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LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

Friday 18 May 2018 
 

Present: Councillor Nuttall (Chairman) 
Councillors Heasman and Podbury 

 
Officers in Attendance: Sharon Degiorgio (Senior Licensing Officer), Robin Harris (Senior 
Lawyer (Contentious)) and Mike McGeary (Democratic Services Officer)  
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
LSC1/17 
 

As all members of the Sub-Committee were present, there were no apologies 
for absence to report. 
 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
LSC2/17 
 

There were no declarations of interest made, within the provisions of the 
Code of Conduct for Members. 
 

DETERMINATION OF AN APPLICATION FOR A PREMISES LICENCE - BEDGEBURY 
PINETUM 
 
LSC3/17 
 

The Chairman of the meeting – Councillor Nuttall – began by explaining the 
procedure which would be followed in the determination of an application by 
the Forestry Commission England, ‘Forest Live’, for a new premises licence 
for Bedgebury Pinetum. 
 
Sharon Degiorgio, the Borough Council’s Senior Licensing Officer, outlined 
the key aspects of the licence application, which sought to extend the days on 
which licensable activities could take place at the venue. Mrs Degiorgio 
advised that, during the formal consultation period, the Borough Council’s 
Environmental Protection team had raised an objection. She added that, 
following negotiations with the Bedgebury Management Team, the application 
had been amended and the objection subsequently withdrawn. However, 
arising from publication of the amended application, an objection had been 
lodged by Mr and Mrs Pearson, leading to this formal hearing. 
 
Robin Harris, the authority’s Senior Lawyer (Contentious) asked for the Sub-
Committee to be advised of the difference between the existing licence and 
the amended application. Mr Barrow, from the Forestry Commission, 
responsible for ‘Programming & Production’, summarised the key changes 
being sought. He said that the current licence permitted a total attendance of 
5,500 people, over two evenings; under the amended licence application, 
6,750 people would be able to attend, over three evenings. 
 
Mr Barrow, on behalf of the applicants, was invited to speak in support of the 
new licence. He summarised the key aspects of the application and pointed 
to the excellent levels of compliance which had been achieved in noise 
management since events had first been organised at the venue in 2001. He 
said that the Forestry Commission was very active in ensuring that local 
residents were kept well-informed about events, adding that no issues of 
concern had been raised during the last three years. 
 
Councillor Heasman welcomed the fact that there had been no complaints in 
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recent years. He asked whether the applicant had any recent sound level 
reports available and what actions the event organisers had taken to prevent 
noise leakage from the site. Mr Barrow advised that, from 2002 until 2010, 
Environmental Health officers had monitored noise levels, which were kept to 
a maximum level of 65db. After that, he added, it had been agreed that it was 
no longer necessary to continue to monitor noise levels, because of the 
compliance which had been achieved. 
 
Councillor Nuttall asked if it were known where the concert-goers mostly 
came from. Mr Barrow advised that, from ticket sale data, it was known that 
the vast majority were from within a site radius of 50 miles. Councillor Nuttall 
also asked where those working at the concerts came from. Mr Hough, the 
Event Manager, said that specialist contractors were employed, together with 
existing Commission staff. Mr Barrow added that the industry-leading 
contractors – who were mostly sound and electrical engineers – worked 
across all six of the Forestry Commission event sites and had been employed 
since the first events organised in 2001. 
 
Mr Pearson, the objector to the licence application, summarised the key 
elements of his – and his wife’s – concerns, which were principally focused 
on the noise levels generated by the concerts. He felt that the noise 
exceeded permitted levels, leading to a potential health hazard. He also 
raised concerns about the impact on local residents of vehicle movements, 
not just on concerts days but in the period either side of the events, as 
contractors prepared and then removed the staging. Mr Pearson’s other 
concerns were for the impact on the forest itself, with pollution caused by 
vehicles and an increase in litter, combining to create degradation of the flora 
and fauna, he alleged. 
 
Mr Pearson felt that holding concerts within an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty was inappropriate. He said, however, that he would raise no objection 
if the number and size of the concerts were maintained at their current level. 
If the application were approved, he said, he had concerns that this might 
lead to further increases in the number and size of concerts. 
 
Arising from Councillor Podbury’s question, Mr Pearson advised that he and 
his wife lived 300 yards from the concert venue. 
 
Councillor Heasman asked Mr Pearson if he had written letters of complaint 
to the Forestry Commission regarding past concerts. Mr Pearson said that his 
complaints had always been made verbally, at meetings the Forestry 
Commission had held with local residents. 
 
Mr Hough explained the rationale for the new licence application. He said that 
Bedgebury Pinetum was an expensive site to maintain and that holding 
concerts on a slightly larger scale: (i) helped to increase income for the 
Forestry Commission; (ii) would lead to a raised profile for the organisation; 
and (iii) made the Pinetum more relevant to people’s lives. He added that the 
local site manager, Mr West, placed great emphasis on maintaining good 
relations with local residents and on ensuring that arrangements for the 
concerts were well-advertised locally and the level of disruption was 
minimised. 
 
Councillor Podbury asked what the Forestry Commission’s complaints’ 
procedure was. Mr Hough advised that this was in two parts: via the national 
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website; and at a local level by means of a telephone helpline during the 
event. Councillor Podbury felt that there was evidence that the complaints 
procedure was not adequate and suggested that improvements be made. 
 
Councillor Nuttall asked how the event organisers dealt with the associated 
litter problem. Mr Hough advised that there was a daily ‘litter pick’, together 
with specialist contractors being employed after the event. 
 
Councillor Heasman noted that Mr and Mrs Pearson lived close to the event 
site and that he and his wife had been subject to noise levels of 65db 
(measured over any given 15 minute period). He asked the Forestry 
Commission representatives what attempts had been made specifically to 
shield Mr and Mrs Pearson’s property from these noise levels. Mr Barrow 
advised that, since 2001, a public address system known as ‘L’acoustics’ had 
been used, operated by relevant trained and qualified engineers, which aimed 
to minimise noise levels. He said that this was a system which worked very 
well within the 65db limit and he reiterated the fact that an excellent record of 
noise compliance had been achieved over many years. 
 
Mr Harris asked if sound monitoring would be in place next year, when the 
new licence – if granted – would operate from and whether this would also 
take place at Mr and Mrs Pearson’s house. Mr Hough confirmed that both of 
these would take place. Mr Harris also asked if the event organisers would 
deal with any issues of litter if they occurred outside Mr and Mrs Pearson’s 
house, to which Mr Hough also provided a positive response. 
 
Mr Harris also wished to know whether the emergency exits routes from the 
venue site could be made available to local residents, should the need arise. 
Mr Hough said that this option could be looked at in Mr and Mrs Pearson’s 
case, adding that the option always existed of halting the general traffic flow 
to enable Mr or Mrs Pearson’s vehicle to exit, in the case of urgency. 
 
Mr Pearson said that he often attended the concerts and, from a point 
immediately below the stage, he considered the noise levels to be excessive 
and potentially harmful. He added that he believed it was common practice to 
increase the volume once noise monitors had left the site. Mr Pearson also 
contested the earlier statement that the site manager, Mr West, made contact 
with them; he said that this was not the case. In response to that specific 
point, Mr Barrow said that it was his firm belief that Mr West wrote to all local 
residents and also organised a meeting with local residents as a normal part 
of the run-up to each year’s event. 
 
Councillor Heasman said that Mr Pearson would no doubt know that sound 
levels were monitored not alongside the stage speakers but at different site 
locations, adding that there would inevitably be peaks and troughs, which was 
why there was an ‘any 15 minute period’ approach followed. 
 
In his summing-up statement, Mr Pearson reiterated his concerns over the 
noise levels, which he described as ‘overwhelming and continuous’ at a point 
in front of the stage, which he considered was a hazard. 
 
Mr Barrow said that headline acts were almost always at an increased sound 
level to warm-up performers but he stressed that all were contained within the 
noise abatement process. 
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The Chairman thanked all parties who had contributed to the discussion. The 
Sub-Committee members retired at this point, to consider the evidence and to 
make their decision. 
 
Upon resuming, the Chairman read out the decision of the Sub-Committee: 
 
RESOLVED – That the application is granted, as applied for. 
 
NB – The full decision notice is appended to these minutes. 
 

 
 NOTE: The meeting concluded at 4.35 pm. 
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LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE HEARING – 18 MAY 2018 
 

LICENSING SUB-COMMITTEE DECISION NOTICE 
(Decision made by the Sub-Committee on 18 May 2018) 

 
 

NAME AND ADDRESS 
OF PREMISES: 

Bedgebury Pinetum, off Lady Oak Lane, Bedgebury, nr 
Goudhurst TN17 2SL. 

 
NAME OF APPLICANT 
FOR PREMISES 
LICENCE : 

The Forestry Commission England, Forest Live  

 
REASON FOR 
HEARING: 

On 9 March 2018, an application was made, under the 
provisions of section 17 of the Licensing Act 2003 for a 
new premises licence at Bedgebury Pinetum. A premises 
licence was already in place; however, the applicant was 
seeking to extend the days on which licensable activities 
could take place. 
 
During the 28-day public consultation period, a relevant 
representation was submitted by the Borough Council’s 
Environmental Protection team. Following negotiations 
with the Bedgebury Management Team, the application 
was amended and the representation was subsequently 
withdrawn. 
 
An amended application was then consulted upon, which 
resulted in a relevant representation being made, based 
on the ‘prevention of public nuisance’ licensing objective. 
 
The basis of the representation was that: (a) nearby 
residents would be subject to unreasonably high noise 
levels; and (b) the increase in the maximum numbers 
attending would lead to an adverse impact on traffic flows 
and noise and cause a degradation in the fauna and flora 
in this part of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.   
 

 
DELIBERATION 
– LICENSING 
OBJECTIVES: 

The relevant licensing objectives were considered by the 
Sub-Committee: 
 
 
 
1. Prevention of Public Nuisance 

The Sub-Committee had regard to the representations 

made in writing and to the Sub-Committee at the hearing. 

    

On balance, having considered the evidence of all 

parties, the Sub-Committee has determined that the 

application as it is currently made meets the objective of 

the Prevention of Public Nuisance and further notes that 

there is the opportunity in the future to review the licence 
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in the event of a public nuisance occurring. 

 

The Sub-Committee noted the offer from the applicant to 

direct sound monitoring to the vicinity of the objector’s 

address and felt that this would be beneficial. However, 

the Sub-Committee did not feel that is was necessary to 

add this formally as a condition, as the applicant has 

substantial previous history of compliance. 

 

The Sub-Committee also noted the offers from the 

applicant to put in place litter-picking and traffic 

management for the objector to ease further the impact 

of the event on him and his family, but again, it was not 

considered necessary to make this a formal condition. 

 

2. Prevention of Crime and Disorder 

The Sub-Committee found that there were no 

representations made in regard to the Prevention of 

Crime and Disorder. 

 

3. Public Safety 

The Sub-Committee had regard to the representations 

made in writing and to the Sub-Committee at the hearing 

today.  

 
4. Protection of Children from Harm 

The Sub-Committee found that there were no 

representations made in regard to the Prevention of 

Crime and Disorder. 

 

However, the Sub-Committee noted the policies and 

procedures of the event organiser in ensuring the safety 

of children. 

 
DECISION MADE: That the application is granted as applied for. 

 
 

The Sub-Committee recommends that the applicant ensures that its staff engage 
fully with objectors in good time to concerts, in order to minimize issues. 
 
Additional notes made by the Sub-Committee at the meeting: 

 

 This licence, like any other licence, is subject to review at the instigation of any 

Responsible Authority or Other Persons should there be any concerns 

regarding the operation of, and/or, breaches of the licence. 
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 Other Persons and Responsible Authorities were reminded that they may apply 

for a review of this licence “after a reasonable interval” pursuant to Section 51 

of the Licensing Act 2003. 

 

 Entitlements to appeal for parties aggrieved by the decisions of the Licensing 

Authority are set out in Schedule 5 to the 2003 Act. 

 

 In the case of a Premises Licence, an appeal has to be commenced by the 

giving of a notice of appeal by the appellant to the justices’ chief executive for 

the magistrates’ court within a period of 21 days beginning on the day on which 

the appellant was notified by the licensing authority of the decision to be 

appealed against. 
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