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Proposal to amend the Licensing Act 2003 to simplify the procedures for
Licensing Statements; Interim Authority Notices and Reinstatements on Transfer; and Temporary Event Notices.
A response from CCPR
Introduction 
CCPR is the national alliance of governing and representative bodies of sport and recreation.  Our 300 members represent 150,000 clubs across the UK and some 8 million regular participants.  CCPR exists to promote the role of sport and recreation in healthy and active lifestyles, to encourage a policy and regulatory environment in which sport from grassroots through to elite level can flourish, and to provide high quality services to help its members to continually improve and progress.  

In the context of this consultation, CCPR represents those sports whose clubs own or lease club-houses and are likely to have club premises certificates. The majority of these will be bowls, cricket, golf, rowing, rugby and tennis clubs.  CCPR estimates that there are around 8,500 sports clubs with club premises certificates. These clubs are not-for-profit voluntary organisations, managed by a committee of dedicated volunteers. Their primary purpose is to enable individuals to participate in healthy sport and recreation. Whilst some may utilise paid staff (primarily part-time) to manage their facilities, many rely entirely upon volunteers. CCPR therefore welcomes all efforts to reduce the regulatory burden on such clubs and the volunteers that run them.
CCPR’s responses to the specific consultation questions are given below:
Question G1: Do you consider that any, or all, of the proposed simplification measures can be achieved by non-legislative means? 
No
Question G2: Do you consider that any of the simplification measures is of constitutional significance? 
No

Question A1: Do you agree that the existing requirement to review licensing statements every three years should be removed? Yes Do you agree that the existing requirement to review licensing statements every three years should be removed? 
Yes

Question A2: Do you agree that the existing requirement for LAs to consult all statutory consultees for all revisions should be replaced by a requirement for the LA to consult those statutory consultees that will be affected by the proposed revision. 
Yes

Question A3: Do you agree that the proposal to remove the requirement to review licensing statements every three years and require LAs to consult only relevant statutory consultees is proportionate to the policy objective? 
Yes

Question A4: Do you agree that the proposal to remove the requirement to review licensing statements every three years and require LAs to consult only relevant statutory consultees strikes a fair balance? 
Yes

Question A5: Do you agree that the proposal to remove the requirement to review licensing statements every three years and require LAs to consult only relevant statutory consultees does not remove any necessary protection? 
Yes

Question A6: Do you agree that the proposal to remove the requirement to review licensing statements every three years and require LAs to consult only relevant statutory consultees does not prevent any person from continuing to exercise any right or freedom which that person might reasonably expect to continue to exercise? 
Yes

Question B1: Do you agree that the period during which an Interim Authority Notice can be issued should be extended to 28 consecutive days? 
Yes

Question B2: Do you agree that the period during which a Reinstatement of Licence on Transfer can be applied for should be extended to 28 consecutive days? 
Yes

Question B3: Do you agree that the period during which the police may cancel an IAN should be changed to two working days? 
Yes

Question B4: Do you think that the interim authority period should be extended to three months? 
Yes

Question B5: Do you agree that the Government’s proposal to amend the deadlines for IAN and RTs is proportionate to the policy objective? 
Yes

Question B6: Do you agree that the proposal to amend the deadlines for IAN and RTs strikes a fair balance? 
Yes

Question B7: Do you agree that the proposal to amend the deadlines for IAN and RTs will not remove any necessary protections? 
Yes

Question B7(2): Do you agree that the proposal to amend the deadlines for IAN and RTs does not prevent any person from exercising a right that might reasonably expect to continue to exercise? 
Yes

Question C1: Do you agree that the police should be able to decide (at their discretion) to permit licensed activities under a late TEN, by issuing a confirmation to the licensing authority? 
Yes

Question C2: Do you agree that the latest a TEN may be confirmed by the police should be three working days before the proposed event commences? 
Yes

Question C3: Do you think that a police confirmation should be issued within two working days of receiving the TEN? 
Yes

Question C4: Do you agree that the period during which the police can issue an objection to a TEN should be changed to two working days? 
Yes

Question C5: Do you consider that the period during which the police can issue an objection to a TEN should be extended to three working days? 
No

CCPR believes that the key issue at stake between 2 days and 3 days is not the length of time required to risk assess a Temporary Event, but the ability of the individual police force to schedule this work amongst its other responsibilities. Changing the notice period from 48 hours to 2 working days substantially assists with this (on the assumption that 2 working days must fall between a Monday and a Friday). CCPR supports the view in the consultation document that extending the police notice period to three working days would add an extra day of uncertainty for the applicant without significantly enhancing the ability of the police to schedule their work.

Question C6: Do you agree that the proposal to allow the police to issue a ‘confirmation’ of a TEN issued out of time and to change the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to two working days is proportionate to the policy objectives? 

Yes

Question C7: Do you consider that the extension of the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to three working days would be proportionate to the policy objectives? 

Yes. Nonetheless whilst this proposal may be proportionate to the policy objectives, CCPR does not believe it is necessary to enable police to schedule an appropriate risk assessment.

Question C8: Do you agree that the proposal to allow the police to issue a ‘confirmation’ of a TEN issued out of time and to change the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to two working days strikes a fair balance? 

Yes.

Question C9: Do you consider that the extension of the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to three working days would strike a fair balance? 

No. CCPR believes that the added uncertainty for the licence holder is greater than the benefit to the police.

Question C10: Do you agree that the proposal to allow the police to issue a ‘confirmation’ of a TEN issued out of time and to change the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to two working days or three working days does not remove any necessary protections? 
Yes

Question C11: Do you agree that the proposal to allow the police to issue a ‘confirmation’ of a TEN issued out of time and to change the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to two working days does not prevent any person from continuing to exercise any right which that person might reasonably expect to continue to exercise? 
Yes

Question C12: Do you consider that the extension of the deadline for the police to object to a TEN to three working days would not prevent any person from continuing to exercise any right which that person might reasonably expect to continue to exercise? 
Yes 

Question SG1: Does this draft Guidance provide sufficient advice to assist licensing authorities in their administration of the Licensing Act? 
Yes

Conclusion

CCPR welcomes this opportunity to reduce the regulatory burden on licence holders in relation to the issues outlined above. Should you wish to discuss this further please contact:

Andrew Hanson

Head of Policy

CCPR

Tel: 020 7976 3902

Email: ahanson@ccpr.org.uk
26 January 2010
