
EAST AYRSHIRE LICENSING BOARD 
 

Minute of the meeting of East Ayrshire Licensing Board held within The Council Chambers on 
Tuesday 2 August 2011 at 10am 

 
SEDERUNT : Councillor J Buchanan, Councillor J Campbell, Councillor G Cree, 

Councillor J McGhee, Councillor N McGhee, Councillor J MacKay and 
Councillor H Ross. 
 

ATTENDING : Mr S McCall (Depute Clerk to the Licensing Board),  Chief Superintendent 
Thomson and Sergeant Menzies (Strathclyde Police), Mr I Hiles (Licensing 
Standards Officer), Mrs P Duncan and Ms S Gillies (Licensing Board 
Administrators).  
 

APOLOGIES : Councillor R Cunninghame, Councillor H Coffey and Councillor E 
Dinwoodie  

 
 
1.  SEDERUNT 
 

Noted. 
 
 
2.  APPLICATIONS 
 
   Consider applications received under the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 and the Gambling 

Act, 2005 – Appendix I. 
 
3.   PREMISES LICENCE REVIEW 
  

3.1 Review of premises licence for premises known as News Buster, 25 Titchfield Street, 
Kilmarnock following receipt of notice in terms of Section 36(3)(b) of the Licensing 
(Scotland) Act 2005 from the Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police. 

 
The Depute Clerk advised that a premises licence review application had been 
received in respect of premises known as News Buster, 25 Titchfield Street, 
Kilmarnock, from The Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police on the grounds that 
the premises licence holder had failed to comply with the licensing objectives, 
preventing crime and disorder and protecting children from harm. 
 
Muhammad Shahzad, the Premises Licence holder and Designated Premises 
Manager was present at the meeting. 
 
The hearing proceeded in accordance with the agreed procedure for hearings. 
 
Strathclyde Police were represented by Chief Superintendent Thomson who 
submitted that about 1820 hours on Friday 15 April 2011 police officers attended 
the Howard Park, Kilmarnock, after complaints were received of youths setting 
fires and smashing bottles within.  On arrival several youths were found who 
appeared under the influence of alcohol and under age. A male aged 16 was 
found to be in possession of a bottle of Sidekick. The male stated that about 1708 
hours he and his 16 year old friend had attended the subject premises where he 
had purchased a bottle of Sidekick and his friend two crates of Budweiser. They 
then attended the Howard Park, Kilmarnock where they met up with friends and 
consumed alcohol. The bottle of Sidekick was seized as a Production. Both stated 
that they had been served by the same male member of staff and had not been 



  

asked their age or for identification. Both males provided police with a statement 
and a description of the staff member who had served them. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson submitted that further enquiry identified a 24 
year old member of staff as the person who had sold the alcohol to the youths.  
CCTV from the premises were viewed by police officers which clearly showed 
the staff member serving both 16 year old youths without interrogating them for 
identification. The Designated Premises Manager, Muhammad Shahzad, was 
also within the premises at the time of sale. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson advised that Muhammad Shahzad was unable to 
burn a copy of this incident onto disc and therefore it was not available for 
viewing. The till receipt of the transactions was seized as a Production. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson further advised that a report had been submitted 
to the Procurator Fiscal with regard to the offences committed by Muhammad 
Shahzad and the member of staff but the case had still to be determined. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson further submitted that about 1920 hours on 
Saturday 7 May 2011 police officers were on uniform patrol in New Mill Road, 
Kilmarnock when they observed two youths aged 17 and 15, each in possession of 
a bottle of Buckfast Tonic Wine. The 17 year old stated that at about 1855 hours 
that day, he had purchase the two bottles of Buckfast and three packets of 
cigarettes from the subject premises. It was observed that the bottles were 
marked with the unique identification number UC117 which was the number 
allocated to the subject premises under the Bottle Marketing Initiative. 
Statements were obtained from the youths and the bottles seized as Productions. 
 
Officers then attended the subject premises and seized the till receipt showing the 
transaction totalling £19.38.  They viewed CCTV which clearly showed the 17 
year old enter the store and be served by the same 24 year old member of staff 
from the previous incident dated 15 April 2011. 
 
The Designated Premises Manager, Muhammad Shahzad was not present at the 
time of this incident. 
 
A report had been submitted to the Procurator Fiscal with regard to the offences 
allegedly committed by the member of staff and Muhammad Shahzad, but this 
case was still to be determined. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson stated that Muhammad Shahzad held a Personal 
Licence issued by City of Glasgow Council, No: GC04555. The 24 year old male 
member of staff was not the holder of a Personal Licence however, had 
undergone the statutory 2 hours training. 
 
It was Chief Superintendent Thomson’s submission that events detailed show 
that there had been a short fall in the duty of care, raising concerns for public 
safety and a total disregard for the Licensing Objectives, namely preventing 
crime and disorder and protecting children from harm. 
 
The Depute Clerk reminded Board Members that in terms of Section 38(4)(a)  of 
the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 it was a statutory requirement for Licensing 
Standards Officers to submit a report in respect of a premises licence review and 
Ian Hiles, LSO, reported as follows:- 
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The Transitional Premises Licence application submitted in terms of the 
Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 was lodged by Muhammad Anees of 169 
Kingsheath Avenue, Rutherglen, Glasgow.  Mr Anees was also the designated 
Premises Manager. 
 
An application for Transfer of Licence was lodged by Mr Anees in terms of 
Section 33 of the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 to transfer the Premises Licence 
to Muhammad Shahzad, and this was granted by the Clerk in terms of delegated 
authority on 7 July 2010.  Mr Anees continued to be employed as the designated 
Premises Manager as Mr Shahzad was not in possession of a Personal Licence. 
 
On receiving his Personal Licence from Glasgow City Council, Mr Shahzad 
lodged an application for Variation to substitute himself as Premises Manager 
and this was granted by the Clerk in terms of delegated authority on 28 
September 2010. 
 
The premises were visited on 24 August 2010.  The Premises Manager, Mr Anees 
was not available at that time.  Mr Shahzad was working and advised that Mr 
Anees was at the cash and carry.  He advised that he had recently lodged an 
application for Personal Licence with Glasgow City Council.  
 
Mr Hiles stated that at that visit it was noted that a small amount of alcohol was 
displayed outwith the approved area and Mr Shahzad was requested to remove 
the alcohol.  Mr Shahzad advised that the premises participated in the 
Strathclyde Police Bottle Marking Initiative, however on checking random 
bottles of alcohol it was found that none were marked up.  Mr Shahzad advised 
that they did not have the pens to mark the bottles and Mr Hiles undertook to 
send him a supply.  The Refusals Book was checked and found to contain several 
entries.  The Summary and Notices were displayed as per the requirements of the 
Act and the Training Records were found to be in order. 
 
Mr Hiles further stated that on passing the shop on 10 November 2010 it was 
observed that alcohol was being displayed in the window of the premises.  On 
checking the layout plan it was noted that the window area was not included as 
part of the approved alcohol display area and Mr Shahzad was asked to remove 
the alcohol from the window.  It was stressed to Mr Shahzad that alcohol may 
only be displayed as per the approved layout plan and that he must adhere to 
this at all times. 
 
Mr Hiles reported that the premises were visited again on 27 January 2011.  A 
random check of bottles revealed that none of the bottles were marked as per the 
Bottle Marking Scheme.  Mr Shahzad gave an assurance that the bottles would 
be marked up immediately. 
 
A further visit to the premises was carried out on 11 May 2011.  Mr Shahzad and 
Mr Muhammad Shahid were both working within the premises.  Mr Shahid’s 
Training Records were checked and it was established that Mr Shahid’s training 
had been carried out by the former Licence Holder, Mr Anees, on 20 August 
2010.  A random check of bottles revealed that certain alcoholic products were 
being marked up as per the Bottle Marking Scheme, and it was suggested to Mr 
Shahid that certain other brands of alcohol also be marked up, which he 
undertook to do.  The Summary and Notices were correctly displayed. 
 
A visit to the premises was made on the 27 June 2011. The Premises Licence 
Holder Mr Muhammad Shahzad was not present. Mr Muhammad Shahid was 
working within the premises. Mr Hiles saw that there was another male person 
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whom he knew as Mohammed Aleem sitting behind the counter on the telephone. 
Mr Hiles recognized Mr Aleem as he had previously spoken with him within a 
premises at Stewarton whereupon he had discovered he was not trained to serve 
alcohol. Upon Mr Hiles’ arrival at the premises, Mr Aleem finished his telephone 
call and went outside the shop, he did not witness him make any sales. Mr Shahid 
informed Mr Hiles that Mr Aleem did not serve behind the counter and that he 
was his friend who assisted filling the shelves. 
 
At the visit on 27 June 2011, Mr Hiles requested to see the training records for 
all staff working within the premises. Mr Shahid produced a training record that 
showed he had been trained by the previous Designated Premises Manager, Mr 
Anees. There was no date of training shown on the training record. When asked 
about this, Mr Shahid stated an exact date that he had been trained in August 
2010. Mr Hiles asked how he remembered this exact date but Mr Shahid just 
replied that he had been trained by Mr Anees. Mr Hiles asked Mr Shahid some 
questions in respect of the sixteen mandatory topics that staff needed to be 
trained about, Mr Shahid could not answer any of them and by his own 
admission, did not know what he was talking about. The only other training 
record was a Scottish Certificate for Personal Licence Holders and Personal 
Licence in the name of Muhammad Shahzad. There were no other training 
records. 

 
Mr Hiles further stated that at the visit on 27 June 2011, Mr Shahid produced 
the approved layout plan for the premises, a check of the plan against the alcohol 
display showed that there were extra alcohol displays within the premises. There 
were seven cases of lager and two bottles of cider displayed for sale on the floor 
in front of the chilled alcohol display area. Mr Hiles also saw that there was a 
four shelved ‘Carlsberg’ display located next to the chilled alcohol display, this 
extra display area had cans and cases of Stella Artois lager and Strongbow Cider 
as well as bottles of Becks and Budweiser lager. In total, there were 58 items on 
display. Mr Hiles pointed out that these displays were not on the approved layout 
plan and requested that they be moved with immediate effect. Mr Shahid agreed 
to do this as soon as possible. 
 
Mr Hiles advised that Mr Shahid was unable to produce a refusals book for the 
premises. 
 
Mr Hiles stated that at his visit on 27 June 2011, a random check of some of the 
bottled brands on display showed that they had been marked up with a unique 
reference number forming part of the Strathclyde Police Bottle marking 
initiative. The Summary of Premises Licence and three Section 110 notices were 
on display. 
 
Mr Hiles further submitted that at a follow up visit on the 28 June 2011 when the 
Premises Licence Holder / Designated Premises Manager Muhammad Shahzad 
was present, he noticed that the extra alcohol displays had been removed. Mr 
Shahzad also stated that he would retrain Mr Shahid and that it was only himself 
and Mr Shahid who worked within the premises. The refusals book was located 
and recent entries had been made refusing sales of alcohol to various persons. 

 
As the Licensing Standards Officers were not present and did not witness the 
incidents detailed by the Divisional Commander, Strathclyde Police, the 
Licensing Standards Officer was unable to offer any further information at that 
time. 
 
Mr Shahzad had no questions for Strathclyde Police. 
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Mr Shahzad stated that he did not accept the allegations made by Strathclyde 
Police and submitted that there had been no sale of alcohol to persons under the 
age of 18 years. He submitted that in respect of the incident reported on 15 April 
2011, Police officers had asked if anyone had been asked to produce ID due to 
the possibility that they were under the age of 18 years and they had been 
advised that no sale took place where the production of ID had been necessary. 
He further submitted that the persons who had been found in the park with the 
alcohol stamped with his premises bottle marking number were not brought to 
the shop by Police officers and the officers did not view the CCTV footage. 
 
Mr Shahzad stated that in relation to the incident reported on 7 May 2011, the 
Police officers had viewed the CCTV footage which showed the person being 
asked for ID and taken the till role but that they did not return to the premises to 
obtain a copy of the CCTV footage. Mr Shahzad further submitted that ID was 
always checked where necessary and that the Police officers had confirmed that 
fake ID was possible to be produced. 
 
Mr Shahzad stated that the alcohol which was displayed at the LSO’s visit on 27 
June 2010 had been removed  and that it was his friend Mr Aleem who had been 
in the premises at the time of the visit as he had been at the cash and carry.  Mr 
Shahzad further stated that Mr Aleem did not work in the premises. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson confirmed that a Report had been submitted to 
the Procurator Fiscal which clearly detailed the Police officers findings and that 
the Police officers clearly stated why they were visiting the premises. Chief 
Superintendent Thomson further confirmed that Mr Shahzad had insufficient 
knowledge of operating the CCTV to provide copies of the incidents to the Police 
officers. 
 
Councillor John McGhee requested confirmation from Mr Hiles whether the 
licence holder had been unable to find the refusals book on his visits on 24 
August 2010 and 27 June 2011, or if there were no refusals book available for the 
premises.  Mr Hiles confirmed that Mr Shahzad could not find the refusals book 
and it had been produced to him on his visit on 28 June 2011. 
 
Councillor Neil McGhee asked Mr Shahzad if he still had a copy of CCTV from 
the incident on 15 April 2011.  Mr Shahzad advised that the CCTV camera only 
held 24 hours footage which was subsequently overwritten and did not have the 
relevant footage. 
 
Councillor Cree pointed out that it was unusual for CCTV footage to only last 24 
hours and that Mr Shahzad should look into addressing this issue. 
 
The Chair asked for confirmation of Mr Shahzad that he did not sell alcohol to 
underage persons, and Mr Shahzad confirmed this. 
 
The Chair pointed out to Mr Shahzad that the Police Officers had statements 
from the persons sold the alcohol on 15 April 2011 confirming where they bought 
the alcohol and that the Police Officers had clearly stated that they had viewed 
CCTV footage of the sale taking place. 
 
Mr Shahzad stated that the Police Officers did not return to his premises to 
request the relevant CCTV footage. 
 

 5



  

The Chair also pointed out to Mr Shahzad that in the second incident on 7 May 
2011, the Police Officers had a statement from the underage persons who had 
purchased the alcohol, the till receipt for the purchase and that they had viewed 
the relevant CCTV footage. 
 
Mr Shahzad stated that this sale did take place and that ID had been asked for. 
He further stated that the Police officers had pointed out to him that the 
Provisional Drivers Licence produced may have been fake. 
 
The Chair asked for confirmation from Mr Shahzad if he had been present at the 
time of the sale on 7 May 2011, and Mr Shahzad confirmed that he had not been 
present at the time of the sale but had produced the CCTV footage to the Police 
when requested. 
 
Councillor Campbell asked Mr Shahzad who had been present in the premises 
on 15 April 2011 and 7 May 2011 when the underage sales took place, and if that 
person had been trained. 
 
Mr Shahzad confirmed that the person had been trained by both himself and the 
previous licence holder Mr Anees. 
 
Mr Hiles confirmed that the person on the premises was Mr Muhammad Shahid 
who did not appear to have a knowledge of the licensing legislation which would 
indicate that the training had not been adequate. 
 
Councillor Neil McGhee asked for confirmation from Mr Shahzad if at the time 
of the second incident on 7 May 2011, had the CCTV been amended to show 
more than 24 hours.  Mr Shahzad confirmed it had not been amended. 
 
Councillor Ross asked for confirmation from Mr Shahzad if the person on the 
premises at the time of the incidents in April and May had been trained.  Mr 
Shahzad confirmed that the person had been trained but did not have a good 
understanding of English. Mr Shahzad stated that he was not on the premises at 
the second incident due to visiting his mother in hospital. 
 
Councillor Ross asked for confirmation if the person could not understand the 
questions put to him by Mr Hiles, or did not know the answers. Mr Hiles stated 
that it was his opinion that the person did not have a difficulty with the English 
language and that he did not know the answers. 
 
The Depute Clerk asked for clarification from Mr Shahzad as to whether the 
Police officers on 15 April 2011 had viewed the CCTV.  Mr Shahzad stated that 
the Police officers did not view the CCTV footage. The Depute Clerk pointed out 
to Mr Shahzad that Strathclyde Police’s report clearly stated that the attending 
Police officers had viewed the CCTV footage and again asked for clarification 
from Mr Shahzad if the Police officers had viewed the CCTV footage.  Mr 
Shahzad replied that the Police officers had not viewed the CCTV footage. 
 
The Depute Clerk requested confirmation from Mr Shahzad if alcohol had been 
sold on 15 April 2011 with a request for identification. Mr Shahzad stated that 
there was no sale of alcohol on 15 April 2011 that required the request of 
identification and that the Police officers were not correct. 
 
The Depute Clerk further requested confirmation from Mr Shahzad if alcohol 
had been sold on 7 May 2011 upon the production of identification. Mr Shahzad 
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confirmed that alcohol had been sold to a youth who had produced a provisional 
drivers licence and that Police officers had viewed CCTV footage of this sale. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson confirmed that no copies of the CCTV footage 
had been available for both incidents, but that the Police officers were clear on 
what they had seen on the CCTV footage viewed within the premises. 
 
The Depute Clerk asked for clarification from Mr Shahzad that he had been at 
the Cash & Carry at the time of the incident on 7 May 2011.  Mr Shahzad 
confirmed that he was at the Cash & Carry and that Police officers had viewed 
the CCTV footage and saw the person producing a Provisional Drivers Licence. 
 
The Chair stated that it seemed to him that Mr Shahzad was submitting that the 
Police report had been a fabrication. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson summed up by reiterating that the Police 
Officers’ reports were clear on the description of the person who had sold the 
alcohol, they had produced till receipts and had viewed the CCTV footage. He 
further stated that in his experience no Police Officer would report an incident 
that did not occur. 
 
Mr Shahzad summed up by stating that he respected the Police and the 
Licensing Board and that the Police officers did not view the CCTV footage 
reported in the first incident but viewed CCTV footage of the second incident, 
but did not return to the premises for copies of either of the incidents. 
 
The Depute Clerk advised Mr Shahzad that the review hearing procedure was to 
establish whether the Licensing Objectives had been breached and if this was 
established, what steps the Licensing Board may take which could either be to 
issue a written warning to the licence holder, make a variation of the licence, 
suspend the licence for such period as the Board may determine or revoke the 
licence. 
 
The Depute Clerk asked Mr Shahzad if he had any comments on what the 
outcome should be and Mr Shahzad stated that he respected the Licensing 
Board’s decision. 
 
The Board adjourned to consider the matter. 
 
Upon returning Councillor Campbell moved that both grounds of review had 
been established. This was seconded by Councillor Cree. The matter was put to 
the vote and the Board agreed unanimously that both grounds of review had 
been established. 
 
Councillor John McGhee moved that the premises licence be suspended for six 
months.  This was seconded by Councillor Ross. The matter was put to the vote 
and the Board agreed unanimously that the premises licence be suspended for six 
months. 
 
The Depute Clerk confirmed to Mr Shahzad that the Board had agreed to 
suspend the premises licence for six months effective immediately and that the 
Licensing Standards Officer would visit the premises that day to ensure that all 
alcohol was removed from the shelves. 
 
Councillor Cree left the meeting at 10.50am. 
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3.2 Review of premises licence for premises known as The Turf Hotel, 30 Main Street, 
Kilmaurs following receipt of notice in terms of Section 36(3)(b) of the Licensing 
(Scotland) Act 2005 from the Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police. 

 
The Depute Clerk advised that a premises licence review application had been 
received in respect of premises known as The Turf Hotel, 30 Main Street, 
Kilmaurs, from The Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police on the ground that the 
premises licence holder had failed to comply with the licensing objective, 
preventing crime and disorder. 
 
The Depute Clerk further advised that as the premises licence had been 
transferred to Errigal Point Ltd. prior to the date of the Hearing, with a new 
designated premises manager, it would not be appropriate to continue with the 
premises licence review hearing as it related to the previous premises licence 
holder and designated manager. 

 
 The Board agreed that it was inappropriate to continue with the Premises 

Licence Review Hearing. 
 
4. PERSONAL LICENCE REVIEW 
 

4.1 Review of personal licence granted to Muhammad Shahzad, 01-115 McCulloch 
Street, Glasgow in terms of the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 following receipt of a 
report from the Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police. 

 
The Depute Clerk advised that further to the Premises Licence Review for News 
Busters, 25 Titchfield Street, Kilmarnock, a personal licence review application 
had been received under Section 84(A)(1) in respect of Muhammad Shahzad, 
from The Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police on the grounds that the personal 
licence holder had failed to comply with the licensing objectives, preventing 
crime and disorder and protecting children from harm. 
 
Muhammad Shahzad, the personal licence holder, was present at the meeting. 
 
The hearing proceeded in accordance with the agreed procedure for hearings. 
 
Strathclyde Police were represented by Chief Superintendent Thomson who 
submitted that about 1820 hours on Friday 15 April 2011 police officers attended 
the Howard Park, Kilmarnock, after complaints were received of youths setting 
fires and smashing bottles within.  On arrival several youths were found who 
appeared under the influence of alcohol and under age. A male aged 16 was 
found to be in possession of a bottle of Sidekick. The male stated that about 1708 
hours he and his 16 year old friend had attended the subject premises where he 
had purchased a bottle of Sidekick and his friend two crates of Budweiser. They 
then attended the Howard Park, Kilmarnock where they met up with friends and 
consumed alcohol. The bottle of Sidekick was seized as a Production. Both stated 
that they had been served by the same male member of staff and had not been 
asked their age or for identification. Both males provided police with a statement 
and a description of the staff member who had served them. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson submitted that further enquiry identified a 24 
year old member of staff as the person who had sold the alcohol to the youths.  
CCTV from the premises were viewed by police officers which clearly showed 
the staff member serving both 16 year old youths without interrogating them for 
identification. The Designated Premises Manager, Muhammad Shahzad, was 
also within the premises at the time of sale. 
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Chief Superintendent Thomson advised that Muhammad Shahzad was unable to 
burn a copy of this incident onto disc and therefore it was not available for 
viewing. The till receipt of the transactions was seized as a Production. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson further advised that a report had been submitted 
to the Procurator Fiscal with regard to the offences committed by Muhammad 
Shahzad and the member of staff but the case had still to be determined. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson further submitted that about 1920 hours on 
Saturday 7 May 2011 police officers were on uniform patrol in New Mill Road, 
Kilmarnock when they observed two youths aged 17 and 15, each in possession of 
a bottle of Buckfast Tonic Wine. The 17 year old stated that at about 1855 hours 
that day, he had purchase the two bottles of Buckfast and three packets of 
cigarettes from the subject premises. It was observed that the bottles were 
marked with the unique identification number UC117 which was the number 
allocated to the subject premises under the Bottle Marketing Initiative. 
Statements were obtained from the youths and the bottles seized as Productions. 
 
Officers then attended the subject premises and seized the till receipt showing the 
transaction totalling £19.38.  They viewed CCTV which clearly showed the 17 
year old enter the store and be served by the same 24 year old member of staff 
from the previous incident dated 15 April 2011. 
 
The Designated Premises Manager, Muhammad Shahzad was not present at the 
time of this incident. 
 
A report had been submitted to the Procurator Fiscal with regard to the offences 
allegedly committed by the member of staff and Muhammad Shahzad, but this 
case was still to be determined. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson stated that Muhammad Shahzad held a Personal 
Licence issued by City of Glasgow Council, No: GC04555. The 24 year old male 
member of staff was not the holder of a Personal Licence however, had 
undergone the statutory 2 hours training. 
 
It was Chief Superintendent Thomson’s submission that Muhammad Shahzad 
had acted in a manner inconsistent with the Licensing Objectives, namely 
preventing crime and disorder and protecting children from harm. 
 
The Licensing Standards Officer confirmed that Mr Shahzad’s personal licence 
had been on the premises of News Buster, 25 Titchfield Street, Kilmarnock when 
he visited them on 28 June 2011. 
 
Mr Shahzad had nothing further to add to his previous statement provided in 
respect of the Premises Licence Review for News Buster, 25 Titchfield Street, 
Kilmarnock, other than to say that the Police officers had not returned to the 
premises to obtain CCTV copies and that he respected the Board’s decision. 
 
Councillor Campbell asked when Mr Shahzad’s Personal Licence had been 
issued by Glasgow City Council. 
 
The Board adjourned for the Licensing Standards Officer to obtain this 
information. 
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The Board meeting resumed and the Depute Clerk confirmed that Mr Shahzad’s 
Personal Licence was issued on 24 August 2010 and there were no endorsements 
on the licence. 
 
Chief Superintendent Thomson summed up by confirming that the Police 
officers’ report to the Procurator Fiscal was clear that they had viewed CCTV 
footage of the incidents and obtained the Till Roll. 
 
Mr Shahzad summed up by stating that the Police were welcome to come to his 
shop any time they required to view CCTV footage. 
 
The Depute Clerk advised that the process for a Personal Licence review was for 
the Board to decide whether the grounds for review had been established and if 
they were established then the steps open to the Board were to revoke the 
personal licence, suspend the personal licence for no greater than 6 months, 
endorse the personal licence or take no action. 
 
The Depute Clerk asked Mr Shahzad if he had any comments on what the 
outcome should be and Mr Shahzad stated that he respected the Licensing 
Board’s decision. 

 
The Board adjourned to consider the matter. 
 
Upon returning Councillor Neil McGhee moved that both grounds for review 
had been established.  This motion was seconded by Councillor Campbell.  The 
matter was put to the vote and the Board agreed unanimously that the grounds 
for review had been established. 
 
Councillor McKay moved that the personal licence be suspended for six months.  
This motion was seconded by Councillor Ross.  The matter was put to the vote 
and the Board agree unanimously to suspend Mr Shahzad’s personal licence for 
six months. 
 
The Depute Clerk confirmed to Mr Shahzad that the Board had unanimously 
agreed to suspend his Personal Licence for a period of six months with 
immediate effect and that he would require to produce his Personal Licence to 
the Licensing Standards Officer to enable notification to be provided to Glasgow 
City Council Licensing Board. 

 
4.2 Review of personal licence granted to Catherine Aitken, 6 Macpherson Gardens, 

Kilmarnock in terms of the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 following receipt of a 
report from the Chief Constable, Strathclyde Police. 

 
The Depute Clerk advised that a personal licence review application had been 
received under Section 84(A)(1) in respect of Catherine Aitken, from The Chief 
Constable, Strathclyde Police on the ground that the personal licence holder had 
failed to comply with the licensing objective, preventing crime and disorder. 

 
The Depute Clerk advised that prior to the Board meeting commencing, 
Catherine Aitken had submitted a letter advising that she was surrendering her 
Personal Licence. 
 
The Depute Clerk further advised that as the personal licence had been 
surrendered there was no requirement for the Personal Licence Review Hearing. 
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The Board agreed that there was no requirement for the Personal Licence 
Review Hearing. 
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Appendix I 

GAMBLING ACT 2005 
 
APPLICATION FOR CLUB MACHINE PERMIT 
 
Dalmellington Bowling Club 
20 New Street 
Dalmellington 
 
Granted 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------ 
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