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1. Recommendations 

1.1 Regulatory Committee is asked to: 

 Agree to resolve that Schedule 2 of the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982  

(óthe 1982 Actô) shall be effective within the City of Edinburgh for the purpose 

of licensing Sexual Entertainment Venues and to make a resolution to license 

Sexual Entertainment Venues (as set out at Appendix 11) from 1 April 2023, 

and accordingly to adopt a scheme to license Sexual Entertainment Venues in 

terms of the 1982 Act from the said date thereafter;  

 Note that, if 1.1.1 above is agreed, Committee is required to determine a 

Sexual Entertainment Venues number appropriate for the City of Edinburgh 

Council area and to produce and publish a Sexual Entertainment Venue 

Licensing Policy for the said area all in terms of the 1982 Act; 

 Note the updated advice received from officers in respect of what should be 

considered if the Committee introduces a limit for the number of Sexual 

Entertainment Venues permitted to operate in Edinburgh and to determine the 

number from the two options set out in paragraphs 4.16 ï 4.30; 

 Agree to the proposed Sexual Entertainment Venues licensing policy 

statement set out at Appendix 9; 

 Agree that the policy shall include a statement that any area in the city other 

than in the city centre ward will not be considered suitable for the operation of 

a Sexual Entertainment Venue; 



 

 Agree to the proposed standard licensing conditions for Sexual Entertainment 

Licences set out at Appendix 10; and 

 Note that, if recommendations 1.1.1 ï 1.1.2 and 1.1.4 ï 1.1.6 are approved, 

officers will advertise the resolution and publish the Licensing Policy 

Statement as required in terms of the 1982 Act. 

 

Paul Lawrence 

Executive Director of Place 

Contact: Andrew Mitchell, Head of Regulatory Services  

E-mail: andrew.mitchell@edinburgh.gov.uk | Tel: 0131 469 4208 

  



 

 
Report 
 
 

Air Weapons and Licensing (Scotland) Act 2015 ï Sexual 

Entertainment Venues ï Proposed Resolution, Policy 

and Conditions - Update 
 

2. Executive Summary 

2.1 The Air Weapons and Licensing (Scotland) Act 2015 (óthe 2015 Actô) adds new 

sections to the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982 (óthe 1982 Actô), enabling local 

authorities to introduce a discretionary licensing system for sexual entertainment 

venues (óSEVsô). In October 2019, the Regulatory Committee (óCommitteeô) agreed in 

principle to introduce a licensing system for SEVs and instructed officers to prepare 

draft licensing conditions and a licensing policy statement for consultation.  

2.2 Two public consultations on a proposed resolution, policy and licensing conditions 

framework have previously taken place. Additionally, Committee held three evidence 

sessions with public sector partners, stakeholders, owners and performers of 

venues.  

2.3 In December 2021, Committee agreed to continue consideration of the introduction 

of a SEVs licensing scheme, resolution, SEV licensing policy and licence conditions.   

2.4 This report recommends that Committee agrees to make a SEV licensing resolution, 

and thereafter determines the limit on the number of SEV premises permitted to 

operate in Edinburgh and adopts a SEV policy statement and standard licensing 

conditions.  In particular, this report provides further advice to Committee in respect 

of issues which should be considered if Committee is minded to make a resolution 

and thereafter determines the limit on the number of SEV premises permitted to 

operate in Edinburgh. 

 

3. Background 

3.1 Section 76 of the 2015 Act adds new sections (45A to 45C) to the 1982 Act, in order 

to introduce a discretionary licensing regime for SEVs. Section 76 also amends 

section 41 of the 1982 Act to specifically exclude SEVs from the definition of óplaces 

of public entertainmentô, meaning that a public entertainment licence cannot also be 

required for those venues. A SEV licence will only be required where a local authority 

makes a resolution to license SEVs under the new section 45B of the 1982 Act.  



 

3.2 On 21 March 2019, a Commencement Order was laid before the Scottish Parliament 

which provided local authorities with the necessary powers to introduce a 

discretionary licensing regime for SEVs.  

3.3 The key aims of civic licensing are the preservation of public safety and the 

prevention of crime and disorder. A specific licensing regime for SEVs allows local 

authorities to promote these aims by considering local circumstances and being able 

to exercise appropriate control and regulation of SEVs, including setting the number 

of venues able to operate within their areas. In terms of the 1982 Act, a published 

SEVs policy statement will be required which sets out how the Council will promote 

the statutory licensing objectives detailed in the 1982 Act, along with how the 

licensing scheme will operate within the Councilôs area. It should include examples of 

licensing conditions, together with details of how the licensing scheme will be 

enforced. The policy should also demonstrate how the local authority intends to help 

protect the safety and wellbeing of performers, customers and the wider public.  

3.4 Where a local authority opts to license SEVs, the provisions at section 45A of the 

1982 Act require a SEV licence for premises where the sexual entertainment is 

operated live, is for the direct or indirect financial benefit of the organiser, and is for 

the sole or principal purpose of sexual stimulation of members of the audience.  

3.5 The Scottish Government published guidance on 28 March 2019 called 'Guidance on 

the Provisions for Licensing of Sexual Entertainment Venues and Changes to 

Licensing of Theatres (óthe guidanceô) (Appendix 13).  The guidance states that local 

authorities are best placed to reflect the views of the communities that they serve, to 

determine whether SEVs should be licensed within their areas, and if so, under what 

conditions and the limit on the numbers. The guidance requires licensing authorities 

to balance this consideration against other legal duties and guidance. The guidance 

refers to legislation including the EU Services Directive, the Regulatory Reform 

(Scotland) Act 2014 and the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR). The 

guidance explains that local authorities have to consider the rights SEV operators 

may have under Article 1, Protocol 1 (peaceful enjoyment of possessions and Article 

10 (freedom of expression) of the ECHR. Article 1, Protocol 1 is engaged where 

there are already premises operating as SEVs prior to the Council resolving to 

license SEVs and to introduce a licensing scheme. The guidance explains that the 

rights of SEVs under the ECHR should be balanced against the human rights of 

others.  

3.6 A local authority licensing SEVs will have to publish a SEV policy statement, 

developed in consultation with such persons or bodies as the local authority 

considers appropriate (this is likely to include violence against women partnerships, 

trade organisations and other similar groups). The SEV policy statement is intended 

to provide local communities with a clear indication of the local authorityôs policy. As 

set out in the 1982 Act, in preparing a SEV policy statement, a local authority must 

consider the impact of licensing SEVs, and in particular to have regard to how it will 

affect the objectives of: 

3.6.1 Preventing public nuisance, crime and disorder; 



 

3.6.2 Securing public safety; 

3.6.3 Protecting children and young people from harm; and 

3.6.4 Reducing violence against women. 

3.7 Appendix 9 sets out the proposed policy for the licensing of SEVS and Appendix 10 

details the proposed set of standard conditions for the licensing and regulation of 

SEVs, following consideration of the consultation responses and the impact that 

licensing SEVs will have on the licensing objectives set out in the 1982 Act. Appendix 

11 sets out the proposed resolution.  

3.8 In considering whether to make a SEV licensing resolution and developing a policy 

and licensing conditions framework, Committee has held two rounds of public 

consultation on whether to license SEVs, and if so the terms of the policy statement 

and appropriate conditions in relation to the implementation of a licensing scheme. 

Furthermore, Committee held a series of evidence sessions with relevant 

stakeholders and interested parties. Details of all consultation undertaken are 

included at Appendix 14. 

 

4. Main report 

4.1 As directed by Committee following its consideration of a report on 2 December 

2021, officers have liaised with colleagues in Legal Services in order to provide 

further advice on the issues to consider when deciding whether to license SEVs, and 

if so, thereafter determining the appropriate limit on the number of SEVs in 

Edinburgh. Set out below are the issues which Committee should take into account, 

when considering the proposed resolution and, if minded to agree this, the 

determination of an appropriate numbers limitation, terms of the licensing policy 

statement to be published, and standard conditions to be applied to licences.  

Adopting a Licensing System 

4.2 As previously reported to Committee in December 2021 (see section 8), it is clear 

from consultation responses that there is significant support for the introduction of a 

licensing system for SEVs. The initial public consultation on the issue of SEV 

licensing showed that 65% of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that the 

Council should license SEVs. The Committee will also be aware that Police Scotland, 

operators and performers have been supportive of this, arguing that it would make 

venues better regulated and safer. These themes link directly to the key aims of the 

1982 Act and are consistent with the specific licensing objectives regarding SEVs set 

out in the 1982 Act and at paragraph 3.6 above.  

4.3 It is clear from the consultation process that parties who are generally against the 

operation of SEVs also agree that the Council should license SEVs. However, whilst 

they support the Council adopting a licensing scheme, they would like the Council to 

fix the number of SEVs in the city at zero. 



 

4.4 Separately, the operators of venues and performers appearing in the venues are also 

generally supportive of the introduction of a licensing scheme. They have, however, 

raised concerns about their right to continue operations without unnecessary 

interference in what is currently a legal activity. They are therefore strongly opposed 

to the Council setting a limit of zero for the number of SEVs in the city.  

4.5 In deciding whether to pass a resolution, a local authority should consider whether it 

will wish to control SEVs either now or in the future. Each of the four premises 

currently operating in the city which would be defined as a SEV, hold Premises 

Licences under the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 for the sale of alcohol and are 

overseen by the Edinburgh Licensing Board in that regard. If there is no resolution in 

place, then no licence is required to operate a SEV. If the Council does not adopt this 

discretionary power, SEVs will continue to operate without any direct regulation from 

the Council in relation to sexual entertainment.  

4.6 Resolving to license SEVs will result in such premises being subject to further 

regulation and will give the Council additional powers to regulate SEV premises in 

areas such as performer and customer safety, along with the further powers to 

address concerns from residents or neighbours. The introduction of regulation will 

also assist the Council to contribute further to limiting the risk of criminality and 

human trafficking within the city. Clear support from a wider range of respondents for 

the introduction of a licensing scheme has been consistent throughout the 

consultation process, although there are different views as to how it should be 

applied in terms of the number of premises able to operate. 

4.7 For the reasons set out above, it is recommended that Committee agree to adopt a 

resolution and to introduce a SEV licensing system. Committee is asked to note that 

these reasons include: (1) the clear support for a SEV licensing system from the 

majority of respondents to the consultation; (2) that a decision to license would be 

consistent with the licensing objectives in the 1982 Act, in particular (but not limited 

to) for the purposes of preventing crime and disorder and improving public safety as 

set out in paragraph 3.6 above; and (3) the introduction of a SEV licensing system is 

a proportionate way of achieving the licensing objectives.  

Requirement to set an appropriate number of licensed SEVs  

4.8 Should Committee make a resolution to introduce a licensing scheme for SEVs, the 

Council will have to set a limit on the number of SEV premises permitted in the city.  

Any decision made by Committee in respect of determining a limit on the number of 

licensed SEVs in Edinburgh must be based on an assessment of the evidence 

gathered. This would include information from the consultation exercises which took 

place in 2019 and 2021, and evidence sessions with stakeholders, in addition to any 

other relevant material contained within previous Committee reports on this issue.  

4.9 Members must also consider the legislative requirements, the guidance, and the 

Scottish Government's strategy óEqually Safe; Scotlandôs strategy for preventing and 

eradicating violence against women and girlsô.  



 

4.10 Consultation has shown that there is a broad range of views with respect to the 

setting of limits on SEV premises in the city generally, and in certain localities in 

particular. The consultation responses demonstrated that views on what any limit 

should be are polarised. Some responses have advocated that a zero limit should be 

introduced, which would create a rebuttable presumption against granting any SEV 

licence. Other respondents clearly favour no limit being introduced on the number of 

premises. As noted in the December 2021 report: 

¶ 44.5% agreed or strongly agreed that there should be a limit on the number of 

SEVs; 

¶ 37% agreed or strongly agreed that there should be no limit on the number of 

SEVs; 

¶ When asked what number any limit should be set at, 20% said zero but 40% said 

that there should be no limit; 

¶ When asked what the limit should be, no option other than ózeroô and óno limitô 

received more than 8% support. 

4.11 Members will recall that the previous consultation in 2019 found that 61% of 

respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that the Council should set a maximum 

number for SEVs in certain localities. 31% disagreed or strongly disagreed. The 2019 

consultation had a response rate of 806, much higher than the 2021 consultation 

which had a response rate of 89. 

4.12 Committee will be aware of evidence about the operation of the SEVs currently 

operating in the city, and has heard from Police Scotland and Licensing Standards 

Officers that these premises are generally operating without issues.  

4.13 Committee members will also recall some of the evidence that they have heard, 

including responses to the most recent consultation, which argued strongly that the 

limit should be set at zero as sexual entertainment contributes directly to gender 

inequality and is contrary to the policy objectives set out in the Equally Safe Strategy. 

4.14 The tension between potentially licensing SEVs, including permitting a number to 

operate, and these concerns, are specifically addressed in the guidance which 

states: 

20 Equally Safe: Scotland's strategy for preventing and eradicating violence 

against women and girls was first published in 2014 and updated in 2016 and 
again in 2018. It sets out a definition of violence against women and girls 
which includes ócommercial sexual exploitation, including prostitution, lap 
dancing, stripping, pornography and human traffickingô. 

21 Whilst recognising the conflict between this definition and the licensing of 

SEV, this guidance will help to ensure that such activities take place in safe 

and regulated environments. When deciding whether to licence, and whether 

to limit, SEV in their area, local authorities will need to consider the 

interaction with their own local policies and strategies, as well as the legal 



 

implications around limiting a legitimate business activity to minimise the risk 

of legal challengeô. 

4.15 Therefore, Committee will have to balance competing views and to determine 

whether any limit which is imposed will be, on balance, appropriate and proportionate 

in order to support the Councilôs objectives in adopting a licensing system. The 

Committee must base its decision on the evidence available in the consultation 

responses, taking account of the relevant legislation and guidance. The Committee 

should exclude moral opinion in its decision-making process and make a decision 

based on the evidence before it. Committee will be required to weigh up the evidence 

provided and to set out why they have preferred one body of evidence over another. 

By introducing legislation, the Scottish Government has agreed that the operation of 

SEVs is a lawful activity which is best controlled at a local level by councils which 

have knowledge and understanding of local circumstances. Accordingly, should 

factors other than those considered relevant, as set out in the legislation and 

guidance, be seen to influence the determination of a numbers limit by the Council, 

then this would increase the risk of a successful legal challenge to any decision.  

Option of Setting a Limit of Four SEVs 

4.16 In making a decision on the limit to set for SEVs, Committee must be able to 

demonstrate that it has weighed up the evidence before it and has reached a 

decision that is both rational and proportionate. Committee must also refer to the 

promotion of the licensing objectives set out in the 1982 Act and which are set out at 

paragraph 3.6 above.  Specifically, Committee should consider whether there a 

sufficiency of evidence available to it that would enable it to decide that a 

proportionate limit on the number of SEVs should be four. 

4.17 Setting a limit of four SEVs being permitted to operate in Edinburgh would allow the 

Council to regulate the operation of existing premises, if applications for SEV 

licences by existing premises were to be granted by the Licensing Sub-Committee. 

Specifically, a limit of four would allow existing operators to apply for a SEV licence 

without creating a rebuttable presumption against the grant of a licence. It should be 

stressed that any such application will also be required to be considered on its own 

merits and take into account all the other discretionary grounds for refusal set out 

under the 1982 Act. If a SEV licence was granted, this would result in further 

regulation of such premises, as the Council would have powers to raise standards 

within the sector and seek to address any local concerns. 

4.18 As with any licensing policy, any application by new operators would be required to 

be considered on its individual merits and operators would be entitled to make a case 

for exemption from any numbers limitation, i.e. the Licensing Sub-Committee could 

determine if a case had been made by an applicant to be considered an exception to 

the numbers limitation. Any increase in the number of SEVs seeking to operate 

within the city would therefore be controlled by the Committee. 

4.19 The limit of four reflects the number of premises currently operating in Edinburgh. A 

fifth SEV premises has previously been known to operate and to hold a licence under 



 

the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005. However, it has not operated for some 

considerable time.  

4.20 The Council should periodically review the policy and any numbers limitation, in line 

with the guidance and the 1982 Act.   

4.21 During consultation, Committee has heard from those who oppose a limit being set 

which could prevent SEV premises from operating. In summary, those respondents 

have raised the following issues:  

4.21.1 Crime rates showing that SEVs are amongst the safest venues for female 

workers within the night-time economy due to CCTV, security and regulation 

and that further regulation, in the form of a licensing scheme will help to raise 

standards within the sector; 

4.21.2 A zero-limit policy would force women into unemployment and/or poverty by 

limiting the employment opportunities of women, and will expose them to a 

heightened risk of poverty; 

4.21.3 A zero-limit policy risks creating more dangerous unregulated venues and/or 

private parties which would expose to a greater risk of violence against 

woman and girls (óVAWGô); 

4.21.4 Performers are not coerced into working in SEVs. Performers chose to enter 

this industry for reasons such as a degree of flexibility in working life and 

combining it with studies or childcare; it can provide a supplementary 

income; and it is a method of creative expression; 

4.21.5 The imposition of a zero-limit breaches equalities legislation because it is 

(amongst other things) indirect sex discrimination. This would result in period 

of uncertainty for performers in and employees of SEV premises, as a zero-

limit would likely result in a legal challenge by the performers and venues; 

4.21.6 Zero-limit supporters do not support the closure of nightclubs where VAWG 

overwhelmingly occurs; and 

4.21.7 Reference to academic studies which show no link between SEVs and an 

increase in reported rapes in areas of London. 

4.22 Committee is asked to take the considerations set out at 4.16 - 4.21 above into 

account when reaching a determination on the appropriate number of SEVs within 

Edinburgh,   namely: 1) weighing up the representations received in response to the 

consultation; 2) consistency with the licensing objectives; and 3)  proportionality in 

terms of achieving the licensing objectives and balancing the rights of SEVs 

operators and performers against the rights of those opposed to SEVs. 

Setting a Zero Limit for SEVs 

4.23 As with determining a numbers limit of four, in making a decision on the limit to set 

for SEVs at zero, Committee must be able to demonstrate that it has weighed up the 

evidence before it and reached a decision that is both rational and proportionate. The 

Committee must also refer to the promotion of the licensing objectives set out in the 



 

1982 Act and which are detailed at section 3.6 of this report.  Specifically, Committee 

should consider: is there a sufficiency of evidence available to it that would enable it 

to decide that a proportionate limit on the number of SEVs is zero? There is some 

evidence suggesting that there may be wider policy concerns about the 

appropriateness of SEV-style venues and their place in modern society, Paragraph 

45 of the guidance states that the Council should: 

ñéreflect on whether reducing the number of venues, or setting the number at zero, 

in their area will have a disproportionate effect on business. The local authority 

should also consider whether reducing the number of SEV in their area or setting the 

number at zero would create a risk of legal challenge (for example under ECHR or 

on grounds of reasonableness)ò.  

 

4.24 The Scottish Government guidance further states at paragraph 46: 

ñéin setting the number at zero, a local authority will require to demonstrate 

proportionality by evidencing that the competing interests of SEV operators alongside 

those of the community had been fairly considered and appropriately balanced.ò 

4.25 In adopting a licensing scheme, the Council is required to take into account the 

socio-economic and public sector equality duties in the Equality Act 2010 (óthe 2010 

Actô) as well as human rights legislation. The Council is also prohibited from indirectly 

discriminating against a group which shares a protected characteristic, unless that 

discrimination can be objectively justified. Section 19 of the 2010 Act provides that 

indirect discrimination arises where a provision, criterion or practice (óPCPô) that 

applies in the same way for everyone has the effect of putting a group of people who 

share a protected characteristic (e.g. sex) at a particular disadvantage. By setting a 

zero limit in respect of SEVs, a PCP would be created for the purposes of the 2010 

Act. 

4.26 If it can be clearly demonstrated that a zero-limit policy is justifiable in that it is a 

proportionate means of achieving a legitimate aim, it will not amount to unlawful 

discrimination. In doing so, Committee must have considered the evidence which has 

been gathered throughout the consultation process and consider whether there is an 

evidential basis to demonstrate that a zero-limit policy would be a proportionate 

means of achieving a legitimate aim. Further, Committee should also have 

considered whether a less discriminatory means (e.g. setting a limit of two SEVs) 

could achieve the same objective. 

4.27 A limit of zero creates a rebuttable presumption against the grant of SEV licences in 

the Councilôs area, which could ultimately result in the closure of existing premises 

and a loss of income for operators, performers and employees of those premises. 

The Committee will also recall hearing evidence which suggested that a zero limit 

could lead to SEV activities taking place in unregulated and unsafe environments. 

Members should also refer to the Integrated Impact Assessment (Appendix 12) for a 

detailed assessment of what impact the licensing policy could have in this regard. 



 

4.28 Both human rights legislation (and in particular Protocol 1, Article 1 of the ECHR ï 

the right to peaceful possession) and the guidance make clear that, in limit-setting, 

Committee must consider any impact on existing operators. In the event of a zero 

limit being set, this would not have an immediate impact, since operators could 

continue until the new regime had commenced and applications for licences were 

finally determined. However, ultimately it could lead to the closure of the SEVs in the 

event that they were refused a licence by the Licensing Sub-Committee because of 

the zero cap on SEVs within the Council's area.  

4.29 During consultation, Committee heard from those who are in favour of the a zero-limit 

being introduced for SEVs. In summary, those respondents raised the following 

issues:  

¶ Sexual Entertainment is a key contributing factor to wider gender inequality in 

society; 

¶ The Scottish Governmentôs Equally Safe Strategy which defines sexual 

entertainment as a form of VAWG;  

¶ Experiences in other countries which have taken similar steps, such as Sweden 

and Iceland, which have criminalised the purchase of sex and outlawed similar 

premises respectively; 

¶ Women being pushed towards the sex industry as a result of the health 

pandemic; 

¶ Anecdotal experiences reported in the media; 

¶ The Lileth Project in London which saw an increase of reported rapes in the 

vicinity of SEVs; and 

¶ Reference to academic texts that argue that SEVs normalise behaviours and 

interactions between men and women that would normally be considered as 

sexual harassment, violence and gender discrimination in any other setting. 

4.30 Members will be aware that some other local authorities have set the limit at zero but 

that so far these have only been those authorities which did not have any SEVs 

operating. At the time of drafting this report, Glasgow and Aberdeen have decided 

the numbers issued in their area, and in effect have allowed existing premises to 

continue to operate within any cap.  

4.31 Committee is asked to take the considerations set out at 4.23 - 4.30 above into 

account when reaching a determination on the appropriate number of SEVs within 

Edinburgh  namely: 1) weighing up the representations received in response to the 

consultation; 2) consistency with the licensing objectives; and 3)  proportionality in 

terms of achieving the licensing objectives and balancing the rights of SEVs 

operators and performers against the rights of those opposed to SEVs. 

 

 



 

Draft Policy: Suitability of areas of the city in which to locate a SEV 

4.32 In addition to setting a numbers limitation for the city, Committee will be able to set 

out a specific limit of SEVs in any identified locality within the city. Responses have 

generally shown that the only area of the city in which there is any level of support for 

SEVs to be located is the city centre, which is consistent with responses to the 

previous consultation. The results of the second consultation indicated that 40% of 

respondents thought that there should be no limit for SEVs in the city centre, while 

20% thought that a zero limit should be introduced for this locality. Furthermore, 38% 

of respondents thought that there should be no limit for SEVs operating in a busy, 

late night economy area such as the Grassmarket or George Street, while 21% of 

respondents thought that a zero limit should be introduced in such a locality. Whilst 

having residents living within it, the city centre - ward 11 (as identified in Appendix 1 

of the draft policy) - also has considerable commercial and hospitality activity, 

including a significant number of the cityôs late night economy venues. Additionally, it 

is the location in which the current SEV premises have operated for decades.  

4.33 It should be noted that the proposed policy includes specific sections which would 

allow a future Licensing Sub-Committee to determine whether the location of a SEV 

would be suitable, notwithstanding the numbers limitation in place  The policy 

explicitly states that factors such as whether the area is residential, closeness to any 

school or place of worship or any other building of significance nearby, are among 

the factors that will be weighed up when deciding whether a location is suitable. This 

provides applicants with clear notice of the types of issue that the committee will 

have in mind when considering any application for a SEV licence.  

4.34 The consultation responses indicated that there would be some support for SEV 

premises to operate in a commercial or industrial area. However, given that there are 

currently no SEVs in industrial areas and that the classification of these areas can 

alter through regeneration and development, it is considered that this type of area is 

not suitable for this type of activity. It is also recommended that these areas are not 

suitable as they can sometimes be isolated or quiet after normal business hours, and 

thus would not be appropriate locations having regard to the safety of performers. 

4.35 In summary, it is recommended that the policy should clearly state that the only 

locality within the city that would be considered a suitable location for a SEV would 

be the city centre (ward 11) (per Appendix 1 of the draft policy) and that no other 

locality is considered suitable. It should be noted that any application for a licence 

would be considered on its own merits and the suitability of a SEV premises location, 

whether in the city centre or not, would still form part of any application process and 

ultimate determination. 

Draft Policy: Suitability of Applicants  

4.36 As part of the consultation process, Committee has been provided with oral and 

written evidence from performers, to the effect that SEV premises operators 

sometimes impose arbitrary fines on performers which could result in them losing 

significant income. Furthermore, it was explained that óhouse feesô in SEV premises 



 

could sometimes increase at short notice for performers through various 

circumstances, such as sporting events taking place in the city, which negatively 

affects the performersô income. Accordingly, the SEV policy has been drafted to 

make it clear that the Council does not expect the practice of fining performers to 

take place, and that any fees charged to performers should be transparent and 

agreed in advance and not subject to change at short notice. 

4.37 Where examples of fining or issues with house fees are brought to the attention of 

the Council, Committee could take this into account when considering whether an 

applicant is or remains fit and proper to hold a SEV licence. 

Appeals Process for SEVs 

4.38 If Committee agrees to pass the resolution and adopt a licensing system, then the 

new scheme will come into effect on 1 April 2023 and the Licensing Sub-Committee 

will be required to consider applications made for SEV licences after that date. If an 

application were to be refused, then an applicant would have the opportunity to 

challenge that decision. In many cases, this will be by raising an appeal in the Sheriff 

Court. 

4.39 Additionally, it is likely that the two most contentious issues that Committee will 

consider in relation to applications made for SEVs will relate to the determinations 

made by Committee following on from a decision to license SEVs: setting a numbers 

limitation for  SEVs in the city; and identifying the locality in which it can operate.  

 

5. Next Steps 

5.1 It is recommended that Committee agrees to make the proposed resolution, 

determines an appropriate number of SEVs for the City of Edinburgh, and thereafter 

to adopt the proposed licensing policy statement and standard conditions framework. 

5.2 Where a local authority passes a resolution, it must specify a date from when it is to 

take effect in their area. This must be at least one year from the date the resolution is 

passed. The local authority must also publish notice that it has passed a resolution 

not less than 28 days prior to the date the resolution is to take effect. The notice must 

state the general effect of the licensing procedure and provisions at Schedule 2 of 

the 1982 Act, as modified for SEVs, and be published either electronically or in a 

local newspaper. 

5.3 At the same time as the local authority publishes notice of its resolution it must also 

publish its SEVs licensing policy statement. 

5.4 If Committee approves the recommendations in this report, the proposed date on 

which this resolution would come into effect would be 1 April 2023. Officers will take 

the necessary steps to carry out both advertisement of the resolution and publication 

of the licensing policy statement.  

 



 

6. Financial impact 

6.1 The Councilôs scale of fees for licensing applications was approved with effect from 1 

April 2022. Any costs incurred by implementing policy are, at present, not included 

within the service budget.  

6.2 If Committee agrees to adopt a licensing scheme for SEVs, officers will carry out 

work to devise a new fee structure for SEVs to ensure that all costs are fully 

recovered and will bring this back to the Committee for approval.  

 

7. Stakeholder/Community Impact 

7.1 It is recognised that concerns have been raised previously that SEV activity may be 

commercial sexual exploitation, encourages unhealthy attitudes towards women, and 

therefore damages society.  

7.2 The Scottish Government stated during the passage of the 2015 Act that it 

acknowledges, through the introduction of this legislation, the freedom of adults to 

engage in legal activities and employment. Nevertheless, it continues to promote 

gender equality and actions that tackle outdated attitudes that denigrate or objectify 

groups or individuals, through all relevant means. 

7.3 A methodical and robust approach to obtaining evidence and information on the 

subject was carried out in order to minimise the risk of legal challenge to any policy 

or Committee decision. Evidence sessions were webcast in order to aid transparency 

and to provide a record of the evidence received.  

7.4 All premises which could be affected by a SEV policy were written to and advised of 

the consultation. The Committee consulted with the trade and other interested parties 

throughout this process to ensure that all views are taken into account when forming 

a draft policy statement and licensing conditions framework.  

7.5 Equally Safe: Scotlandôs strategy for preventing and eradicating violence against 

women and girls was first published in 2014 and was last updated in 2018. It sets out 

a definition of violence against women and girls, which includes ócommercial sexual 

exploitation, including prostitution, lap dancing, stripping, pornography, and human 

traffickingô. Whilst recognising the conflict between this definition and the licensing of 

sexual entertainment venues, the Scottish Government intends that it will help to 

ensure that such activities take place in safe and regulated environments.  

7.6 Following a period of consultation, at the Regulatory Committee meeting on 3 

February 2013 the Committee agreed to amend the Public Entertainment Resolution 

to remove premises used as ósaunas or massage parloursô from the requirement to 

obtain a public entertainment licence. Any new regulatory regime which is introduced 

will not apply to such premises. 

7.7 A full equalities impact assessment has been completed as part of the statutory 

consultation process and is attached at Appendix 12.   
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Appendix 2 

Results of SEVs Consultation 

Brief Summary 

¶ There were 87 responses in total. 74% of respondents were from residents and 9% 

classified themselves as óotherô, giving descriptions including ódancerô, óperformerô, 

ótouristô, and ótrade representativeô, among others. 

¶ 35% of respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that the Council should set a 

maximum number of SEV licences in Edinburgh. 31% disagreed or strongly 

disagreed. 

¶ 40% of respondents thought there should be no limit on the number of SEV premises 

based within a city centre locality. 20% thought that a zero limit should be introduced 

for this locality. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

  



 

Appendix 3 

Police Scotland Response to SEVs Consultation 

30/06/21 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City of Edinburgh Council 

249 High Street 

EDINBURGH 

EH1 1YJ 

 
 

 

David Happs 

Licensing Chief Inspector 

 

St Leonardôs Police Station 

14 St Leonardôs Street 

Edinburgh 

EH8 9QW 

 

Dear Sir/Maôam,  

 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON LICENSING OF SEXUAL ENTERTAINMENT VENUES ï 

DRAFT CONDITIONS AND POLICY 

 

In response to the public consultation on the licensing of Sexual Entertainment Venues 

(SEVôs), I am encouraged to see that the recommendations submitted by Police Scotland in 

response to the initial consultation have been included in the draft Policy and Conditions. 

 

The Policy and Conditions proposed are imperative to ensure the safety of staff and 

customers attending SEVôs, and allow City of Edinburgh Council and Police Scotland to 

ensure compliance with the licensing regime. 

 

I would respectfully request that in relation to propsed condition 10, the word óPoliceô is 

replaced with the words óChief Constableô. Whilst this is a minor amendment, it brings this 

type of condition in line with a smililar condition for licenses issued under Licensing 

(Scotland) Act 2005. 

 

Police Scotland have a policy where a definition is provided of óThe satisfaction of the Chief 

Constableô in relation to CCTV within licensed premises, which provides clarity to Police 

Officers, City of Edinburgh Council and SEV operators and staff as to exactly what is 

expected of CCTV systems, and ensures compliance with the condition can be ensured. 

 

I have no further requests or recommendations in relation to the draft Policy or Conditions. 



 

 

Yours faithfully 

David Happs 

Chief Inspector 

 
 

For enquiries please contact the Licensing Department on 0131 662 5775. 

 
  



 

Appendix 4 

Scot Pep response to SEV licensing consultation 

 

Scot-Pep is a national sex worker-led charity, established in 1989. We advocate for the 

safety, rights and health of everyone who sells sex in Scotland, and we take a human 

rights-based approach to sex work. We welcome the opportunity to respond to the 

consultation on the Licensing of Sexual Entertainment Venues 2021.  

 

Scot-Pepôs priority is that workers within SEVs are protected, their rights upheld, and that no 

workers are made more precarious by changes to SEV licensing.  

 

Considerations within the Draft Sexual Entertainment Policy  

 

Our concern about SEV licences being denied or revoked is borne of our concern for the 

workersô rights, safety, wellbeing and financial security of the people who work in these 

venues. The last 18 months have caused significant upheaval and increased precarity for 

workers across Scotland (in all sectors), and the priority for the next 12 months should be 

supporting peopleôs income/employment to remain as stable as possible.  

 

Scot-Pep does not believe setting a formal upper limit for the maximum number of SEVs is 

a useful approach. Instead we believe that every application should be taken on its 

individual merit and quality. Reviewing licenses should prioritise the views and needs of the 

workers at the venue and those who live and work nearby, rather than based on moralising 

arguments and outrage. 

 

Scot-Pep does not have a strong viewpoint on the suggestion that the city centre is the only 

area suitable for SEVs to be located, and we note that trade union groups such as United 

Voices of the World (UVW) have previously noted that venues in industrial areas are less 

safe for the workers than those in city centre areas with higher footfall. Internal 

conversations within Scot-Pepôs network confirm this, with workers who have previously 

worked in premises and venues based in industrial areas reporting feeling less safe both at 

work, and travelling to and from work.  

 

We are concerned at the potential for licensing decisions being made every 12 months, as 

this creates a sense of instability and precarity for workers at these venues. The more 

stable their employment can be, the more likely they are to be able to access workplace 

protections and feel able to access trade union resources as well as remaining financially 

secure without heightened financial anxiety. As a result, we would argue that the ability to 

make maximum license lengths up to 5 years would be more appropriate; with an in-built 

ability for early termination on certain grounds, which could include factors such as degrees 

of security for workers, and other factors which would help to empower and secure workersô 

rights in these venues. Scot-Pep notes that the sex industry has a specific ability to 

transition to working óundergroundô in unlicensed venues, which are unlikely to have 

workplace protections. In light of this we urge the council to ensure licensing is an option to 

avoid underground venues opening.  

 



 

Paragraph 3.3 of the Draft Sexual Entertainment Policy sets out an overly broad set of 

criteria for the ócharacter and functionô of the locality around proposed SEVs that can be 

used to deny a licence. These criteria can be used to deny a licence almost anywhere at the 

sole discretion of the committee. In practice, this will create ózoning lawsô, which have been 

proven to exacerbate gentrification and push SEVs into industrial areas, resulting in a lack 

of safety for performers and a decrease in clientele1. A decrease in clientele means a 

decrease in resources for the workers. Making strippers poorer will reduce their bargaining 

power with both management and clientele.  

 

The draft policy says it will take into account whether there ñhave been incidents involving 

anti-social behaviour, sexual assaults or more minor harassment reported in that areaò 

when considering an SEV licence. This is overly broad, but more concerning is the linking of 

sexual entertainment venues to sexual assault happening in the vicinity. It is often the case 

that SEVs are located in hotspots of local nightlife, and that the areas surrounding them 

have higher levels of sexual assault crimes reported when compared to areas that are more 

residential. It is more important to prioritise reports from workers about what happens inside 

the club than to hypothesise on the reasons for crimes committed in the local area when 

evidence has shown that there is no link between SEVs and violence in England. For 

example, following the closure of the Platinum Lounge in Chester in 2015, violent crime and 

sexual offence rates showed an upward trend since2.  

 

To our knowledge there have not been any instances of trafficking in the UK taking place in 

a licenced SEV. To link licences to general figures on trafficking óin the areaô is overly broad, 

and conflates trafficking with SEVs where there is no proven link. This contributes to the 

commonly-held misconception3 that the sex industry has a stronger connection with 

trafficking than any other industry, which in turn contributes to greater stigma against 

workers.  

 

This consultation presents an opportunity for City of Edinburgh Council to protect the rights 

of workers in SEVs and take steps to uphold safety and protection under the law. We note 

several points in the Draft Sexual Entertainment Conditions that seek to upload the rights of 

workers within SEVs, including ensuring they are able to access information on trade 

unions, which is very welcome.  

 

Link with Equally Safe strategy 

We strongly disagree with the Scottish Governmentôs categorisation of sex work as a form 

of violence against women as laid out in Equally Safe. This definition obfuscates the various 

and diverse forms of sexual labour that exist and make it extremely difficult for workers to 

engage with SG on the topic of violence within the sex industry, as their entire experience is 

defined as violence (and sometimes towards themselves/each other under brothel-keeping 

 
1
 See for example: Phil Hubbard and Rachela Colosi. "Sex, crime and the city: Municipal law and the regulation of sexual entertainment." 

Social & Legal Studies 22.1: 67-86. 2013. 

2 https://www.ukcrimestats.com/Neighbourhood/9887   

3
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/modern-slavery-national-referral-mechanism-and-duty-to-notify-statistics-uk-end-of-year-

summary-2020/modern-slavery-national-referral-mechanism-and-duty-to-notify-statistics-uk-end-of-year-summary-2020 

 

https://www.ukcrimestats.com/Neighbourhood/9887
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/modern-slavery-national-referral-mechanism-and-duty-to-notify-statistics-uk-end-of-year-summary-2020/modern-slavery-national-referral-mechanism-and-duty-to-notify-statistics-uk-end-of-year-summary-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/modern-slavery-national-referral-mechanism-and-duty-to-notify-statistics-uk-end-of-year-summary-2020/modern-slavery-national-referral-mechanism-and-duty-to-notify-statistics-uk-end-of-year-summary-2020


 

laws which criminalise two sex workers working together). We are pleased to see this 

consultation focus on keeping the environment safe [for workers] and regulated under this 

complicated framework. It is our position that this definition should be scrapped from the 

next violence against women strategy, and advocate for SG/local authorities to work with 

peer-led organisations to combat violence and exploitation within the sex industry.  

 

Contact: voice@scot-pep.org.uk  

Appendix 5 

Equally Safe Edinburgh Committee Consultation Response 

 

SEV Consultation 

Overview 

In October 2019, the Regulatory Committee agreed in principle to introduce a licensing 

scheme for Sexual Entertainment Venues (SEVs) in Edinburgh following the introduction of 

new legislation which allows local authorities to license such venues and an initial public 

consultation exercise. The definition of a SEV is provided by legislation and is aimed at 

premises providing sexual entertainment often referred to as ólap dancingô.  

The effects of the COVID-19 pandemic have resulted in a delay to the Committee further 

considering the implementation of a licensing scheme for SEVs. Accordingly, the 

Committee have instructed that a further consultation take place on this issue to allow 

stakeholders another opportunity to engage. This approach recognises that businesses 

most directly affected by a new licensing regime have been closed since March 2020 and 

may require further support to effectively engage with the consultation. 

 This consultation asks for views on a proposed licensing policy and proposed set of 

licensing conditions for Sexual Entertainment Venues, should the Committee agree to 

implement a licensing scheme. It is important to note at the outset that if the Council 

chooses not to adopt these powers, premises which offer this type of entertainment can 

continue to operate as they do currently. 

Adoption of the powers to license SEVs does not imply approval of these premises by the 

Council.  

Premises used as massage parlours or saunas are not included in this legislation or in the 

definition of sexual entertainment and will not be affected by these proposals. 

Why are we consulting? 

The aim of the consultation is:  

¶ To seek community and business views on the proposed licensing policy and 

conditions framework in respect of Sexual Entertainment Venues in Edinburgh. 

 

Controlling the Number of SEVs 

mailto:voice@scot-pep.org.uk


 

If the Council chooses to adopt this licensing scheme, it can choose a limit to the number of 

SEVs in any locality. The Council will still be required to consider individual licence 

applications even if it adopts a number limit. 

Currently, the city centre has four premises which offer services which would fit within the 

definition of sexual entertainment venues. There are currently no SEVs operating in 

localities outside of the city centre.  

  



 

Question 1 

Do you agree that the Council should limit the maximum number of SEVs for any localities 

in Edinburgh? 

Strongly agree  

 

Question 2  

If a licensing scheme is approved for SEVs, the Council could set limit for the number of 

SEV premises in a locality. What number do you think the Council should set for the 

following localities?  

 

The Equally Safe Edinburgh Committee supports that the number of licenses 

approved for SEVs should be 0 in all settings. 

  



 

Question 3 

Please consider the type of areas where a SEV might operate, and tell us whether you 

agree that the following areas would normally be suitable for SEVs to operate: 

 

The Equally Safe Edinburgh Committee strongly disagrees that any of the above 

areas are suitable for SEVs to operate. 

Question 4 

Do you have any comments on the proposed Sexual Entertainment Policy? The 

proposed policy is attached below. 

The Equally Safe Edinburgh Committee (ESEC ï óThe Committeeô) agrees with provision 

1.4 that SEVs in Edinburgh should be licensed and that the number of licenses should be 

set to nil. It is the Committeeôs view that, in any discussion around eradicating Violence 

Against Women and Girls (VAWG), sexual entertainment must be viewed as a cause and 

consequence of male power and privilege and subsequently of pervasive gender inequality 

in society. The Committee will refer to particular areas within the proposed policy to raise 

specific considerations that are problematic in regard to the licensing of SEVs. 

Initially, the very definition of a SEV (section 2.1) clearly states that in a SEV, the purpose of 

sexual entertainment is the financial gain of the organiser. Given that the organiser is the 

proprietor of the venue, this raises the question of the conditions of employment of the 

performers, who are overwhelmingly women. The majority of performers in SEVs are self-

employed, and in order to perform, they are required to pay a fee to the venue. This fee is 

arbitrary and, given the precarious nature of the sex industry, can often leave women with a 

financial loss at the end of a shift. This is a clear indication that womenôs employment rights 

are not protected in SEVs, which contributes to further inequality. 



 

The Committee would further highlight concerns under point 2.5 regarding the provision of 

occasional sexual entertainment at a particular venue. It is stated that SEV licenses will not 

be required for venues that do not provide sexual entertainment more than 3 times per 12 

months. However, this raises the question of how this is going to be regulated, especially if 

this entertainment takes place in a private space within a business such as a hotel, a short-

term let flat or a Festival venue. There needs to be more clarity as to where the onus of 

monitoring sexual entertainment in such venues and the subsequent requirement of a 

license application lies.  

This, together with item 4.1 relating to the length of license terms and the option of a short-

term license are of concern to the Committee as we would opt for consistency in the 

proposed licensing scheme. We propose that the Council should have licensing powers 

over SEVs and that the number of licenses should be nil in order to convey a strong 

message that our local authority does not condone the objectification of women for male 

pleasure. If licenses are able to be obtained for shorter time periods, then this message 

becomes diluted.  

The Committee would further like to highlight that, when considering an application for a 

SEV license, expert opinion should be sought from a relevant womenôs organisation and a 

trade union. This would provide an expert view of the experiences of women 

performing/working in SEVs from a gendered perspective. Further, it would ensure that the 

employment rights of staff are taken into consideration when an application is made, 

including pay and safety. 

Another concern highlighted by the Committee is the incongruence between the proposed 

policy and the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED). The PSED specifies that public local 

authorities are required to have due regard to the following objectives in relation to the 

Equality Act (2010): 

(a) eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by 
or under the Equality Act 2010; 

(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 
and persons who do not share it; 

(c) foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and 
persons who do not share it. 

The relevant paper for Scotland, Ψ¢ƘŜ CŀƛǊŜǊ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘ 5ǳǘȅΥ LƴǘŜǊƛƳ DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ .ƻŘƛŜǎΩ 
further explicitly names two key requirements for public bodies: 

¶ óTo actively consider how they could reduce inequalities of outcome in any major 

strategic decision they make; and 

¶ To publish a written assessment, showing how they have done this.ô (p.5) 

The Committee notes that this will likely require the City of Edinburgh Council to carry out 

an Equality Impact Assessment prior to any decision to license SEVs; however, no mention 

is made of any such assessment having taken place or being planned for the future. 

Further, the Review of the Operation of the Public Sector Equality Duty in Scotland 

specifically reports that ówe know that despite significant efforts to comply with the PSED 

https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/advice-and-guidance/2018/03/fairer-scotland-duty-interim-guidance-public-bodies/documents/00533417-pdf/00533417-pdf/govscot%3Adocument/00533417.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/progress-report/2021/03/equality-outcomes-mainstreaming-report-2021-mainstreaming-report/documents/review-operation-psed-scotland-stage-one-report/review-operation-psed-scotland-stage-one-report/govscot%3Adocument/review-operation-psed-scotland-stage-one-report.docx


 

and an increasing commitment across the public sector to equality and human rights, 

outcomes for people who share protected characteristics are still not where they should be. 

Inequality persists.  We are not seeing progress go as far and fast as is needed to realise 

the ambition in the National Performance Framework (NPF) that we protect, respect and 

fulfil human rights and live free from discrimination.  Now that this ambition is translated into 

a specific NPF outcome, it is right that we take stock and reflect on what needs to change to 

ensure our ambitions are better realisedô (p.1). Sex is defined as a protected characteristic 

under the Equality Act 2010, and the decision to continue the operation of SEVs is at odds 

with Edinburghôs compliance with the Fairer Scotland Duty, the PSED, and on a larger 

scale, Scotlandôs effort to improve outcomes related to the National Performance 

Framework. 

Lastly, the Committee would like to highlight the final section of the Policy titled 

óRelationship with Other Strategiesô.  Although the Policy document identifies a conflict 

between the licensing of SEVs and the Equally Safe strategy, it should be made clearer that 

SEVs directly contravene the Equally Safe Strategy. Specifically, the statement that the 

Scottish Government óintends that [licensing] will help to ensure that such activities take 

place in safe and regulated environmentsô does not represent the aspirations of Equally 

Safe. Equally Safe aims to óprevent and eradicateô violence against women and girls; not to 

regulate it. If we are to accept the definition that lap dancing, stripping and other forms of 

sexual entertainment are a form of violence against women, then this is something we must 

seek to end-not to legitimise or regulate. 

Question 5  

Do you have any comments on the proposed set of conditions for Sexual 

Entertainment Venues? The proposed set of conditions for SEVs is attached below. 

 

The Committee would like to offer views on the proposed conditions for SEVs from a 

gendered and practical perspective. The Committeeôs main concern around the proposed 

conditions is around enforcement of safety for performers, the possibility for 

abuse/malicious use of conditions and the publicity and advertising of SEVs. 

Firstly, the Committee would like to highlight that simple measures such as CCTV and panic 

alarms are not in themselves adequate in preventing violence against women, or indeed 

any performer or staff member in any establishment. There needs to be clarity as to what 

the response to a panic alarm would be, as well as to any security staff member in charge 

of monitoring CCTV footage. 

With particular regard to record-keeping, the Committee would raise concerns about the 

potential abuse of performersô information, compromising their privacy. Women involved in 

the sex industry, whether in a SEV setting, online, or indoors, can be victims to doxing (ie. 

malicious sharing of their personal details), stalking, harassment, sexual abuse, rape and 

femicide either during or outside their performance hours. There have been various 

instances of women who lost jobs and career prospects as a direct result of their 

involvement in the sex industry being revealed to their current/future employers (for 

example, Demi Hunziker and Kirsten Vaughn both lost jobs due to creating OnlyFans 

content).  

https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/
https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/
https://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/onlyfans-job-fight-demi-hunziker-alleges-she-was-forced-to-quit-job-at-ngati-manuhiri-settlement-trust-due-to-online-adult-account/EIVNESNBCXEY6ZONXT6MV2M76U/
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/otilliasteadman/mechanic-fired-onlyfans-account-indiana


 

Although most employers across different industries maintain identity records of their 

employees, the sex industry continues to be heavily stigmatised and tends to be associated 

with assumptions about a womanôs character. The risk therefore of a womanôs current/prior 

employment at a SEV affecting her future career prospects is therefore quite high, should 

this information not be adequately protected. 

In line with the risks associated with performing at a SEV for women, is the precarious 

nature of the employment. This needs to be of particular concern when there is onus on the 

performers themselves (for example under point 1.24.6) to report any breach of license 

conditions by the SEV in which she is employed. Similar to other crimes (for example hate 

crime and sexual violence), it is a well-known fact that there is considerable underreporting. 

As a result, it would be hard to imagine that female performers would risk their precarious 

livelihoods by speaking up against their contracted employer or risk retribution by other staff 

members (including the proprietor) for blowing the whistle. 

The Committee would like to raise a further concern around the safety of performers 

following the closing of premises each night. Item 34 clearly forbids performers from 

exchanging personal contact information with clients and any information provided to 

performers by clients is to be surrendered to the premises manager as soon as possible. 

However, this does not go far enough to ensure the safety of performers after exiting the 

premises, particularly after they may have been approached by a client during/after a 

performance. The Committee would highlight that this increases the risk of 

stalking/harassment, with the possibility of more serious crimes being committed including 

sexual assault of performers following the end of their shift.  

Similarly, explicit mention needs to be made for the price lists of sexual entertainment 

available in a SEV (point 1.43.5) that any performer has the right to refuse to perform any 

type of entertainment without the need to provide a reason. This should also not impact her 

employment at the SEV, and this should be clearly stated as a condition to ensure that 

women are not under pressure to perform types of entertainment that they either feel 

uncomfortable performing or that would push their boundaries for consent. 

Lastly, the Committee would like to raise the issue of touting for business and advertising. 

Although the conditions and policy documents are clear that there should be no touting for 

business on street near the premises, that the inside of the premises should not be visible 

from the street and that there should not be any explicit advertising, this does not prevent 

any of this activity taking place online. Advertising is often done anonymously, referring to 

the location where sexual entertainment is to take place as simply óa gentlemenôs clubô (for 

example in this advert), while it can also include explicit imagery (such as this website, 

advertising Edinburgh óstag partiesô, or this stag party organiser, advertising the óBarcrawl 

Babesô activity, which includes entry to óa hot strip clubô).  

The Committee would use those examples to highlight that even with the best efforts to 

regulate SEVs, not only does advertising remain explicit online, but it also remains 

anonymous-ensuring that without knowledge of which venue(s) sexual entertainment will 

take place, regulation will become even more challenging. Further, the advertisements cited 

above portray an image of Edinburgh that directly undermines our efforts to promote 

equality for women and girls. The Committee believes that we live in a city that has so much 

more to offer in terms of education, entertainment, culture and history, and we would urge 

https://justbanter.co.uk/stag/edinburgh/activity/steak-and-strip
https://justbanter.co.uk/stag/edinburgh/activity/steak-and-strip
https://www.thestagcompany.com/edinburgh-stag-weekends/lap-dancing
https://www.edinburghstag.com/?eb_listing=barcrawl-babes


 

for sexual entertainment and violence against women and girls not to be what we promote 

to the world. 

 

Question 6  

Would you like to make any further comments on these proposals? 

The Equally Safe Edinburgh Committee (ESEC- óthe Committeeô) is a partnership of 

professionals and organisations working to ensure the implementation of Equally Safe: 

Scotlandôs strategy for preventing and eradicating violence against women and girls. The 

Committee consists of senior staff and managers from the City of Edinburgh Council, Police 

Scotland, NHS Lothian as well as specialist voluntary sector organisations such as 

Edinburgh Womenôs Aid, Shakti Womenôs Aid, Victim Support Scotland, and Edinburgh 

Rape Crisis among others. 

It is the position of the Committee that the City of Edinburgh Council should hold licensing 

powers over Sexual Entertainment Venues (SEVs) and the number of licences should be 

set to 0 (nil). This response outlines the Committeeôs arguments for this position beyond the 

proposed policy and conditions documents. 

The Scottish Governmentôs Equally Safe Strategy clearly defines sexual entertainment as a 

form of Violence Against Women and Girls (VAWG) alongside commercial sexual 

exploitation, prostitution, pornography and trafficking among others4. Taking into 

consideration both the Equally Safe strategy as well as the fact that there are currently only 

three SEVs operating in Edinburgh with female performers, the Committee recognises that 

sexual entertainment is a heavily gendered issue which requires a gendered viewpoint to 

inform any future decisions. 

The Committeeôs concerns focus on sexual entertainment as a key contributing factor to 

wider gender inequality in society, reinforcing the view that women are ógoodsô or óproductsô 

for the sexual entertainment of men, rather than whole persons beyond their external 

appearance. The very wording of the Draft Sexual Entertainment Venue Policy and the 

Standard Conditions on the Licensing and Regulation of Sexual Entertainment Venues 

(SEVs) implicitly recognises the wider risks and potential harms associated with SEVs: the 

special consideration of the existing character and function of the area, particularly the 

vicinity of schools, places of worship, charities and other landmarks or facilities 

demonstrates the recognition of the possible harms that can be caused by SEV to the local 

community. Further, the requirement for constant monitoring of the premises, and the 

monitoring of any increases in incidents of trafficking or sexual or other crimes in the vicinity 

is an alarming reminder of the risks associated with sexual entertainment and the wider 

impact on gender equality in society. 

There is a very real concern with any new regulation or legislation that it will likely push the 

activity it seeks to outlaw or regulate óundergroundô. However, the Committee would argue 

that over time, there tend to be longer-term benefits to legislation and regulations that aim to 

promote womenôs equality, regardless of how they affect the present status quo. For 

example, prior to the criminalisation of the purchase of sex and sexual services in Sweden 

 
4 9ǉǳŀƭƭȅ {ŀŦŜΥ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ tǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 9ǊŀŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ±ƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ !Ǝŀƛƴǎǘ ²ƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ DƛǊƭǎΣ ǇΦ мн 

(https://bit.ly/3bdBZke,accessed on 26 October 2021)  

https://bit.ly/3bdBZke


 

in 1999, there were concerns that this would put women at risk by driving prostitution 

underground and lead women to more dangerous practices and locations in order to sell 

sex. However, less than 20 years later, a 2017 study5 found that 63% of the Swedish 

population now agree that purchasing sex is wrong and should in fact be illegal. Compared 

to countries like Germany and the Netherlands, where prostitution and sexual entertainment 

are legal and regulated, fewer than 20% of the population agrees with the above statement. 

This finding is particularly concerning as there is further research demonstrating that men 

who purchase sex and sexual services are also more likely to abuse women through 

tricking or coercing them into sexual activity and to believe that ówhen women say ónoô, they 

really mean óyesô6.  

Further, the Committee would argue that sexual entertainment and prostitution are already 

happening underground, similar to human trafficking and other forms of abuse and violence 

against women. There are numerous anecdotal reports that informal arrangements are held 

for sexual entertainment/sale of sex in Edinburgh hotels and AirBnBôs as reported on the 

AirBnB website, on the BBC website and in the Scotsman over a number of years. The fact 

that these reports span a decade, prior to the Covid 19 pandemic which pushed a lot more 

women towards the sex industry, demonstrates that this is not a new issue, and unlikely to 

change if the Council proceeds with a requirement to license SEVs. 

In terms of the views of women who work as performers in SEVs, it is very important that 

their views are taken into consideration. One performer who took part in the consultation 

with the Council around the licensing of SEVs highlighted the need for the protection of 

performersô employment rights. She proceeded to describe exploitative practices by SEV 

proprietors such as arbitrary fees for performers that are liable to unexpected change, which 

further demonstrates the inherently exploitative nature of this work against women.  

A number of other women who have performed as erotic dancers in SEVs throughout the 

world and since retired, have also spoken of the demeaning nature of the job. Leigh 

Hopkinson, speaking to The Guardian, stated that óI thought I was subjugating existing 

power structures; it didnôt occur to me that I might have been playing into them [é] Even 

though it was totally acceptable for men to visit strip clubs, it wasnôt ok for women to work in 

them. [é] I donôt think [stripping or sex work] can ever be unequivocally empowering when 

it places the pleasure of men above the equality of womenô. 

In a similar vein, óLizaô (not her real name), speaking to The Atlantic stated that: [Thereôs no 

respect for what we do. [é] What we do could potentially be very dangerous. We could 

potentially have stalkers; someone could follow us home; we could have a customer who 

comes in to see us all the time and thinks heôs in love with us and you donôt know what he 

could doô. These are only two of many examples of former performers in SEVs highlighting 

both the risks that women are subject to while employed by the venue, but also the wider 

implications for equality for women. If we can accept that violence against women exists in 

a continuum, then we need to accept that an óinnocuousô visit to a SEV is on the same 

continuum as sexual violence, rape and the murder of women. 

 
5 Johnsson, S. and Jakobsson, N. (2017): Is buying sex morally wrong? Comparing attitudes toward prostitution using 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƭŜǾŜƭ Řŀǘŀ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŜƛƎƘǘ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ LƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛonal Forum, Vol. 61, March-
April 2017, pp.58-69 
6 Farley, M.; Bindel, J.; and Golding, J.M. (2009): Men who buy sex: Who they buy and what they know. Eaves, London. 

Available at: https://lastradainternational.org/lsidocs/Mensex.pdf as accessed on 27 October 2021 

https://community.withairbnb.com/t5/Hosting/Prostitution/td-p/423470
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/magazine-39528479
https://www.scotsman.com/news/sex-sale-balmoral-hotel-2441817
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/sex-work-coronavirus-poverty-b1769426.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/sex-work-coronavirus-poverty-b1769426.html
https://www.edinburghlive.co.uk/news/edinburgh-news/edinburgh-dancers-slam-council-plan-17788051
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/may/11/as-a-stripper-ive-spent-two-decades-naked-but-dont-call-me-a-victim
https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2016/10/exotic-dancer/504680/
https://lastradainternational.org/lsidocs/Mensex.pdf


 

The same can be echoed in the reviews provided by men who visit SEVs in Edinburgh. One 

user stated that óthe girls were ugly, annoying, coked up and stinkyô7; another reviewer 

stated that óThe women themselves were a mixed bag. Some were objectively attractive, 

but others were not to my discerning taste to say the least. They can also be incredibly 

brusque, possibly as a way to appeal to the banter loving lad culture they are surrounded 

by. I found this very off-putting as I prefer to be wooed by ladies I am paying to dance on 

me.ô8  

These are just two examples of the continuum of sexual violence, demonstrating how SEVs 

serve to perpetuate oppressive cultural and societal norms perceiving women as óobjectsô 

for the sexual gratification of men. They further demonstrate how the sex industry overall 

serves to enforce traditional male power and privilege over women, further obstructing the 

achievement of true gender equality in society. 

The Committee further wishes to highlight the contradictions between the proposed 

licensing of SEVs and other Council plans and proposals for future development. The 

Council Business Plan recognises the importance of creating and sustaining womenôs and 

girlsô safety in public spaces. However, according to the Royal Town Planning Institute 

(2007)9 óin certain locations, lap dancing and exotic dancing clubs make women feel 

threatened and uncomfortableô. Indeed, the Lileth Project reported that in three London 

boroughs, there was a 50% increase in reported rapes in the vicinity of the clubs, as well as 

in harassment and fear of violence (Eden, 2007, as cited in Patiniotis and Standing, 201210). 

Patiniotis and Standingôs (2012) findings further provide support to the claim that sexual 

violence exists in a continuum rather than in isolated incidents. This means that instead of 

violence and abuse seen as discrete issues in isolation of less violent behaviours such as 

unwanted comments and ócatcallingô, they both exist within a continuum of male power and 

control. The strongest evidence for this continuum comes from the fact that SEVs normalise 

behaviours and interactions between men and women that would normally be considered 

as sexual harassment, violence and gender discrimination in any other setting. This only 

serves to consolidate traditional perceptions of masculinity and power that directly 

contravene gender equality.  

Further, both The Edinburgh Partnership Community Plan 2018-2028 and the Council 

Equalities, Diversity and Inclusion Framework recognise that women, and particularly Black, 

Asian and Minority Ethnic Women are at particular risk of harm due to poverty and 

deprivation, hate crime, discrimination and violence against women. They further state that 

the places people live, work and frequent have a significant impact on their quality of life 

and wellbeing and assert a commitment to create good places to live in Edinburgh-including 

accessible open spaces connected to health, childcare and other services. These 

commitments would be severely undermined by the presence of SEVs, which cause women 

 
7 Review available at https://www.designmynight.com/edinburgh/bars/baby-dolls-no-1-showbar as 
accessed on 27 October 2021. 
8 Review available at https://restaurantguru.com/Western-Bar-Edinburgh/reviews?bylang=1 as 
accessed on 27 October 2021. 
9 Royal Town Planning Institute (2007): Gender and Spatial Planning, RTPI Good Practice Note 7; London: Royal Town 
Planning Institute. 
10 tŀǘƛƴƛƻǘƛǎΣ WΦ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ YΦ όнлмнύΥ [ƛŎŜƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŀǊƳΚ {ŜȄ ŜƴǘŜǊǘŀƛƴƳŜƴǘ ǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ 
in inner city centres. Criminal Justice Matters 88(1), pp.10-12. 

https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/downloads/file/28919/our-future-council-our-future-city
https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/downloads/file/28919/our-future-council-our-future-city
https://www.edinburghcompact.org.uk/who-we-are/edinburghs-community-plan/
https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/documents/equality-diversity-framework-2021-2025/4?documentId=13136&categoryId=20318
https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/documents/equality-diversity-framework-2021-2025/4?documentId=13136&categoryId=20318
https://www.designmynight.com/edinburgh/bars/baby-dolls-no-1-showbar
https://restaurantguru.com/Western-Bar-Edinburgh/reviews?bylang=1


 

to experience fear and alarm, to the extent that they may avoid frequenting or accessing 

those areas altogether. 

Lastly, the Committee would like to draw attention to Iceland as an example of a country 

that outlawed SEVs in 2010. Iceland has a similar population to Edinburgh (366,424 

according to 2020 Icelandic data; compared to 482,005 according to the 2011 Scottish 

census). This has not affected the Icelandic economy, while the number of foreign visitors 

has more than quadrupled between 2010 and 201911 (from just under 460,000 to just over 

2.3 million per year respectively). Further, Iceland has been titled óthe most gender-equal 

country in the worldô by the World Economic Forumôs Global Gender Gap Report 202112.  

The Equally Safe Edinburgh Committee works towards an Edinburgh that values women 

and girls equally to boys and men, gives them equal opportunities and works tirelessly to 

prevent violence and abuse against them. We believe that the proposal to license SEVs 

setting the number of licenses to nil across the city will be a significant step towards helping 

us to promote the values of the Equally Safe Strategy and to send a strong message that 

the exploitation of women and girls in any setting and under any circumstances is never 

acceptable. 

  

 
11 Ferdamalastofa (the Icelandic Tourist Board): Number of Foreign Visitors. Data available for download at: 

https://bit.ly/3mftewn as accessed on 26 October 2021. 
12 Report available at: https://bit.ly/3jyIO4g as accessed on 26 October 2021. 

https://bit.ly/3mftewn
https://bit.ly/3jyIO4g


 

Appendix 6 

Do you have any comments on the proposed Sexual Entertainment Policy? The 
proposed policy is attached below. - Please give us your comments.  Written 
Responses. 

I do not believe there is any need to change from the current license. The proposed changes really are 
not much different to how they currently operate. Introducing an SEV license means extra expense 
which could also mean a rise in house fees. Please bear in mind that we are still in a pandemic & 
Scotland is yet to see any light at the end of the tunnel. Lap dancing has now been closed for more than 
one year, businesses are in their arse & this is going to incur further fees for them. Dancers have also 
ōŜŜƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ȅŜŀǊ ϧ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƘŀǊŘǎƘƛǇΦ LΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
palaver with the SEISS grants with so many delays etc 

In principle, these types of venues should always be in a busy city centre location, away from 
residential areas, particularly those with families. At present the vast majority of these places seem to 
be around the Lothian Road area, and this would seem a sensible location for them given that it is low 
on residential units, while been a busy street, so therefore less susceptible to noise pollution, while also 
providing a busy environment where the seedier aspects of this industry can hopefully be diminished. 
There should be legislation as to appropriate signage so that Those who might be offended by such 
activity do not have this brazenly displayed in front of them 

These places devalue the area in which they operate.  
They attract people of unfovorable character as both legal and elligal operations are associated with 
the type of people who would frequent an establishment which has a lap dance.  
 
a Lap dance would be the appetiser for a much more distructive and unhealthy interaction for society. 

A well considered policy. 

I think the proposed licensing policy, from a community point of view  make good sense. (I give no 
opinion on the health or ethical point of views and leave those for professionals on both sides of the 
argument to comment on). I think the increased discretion is to be welcomed. I think though that the 
name and the signage should not be such as it flouts the spirit of increased discretion/lack of 
promotion etc. and that there should be some guidance in the policy on this. In other words, the name 
and manner of the signage on the outside should not make it clear what is happening inside. To 
prevent innocent passers by from accidently  coming in a manned door entry system should be in place. 

Closing SEV venues will only drive the industry underground and therefore put workers at risk and loss 
of jobs, also causing workers into more dangerous jobs in order to make ends meet.  
The clubs operate under strict working conditions in order to keep everyone safe and happy.  
As a dancer of 6 year, I can strongly argue I have always been genuinely safer in a lap dancing club than 
I am fully clothed in a nightclub. As security guards, cameras and management support measures are 
firmly in place to ensure our safety and well-being at all times. While nightclubs also offer cctv and 
securitȅΣ ƘŀǊŀǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ōȅ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎƳƛǎǎŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŀǘΩǎ  
Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΦ 
Lap dancing allows workers a safe comfortable and flexible place of worth with better support options 
ǘƘŀƴ Ƴƻǎǘ άƴƻǊƳŀƭέ Ƨƻōǎ ŘŜspite being stricter.  
Closing clubs or limiting sev venues to 0 would only put workers at risk. 

Public should determine numbers as in public demand through footfall. 

Allowing any sexual entertainment goes against the Scottish Government Equally Safe policy, it's 
definition of violence against women clearly states 'commercial sexual exploitation including 
prostitution, lapdancing, stripping, pornography and human trafficking' as violence against women. 
It contravenes the Council's own policy 1.5.1 prevent public nuisance, crime and disorder 1.5.2 securing 



 

public safety, 1.5.3 protecting young people and children from harm and 1.5.4 reducing violence 
against women. 
Where these premises exist, prostitution is encouraged. Children and girls are taught that there self 
worth is only in sex. Men in these areas treat all women and girls as being for sale or their use and not 
as people. 

I believe that a licensing scheme for these SEV's is a good idea, it will allow the premises to be managed 
and open for inspection to ensure the workers are not being exploited and the working environs are 
safe and secure. If SEV's are unlicensed then there is a risk that the industry will be driven underground 
and the risks of organised crime becoming involved in the operation. Not licensing these premises will 
not stop SEV's operating. 
 
If the numbers are too few then it is likely that large numbers of people will visit and congregate in the 
areas of the ones that are licensed with the risks of noise and antisocial behaviour. If sufficient are 
licensed for the number of users then the users will be spread around and not concentrated into one 
area. 

The policy should be regulated independently of the council who have already shown lack of thought 
and knowledge when it comes to making business decisions. 

How is the CEC going to build in consideration for the safety and comfort of women living and working 
in the vicinity, or simply passing by the venues. Answering as a female resident of Edinburgh I can say 
that it can feel extremely uncomfortable passing by these places. There must be controls on minimising 
groups of men and bouncers hanging around outside - and the exterior of such venues must not be 
explicit. There are only a couple of locations in the city centre that such venues might conceivably be 
acceptable in Edinburgh but even then the concept feels old-fashioned and out of place. 

ω ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ {9±ϥǎ ƛƴ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ  ǘƘŀƴ ŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
entertainment venues such as bars or restaurants. I agree with restrictions near schools. However, I fail 
to see why religious institutions need specific mention, business should not be curtailed in order to 
protect religious interests.  
 
ωL ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴȅ ƳƻǾŜ ǘƻ ǎŜǘ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ŀǘ ƴƛƭΦ {Ŝx workers should be able to go about their 
lawful business without the judgment of the council. SEV's are often much safer for these workers than 
alternative locations. This city has a fairly progressive record in these matters regarding the tolerance 
zones, which were sadly ended by Police Scotland, we should return to that evidence based 
empowerment model rather than moralisation. 
 
ωwŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ 9ǉǳŀƭƭȅ {ŀŦŜ ŀ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƎƴƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎŜȄ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ƛǎ ƛƴŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜΦ 
Sex Worker groups maintain that this strategy denies individual agency and makes situations more 
dangerous rather than the opposite. 

LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ƻŦ {9±ǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ 

I absolutely hate seeing these venues in the city and I think it really ruins the tone of the city which is an 
historic and welcoming city for tourists. I think the council should adopt a strong stance against sexual 
entertainment as it continues to support an unhealthy sexual view of women in society.  A policy is 
required to enable the council to prevent these establishments from operating in the city area at all. 

There should be an acknowledgement that concentrating these premises in central areas does mean 
other businesses may seek to locate elsewhere and that tourists, other than those interested in such 
premises, will not want to stay in these areas.   A good reason to limit them. 
 
Massage parlours and/or saunas should also be tightly regulated. 
 



 

Students, particularly females, will not want to frequent areas where sex clubs are located because 
these will be perceived as unsafe.   Sexual harassment of young females in the city is already a problem 
(ask the student associations/unions).  They should not be near purpose-built student accommodation. 
 
Edinburgh should be a family friendly city where women feel safe.  This should be the main focus of 
your policy. 

Wherever the council decided it was appropriate to grant a license will harm that area to a greater or 
lesser degree for residents or people passing through. AS most of these premises operate in the 
evening this also has an impact as residents will more likely to be at home or returning home so the 
impact on them is unacceptably high. 

They are safe spaces for men and woman. Leave them as they are with a later licence on par with 
nightclubs. 

Such venues degrade women and should not exist 

I strongly welcome these sex venues, I would rather see them busy than prowlers walking the streets 

We need to move away from this in our City. I understand Glasgow has taken a strong stance against 
these types of venues in their city.  
 
There is no place for this in Edinburgh. 

I think that any legislation made about sex work must protect sex workers above all else.  
 
It would be helpful if strip clubs had to employ their dancers - rather than making them pay to work - 
and require that strip clubs pay the dancers minimum wage at least.  
 
Strip clubs must also be safe from immigration raids. 

N/A 

It's ludicrous and will turn people to the streets instead of a safe controlled environment like a venue. 

I totally disagree to granting these licences for moral and health reasons to the general public who are 
affected by these policies 

Not sure about allowing venues with only a few performances a year not to have to register. This will 
be abused.  
 
How can a licence be suspended quickly following serious complaints and how can it be revoked. 

I don't think live sex shows benefits anyone 

My primary contention would be with the apparent adoption of the "nordic model" paradigm, which 
has been shown to put sex workers in harm's way and is near-universally opposed by sex workers of 
every capacity. This directly acts against point 1.5.4, in the service of a view of sex work which is as 
paternalistic as it is puritanical. 
 
I would further argue against 3.3, which frames these services as dangerous or morally reprehensible 
and ultimately only serves to drive the sector away from "respectable" areas. On point c in particular, I 
would hope that due consideration is given that we may *want* these venues to be within reach of 
many of the services listed, who provide vital assistance to sex workers. 

By licensing these premises the Council is condoning the sexual exploitation of woman and girls.  The 
existence of Sexual Entertainment Venues sounds gender neutral and innocuous when they affect 
women and girls. They are owned by men, used by men to sexually exploit women.  
 
The Council's Policy - 1.5.3 Protect children and young people from harm 



 

                                                  1.5.4 Reduce violence against women 
Equally Safe policy updated in 2016 to eradicate violence against women and girls defines violence 
against women as  including "commercial sexual exploitation and prostitution, lap dancing, stripping, 
pornography and human trafficking." 
 
The selling of women in any form should not be tolerated. 

I'm completely opposed to such premises, SEVs, because of the likelihood that many of the women 
working there may have been trafficked, or be there because of some other form of abuse or coercive 
control. 

To licence such premises will make it safer for participants and public alike. If left al fresco it could put 
performers in danger 

I dont think any additional regulation is required 

Very restrictive 

It is important to not force these activities underground, which could prove a huge risk to the people 
who work in this industry. 

In my past experience these venues were run well and effectively self regulated.  
 
Supply of venues will not exceed demand and demand is not particularly high. 
 
They tend to have a relatively low profile and I do to recall many, if any, issues with local residents. 

As a sex worker in the UK, it hurts to see other workers who are in the same industry as me about to 
ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ƨƻōǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘΩǾŜ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
completely happy with it. Sex work is work - let them work ! 

In the section on the character and vicinity of the relevant locality, there appear to be a number of 
unnecessary articles: 
 
3.3b  requires clarification. "Other places of education" is sufficiently broad that it could encompass 
University or adult education facilities, which do not have the same relevance to the licensing of these 
establishments as a primary school would. Also, consideration should be given to the fact that the 
hours of operation of the entertainment venues would not coincide with that of educational 
establishments.  
 
3.3c  is inappropriate, as there should not be any special consideration for places of worship within an 
equal and secular society such as modern Scotland. Places of worship should be able to dictate the 
standards of behaviour for their adherents on their property, but not a centimetre beyond.  
 
I am concerned that Item 3.7 is being set up as a justification to deny licences to existing SEV's by 
setting a limit of nil for the entire city, which would force the closure of existing businesses which have 
never breached the conditions laid out in the rest of these documents. I would contend that this 
number should not be set below the number of existing venues so that this arbitrary and high-handed 
course of action is avoided.  
 
If the council comes to the conclusion that there is an undue concentration of SEVs within a specific 
area, then there should be a good-faith attempt to allow existing premises to relocate and be licensed 
in their new locations, rather than using this as an excuse to destroy existing businesses. 

This looks like a solution in search of a  problem, the existing SEVs in Edinburgh do not seem to me to 
cause any more issues than other licenced premises.  Supply will to a large extent be determined by 
demand and I can think of a number of venues that have closed over the last decade or so due to lack 



 

of demand. 
 
So no problem, no need for the legislation. 

1.5.1Preventing public nuisance, crime and disorder:  - this is already required for alcohol licensed 
premises  
1.5.2Securing public safety:  this is already required for alcohol licensed premises  
1.5.3Protecting children and young people from harm: this is already required for alcohol licensed 
premises  
1.5.4Reducing violence against women - Dancers in these venues are self employed and are very well 
protected by management and stewarding  and approved regulations for the safety of individuals  
 
No evidence has been produced to indicate these premises are not well run safe premises.  
 
1.7The key aims of civic licensing are the preservation of public safety and order and the prevention of 
crime. A specific licensing regime allows the Council to consider local circumstances in setting the 
number of venues able to operate within their areas and to exercise appropriate control and regulation 
of those venues - there is no evidence to. indicate any legitimate adult entertainment premises are 
causing harm to public safety nor that there are issues with criminality  
 
Believed there are no peep shows or  live sex shows in Scotland in legitimate venues  
 
Character & Vicinity of Relevant Locality3.3In considering whether the grant, renewal or variation of 
the licence would be inappropriate given the vicinity in which the SEV premises operates, the 
Committee shall consider the existing character and function of the area. Due regard will be given to 
the following: 
a.Whether the premises are situated in a residential area - no nightclub/late night  premises would be 
likely to be situated in a residential area due to the fact that residents might be disturbed by late night 
coming and going of patrons or staff or in the case of adult entertainment venues self employed 
dancers  
 
b. Whether there are any schools and other places of education near the vicinity of the premises - it 
would be normal for schools to be closed when  entertainment premises of this nature operate 
 
c.Whether there are any places of worship in that vicinity - it would be normal for most places of 
worship  to be closed when  entertainment premises of this nature operate  
 
d.Whether there are other relevant businesses or charities operating in the area e.g. homelessness 
ǎƘŜƭǘŜǊǎΣ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǊŜŦǳƎŜǎΣ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀŎŎƻƳƳƻŘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƛǘǎ - there is no evidence of increase 
in criminality in and around premises of this nature in fact  the high levels of stewarding within and 
outwith the premises would tend to make areas safer  
 
e.Whether there are certain landmarks or facilities in the vicinity (e.g. historic buildings, sports facilities, 
cultural facilities, family leisure facilities, play areas or parks, youth facilities, retail shopping areas, and 
places used for celebration of commemoration - there is no evidence of increase in criminality in and 
around premises of this nature in fact  the high levels of stewarding within and outwith the premises 
would tend to make areas safer  
and it would be normal for premises referred to be closed when  entertainment premises of this nature 
operate 



 

 
f.Whether there have been incidents involving anti-social behaviour, sexual assaults or more minor 
harassment reported in that area - there is no evidence of increase in criminality or human trafficking 
linked to premises of this nature and in and around premises of this nature in fact  the high levels of 
stewarding within and outwith the premises would tend to make areas safer - the high levels of care 
taken by operators on advice from police scotland and in compliance with conditions set by licensing 
boards for dancers to ensure their safety is one of the reasons so many women chose to take up 
dancing as a way of earning their living  
 
 
g.Whether there have been incidents of human trafficking or exploitation in that area- there is no 
evidence of increase in criminality in and around premises of this nature in fact  the high levels of 
stewarding within and outwith the premises would tend to make areas safer the high levels of care 
taken by operators on advice from police scotland and in compliance with conditions set by licensing 
boards for dancers to ensure their safety is one of the reasons so many women chose to take up 
dancing as a way of earning their living  
 
3.4 Suitability of Premises - all legitimate premises are already subject to this proposal and none have 
been deemed unsuitable in over 25 years of operation  
3.8 Under the 1982 Act the Council has the discretion to refuse applications relating to SEVs if it is 
considered that the grant or renewal of the licence would be unsuitable, having regard to the layout, 
character or condition of the premises, vehicle, vessel or stall in respect of which the application is 
made.  
 
3.9It is expected that when an application for a SEV licence is made, that the applicant will be able to 
demonstrate that the layout, character and/or condition of the premises is appropriate to the relevant 
entertainment proposed at the premises. This is already a requirement 

I am writing on behalf of the National SEV Coalition, of which I am a member, to give our views on the 
matter. The coalition was set up by dancers who work or have worked in SEVs, and of their allies. We 
include dancers from the Bristol Sex Workers Collective, the Northern Sex Workers Collective, the East 
London Strippers Collective, and the United Sex Workers Branch of the union United Workers of The 
World. 
 
The coalition represents the often overlooked dancers who work in SEVs. We are working against 
increasing concerns that SEVs nationwide may lose their licenses. We are committed to keeping these 
venues open to ensure dancers have safe, regulated places to work. This is of utmost importance, as 
without licensed venues dancers will lose their workers rights, and many will be forced to work in 
dangerous, unregulated conditions.  
 
I have looked over the proposed strategy and have some concerns: 
 
Para 3.3 allows for restriction of location on the basis of other nearby uses. The list of uses in (a) to (e) 
is extensive and could be used to justify a refusal pretty much anywhere. Many of these proposed 
restrictions are questionable, and fall far outside the current English guidelines for SEV licencing. These 
guidelines are underpinned by legislation, which has been informed by research and public 
consultation. We fail to see evidence that justifies a decision to deviate from these accepted 
restrictions.  We ask that you revise this list and drastically cut it down to align with English legislated 
practice. SEVs are discreet venues and evidence (detailed further down this letter) shows that they do 



 

not increase violent crime or sexual offences in the surrounding area. Refusing a license because the 
venue is in the vicinity of a retail shopping centre, for example, is unreasonable.  
 
Para 3.3 (f, g) refers to consideration of anti-social behaviour, harassment, exploitation and human 
trafficking. We ask that you make it clear that cases should be linked directly, with evidence, to the 
venue being considered, not just to things that happen in the general area.  
 
Para 3.7 sets out to restrict the number of licenses granted. It identifies the City Centre Ward as the 
only appropriate location for SEVs so in effect it is a nil policy for the rest of Edinburgh. We ask that you 
consider whether any venues are currently operating outside of the City Centre Ward. If they are, we 
ask that you remove the nil policy for the rest of Edinburgh to avoid putting the dancers in these clubs 
into unemployment or danger by removing their licensed workplace.  
 
There is currently an agenda being pushed countrywide by Sex-Worker Exclusionary Radical Feminists 
(SWERFS) that SEVs contribute to violence against women. This is completely false, and is a dangerous 
and terrifying viewpoint that blames dancers for violence committed by men. There is currently NO 
evidence of any link between the operation of SEVs and violence against women occurring. In fact, 
much evidence points to the opposite.  
 
Take, for example, the case study of Platinum Lounge in Chester, North West England. Platinum 
[ƻǳƴƎŜΣ /ƘŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ {9±Σ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ нлмрΦ {ƛƴŎŜ ƛǘǎ ŎƭƻǎǳǊŜΣ ǾƛƻƭŜƴǘ ŎǊƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻŦŦŜƴŎŜ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ 
the city have shown an upward trend. I am going to now cover research, undertaken by coalition 
member Toni Mansell,  into violent crime and sexual offence rates in the city of Chester before and 
after the closure of Platinum Lace. 
 
Using the month of December as a sample, you can see that in Dec 2013, two years before Platinum 
Lounge closed, there were 46 recorded violent crimes in Chester City centre, In Dec 2014 there were 58 
recorded violent crimes in Chester city centre. In December 2015, the year the Platinum Lace closed 
this went up to 63. In 2016 there were 70, 2017 there were 127, 2018 there were 101, and in 2019, 5 
years after the closure of Platinum Lounge, there were 99 recorded violent crimes in Chester city 
centre. 
 
These statistics can be fact checked from the source 
https://www.ukcrimestats.com/Neighbourhood/9887  
 
To ensure this data is not an outlier for the month of December, you can see the violent crime rates for 
June.  
 
June 2013 ς 44 
June 2014 ς 34 
June 2015 ς 40 
June 2016 -  58 
June 2017 -  49 
June 2018 -  70 
June 2019 -  72 
  
In both samples you can see that the numbers of violent crimes in Chester City centre have had an 
upward trend AFTER Platinum Lounge's closure. This is even more interesting as the numbers had 



 

actually dropped for 2014 and 2015. It is in the years following the closure that violence rose, 
suggesting that Platinum Lounge may have in fact kept the rates of violent crime down.  
 
https://www.police.uk/pu/your-area/cheshire-constabulary/chester-city/?tab=Statistics further 
confirmed that in the last 3 years, violence and sexual offences in Chester City Centre had increased by 
22.2% (percentages true as of 23/03/2021). 
  
These statistics include violent crime as one encompassing bracket of violence and sexual assault. While 
I can not access sexual assault statistics for the city centre individually for these date periods, further 
research follows Chester and Cheshire West from Cheshire West and Chester Community Safety 
Partnership Strategic Assessment 2015 to see if the trends followed the same pattern. This is a larger 
geographical scope of the partnership area, but gives a good indication if we can consider the figures 
above to accurately reflect the trends of sexual violence. 
  
The number of sexual offences recorded in Cheshire West and Chester increased by 21% from 317 in 
2014 to 383 in 2015. This is a continued increase from 218 in 2012 and 279 in 2013. 
  
In 2016, the total number of recorded sexual offences in this Chester and Cheshire West was 461. For 
the year 2019, this number had risen to 800 recorded cases (source: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/datasets/recordedcrimedat
abycommunitysafetypartnershiparea). 
  
While this look at data and figures is only a brief investigation, it strongly implies that closing the city's 
only SEV did not reduce the numbers of violent crimes in any way, in fact they have shown an upward 
trend after the clubs closure. Even taking into account influencing factors such as the change in the way 
certain crimes were recorded which contributed to a rise in statistics for crimes such as anti-social 
behaviour in 2016, there is zero evidence to prove that removing SEVs reduced violence against women 
in Chester.  
 
These findings are also supported by peer-reviewed research and statistics from other cities. Evidence 
submitted to the last zero cap review in Bristol 2019 included a summary of the findings from from the 
largest study conducted to date into the UK strip club industry by Leeds University in 2015. This 
suggested that one in four SEV performers had a degree and there was no evidence of forced labour, 
trafficking of women or connections to organised prostitution. The report also stated there was no local 
evidence of a rise in crime in the vicinity of Bristol's SEVs, and banning the clubs was likely to have a 
negative impact on the livelihood of predominantly female employees.  
 
So we ask that you consider hard evidence when making decisions about the placement of SEVs in the 
community.  
 
We ask that you reach out to local dancers, to local venue owners and to local customers to give their 
views, as part of your public consultation on introducing a new licensing scheme. This is imperative and 
an implicit part of your responsibility to your local community as a whole.  
 
You say that businesses may require further support to give their views on the legislation and we want 
to ask that you provide that support. Please reach out directly to SEVs and also provide the necessary 
support to the dancers who work in these venues so they can have their say.  
 



 

It is especially important that you speak to the dancers, as they are often overlooked and not given a 
voice in these issues, and but rather are spoken for by SWERFs and politicians without any lived 
experience of the industry. Professor Teela Sanders at the University of Leicester  produced work on 
this very issue - 'Regulating Strip-Based Entertainment: Sexual Entertainment Venue Policy and the 
9ȄκLƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 5ŀƴŎŜǊǎΩ tŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ bŜŜŘǎ - ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ 
ƎǊƻǳǇ ǾƻƛŎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƴŎŜǊǎ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎέΦ  
To this end, we ask you to clearly outline what steps you are actively taking to consult with the affected 
dancers and the venue owners. We also ask you to outline how you will consult with the customers of 
these venues, who are also part of the local community and deserve to have their say.  
 
We would like to emphasise that any evidence of anti-social behaviour or crime being used to refuse a 
license should demonstrate objective proof that the SEVs are responsible. Any incidents must be traced 
back to the actual venue otherwise it is subjective evidence. Crime in city centres is driven far more by 
drugs and alcohol so nightclubs, pubs and off-licences are much more likely to be the cause of crime 
spikes than a small number of well-run SEVs. However SEVs are often scapegoated and discriminated 
against when blamed for unrelated crimes. It is of utmost importance that this will not happen.  
 
We ask that no changes be considered without having done proper due diligence with these 
stakeholders. It is important that those who will be most affected by the proposed changes are 
involved in making decisions. We also ask that you provide some likely potential outcomes to the 
proposed change, so stakeholders can make an informed decision on where they stand.  
 
We are concerned that new legislation may leave room for local authorities to try and abolish SEVs 
based on unfair and illegal grounds, such as subjective moralistic grounds. This has been seen to 
happen in other cities, such as Bristol and Blackpool. We ask that you provide reassurance that this will 
not occur under any proposed licensing scheme.  
 
We want to thank you for extending the public consultation, and we ask that it is not completed until 
ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀȅΦ Lƴ ΨCƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎΥ [ŀōƻǳǊΣ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘion and the political economy of 
ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊƛǇǇƛƴƎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΩ {ŀƴŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ IŀǊŘȅ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜ ά5ŀƴŎŜǊǎ ƻŎŎǳǇȅ ŀ ǇǊƛǾƛƭŜƎŜŘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
understanding and critiquing their own conditions of existence... Dancers can speak, if only we will 
ƭƛǎǘŜƴέΦ ²Ŝ ƘƻǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ case of Edinburgh, we will be fairly heard.  
 
tƭŜŀǎŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŜǎƛǘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƛƴ ǘƻǳŎƘ ǿƛǘƘ ǳǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊΦ  
 
Many thanks  
 
Emer Lily Cowley, of the National SEV Coalition and the Northern Sex Workers Collective 

I am a graduate from the University of Manchester who is now working full time as a stripper/exotic 
dancer.  
 
I believe that there is currently an agenda being pushed across the U.K., by SWERFS, that strip clubs 
contribute to violence against women. This is completely false, and is a dangerous and terrifying 
viewpoint that blames sex workers for violence committed by men. There is currently NO evidence of 
any link between strip clubs operating and violence against women occurring. In fact, much evidence 
points to the opposite.  
 
CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ tƭŀǘƛƴǳƳ [ƻǳƴƎŜ ƛƴ /ƘŜǎǘŜǊΦ tƭŀǘƛƴǳƳ [ƻǳƴƎŜΣ /ƘŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǎǘǊƛǇ ŎƭǳōΣ 



 

closed in 2015. Since the closure violent crime and sexual offence rates in the city have shown an 
upward trend. I am going to now refer to research into violent crime and sexual offence rates in the city 
before and after the closure of Platinum Lace which I will cover below. This research was undertaken by 
Toni Mansell.  
 
Using the month of December as a sample, you can see that in Dec 2013, two years before Platinum 
Lounge closed, there were 46 recorded violent crimes in Chester City centre, In Dec 2014 there were 58 
recorded violent crimes in Chester city centre. In December 2015, the year the Platinum Lace closed 
this went up to 63. In 2016 there were 70, 2017 there were 127, 2018 there were 101, and in 2019, 5 
years after the closure of Platinum Lounge, there were 99 recorded violent crimes in Chester city 
centre. 
These statistics can be fact checked from the source 
https://www.ukcrimestats.com/Neighbourhood/9887  
 
To ensure this data is not an outlier for the month of December, you can see the violent crime rates for 
June.  
 
June 2013 ς 44 
June 2014 ς 34 
June 2015 ς 40 
June 2016 -  58 
June 2017 -  49 
June 2018 -  70 
June 2019 -  72 
  
In both samples you can see that the numbers of violent crimes in Chester City centre have had an 
upward trend AFTER Platinum Lounge's closure. This is even more interesting as the numbers had 
actually dropped for 2014 and 2015. It is in the years following the Strip Club closure that violence rose, 
suggesting that Chesters strip club may have in fact kept the rates of violent crime down.  
 
https://www.police.uk/pu/your-area/cheshire-constabulary/chester-city/?tab=Statistics further 
confirmed that in the last 3 years, Violence and Sexual Offenses in Chester City Centre had increased by 
22.2% (percentages true as of 23/03/2021). 
  
These statistics include violent crime as one emcompassing bracket of violence and sexual assault. 
While I can not access sexual assault statistics for the city centre individually for these date periods, 
further research follows Chester and Cheshire West from Cheshire West and Chester Community Safety 
Partnership Strategic Assessment 2015 to see if the trends followed the same pattern. This is a larger 
geographical scope of the partnership area, but gives a good indication if we can consider the figures 
above to accurately reflect the trends of sexual violence. 
  
The number of sexual offences recorded in Cheshire West and Chester increased by 21% from 317 in 
2014 to 383 in 2015. This is a continued increase from 218 in 2012 and 279 in 2013. 
  
In 2016, the total number of recorded sexual offenses in this Chester and Cheshire West was 461. For 
the year 2019, this number had risen to 800 recorded cases. (source - 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/crimeandjustice/datasets/recordedcrimedat
abycommunitysafetypartnershiparea) 



 

  
While this look at data and figures was only a brief investigation, it strongly implies that closing the 
city's only strip club did not reduce the numbers of violent crimes in any way, in fact they have shown 
an upward trend after the clubs closure. Even taking into account influencing factors such as the 
change in the way certain crimes were recorded which contributed to a rise in statistics for crimes such 
as anti social behaviour in 2016, there is zero evidence to prove that removing strip clubs reduced 
violence against women in Chester. 
 
The idea that men will attend a strip club and then go on to commit sex crimes is completely absurd. 
There is no evidence of this happening, and we need to move past blaming women for the actions of 
men. If we are closing down businesses based off of their relationship to violence against women, why 
are we not looking at football. Figures show that when England loses a football match domestic 
ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ōȅ оу҈Σ ǎƻ ǿƘȅ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǿŜ ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ Ŧƻƻǘōŀƭƭ ǎǘŀŘƛǳƳǎΚ ¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘǎ ǎƘƻǿ 
that the desire to close down strip clubs is a hatred for female sexuality disguised as an attempt to help 
women. 
 
Stripping allows for flexible hours and financial stability that is a major lifeline. It allows people who 
Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ƘƻǳǊǎ όǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘŎŀǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŎŀǊƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ 
mental health, disability ect) the ability to choose their own hours and work when they are capable of 
working. It's a huge lifeline for working class women as it allows them to fund higher education 
opportunities such as masters degrees that they would otherwise not be able to fǳƴŘΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ƘǳƎŜƭȅ 
positive experience for a lot of people, and also gives women a lot of transferable skills (such as sales 
skills) which are starting to be taken more seriously by other kinds of employers.  
 
I can absolutely say, without a doubt, that starting stripping was the best decision I ever made. I went 
from being a heavy drinker with no direction to a motivated and healthy person. My passion for 
stripping inspired me to get healthy, reduce my drinking and focus on dance and fitness. It gave me 
coƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ Ƴȅ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǘŜƴ ŦƻƭŘΦ LǘΩǎ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƳŜ ƘƻǇŜ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜ 
a masters degree and further my education, which, as a working class woman, I would not be able to 
afford otherwise. I am terrified of what will happen to my colleagues and myself if strip clubs were to 
close. 
 
I have worked in a total of 6 strip clubs, and every single one has been a safe and controlled 
environment. We have no strictly enforced no touching policies  staff do not tolerate any sexual 
harassment, and CCTV is constantly monitored. The staff ensure we get home safely and are willing to 
arrange taxis or escort us to cars. Staff look out for us to make sure we are not drunk or put in 
vulnerable positions. I can say that I feel so much safer in my workplace than I do in other 
environments such as nightclubs, where sexual harassment is rife. 
 
If strip clubs were to be banned, it will push the industry underground, making it so much more 
dangerous. Currently, council approved strip clubs are run with strict safety measures as I mentioned 
above, such as no touching policies, constantly monitored cctv, and strict security. If the clubs were to 
go underground, all of the safety measures will dissapear. Even if underground clubs did not open up, 
the industry would move to unregulated private parties that would put dancers in danger.  
 
I demand that you provide reassurance that strip clubs will be allowed to operate as they currently are 
ƛƴ 9ŘƛƴōǳǊƎƘΣ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ǿƻƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ ŀǿŀȅ ŀ ǎŀŦŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪΦ 



 

I disagree with this policy as this can cause danger to workers in SEVs such as forcing underground and 
unsafe work. Limiting this will cause further damage to this community 

Reducing the amount of clubs that can operate will seriously put women in danger, licensed clubs are a 
way for women to work safely and securely.  There is a misconception that these clubs are seedy or 
bad for society but this is not the case at all these clubs have strict rules that keep the women 
protected while they work and stop bad things from happening to them, placing a limit on these clubs 
only leads to women working in unlicensed venues or in different avenues of the field that that can be 
life threatening 

There shouldn't be a cap on the number of sexual entertainment venues in the area. This will help 
bring employment to many people and help the economy. 

¦ƴƛǘŜŘ ±ƻƛŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ ό¦±²ύ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ 9ŘƛƴōǳǊƎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ 
Sexual Entertainment Venue (SEV) licence policy. As a union representing strippers in clubs across 
Scotland we would like to focus our response upon the unique opportunity the Council has to enshrine 
ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ {9± ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦ ²Ŝ ƴƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŀƛƳǎ are to preserve public safety and the 
prevention of crime and disorder however we feel that worker safety should be given equal 
importance within the drafting of this policy. The majority of strippers are women and as such they 
should be included in the cƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǿƻƳŜƴΩ όŘǊŀŦǘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ 
entertainment policy 1.5.4). We feel that enshrining strong worker rights in any council policy will 
preclude any illegal activity and any potential threat of exploitation and violence.  
 
Whilst we would like it to be noted that the Council did not directly contact the UVW to advise upon 
working conditions and worker safety when drafting this policy, we would like to comment upon 
specific issues that would affect our members if they were working within Edinburgh and will work 
through the policy document with our comments and recommendations. 
 
Our main concern is with Edinburgh Council focusing so much on setting a cap to the appropriate 
number of SEVs. We are worried that this will result in the minimisation of future opportunity for an 
SEV business to operate or open within Edinburgh, which in turn may affect employment opportunities 
for women. This will result in the more worrying effect of driving the stripping industry underground. 
This, in turn, precludes any worker in illegal workplaces from accessing representation in order to 
bargain for better working conditions. In addition, unregulated stripping venues are likely to run 
without appropriate working conditions, which could otherwise be written into the Standard 
Conditions of SEV licences. We therefore question the need to set any limit to the number of SEVs in 
the first place.  
 
Lastly, one of the hurdles that SEV applicants in England have passed onto performers are the 
arbitrarily high licence application fees. We would therefore like the fee to be appropriately set so that 
excessively high fee rises will not occur in the future. 

The SEV licensing regime in England and Wales was created in response to the false claim that 
lapdancing clubs/SEVs have led to increased levels of violence against women and girls (Eden, I, 2003. 
Lilith Report Lap dancing and strip-tease in the borough of Camden). This claim has since been 
disproven (Magnanti, B. 2011, The Impact of Adult Entertainment on Rape Statistics in Camden: A Re-
Analysis). There is no evidence that strip clubs lead to violence against women elsewhere in society, 
and so to create policy on that basis is a moral argument, rather than an evidence based one. I would 
like to ask Edinburgh City Council to carefully consider the basis on which they are creating their SEV 
policy. 
 
SEVs have been scapegoated, stigmatised and blacklisted by many interest groups - this has had a 



 

detrimental impact on the women who work in them. In Scotland, the Encompass Network of women's 
rights organisations have assumed a public voice of authority in regards to the sex industry. However, 
the Encompass Network makes an ideological argument that the selling of sex and sexual services is a 
form of violence against women, and must therefore be criminalised. But there are many other 
organisations led by sex workers, such as Umbrella Lane, United Sex Workers, ELSC, National SEV 
Coalition, Bristol Sex Workers Collective, and SWARM, who take a different approach - these 
organisations take an evidence based,  harm-reduction approach i.e. the criminalisation of sex work 
does not have positive social outcomes. I would like Edinburgh City Council to include voices and 
perspectives from sex worker led organisations as much as possible, when considering any regulation 
of the sex industry, and wherever possible to consider a harm-reduction analysis of sex work.  
 
The SEV licensing regime has failed to safeguard and protect the women who work in them from 
workplace abuses, in fact the regime has lead to further levels of exploitation and coercion for workers. 
This is because licensing conditions are more difficult and more costly to uphold (for example, if a club 
as to go through an expensive licensing renewal process every year) these costs are usually passed on 
to workers, since the business model relies on charging dancers unfair house fees, fines and 
commissions. The typical business model of an SEV has grown out of a gig-economy culture, dancers 
are frequently missed classified as self-employed, when in actual fact they almost always meet the 
legal criteria for worker status. Since 2018, the sex workers trade union branch (United Sex Workers) 
have been bringing claims against workplace abuses for dancers in the UK and in 2020 won a landmark 
case, setting a legal precedent and opening the door for dancers all over the UK to begin bringing 
similar claims against club bosses. USW have won more than £100k combined compensation for 
members of the union, who are all sex workers demanding justice and standing up against exploitation 
in the sex industry. Trade union activism is proving a vital and powerful tool for turning back the 
culture of exploitation within the sex industry - strip clubs are an essential component to this, since we 
can only bring claims against workplace abuses when there is an actual, legal workplace. Our concern is 
that SEV licensing results in club closures, which means workers are unable to pursue legal claims and 
hold business owners accountable. 

you can't give a number of premises per area unless the size of the area, population of the area  or 
number of businesses in the area is shown 

 

  



 

Appendix 7. 

Do you have any comments on the proposed set of conditions for Sexual 
Entertainment Venues? The proposed set of conditions is attached below. 
 Written Responses. 
1.  Number 37 is of great concern to me- it is unclear whether you want to have an open plan 

room for private dances or an area in the club that is sectioned off; 
 
άǘƘŜ ōƻƻǘƘ ƻǊ ŀǊŜŀ ǿƛƭƭ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŘƻƻǊΣ ŎǳǊǘŀƛƴ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ŎƭƻǎǳǊŜέ 
 
If this means that there is no partition for the private dances it means that any customer 
in the building can watch other customers receiving a private dance and see all of the girls 
undressed for free. This could create the following problems for the dancers; 
1)There would be less incentive for someone to pay for a dance when they can see 
someone else get one for free. 
2)As a dancer of 15 years who has worked all over the uk, I have chosen never to work in 
a table dance club (meaning the dance is given in the bar area rather than in private)  
 
If you mean an open plan dancing room that is partitioned off I also have a problem with 
this mainly because of CONSENT. 
To give a dance in a private booth I have the power to dance for who I want & equally 
bh¢ ŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊΦ 
To give a dance in an open plan booth/in the club with no partitions I have lost the power 
to decide who sees my body. 
 
Example 1; 
aȅ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊ ǿŀƭƪǎ ƛƴΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƘƛƳ ōǳǘ L ƪƴƻǿ ƘŜΩǎ Ƴȅ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊΦ {ƻ L ŎŀǊǊȅ ƻƴ 
ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎΣ L Ŏŀƴ ŀǾƻƛŘ ƘƛƳΣ ǇǊŜǘŜƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƘƛƳΣ ǘǳǊƴ ƘƛƳ Řƻǿƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘŀƴŎŜ ŜǘŎΦ L Ŏŀƴ 
also continue going for dances & earning money because I have the comfort of knowing 
he cannot see me performing in a private booth. What would happen in an open plan 
ǊƻƻƳΚ IŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƪŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƎƛǊƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŘŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ LΩƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΣ ǎŜŜ ƳŜ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ Ƴȅ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ϧ ǎŜŜ ƳŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ Cw99Φ LŦ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƭŜǘ ŀ 
ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊ Ǉŀȅ ƳŜ ǘƻ ŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƛƳ LΩƳ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴƭy not ok with him watching me dance for 
someone else for free.  
 
Example 2; 
A colleague from my day job walks in, no one there knows I dance- I slip off to the staff 
ǊƻƻƳ ōŜŦƻǊŜ LΩƳ ƴƻǘƛŎŜŘ ϧ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀ ōǊŜŀƪΣ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŦƻƻŘΣ ǘƘŜƴ L Ŏŀƴ Ǝƻ 
bacƪ ϧ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƘŜ ƭŜŀǾŜǎΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛŦ LΩƳ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ŘŀƴŎŜ ǊƻƻƳ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ŀ 
ŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ƘŜ ŀǊǊƛǾŜǎΚ ¢ƻƻ ƭŀǘŜΣ ƘŜΩǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƳŜ !b5 ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ Ƴȅ ŎƭƻǘƘƛƴƎΗ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƘƛŘŜ ƛǎ ŀ ŘŀƴŎŜ ōƻƻǘƘΚ L ŎŀƴΩǘ ƘƛŘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛƳ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƻǇŜƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ŘŀƴŎŜ ǊƻƻƳΣ he 
could come on for a dance! 
 
Obviously there are many different examples I could give but there will be some people 
you would want to hide from, sometimes you may decide to go home for the night or 
ǘƘŜǊŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƳƛƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ȅƻu work there but you 
ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀ ŘŀƴŎŜΦ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƳŜ ƛƴ ƛǎ 
Ƴȅ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ϧ L ƘŀǾŜ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ Ƴȅ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǾŜΦ {ƻƳŜ ƎƛǊƭǎ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŀǘ ŀƴ ŜȅŜƭƛŘ ϧ 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ aƻƴŜȅΩǎ ƳƻƴŜȅ ϧ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƛǎ ōusiness. Which is 



 

also fine. But removing booths or curtains also removes CONSENT to who sees MY body.  
 
To be clear- I have no problem doing this job, showing my body or dancing. The examples 
above are not a regular occurrence but they do happen & consent is extremely important. 

2.  I agree with the limitations on signage, but would suggest that visual representations of 
the female form be also banned as this makes all too evident the activities inside, and 
creates a Seedy atmosphere 

3.  L ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ōŀƴƴƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƻǳǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦƭȅŜǊƛƴƎΦ  !ŦǘŜǊ /ƻǾƛŘ {9±Ωǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ 
to market their business and if that includes filtering on a Friday and Saturday night to get 
customers then so be it. 

4.  If you look at the number of "SEVs" in an area, and the average crime statistic, I think you 
will find that there are often a connection. 
 
I think these places should absolutely be regulated, but rather by the police. I find this a 
deplorable notion that it is healthy for society.  It opens the door to other situaitons that 
abuses and depraves vulnerable women into prostetution. 
 
I.e. what is the general lifecycle for a woman who chooses a carreer in Lap Dancing? what 
motivated her to start that? Rather become a model if anything... I feel the conditions of 
these places allow much worse things to happen. 
 
Rather society should look to protect their citiezens and not create spaces for them to be 
abused. 

5.  Well considered conditions.  Very pleased to see the council have included conditions on 
external advertising. 

6.  My comments as above. 

7.  The current venues are mostly in one specific area of Edinburgh, therefore are not too 
close to schools/places of worship where residents may not want us. We are in an area 
that people must specifically travel to to find and use our services. 
I have also noticed that this consultation does not involved full service sexual 
entertainment services such as saunas, which are much less behind the scenes than lap 
dancing clubs yet have been allowed to remain open as normal, yet lap dancing clubs with 
no physical contact allowed is not? Even at tier 0. 

8.  LΩǾŜ ƴƻ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǎŜǘ ƻǳǘΦ 

9.  The council should not be profiting from the sexual exploitation of women. 

10.  They seem comprehensive,. 

11.  How is the CEC going to build in consideration for the safety and comfort of women living 
and working in the vicinity, or simply passing by the venues. Answering as a female 
resident of Edinburgh I can say that it can feel extremely uncomfortable passing by these 
places. 

12.  ω[ŀȅƻǳǘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǎŜŜƳ ŦŀǊ ǘƻƻ ǎǘǊƛƴƎŜƴǘΦ L Řƻ ƴƻǘ see any reason other than 
moralisation for putting additional restrictions on SEV's than on nightclubs. 
ω!Ǝŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻƳŜǊǎ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ōǳǘ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ 
else's moral standards. Individual agency for perfomers should be maximised. At the very 
least the absurd requirement to put 'the same clothes back on' should be dropped. There 
is no reason for this to be in place. 
ω¢ƻǳǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƴƛƎƘǘŎƭǳōǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǘŀǳǊŀƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ 
additional restrictions is to pass moral judgement which is not the council's place. 



 

13.  No 

14.  The conditions seem reasonable except that: 
Private entertainment in booths is likely to be abused and should be specifically excluded 
(potential exploitation); 
There should be a commitment to frequent monitoring on the part of the council/police. 

15.  Premises may well intent to control the immediate area outside entrances/ exits but this 
does not extend very far away from the premises and thus the public are not adequately 
protected. 

16.  ¸ŜǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǇƛƭŜ ƻŦ ōǳǊŜŀǳŎǊŀǘƛŎ ōǳƭƭǎƘƛǘΦ [ŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ {9±Ωǎ ŀƭƻƴŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
people that work in them. 

17.  Better to have non at all 

18.  Ransom àinspections by plain clothed officers to  heck on staff welfare and human 
trafficking 

19.  We need to move away from this in our City. I understand Glasgow has taken a strong 
stance against these types of venues in their city.  
 
There is no place for this in Edinburgh. 

20.  These seem good, but would be better if included a requirement for businesses to pay 
performers a minimum wage. 

21.  Na 

 

  



 

Appendix 8  

Would you like to make any further comments on these proposals? 
 
 Written Responses. 

1)  One year ago I signed a petition for dancers to remain self employed. From your 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ άŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎέ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǳƭŘ 
ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŘŀƴŎŜǊǎ άǿƻǊƪŜǊǎέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǎŜƭŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘΦ !ǎ ŀ ǎŜƭŦ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊ L 
have all of the power. As a worker I am treated more like an employee & have less 
control. It is very clear to me that UVW have played a part in some of the proposed 
ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΦ  [Ŝǘ ƳŜ ōŜ ŎƭŜŀǊΦ L ƘŀǾŜ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ƛƴ о ¦Y Ŏƭǳōǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘƛǎ άǳƴƛƻƴέ ƘŀǾŜ ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ 
interfere. They do not have the dancers best interests at heart, they are looking to build 
their reputation & to get membership money. Most dancers DO NOT want worker 
status! This will affect them massively! Please reach out to every dancer in Edinburgh & 
give them a voice on ǘƘƛǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƎƛǊƭǎ ōǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ άǳƴŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜǎέ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅ 
& out for revenge- not justice! Please look into this. This union & most of the people 
involved in it are bad news. 
To give an example- a price list must be on show- the girls are self employed & offer 
their own prices. To make a price list would make them workers. Please look into this.  
I should also highlight that GMB in Glasgow are fighting for SELF EMPLOYMENT for 
strippers. Please look into this! I have attached a link for the petition for your 
information. 
 
http://chng.it/cHWFGYnCTy 

2)  I believe allowing the council to have power over Sexual Entertainment venues is a form 
of removing body autonomy from women in the industry. It is misogynistic to believe 
the council should be entitled to say how, when and where women are allowed to profit 
in this legal industry. It would be doing a disservice to the progressive image of Scottish 
politics, A modern day 'witch burning' mentality against sex workers is harmful to all 
women. 

3)  I would strongly agree the need to regulate the industry as a whole. 

4)  
No 

5)  Please consider the safety and well-being of all those working in SEV environments, 
ŎƭƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƭǳōǎ ŀƴŘ ǾŜƴǳŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƻǇǇǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ōȅ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀǿŀȅ 
the freedom to do as they please with their own bodies and lives and puts their safety 
and futures at high risk. 

6)  [ŜǘΩǎ ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘŜƳŀƴŘκŦƻƻǘŦŀƭƭΣ L ŦŜŀǊ ǎƴƻōōŜǊȅ ǿƛƭƭ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛǘǎ ǇŀǊǘ 
here, any establishment not meeting the conditions set ƻǳǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƭƻǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛŎŜƴŎŜΣ LΩŘ 
ŀǇǇƭŀǳŘ ƛǘΣ ǿƘŀǘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿƛǎƘ ǘƻ ǎŜŜ ƛǎ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǎŜǘ  ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎƴƻōōŜǊȅΦ 

7)  Edinburgh has large student population. Very few places to hear it see live bands. 

8)  The venues to be licensed should be in areas where people already visit for 
entertainment, no proposed venue should be in an area where there isn't already 
entertainment venues (pubs and clubs) and should not be in residential areas where 
people would be encouraged to visit when there are no other reasons for prospective 
customers to visit the area. 

9)  Just be sensible to remember if these places are forced underground then it cannot be 
regulated for safety of the workers in these establishments.  
 



 

These businesses have given employment to many and also form part of the attraction 
with tourism that comes to Edinburgh ie. stag/hen parties on a weekly basis. 

10)  Gender inequality anywhere causes violence against women. As such, I wish to make 
clear my strong support of a resolution to licence Sexual Entertainment Venues (SEVs) 
and, crucially, to set the limit at zero. 
The failure to instigate licensing will enable SEVs to operate unlicenced, unregulated and 
without any legal sanctions. 
L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƭƻƻƪ ǘƻ 9ǉǳŀƭƭȅ {ŀŦŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΩǎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƻ 
prevent and eradicate violence against women and girls (also called gender based 
violence). For the purposes of this strategy, violence against women and girls includes 
(but is not limited to): domestic abuse, sexual violence (including harassment, sexual 
assault and rape and child sexual abuse), commercial sexual exploitation, child sexual 
ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƻ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άIƻƴƻǳǊέ ōŀǎŜŘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ƎŜƴƛǘŀƭ Ƴǳǘƛƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
forced marriage. The gendered analysis that underpins Equally Safe recognises that 
women and girls are disproportionately affected by violence precisely because of their 
gender. It recognises that this violence stems from deep rooted and systemic gender 
inequality and the subordinate position women occupy in society in relation to men. 
In this instance, we are talking about the commercial sexual exploitation element, which 
includes prostitution, trafficking, pornography, lap dancing, pole dancing, peep and strip 
shows.  
All of these forms of commercial sexual exploitation are inherently harmful and 
exploitative of women and I reject the notion that lap and pole dancing are legitimate 
forms of entertainment. 
All of us must always take steps that work towards ending the structural inequalities in 
our society, that permit violence against women and girls to continue. I believe that 
licensing of sexual entertainment venues is one way we can do something about it, and 
that is within the gift of all local authorities in Scotland. It will significantly contribute to 
the elimination of gender inequality by recognising that setting the limit to anything else 
other than zero is, by default, continuing to perpetuate the very systems that allow 
violence against women and girls to happen. 
The National Council for Women and Girls which advises the First Minister on what is 
needed to tackle gender inequality in Scotland reported that: 
άDŜƴŘŜǊ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘŜ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ 
Government; public and third sectors and business need to lead by example and take 
steps to restructure Scotland to be gender competent to see the desired changes we 
ǎŜŜƪΧ!ǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƻƴƎ-established system universally gender competent, we 
ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊΦέ 
It would be welcome if Edinburgh City Council would set a clear commitment to 
eradicating the systems and structures that allow gender inequality to thrive, as well as 
ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ άŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘƛƴƎ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜǎέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ Ŝǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ 
and the licensing of SEVs. By setting the number of licences available to grant at zero, 
the Council would demonstrate aspirations for the city as a whole for gender equality 
and an end to violence against women and girls as well as taking seriously the 
obligations toward Public Sector Equality Duty. 
Sexual entertainment is both inappropriate and unnecessary. Lap dancing clubs are 
ǿƘŜǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƭƻǘƘŜŘ ƳŜƴ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨŜƴǘŜǊǘŀƛƴŜŘΩ ōȅ ƴŀƪŜŘ ƻǊ ǎŜƳƛ ƴŀƪŜŘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ƛƴ ŀƴ 
environment where sexual harassment is the norm. There is a major power differential 
between the man who buys sexual entertainment and the woman he buys, in terms of 



 

her poverty and inequality, unequal social status and abuse history. These clubs are 
driven by male demand and provided by club owners who seek to make profit on the 
back of sexual exploitation of women. There is no other comparable form of public 
entertainment that is as gendered in its nature as sexual entertainment. It is steeped in 
gender inequality and seeks to make a profit on the sexual objectification and 
commodification of women. It is an industry that is detrimental and damaging to women 
ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ōƻŘȅ ǇŀǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ άƘŀǊƳƭŜǎǎ ŦǳƴΦέ 
Regardless of the proximity of SEV's to residential areas, schools or places of worship 
their very existence creates 'no go areas' for women. There is too often an assumption 
made by men using these venues that any women in the area are willing to be 
propositioned for sex by strangers, the belief being if they were not, they wouldn't be in 
the area. Consequently, women are forced to modify their movements - particularly at 
night and in the early hours of the morning. 
Obligations under the Public Sector Equality Duty must be considered as well as the 
stated position on violence against women. An equality impact assessment must be 
carried out on how their existence impacts on the freedom of movement of women and 
girls and the right of all women and girls to freedom, respect and dignity. 
The use of private booths is common place in SEVs, and in that environment of one-to-
one performances, women are at significantly more risk of sexual harassment and sexual 
assault or to be manipulated or coerced into unwanted sexual activity. The safety and 
wellbeing of the women involved should be of paramount concern here. Research shows 
that women who are involved in lap dancing and other such similar activities experience 
verbal, physical and sexual assault from male customers, managers, owners and staff on 
an alarmingly frequent basis. 
Sexual entertainment is not a human right. It is sexual exploitation. Sexual exploitation is 
a practice by which a person or persons receive sexual gratification, financial gain, or 
ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ōȅ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƘǳƳŀƴ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ŘƛƎƴƛǘȅΣ ŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀǳǘƻƴƻƳȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴǘal well-
being. The rights of a minority of individuals (for example, customers, club owners and 
managers) should never take precedence over the systematic exploitation of the 
majority (for example, those who are being harmed through sexual entertainment and 
other forms of sexual exploitation). Under Article 1 of the European Convention of 
Human Rights, the UK is required to convey the Convention Rights and fundamental 
ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳǎ ƻŦ άŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΦέ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘƛǎΣ ŀ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ŀ 
woman from sexual exploitation may breach: 
ω !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ н όƘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ƭƛŦŜύΤ 
ω !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ о όƘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦǊŜŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƘǳƳŀƴ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƎǊŀŘƛƴƎ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘύΤ 
ω !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ п όƘŜǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦǊŜŜ ƻŦ ǎƭŀǾŜǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛǘǳŘŜύΦ 
¢ƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ άŎƘƻƛŎŜǎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƭƛŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ men who seek to use their economic 
power and male privilege to buy sexual entertainment. In Scotland, the majority of 
women involved in commercial sexual exploitation are affected by poverty, welfare cuts, 
substance misuse, homelessness and involvement in the criminal justice system. These 
are not causes of sexual exploitation, but secondary symptoms that underscore 
ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƘƻƛŎŜΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǿƻƳŜƴ 
ǎŀȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨŎƘƻƛŎŜΩ ǘƻ ŘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŎƭǳōǎΣ ǘƘŜ Ǿŀǎǘ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ are involved through the very 
lack of choice and economic alternatives. 
If the Edinburgh City Council choose to set the number of SEVs at zero, there are no 
legitimate negative consequences for men, but there will be countless positive 



 

consequences for women across the city and beyond, in the long term. In the short 
term, they must ensure that assistance is given to the women involved to find an 
alternative income source to enable this change to be made without those exploited 
being subject to additional hardship. 
In order to stop violence against women we must change the attitude of some men ς 
the men who believe they are entitled to sex and superior to the women who must 
provide it. Enabling men to buy sexual entertainment reinforces this sense of 
entitlement and maintains the lesser status of women. If we want a truly equal and safe 
society for women, we must tackle these issues. 

11)  This entire approach to licensing is fundamentally judgemental. Restrictions should 
match other entertainment venues as much as practicable. It is not the council's job to 
pass moral judgement. 

12)  LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ ²ƘŜƴŜǾŜǊ L ƘŀǾŜ ŎƻƳŜ 
across them they always appear seedy. 

13)  A good idea so long as the venues and operators are closely monitored. 
14)  Councils should place more consideration on the reasons not to grant a license and, as 

these premises are no doubt very profitable, should impose far greater checks and curbs 
and penalties that are actually enforced before even considering a license.  
 
Residential areas should be exempt from such premises and licenses banned. 

15)  Yes open all bars and clubs until 5am 

16)  Edinburgh is a city of culture - time to do away with sexual entertainment venues 

17)  I wouldn't allow anyone with a criminal record to own, operate, or work in such a 
business. Now would I allow anyone who is on the sex offenders list. 

18)  na 

19)  I don't think three locations should be concentrated in one place like currently at Main 
Point, West Port 

20)  Yes, they should be voted out instantly. 

21)  NO 

22)  I've already been pretty extensive, but if possible I'd like to see some mandate 
supporting the presence of worker unions - I have no idea if the council has the power to 
include anything like that, though. 

23)  Women feel unsafe and uneasy in and around venues such as these because the men 
who go there and men in general thanks to pornography freely available on electronic 
devices  tend to treat all women as objects. 

24)  I'm concerned that it's not clear what provision there will be for local residents to 
comment or object to an SEV being located in their neighbourhood. Many local people, 
particularly women, will have concerns about personal safety should such premises be 
located near to their homes. I would be very upset to have an SEV nearby. 

25)  I dont think any additional regulation is required 

26)  Wǳǎǘ ƭŜŀǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀǎ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ƘŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǎƻ ƭƻƴƎΣ ȅƻǳǊ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ 
back into the streets. 

27)  A lot of extra  admin  for a problem that may not really exist 

28)  It has been widely reported that these plans are merely a cover for the plans of a small 
minority of activists who wish to ban SEVs, under cover of setting licensing 
requirements. I do not wish for the licensing process to be abused in such a manner, and 
I hope that this consultation does not capitulate to this vocal minority.  



 

 
If this process is unfairly used to close the existing SEVs, then the impact of the closure 
of these venues will be felt most keenly by their employees, who will have lost an 
income opportunity  after the hugely disruptive events of the coronavirus pandemic and 
the collapse in the hospitality trade. It seems grossly unfair for workers made vulnerable 
by the pandemic to lose their livelihoods due to the machinations of a few comfortable, 
middle class activists. 

29)  Failure to permit these premises of this nature to exist in Scotland will drive the activity 
underground and place the dancers in the hands of persons unknown -  to the dancers 
certain harm. It is already alleged that girls are being engaged by unregulated 
unscrupulous persons to perform in private houses and other venues. The legitimate 
operators of whom there are 11 in Scotland condemn such behaviour. 

30)  Please make sure you do the extra work required to ask *customers* what they think. 
There is lots of misinformation about who customers are: they are normal people and 
going to a strip club can fulfill many mental and emotional health needs as much as be a 
bit of titillation.  You yourself might be a customer, so might your family, friends, 
colleagues, neighbours. But because of the old-fashioned taboos around erotic 
entertainment, the misguided and misinformed rhetoric from extremist anti-strip club 
feminists and the stifling of any intelligent conversation about a) sexual wellness and b) 
how to prevent the toxic masculinity and other issues that actually do cause the social 
damage often falsely attributed to the presence of strip clubs in a location, they don't 
speak up.  
 
If we were talking about the closing of any other facility: a swimming pool, a pool hall, a 
pub, the management, the surrounding community, the workers and the service users 
would be consulted. So please do the same here.  
 
In addition, please know that the dancer community is a mobile workforce and issues 
that affect dancers in Scotland impact the rest of the UK's strippers. In addition, dancers 
in Scotland often work in other venues too. So please take the time to really do the 
digging that might be required to make sure you reach this key group of stakeholders 
too.  
 
Finally, don't be under any illusions. If you close licensed strip clubs you won't stop 
striptease. It will be pushed underground where client and worker safety is jeopardised. 
And if you make licensing impositions even harder, you'll only lessen the amount of 
money and time that venue management have to maintain  and invest in their venues.  
 
It's also important to remember that strip clubs teach boundaries and about real women 
in a way that porn does not. They provide a valuable in-person counterweight to online 
sexuality which is even more vital now than ever when you have teens and even pre-
teens finding sexually explicit content online. 

31)  No 

32)  As a trade union representing workers within all aspects of the Adult Entertainment 
LƴŘǳǎǘǊȅΣ ǿŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ϥ9ǉǳŀƭƭȅ {ŀŦŜΥ 
{ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘϥǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜǊŀŘƛŎŀǘƛƴƎ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǊƭǎΩΦ Lǘ 
sŜǘǎ ƻǳǘ ŀ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǊƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ΨŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ 
sexual exploitation, including prostitution, lap dancing, stripping, pornography and 



 

ƘǳƳŀƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎƪƛƴƎΩΦ ²Ŝ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴƪ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ {9±ǎ ŀƴŘ άǇǊƻǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎƪƛƴƎέ. 
No evidence has been found of this link and therefore we regard it as inflammatory and 
evidence of an ideological stance taken by the Council. Indeed, we feel that enshrining 
strong worker rights in any council policy will preclude any illegal activity and any 
potential threat of trafficking. We would also like to point out that prostitution is 
currently not a crime in Scotland. 

33)  Criminal marketplaces are more violent and coercive than regulated workplaces - we 
therefore beseech Edinburgh City Council to consider very carefully your approach to 
SEV policy, and remind you that working towards a future in which sex work "is a thing 
of the past" is an impossibility. Banning sex work will not end the supply or the demand, 
closing safe, legal workplaces and criminalising the sex industry will only serve to drive 
sex workers into unsafe work environments where they cannot access justice and labour 
rights. 

34)  We would be more than happy to set up a meeting should you wish to discuss any of 
these matters further, perhaps you may also wish to have a chat to some of the 
performers. We would welcome this. 

 

  



 

Appendix 9 

Draft Sexual Entertainment Venues Licensing Policy 

Draft Sexual Entertainment Venue Licensing Policy 

 
Introduction 

1.1 The City of Edinburgh Council (ñthe Councilò) is able to regulate sexual 

entertainment venues through the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982 (the 

1982 Act). 

 

1.2 Section 76 of the Air Weapons and Licensing (Scotland) Act 2015 (the 2015 Act) 

added new sections 45A to 45C to the 1982 Act in order to introduce a 

discretionary licensing regime for sexual entertainment venues (SEVs). Section 76 

also amends section 41 of the 1982 Act to specifically exclude sexual 

entertainment venues from the definition of places of public entertainment to 

ensure that a public entertainment licence cannot also be required for those 

venues. 

 

1.3 The Councilôs Regulatory Committee agreed on 31 March 2022 to make  a 

resolution under section 45B(1) of the 1982 Act to introduce a licensing scheme 

for SEVs with effect from [Date to be added after committee decision]  

Consequently, this SEV policy applies to the whole of Edinburgh. 

 

1.4 The making of the resolution under section 45B(1) of the 1982 Act allows the 

Council to prescribe standard conditions and fees for the grant, variation, renewal 

and transfer of SEV licences and to determine the appropriate number of premises 

to be licensed as SEVs within the city or any identified locality of the city and the 

appropriate number may be set at zero. 

 

1.5 The Council must prepare a statement of its policy with respect to the exercise of 

its functions in relation to the licensing of SEVs. The policy will have regard as to 

how it will affect the statutory licensing objectives of: 

 

1.5.1 Preventing public nuisance, crime and disorder 
 

1.5.2 Securing public safety 
 

1.5.3 Protecting children and young people from harm 
 

1.5.4 Reducing violence against women 
 
1.6 The policy will also provide guidance for prospective applicants, existing licence 

holders, those who may wish to object to an application and members of the 

Licensing Sub-Committee when determining an application. This policy will be 

reviewed regularly and revised when necessary. 



 

 

1.7 The key aims of civic licensing are the preservation of public safety and order and 

the prevention of crime. A specific SEVs licensing regime allows the Council to 

consider local circumstances in setting the number of venues able to operate 

within their areas and to exercise appropriate control and regulation of those 

venues. 

 

Definitions 
2.1 A SEV is defined in the 1982 Act as any premises at which sexual 

entertainment is provided before a live audience for (or with a view to) the 

financial gain of the organiser. 

 

2.2 For the purposes of that definition, ñsexual entertainmentò means any live 

performance or any live display of nudity which is of such a nature that, ignoring 

financial gain, it must reasonably be assumed to be provided solely or principally 

for the purpose of sexually stimulating any member of the audience (whether by 

verbal or other means). An audience can consist of just one person. 

 

2.3 This definition would apply to the following forms of entertainment as they are 

commonly known: 

 

2.3.1 Lap dancing 
 
2.3.2 Pole dancing 

 
2.3.3 Table dancing 

 
2.3.4 Strip shows 

 
2.3.5 Peep shows 

 
2.3.6 Live sex shows 

 
2.4 This list above is not intended to be exhaustive and should only be treated as 

indicative. The decision to licence premises as SEVs shall depend on the content 

of the relevant entertainment rather than the name given to it. 

 

2.5 Premises at which sexual entertainment is provided on a particular occasion will 

not require to obtain a SEVs licence if the sexual entertainment has not been 

provided on more than 3 occasions within a 12-month period. 

 

Locality 
3.1 The Council considers that the character of the relevant locality, the use to which 

premises in the vicinity are put, and the layout, character or condition of the venue 

in respect of which the application is made, are relevant considerations when 



 

determining the grant of a SEV licence. 

 

3.2 With reference to paragraph 9(7) of Schedule 2 of the 1982 Act, ñrelevant 

localityò means: 

 

a. In relation to the premises, the locality where they are situated; 
b. In relation to a vehicle, vessel or stall, any locality where it is desired to use 

it as a SEV. 

 
Character & Vicinity of Relevant Locality 

 
3.3 In considering whether the grant, renewal or variation of the licence would be 

inappropriate given the vicinity in which the SEV premises operates, the 

Committee shall consider the existing character and function of the area. Having 

regard to Scottish Government guidance, due consideration will be given to the 

following: 

 

a. Whether the premises are situated in a residential area 
 

b. Whether there are any schools and other places of education near the 

vicinity of the premises 

 

c. Whether there are any places of worship in that vicinity 
 

d. Whether there are other relevant businesses or charities operating in the 

area e.g. homelessness shelters, womenôs refuges, supported 

accommodation, recovery units 

 

e. Whether there are certain landmarks or facilities in the vicinity (e.g. historic 

buildings, sports facilities, cultural facilities, family leisure facilities, play areas 

or parks, youth facilities, retail shopping areas, and places used for celebration 

of commemoration 

 

f. Whether there have been incidents involving anti-social behaviour, sexual 

assaults or more minor harassment reported in that area and/or in connection 

with the premises 

 

g. Whether there have been incidents of human trafficking or exploitation in that 

area and/or in connection with the premises 

 
 

3.4 The Council will consider relevant locality on a case by case basis, taking into 

account the particular circumstances of each application. 
 

Appropriate Number of SEVs in a Relevant Locality 
 



 

3.5 As set out within paragraph 9(5)(c) of Schedule 2 of the 1982 Act, the Council may 

refuse an application for a SEV if it is satisfied that the number of SEVs in the  

local authority area or relevant locality at the time the particular application is 

made is equal to or exceeds the number which the local authority consider is 

appropriate for the local authority  area or locality. The Council is able to 

determine that the appropriate number for the local authority area or locality is nil. 

 

3.6 The Council must determine the appropriate number of SEVs which it considers 

appropriate in any area within the Councilôs control. Having done so, 

 each application will be considered on its own individual merits at the time the 

application is submitted to the Council. 

 

3.7 The Council considers the appropriate maximum limit on the number of SEVs 

within the City of Edinburgh is {To be updated after Committee decision].. The 

Council considers that the city centre ward 11 (as shown appendix 1) is the only 

area of the city where it is appropriate to have SEVs located. No separate 

localities have been identified. It is considered that no other Council wards are 

appropriate to have any SEVs operating within them given the predominantly 

residential nature and character of those wards. 

 

3.8 Notwithstanding the terms of paragraph 3.7 above, the Council does not consider 

any commercial or industrial areas in the city appropriate locations for SEVs. At 

the time of passing the resolution there were no SEVs operating in these areas.  

Further it is possible that the classification of such areas can change through 

regeneration or development to become residential in character. Finally, these 

areas are not considered suitable as they can be isolated or quiet after normal 

business hours and these would not be appropriate locations having regard to the 

safety of performers. 

 
Suitability of Premises 
 

3.9 Under the 1982 Act the Council has the discretion to refuse applications relating 

to SEVs if it is considered that the grant or renewal of the licence would be 

unsuitable, having regard to the layout, character or condition of the premises, 

vehicle, vessel or stall in respect of which the application is made. 

 

3.10 It is expected that when an application for a SEV licence is made, that the 

applicant will be able to demonstrate that the layout, character and/or 

condition of the premises is appropriate to the relevant entertainment 

proposed at the premises. 

 

SEV Application Process 
4.1 The 1982 Act allows the Council to issue a licence for a maximum period of one 

year. A licence can also be issued for a shorter period, if it is deemed 

appropriate. 



 

 
4.2 An application for the grant, variation, renewal or transfer of a licence must be made 

in writing to the Council together with the appropriate fee, layout plan as well as 

complying with the following requirements: 

 

a. Within seven days of the application being lodged with the Council, the applicant 

must publish an advertisement of the application in a local newspaper within 

Edinburgh. A suggested form of advertisement is available from the Licensing 

Service website. A copy of the newspaper in which the advertisement appears 

must be lodged with the Licensing Service within 3 days of the publication. 

 
b. The applicant must display a notice of the application on or near the premises 

where it can be conveniently read by the public. The notice must be displayed 

for 21 days from the date the application is lodged with the Council. A copy of a 

display notice can be downloaded from the Licensing Service website. As soon 

as possible after the expiry of the period of 21 days, the applicant shall submit 

to the Council a certificate (available online) which states that a notice was duly 

exhibited for the required period. 

 
c. Applicants will be required to provide pictures or sketches of the exterior design 

of the premises for consideration, in order to ensure that it complies with the 

standard conditions of licence. 

 
 

d. Application packs must include a copy of the premises óhouse rulesô for 

performers and proposed code of conduct of patrons. 

 
4.3 Applicants should note that the application fee is non-refundable in the event of 

the licence being refused or the application being withdrawn prior to 

determination. To view the Councilôs policy on refunds, click here. 

 

4.4 The following list organisations will receive a copy of an application upon its 

submission to the Council  

 

a. Edinburgh Rape Crisis Centre 

b. Edinburgh Womenôs Aid 

c. Equally Safe (Edinburgh) Committee 

d. Rape Crisis Scotland 

e. Scottish Womenôs Aid 

f. Zero Tolerance 

g. Any community council within or neighbouring the locality in which the premises is 

situated 

 

Making an Objection 
 

4.5 It is possible to lodge an objection against the grant of an application for a SEV 

https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/downloads/file/24281/licence-application-fee-refunds-policy


 

licence. Objections must be made in writing (emails are accepted) and sent to the 

Licensing Service (licensing@edinburgh.gov.uk) within 28 days of the application 

being advertised. If an objection is lodged out with this period, it must explain why 

it has been lodged late. It would then be a matter for the Licensing Sub-

Committee to consider if it is satisfied that there is sufficient reason why it was not 

made in the time required. 

 
4.6 To be considered as competent, objections should include the following 

information: 

 

a. The name and address of the person or organisation making the objection 
 

b. The premises to which the objection relates 
 

c. The objection must be signed by the objector, or on their behalf 

 
4.7 Objections to a SEV application will be considered by the Licensing Sub- 

Committee when determining the application. A copy of the general terms of the 

objection will be sent to the applicant, however certain contact details such as 

telephone numbers, email addresses and signatures will be removed. The name 

and address of any objector will not be provided to the applicant without the 

objectorôs consent.   

 

Determining an Application 
 

4.8 Every application for a SEV licence will be considered and determined at a 

meeting of the Licensing Sub-Committee. As stated above, if any objections are 

received in relation to an application, they will also be considered at the 

Committee meeting. 

 

4.9 Objectors will be given the opportunity to speak to their written objection at a 

meeting of the Committee. Similarly, applicants will be given the opportunity to 

speak to their application and address any questions that the Committee may 

have. 

 

4.10 Under the terms of the 1982 Act, there are mandatory and discretionary 

grounds for refusal of a SEV licence. The specific mandatory grounds for 

refusal are set out in section 9(3) of Schedule 2 of the 1982 Act, which states 

 

ñA licence under this Schedule shall not be granted -  

a) To a person under the age of 18; 

b) to a person who is for the time being disqualified under paragraph 

13(10) or 19(5) below; 

c) to a person other than a natural person if any director of it or partner 

in it or any other person responsible for its management is 

disqualified under paragraph 13(10) or 19(5) below; 

mailto:licensing@edinburgh.gov.uk


 

d) to a person who has been convicted of an offence under paragraphs 

19 to 21 below; 

e) to a person who is not resident in the United Kingdom or was not so 

resident throughout the period of six months immediately preceding 

the date when the application was made; 

f) to a body corporate which is not incorporated in the United Kingdom; 

g) to person who has, within the period of 12 months immediately 

preceding the date the application was made, been refused by the 

same local authority the grant or renewal of a licence under this 

Schedule for the premises, vehicle, vessel or stall in respect of which 

the application is made, unless the refusal has been reversed on 

appeal; or 

h) to a person other than a natural person if any director of it or 

partner in it or any other person responsible for its management has 

within that period, been refused by the same local authority the grant or 

renewal of such a licence, unless the refusal has been reversed on 

appeal.ò  

 

4.11 Section 9(5) of Schedule 2 of the 1982 Act sets out the terms of the 

discretionary grounds on which a SEV application can be refused. They are as 

follows: 

 

a. That the applicant is unsuitable to hold a licence by reasons of having been 

convicted of an offence or for any other reason; 

 
b. That if the licence were to be granted or renewed, the business to which it relates 

would be managed by or carried on for the benefit of a person, other than the 

applicant, who would be otherwise refused the grant/renewal of a licence if they 

made the application themselves. 

 

c. That the number of sexual entertainment venues in the local authority area or 

relevant locality at the time the application is made is equal to or exceeds the number 

which the Council considers appropriate for their area or that locality; 
 

d. That the grant or renewal of the licence would inappropriate having regard: 

 

a) To the character of the relevant locality; or 
b) To the use to which any premises in the vicinity are put; or 
c) To the layout, character or condition of the premises, vehicle, vessel or 

stall in respect of which the application is made 

 

Suitability of Applicant 

 

4.12 In determining an application, the Committee will consider whether the applicant 

is or remains fit and proper to hold a licence. The Council does not expect any 

fines, arbitrary or otherwise, to be in place for performers, which could result in 



 

their loss of income. Additionally, the Council expect that house fees for 

performers will be transparent and agreed in advance. The Council does not 

expect that these would be subject to change at short notice, resulting in a loss 

of income to the performer. Where examples of fining or issues with house fees 

are brought to their attention, the Committee could take this into account when 

considering whether an applicant is or remains fit and proper to hold a SEV 

licence. 

 

Variation of a SEV Licence 
 

4.13 The licence holder of a SEV licence may apply to vary any term, condition or 

restriction placed upon the licence. The statutory requirements for advertising, 

giving notice and timeline for the consideration of the application are the same as 

those for initial grants or renewals as set out at section 4 of this policy. 

 

4.14 Variation applications will be considered by the Licensing Sub-Committee where 

the applicant will be given an opportunity to speak to their application and 

answer any questions that Committee members may have. When determining 

an application, the Committee can either: 

 
a. Grant the variation as requested; 
b. Make such variations as it thinks fit; 
c. Refuse the application. 

 
4.15 In the event of the Committee agreeing a condition or restriction other than the 

one sought in the original variation application, the decision will not take effect 

until the time for bringing an appeal has expired, or if an appeal is lodged, the 

abandonment of the appeal or the conclusion of the appeal, if found in favour of 

the Council. 

 
Renewal Application 

 

4.16 Provided an application for renewal has been accepted and deemed competent 

by the Licensing Service prior to the date of expiry, the licence shall be deemed 

to remain in force until such time as the renewal application has been 

determined. 

 
4.17 The statutory requirements for advertising and giving notice are the same as 

those applying to initial grants. Furthermore, renewal applications will be 

considered by the Licensing Sub-Committee. 

 

Right to Appeal 
 

4.18 An appeal against the decision of the Licensing Sub-Committee in respect of the 

grant, renewal, variation or refusal of a licence must be made to the Sheriff Court 

within 28 days of the decision being made. 



 

4.19 Where an application for a licence is refused on the under paragraph 9(5)(c) or 

(d) of Schedule 2 of the Civic Government Act 1982, the applicant can only 

challenge the refusal by way of judicial review. 

 

Conditions 
5.1 The Licensing Sub-Committee is able to grant or renew a SEV licence on such 

terms and conditions as it considers appropriate. This will typically take the form 

of standard conditions which are applicable to all SEV licences. Additional 

conditions may also be placed on the licence which are specific to the applicant 

or premises. 

 
5.2 The Committee agreed a set of standard conditions on 31 March 2022 and 

these shall apply to every licence granted, varied or renewed by the 

Committee, unless they have been expressly excluded or varied. The 

standard conditions are found at appendix 1 of this policy. 

 
5.3 It is an offence to operate a SEV without a licence or contravene a condition of 

any granted licence. Licence holders found to breaching the terms of their 

licence may be referred to the Licensing Sub-Committee for suspension or 

revocation of the SEV licence. 
 

Relationship with Other Strategies 
 

6.1 Equally Safe: Scotlandôs strategy for preventing and eradicating violence against 

women and girls was first published in 2014 and last updated in 2018 It sets out a 

definition of violence against women and girls which includes ócommercial sexual 

exploitation, including prostitution, lap dancing, stripping, pornography, and human 

trafficking.ô Whilst recognising the conflict between this definition and the licensing 

of sexual entertainment venues, the Scottish Government intends that it will help to 

ensure that such activities take place in safe and regulated environments 

 

Related Documents 
7.1 Air Weapons & Licensing (Scotland) Act 2015 ï Sexual Entertainment Venues ï 

Update After Initial Consultation ï Regulatory Committee ï 21 October 2019 
 

7.2 Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982 ï Sections 45A-45C 
 

7.3 Provisions for Licensing of Sexual Entertainment Venues: Guidance ï Scottish 
Government 

 

 

Review 
8.1 This policy will be reviewed annually or more frequently, if required. 
  

https://democracy.edinburgh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=144&MId=371&Ver=4
https://democracy.edinburgh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=144&MId=371&Ver=4
https://democracy.edinburgh.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=144&MId=371&Ver=4
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1982/45/section/45A
https://www.gov.scot/publications/guidance-provisions-licensing-sexual-entertainment-venues-changes-licensing-theatres/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/guidance-provisions-licensing-sexual-entertainment-venues-changes-licensing-theatres/


 

Appendices 

Appendix One ï Map of City Centre - Ward 11 

 

  


