the review application was submitted, Mr Manmeet submitted 
an application to transfer the Licence and the DPS to Mr Hashmeet Kapoor.  The Police objected to 
this application and Mr Grover withdrew the paperwork.  Mr Savill argued that this further highlights 
that Mr Grover has taken no responsibility for the premises in either of his roles.   Mr Savill explained 
that currently a subsequent application to change the Premises Licence Holder and DPS has been 
submitted to the Licensing Authority, this time to transfer to Mr Jasbeer Kapoor, the father of Mr 
Hasmeet Kapoor.  Again the Police have objected.   Mr Savill asked Mr Jasbeer Kapoor to confirm 
that he had verbally confirmed to Mr Carnie that whilst the licences would both be in his name, it 
would in fact, still be his son operating the business.  Mr Savill concluded that in this instance, the 
modification of conditions would not help and that the removal of the designated premises 
supervisor would not make any difference to the current operation of the business.  He went further 
to state that suspension would not meet the gravity of the situation and that the Police insist that 
the only appropriate response to this application is revocation of the licence. 

Councillor Valerie White asked Mr Savill why revoking the premises licence would stop the sale of 
drugs.  Mr Savill responded that whilst the Licensing sub-committee are concerned with alcohol and 
not psychoactive substances, the two are related and Parliament is very concerned about the 
relationship between both.  He argued that this is evidenced by the inclusion of psychoactive 
substance offences to the list of Relevant Offences for Personal Licences, indicating that the 
purchase of both alcohol and psychoactive substances usually occur together. 

Councillor Pat Tedder asked is there now a refusals book at the premises since the failed alcohol test 
purchase?  Mr Carnie responded stating that there is a refusals book but it is not kept up to date.  
Mr Panchal was asked to comment on this and stated that the premise use an EPOS system 
(Electronic Point of Sale system) and that had Mr Carnie asked, the system would have been able to 
supply information of refusals.  Mr Carnie then states that he had issued a training package to the 
premises and this contained a refusals log.  This was not kept up to date and when he last asked to 
see it, the person working the tills had not mentioned that there was an EPOS system used so 
consequently, it was not checked. 

Councillor Tedder then asked whether there had been any other underage sales since 2015, Mr 
Carnie responded that there had been no other known incidents but a subsequent test purchase at 
the premises was passed. 

Oral representations were then made by Mr Panchal who addressed the committee and stated that 
since 2014 when the licence was granted all the licence conditions are in place and a subsequent 
test purchase has been passed since the 2015 failure.  He explained that Mr Grover owns 2 or 3 
other premises and the training is up to date in all the premises.  The training is provided by Personal 



Licence Courses Ltd, the firm Mr Panchal is employed by.  Mr Panchal then confirmed that Mr 
Grover sold this premise to Mr Jasbeer Kapoor and there is a management contract in place 
between the two parties.  On the 30th March 2017, the applications to transfer the licence 
documents were completed.  Mr Panchal confirmed that the police did issue a warning in 2016.  Mr 
Panchal requested that the Committee modify the conditions on the licence to include a condition 
that Mr Hashmeet Kapoor will not be involved in the running of the business at all and to impose a 
suspension of one week to enable further training to be put into place. 

Councillor White stated that the original licence conditions included a condition about training in 
wanted to know why it has seemingly not been done. Mr Panchal explained that Mr Kapoor received 
training when he was applying for this personal licence.  He did not expand as to whether 
subsequent training had been carried out 

Councillor Tedder asked Mr Panchal to explain how an EPOS system works.  Mr Grover answered 
and stated that if an individual is purchasing an age restricted product, when it is scanned, the EPOS 
system will require the sales assistant to approve the age of the individual prior to the purchase 
being completed. Councillor Tedder commented that if it holds such electronic information, it was a 
shame this was not passed to the police when they requested it.  Mr Grover agreed that it was a 
shame that the sales assistant who was working the day Mr Carnie checked the refusals log didn’t 
pass this one and that he wasn’t present at the time to assist.  Mr Grover commented that he didn’t 
know why the training manual was not available that day. 

Mr Carnie added that regardless of what age verification system is in place, if it’s not complied with, 
it is worthless and that on the day of the failed test purchase, the sales assistant overrode the 
process.  Mr Panchal stated that whilst this was the case, the sales assistant subsequently lost their 
job for this incident.   

Councillor Bill Chapman asked Mr Panchal whether the transfer forms had been resubmitted and Mr 
Panchal confirmed they had.  Mr Panchal reiterated that Mr Hashmeet Kapoor has been prosecuted 
for selling the nitrous oxide capsules and will not be involved with the business.  The application to 
transfer the premises licence and designated premises supervisor are both in the name of Mr 
Jasbeer Kapoor, Mr Hashmeet Kapoor’s father. 

Councillor White asked where the CCTV was positioned within the premise, Mr Grover confirmed 
that there were 14 – 16 cameras within the premise and there were no areas within the premise 
which are not covered. 

Councillor Chapman stated that it was evident that the management contract was not being 
followed and asked Mr Grover when he became aware of this.  Mr Grover stated that the first time 
he was made aware of any incidents within the premise were when he was contacted by Mr Carnie.     

Councillor Chapman then asked whether Ms Butler wished make representations to the Committee.  
Ms Butler confirmed that the representation stood and that she was attending on behalf of Surrey 
safeguarding and children’s services and added that she also had concerns on the ability of staff to 
override the age verification system if they are not trained properly. 

Mr Savill was asked whether he wished to ask any questions of the Premises licence holder, he asked 
whether the ownership of the premises had been changed yet.  Mr Grover stated yes, the new lease 
holder is now Mr Jasbeer Kapoor.  Mr Savill requested a copy of the management contract and 
commented that both Mr Jasbeer Kapoor and Mr Hashmeet Kapoor where named on it.  It was 



dated 17th December 2015 and Mr Savill argued that since both parties were named in this contract, 
it was right to assume that Mr Jasbeer Kapoor was aware, or should have been aware of the 
activities taking place within the premise. 

Mr Savill was then asked to sum up the applicants case.  He stated that the Committee needed to 
decide whether the licensing objectives are being promoted or undermined and that it was his 
submission that they are being gravely undermined.  He concluded that looking to the future 
management of the premise, this is to be the father of the son who has been convicted and his 
obligations under the licence are currently being flouted and not adhered to.  Consequently the 
Committee should revoke the licence. 

Mr Panchal was then asked to summarise his case, and again reiterated that Mr Hashmeet Kapoor 
will not be related to the business and the licence should be suspended for a period of one week to 
allow training to take place.  A refusal book is now in place as is an incident book.  Mr Panchal 
referred the Committee to the case of Westminster v Altitude where the licence was revoked by the 
Licensing Committee, the decision of which was overturned on appeal.- 

The Decision 

The Licensing Act encourages us to view our powers and responsibilities in the light of the 
community as a whole. The regime under the Act has a light touch approach to regulation and we 
carry out functions with a view to promoting the licensing objectives, having regard to the statutory 
guidance and to the Statement of Licensing Policy. 

We received legal advice that our role at the review was to focus upon factual evidence, establish 
the causes of concern and have regard to action that was appropriate and proportionate for the 
promotion of the licensing objectives within section 52, our role is not to establish the guilt or 
innocence of any individual as set out in paragraph 11.24 of the March 2015 guidance.  We also 
received advice on paragraphs 10.25 and 10.26 of the statutory guidance which deal with the sale 
and use of new psychoactive substances at licensed premises such as off-licenses and paragraphs 
11.24 – 11.28 which deal with reviews arising in connection with crime.   Paragraph 11.28 specially 
refers to where reviews arise and the licensing authority determines that the crime prevention 
objective is being undermined through the premises being used to further crimes, it is expected that 
revocation of the licence, even in the first instance, should be seriously considered. 

We also received a summary of the case Westminster v Altitude.  We noted that upon appeal, the 
decision of Westminster City Council was overturned; however, we felt that this case was 
substantially different and the facts of Westminster could not be compared. 

We took note of the oral and written evidence presented to us as well as the statutory guidance 
under section 182 of the Licensing Act 2003 and the Council’s Statement of Licensing Policy.  We 
considered that the evidence strongly suggests that many of the conditions, including the 
requirement for an incident log to be kept and maintained, as well as the requirement for effective 
training have not been have not been adhered to.  We decide that that the condition proposed by 
Mr Panchal that Mr Hashmeet Kapoor be banned from the premises was also insufficient due to the 
nature of management contract and that Mr Jasbeer Kapoor is also his father and would be running 
the premises, enforceability would be problematic. 



 We have had regard as to whether modifying the conditions is appropriate in accordance with the 
Statutory Guidance and the Councils Statement of Licensing Policy and we have decided doing so 
would not promote the licensing objectives.   

We discussed whether the removal of the Designated Premises Supervisor, Mr Manmeet, would be 
sufficient.  Given that the lease has been transferred to Mr Jasbeer Kapoor and the management 
contract shows that both Mr Hashmeet Kapoor and Mr Jasbeer Kapoor has equal roles in the day to 
day management of the premises since December 2015, it was also decided that this option would 
be inadequate.   

Whilst suspension of the licence was considered, we felt that ours concerns would not be sufficiently 
addressed and would therefore not be appropriate and proportionate for the promotion of the 
licensing objectives. 

We believe that the continuous sale of nitrous oxide at the premises has led to the serious 
undermining of the licensing objectives.   The further steps of modifying the conditions, removing 
the designated premises supervisor and suspending the licence are in this case not sufficient and we 
feel that we the only option available to us is to revoke the premise licence. 

Right to Appeal 

If the Applicant or any other person having made a representations is dissatisfied with this decision 
he or she may appeal against the decision to Guildford Magistrates Court, Mary Road, Guildford, 
Surrey, GU1 4PS within the period of 21 days beginning with the day on which he or she was notified 
by the licensing authority of the decision appealed against. 


