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Pub Protection of Public Houses Local Plan Policy 

Public houses -Protection background 

Concern has been recently expressed with regard to the loss of public houses over 
the last few years. Property prices and planning legislation regarding changes of use 
mean that a community’s public house could be turned into a supermarket, flats or 
even demolished. 

The Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) places 
uses of land and buildings into various categories called Use Classes. A Use Class 
is a grouping together of similar land uses. A  Public House (or wine-bar) falls within 
class A4. This class allows change to other uses that fall within the following use 
classes: A1 –Shops, A2-Financial and professional services and A3 –Restaurants 
and cafes. 

Nationally as the numbers of public houses continue to fall, there is a growing 
recognition of the community value that public houses may hold. The importance of 
the public house as a community asset has been acknowledged through the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which requires local authorities to “plan 
positively” for such uses. There is also a body of evidence produced by 
organisations, such as CAMRA (the Campaign for Real Ale), the All Party 
Parliamentary Beer Group and the Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR), which 
also support this view that public houses can be an important community asset.  

Decrease in public houses 

CAMRA have identified the following reasons for the reduction in public houses 
across the country: 
(1) Rising costs faced by landlords 
(2) High rents, particularly in urban locations 
(3) Increasing land value, which raises the amount developers are prepared to pay 
(4) The high price of alcohol in pubs as opposed to the supermarkets and off 
licences 
(5) Competition from alternative leisure pursuits. 

Significance of public houses 

The IPPR published ‘The Social Value of Community Pubs’ (2012). This details the 
social and community importance of public houses, outlining their importance as 
hubs for the development of social networks. It notes the significant long-term 
consequences, and associated costs, for communities with a lack of social 
infrastructure which can support the wellbeing of both individuals and communities. 
In May 2013 CAMRA advised that public house losses had been running at 26 per 



     

 

 

 

  

week in the six months to March 2013. The London Plan cites the protection and 
enhancement of social infrastructure which can include public houses. 

Loss of Public House London Plan 

The London Plan Policy 3.16 cites the protection and enhancement of social 
infrastructure which can include public houses and encourages London boroughs to 
develop policies to protect public houses as a community asset. 

It is considered public house protection could be best addressed through a revised 
and new planning policy. Overall, this would require an evidence base document 
(covering the local and national context), policy amendment and reasoned 
justification, and would also need to ensure conformity with the Local Plan, London 
Plan and NPPF. The conformity issue is less of an issue given the level of policy 
support currently provided by the Local Plan, London Plan and NPPF.      

Policy Proposal 

CAMRA recommend that local authorities use the following model policy as an 
example of good practice. This policy is considered to be consistent with the 
demands of plan creation placed upon local authorities by the NPPF. It is also 
compliant with the 4 tests of soundness and should act as a guideline for good policy 
creation. Several local authorities have adopted pub protection planning 
policies.  Protecting assets that have been identified as important to the community 
can be made easier if they can also be shown to be viable businesses. The CAMRA 
Viability Test has been used by some local authorities seeking to do this. (See 
Appendix) 

Policy 

Planning permission will not be granted for the demolition or change of use of a 
public house, unless the Council is satisfied that there is not a defined need for a 
public house. Even where the Council is satisfied that there is not a defined need for 
the public house, the Council must be satisfied that: 

a) The loss of the public house would not result in a shortfall of local public 
house provision of this type; 

b) That the public house is no longer considered economically viable when 
considered against the CAMRA’s Public House Viability Test; and  

c) The public house has been marketed as a public house, at a market rate for 
public houses, for a consistent period of 18 months. 



 

 
  

 

 
  

Why we are proposing this policy 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in paragraph 69 states that the 
planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction and 
creating healthy, inclusive communities. The loss of public houses over recent years 
has increased due to rising property values. The importance of public houses as a 
community asset has been acknowledged through the NPPF which requires local 
authorities to ’plan positively’ for such uses. There is also a body of evidence 
produced by organisations such as CAMRA (The Campaign for Real Ale), the All 
Party Parliamentary Beer Group and the Institute for public Policy Research(IPPR) 
which also supports this view. 

Protection of public house 

Proposals involving the loss of a public house will need to demonstrate that there is 
not a defined need for a public house. 

A defined need can be demonstrated in no particular order of preference by: 

a) The public house being statutorily Listed; 

b) The public house being Locally Listed; 

c) The public house being a non-designated heritage asset; 

d) The public house having other local contextual significance; 

e) There being sustained and documented local objection to the loss of the 
public house; and 

f) The public house being used for a wider variety of ancillary uses such as 
functions, social events and other community activities. 

The Council will resist the loss of these facilities unless it can be demonstrated that 
is no longer required in its current use. Evidence will be required to show that the 
loss would not create, or add to, a shortfall in provision for the public house and 
demonstrate that there is no demand for such a use on the site. This would include 
the submission of evidence of suitable marketing activity for a period of eighteen 
months. In the event that a public house is listed on the Assets of Community Value 
register and is offered for sale, the local community is given six months to prepare a 
bid to buy it. In such circumstances the marketing statement could be reduced to a 
period of a minimum continuous period of twelve months in addition to the six 
months that the community has to prepare a bid to buy it. This evidence should 
demonstrate that the existing use is no longer financially viable through the 
submission of financial evidence. Marketing details need to include a site description, 
photographs and reasonable terms commensurate with public house use. In cases 



 
 
 

 
 

 

where a public house use has ceased it has to be successfully demonstrated that 
there is no local need or demand. 

Background Documents  

• CAMRA Guidance – Pub Planning Policy Tool Kit (2014) 
• ‘How to save London’s pubs as community resources’- Steve 

O’Connell, GLA (2013) 
• The Social Value of Community Pubs (2012) 
• Vacancy Survey of A5 Uses in Croydon 



 
 

 
 

  
  

 

 
 

   
     

  
  

  
    

 
 

     
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
     

 
 

 
 

   
  

   
 

 
 

  
 

  
  

  
 

PUBLIC HOUSE VIABILITY TEST 

FOREWORD 

As campaigners on behalf of British pub-users, CAMRA sees the protection of 
public houses as one of its highest priorities. Many of the pubs which have 
called last orders for the final time in recent years would, in the right hands, 
have continued serving their local communities as well as providing a decent 
living for those running them. 

The planning process, in most cases, affords the only publicly accessible 
forum for debate on the issues around applications to change the use of pubs. 
Viability is of course not the only factor to be considered in such cases but 
CAMRA believes it to be important enough to warrant the separate guidance 
presented here. It offers a standard, objective test which will assist planning 
decision makers to make fair, open and informed judgements on the question 
of viability. 

The first edition of this guidance appeared in 2000, following extensive 
consultation with relevant professional bodies. It quickly established itself as 
an authoritative text and has been widely used both by local authority 
planners and by government inspectors. 

This second edition builds on and refreshes the original and includes new and 
different case studies. CAMRA’s hope is that it will gain even greater 
recognition as good practice, both in Government planning guidance and local 
planning policies. 

INTRODUCTION 

“What right have local authorities to question decisions made by businesses 
about their own properties?” 

These are the words of an outraged planning consultant to breweries and 
pub-owning companies, reacting incredulously on hearing that planning 
authorities were regarding the viability of pubs as a relevant issue when 
considering applications to change their use. 

Some might think the consultant’s question fair. However, the fact is that 
questions of viability are now an increasingly important factor in planning 
decisions, as evidenced by the case studies which appear later in the booklet. 

WHY IS VIABILITY SUCH AN ISSUE? 

The British public house, one of our greatest institutions, is under threat as 
never before. An estimated 28 pubs close permanently every week and this 
rate shows no sign of slowing. Nor is this just a rural problem; our towns and 
cities are also losing pubs on a massive scale, especially away from the town 
centre drinking circuits (where a rash of new bars hardly makes up for the loss 
of traditional community pubs elsewhere). 



 
  

 
   

   
 

 
    

 
  

  
   

  

     
  

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 
  

   
   

 
  

  
  

  
   

  
 

 
 
    

   
 

  
   

  
  

    
 

 
   

 

In many cases, the owners of these threatened pubs are seeking to convert 
them to other uses. Sadly, such changes of use do not always require 
planning consent – for instance where the change is to a shop or a restaurant. 
However, conversions to dwelling houses (and a few other uses) do need 
permission. 

In marshalling their arguments as to why change of use away from a pub 
should be allowed, applicants will very often claim that the pub is “not viable” 
i.e. that it is no longer a commercial proposition and that no licensee could 
reasonably be expected to make a living there. The applicants might claim 
that the area is over-pubbed, or that the premises are too small, or that the 
catchment area is not large enough and so on. The planning authority has to 
evaluate whether these claims that the business is inherently unviable are 
well founded or not. This guidance aims to help authorities to make those 
decision fairly and objectively. 

CASE STUDIES 

Case One 

The owners of a Shropshire freehouse wanted to convert it to a dwelling, 
claiming it was no longer a viable business. The Council refused their 
application because they considered it to be a valuable community asset (it 
being the only pub in the village); they also felt that the owners had not taken 
on board the possibilities for diversification e.g. upgrading the food offer, 
adding B&B, using space for a village shop or post office. At appeal, the 
Inspector noted that the small immediate population and lack of public 
transport were negative factors in terms of viability. However, the pub did 
have potential for extension and for capitalising on its position in a tourist 
area. He found that the pub was indeed a valued local facility and that it had 
not been clearly demonstrated that it could not become a viable business in 
the future. Its loss would therefore conflict with local and national policies on 
the retention of community facilities. (ref APP/L3245/A/13/2192177) 

Case Two 

In a Hertfordshire town, the owner of a pub in a residential area close to the 
town centre wished to demolish it and build flats on the site. The Council 
refused because it had a policy to restrain the loss of pubs. The applicant 
claimed that the pub was not viable though, at appeal, the Inspector observed 
she had given no indication of what measures had been taken in response to 
falling profits nor had she submitted any audited figures to support her 
contention. Neither had the appellant tried to market the business as a going 
concern. The fact that town centre pubs were within an easy walking distance 
did not diminish the pub's community value. The Inspector concluded there 
was insufficient evidence to show that the pub was inherently unviable and 
the proposal therefore did not accord with development plan policies. (ref. 
APP/J1915/A/08/2091022) 



 
 

 
   

 
  

   
   

 
  

  
  

  
 

 
 

  
   

 
   

  
   

     
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

   

 
 

 
 

    
   

   
 

 
  

    
 

 
 

 
 

Case Three 

The pub in question was one of two in a sizeable Wiltshire village. It had been 
closed for a year when the applicant bought it with a view to converting it to a 
house. At appeal, the Inspector was unconvinced that the village could not 
support both pubs, especially given the nearby military presence. The 
contention that the pub had a history of poor trading was not echoed by 
residents, who claimed that it had been well-liked and well-used – the closure 
had less to do with trading problems than domestic family issues. The 
Inspector felt that the premises had the potential to be a successful business; 
it had not been proven that there was no prospect of a viable pub being re-
established. That being the case, the proposals conflicted with local planning 
policy on the retention of pubs. (ref. APP/T3915/A/07/2057816) 

CONCLUSIONS 

In each of these cases, the appellants introduced the issue of the non-viability 
of the pub as a major reason for justifying a change of use. In each case, 
also, the Inspector agreed that this was a relevant, indeed crucial, issue. 
None of the Inspectors was convinced that, in the right hands, the pubs 
concerned would not be viable commercial propositions. In reaching this 
conclusion, each Inspector was clearly of the view that an objective 
assessment could be made about the likely future viability of the pub (and the 
Inspector in case one made direct reference to this Test) 

The Public House Viability Test, which follows, shares that view. It is intended 
to help all concerned in such cases – local authorities, public house owners, 
public house users and, indeed, Planning Inspectors, to subject arguments 
made about viability to rigorous scrutiny and testing against a set of well-
accepted yardsticks. 

The Viability Test does not seek to protect the continued existence of each 
and every pub in the land. Times and circumstances do change and some 
pubs will find themselves struggling to continue as a going concern. However, 
any arguments put forward to that effect must be exposed to reasonable 
analysis so that they may be properly understood and, where appropriate, 
assessed and questioned by those concerned. 

It cannot be denied that the Test is easier to apply in rural than in urban 
areas; however the same principles are equally relevant for all pubs, 
especially given the need to maintain a range and choice of community 
facilities in towns and cities. 

Finally, it is worth emphasising that, currently, the planning process is the only 
publicly accessible forum for debate about the future of individual public 
houses. If somebody wants to open a new public house, they must apply for 
planning permission (a process influenced by public consultation) and they 
must apply for a premises licence (again a process where public comment is 
heard). 



   
  

   
  

  
   

 
  

  
  

     
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

    
  

 
  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
 
   

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

    
 

  
  
  
   
  
   
  

Owners wishing to close a public house may do so immediately, without 
further reference to the planning authority. Only when they wish to convert the 
public house into another use might they have to embark upon the planning 
process, and it seems reasonable for this proposal to be keenly scrutinised on 
behalf of the general public. In such cases, the issue of viability can clearly be 
one of a number of possible determining factors. 

The test will not stop all pubs closing, but it is a necessary and positive step 
forward which, we hope, will save many potentially successful pubs from 
closure and subsequent change of use. We hope the document will be widely 
used by all relevant professionals and be of help to planning committees and 
appeal inspectors throughout the UK. 

Never have the words of poet Hillaire Belloc rung more true: 

“When you have lost your inns, drown your empty selves, for you will have 
lost the last of England.” 

PUBLIC HOUSE VIABILITY TEST 

Considerations when assessing continuing viability of a pub business when 
change of use is applied for. 

The question to be addressed is: 

“What could this business achieve given a management dedicated to it, 
and with full discretion over stocking policy and type of operation?” 

Assessing Trade Potential 

1. Local Trade 

What is the location of the pub? Village, suburban, urban, town centre, 
isolated country? 

What is the catchment area of the pub? 

How many adults live within a one mile radius? 

In rural areas, how many adults live within a ten mile radius? 



    
 

  
  
  

  
  
    

    
 

  
   
  
   
  
   
  
   

 
  

  
  
   

 
  
   

 
  
   

 
 

  
     
  

Are there any developments planned for the area? Industrial, 
residential, strategic projects? 

Is there daytime working population? 

2 Visitor Potential 

Is the pub in a well visited/popular location? Is it in a picturesque town 
or village, on a canal/river side, on a long distance footpath, or on a 
cycle route? 

Does the pub appeal to those groups who regularly drive out to pubs? 

Is tourism encouraged in this area? 

Has the pub ever been included in any visitor or tourist guide? 

Does the pub act as a focus for community activities? Sports teams, 
social groups, local societies, community meetings etc? 

3 Competition 

In rural areas, how many pubs are there within a one mile radius and 
within a five mile radius? 

In urban areas, how many pubs are there within reasonable walking 
distance? 

Bearing in mind that people like a choice, does the pub, by its 
character, location, design, potentially cater for different groups of 
people from those of its nearest competitor(s)? 

If no, could the pub be developed to cater for different groups? 



 

  
  
  

 
  
   
  
  

    
  
  

   
  
  
  

  
  
    
  
   
  

  
  
    

 
  
   
  
  
  
  

 
  
   
  
  
  

  
  
   

   
   

  
  
   

 
    

 
  

4 Flexibility of the Site 

Does the pub/site have unused rooms or outbuildings that could be 
brought into use? Function rooms, store rooms etc. 

Is the site large enough to allow for building extensions? 

Have planning applications ever been submitted to extend/develop the 
pub building? If yes, when and what was the outcome? 

If planning consent was not available for building work, is any adjoining 
land suitable for any other use? Camping facility etc. 

Has the pub been well maintained? 

5 Parking 

Is there access to appropriate numbers of car parking spaces? 

If no, is there any scope for expansion? 

6 Public Transport 

Is there a bus stop outside or near the pub and/or a rail station within 
easy walking distance? 

How frequent is public transport in the area? 

How reliable is the public transport in the area? 

Has the pub made actual/potential customers aware of any public 
transport services available to/from it? 

Are there taxi firms in the locality? 

Has the pub entered any favourable agreements with a local taxi firm? 

7 Multiple Use 

In the light of government guidance through the National Planning 
Policy Framework (see the Appendix) what is the extent of community 
facilities in the local area – is there a shop, post office, community 
centre etc? 

If the pub is the sole remaining facility within the area, is there scope for 
the pub to combine its function with that of a shop, post office or other 
community use, bed & breakfast or self-catering – especially in tourist 
areas? 
Partial Loss 



 

   
  

 
     

   

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

   

  
 

 
 

  
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

 
   

 
 

       
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

(These questions come into play if the application seeks changes which 
would reduce the size of the pub or convert non-public areas, such as 
licensee accommodation, to other uses) 

How would the proposals impact on the long-term financial health of the 
business? Would a smaller pub still be able to attract sufficient trade? 
Would the smaller size make it less attractive to customers e.g. 
because there were fewer facilities? 

Would any loss of licensee accommodation make the pub less 
attractive to potential future publicans? 

Competition Case Studies 

Are there any successful pubs in neighbouring areas of similar population 
density? 

What factors are contributing to their success? 

The Business Past and Present 

Having built up a picture of the business potential of the pub, it may be 
relevant to question why the pub is not thriving and why the owners are 
seeking change of use. 

Is the business run by a tenant or a manager? 

Does the pub management have local support? 

Has the pub been managed well in the past? Is there any evidence to support 
this? Are trading figures available for the last four years and/or from previous 
management regimes? 

Have there been recent efforts to ensure viability? e.g. has the pub opened 
regularly and at convenient hours? 

Has the focus/theme of the pub changed recently? 

Is the pub taking advantage of the income opportunities offered by serving 
food? How many times a day is food served? How many times a week? Are  
any catering facilities being optimised? 

Has the rent/repair policy of the owner undermined the viability of the pub? 

Are there any non-standard circumstances relating to local authority 
business/rates/taxes? 

Are there any possible unclaimed reliefs? e.g. where rate abatement is not 
granted automatically but has to be claimed. 



 
 

 
     

      
 

 
   

 
   

      
  

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
   

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
  

  
 

 
 

 

  
   

  
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

The Sale 

Where and how often has the pub been advertised for sale? Has it been 
advertised for at least 12 months? In particular, has the sale been placed with 
specialist licensed trade and/or local agents? 

Has the pub been offered for sale as a going concern? 

Has the pub been offered at a realistic competitive price? (Information to 
enable this to be analysed can be obtained from The Publican and Morning 
Advertiser newspapers and from Fleurets, specialist Chartered Surveyors) 

If yes, how many offers have been received? 

Have any valuations been carried out? 

Has the pub been closed for any length of time? 

Does the sale price of the pub, as a business, reflect its recent trading? 

APPENDIX 

National government planning guidance was, until recently, contained in 
various Planning Policy Statements which between them ran to over 1000 
pages. They were replaced in March 2012 by the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) which comprises just 52 pages of mostly high-level 
guidance. Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) have until 27 March 2013 to put 
in place up-to-date Local Plans which are consistent with the broad national 
policies. After that, NPPF policies will take precedence where there is any 
conflict with Local Plans and will always be a material consideration in 
planning decisions. 

NPPF Paragraph 70 is especially relevant to planning applications which 
concern pubs. It requires LPAs to “plan positively for the provision and use of 
shared space, community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, 
sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and 
other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and 
residential environments.” It goes on to say that LPAs must “guard against 
unnecessary loss of valued facilities where this would reduce the community's 
ability to meet its day-to-day needs” and “ensure that established facilities and 
services....are retained for the benefit of the community”. Note that this policy 
applies to pubs in all communities, not just rural ones. 

Paragraph 7 states that the planning system should create “accessible local 
services that reflect the community's needs” while paragraph 17 requires 
planning to “deliver community and cultural facilities and services to meet 
local needs” 



 
 

     
 

  
 

  
 

 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Paragraph 28 promotes “the retention and development of local services and 
community facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports 
venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship” 

Paragraph 23 recognises “town centres as the heart of their communities” and 
instructs LPAs to pursue policies to support their viability and vitality. 

(PHVT Version 3 – PA, 31/3/14) 
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INTRODUCTION 

The London pub is an institution. From the famous haunts of historical figures to quiet discoveries 
on side streets, these stalwarts of the British streetscape cater to a broad clientele with a diverse 
range of needs: quick drinks after work, a family lunch at the weekend, somewhere to while away an 
evening with friends.

Yet this institution is under threat: with closures nationally at 18 a week by the end of 20121 , 
nationwide the number of pubs has shrunk in the last thirty years from around 70,000 to nearer 
50,000 and the situation in London reflects the national trend.2 If London is a conglomeration of 
villages, what does it mean if fewer and fewer of these have their village pub? 

This report seeks to explore the reasons for the rate of pub closures in the capital, why this is a 
trend that should be resisted and what can be done to stem the flow of closures.

THE CURRENT SITUATION 

Brewers may like to promote the idea of a timeless tradition of hospitality, but in reality the industry 
has changed dramatically in the last few decades. The Supply of Beer (Tied Estate) Order of 1989 
sought to break up the dominance of a handful of large breweries who not only supplied the beer but 
also owned the pubs themselves. Guest ales from rival brewers became a common feature, but more 
fundamentally the ownership of the pubs was shifted onto newly formed pub-owning companies or 
“pubcos”.  In 2009 these companies owned approximately 51% of all pubs in the UK 3 

With those breweries divested of their property portfolios now focused on marketing their 
products, the pubcos and independent pub owners have sought to maximise sales in what is an 
increasingly competitive leisure market. Smaller-scale breweries, who are permitted to run pubs, have 
responded in kind so that the industry as a whole is a far more professional operation than ever 
before. Catering and Hospitality Management courses are offered to staff and the pubs themselves 
have evolved to appeal to specific market areas.The pub today is rarely the cloistered male den of a 
few decades previously; it is archetypally a family-oriented business with as much emphasis on food as 
drink. 4 

In a 2012 report commissioned by CAMRA (the Campaign for Real Ale), the Institute for Public 
Policy Research identified the categories of on-licensed premises as follows:

• Town centre pubs, bars, and clubs 
• Food-led pubs
• Local/community pubs
• Licensed accommodation 
• Licensed restaurants 
• Sports, social and members’ clubs 5 

1. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/foodanddrink/foodanddrinknews/9646395/Pub-closures-rise-due-to-beer-tax-campaigners-
warn.html 

2.  Muir, R. (2012) Pubs and Places, London: Institute for Public Policy Research p. 13 

3. Muir p. 7 

4.  Pratten, J. D. (2003) The Changing Nature of the British Pub, British Food Journal,Vol. 105 Iss: 4 p. 257 

5. Muir p. 6 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/foodanddrink/foodanddrinknews/9646395/Pub-closures-rise-due-to-beer-tax-campaigners
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An earlier analysis by the sociologist J.D. Pratten had broken down the pub categories further into 
theme pubs, child-friendly pubs, sport pubs, specialist beer houses etc, but however they are catego-
rised it is clear that the modern concept of the pub contains a multitude of variants.6 Yet despite this 
explosion of customer-oriented diversification, the figures show a marked downward trend: by 2010 
pubs were closing nationally at the rate of 25 a week, with London and the North West being the 
worst hit.7 

The data below offsets closures, including conversions and demolitions, against reopenings and new 
build establishments to arrive at a net figure for each year. Putting these figures into context, in a 
period which has seen London’s population grow from an estimated 7,364,100 8 to over 8,200,000 9 , 
London has seen the demolition of 414 former pubs.

There have been many local fluctuations, but South East London has fared consistently badly, with a 
net annual loss of more than thirty pubs on three occasions. Lewisham has lost 36% of its pubs in the 
last decade with Evelyn and Telegraph Hill wards both losing over 70% of their pubs and Whitefoot 
ward losing all its pubs.10 

Annual net gains/losses per CAMRA London region 2003-2012 

6. Pratten pp. 257-8 

7. www.beerandpub.com/news/pub-closures-running-at-25-per-week-new-national-and-regional-survey 

8. http://www.londononline.co.uk/factfile/historical/

9. http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Update%2018-2012%20Mid-Year%20Population%20Estimates%202011_0.pdf

10.  London Borough of Lewisham (2012) Pubs in Lewisham: an evidence base study p.27 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Update%2018-2012%20Mid-Year%20Population%20Estimates%202011_0.pdf
http://www.londononline.co.uk/factfile/historical
www.beerandpub.com/news/pub-closures-running-at-25-per-week-new-national-and-regional-survey
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Source: Capital Pubcheck on behalf of CAMRA Greater London Region

The vast majority of these losses are pubs which close in the course of the year and whose future 
remains uncertain at the time of Capital Pubcheck’s annual survey on behalf of CAMRA Greater 
London Region. While some of these do reopen as pubs, the high number of demolitions and 
conversions to other uses renders a great many pub sites lost to the community as drinking estab-
lishments. Between 2003 and 2012 Capital Pubcheck recorded 897 changes of use for former pub 
sites. Approximately a third of these were conversions to cafes and restaurants, which in some 
cases could be seen to provide a similar shared community space to a pub. Indeed, it was noted 
when the 2005 amendments were made to the Town and Country Planning Use Classes Order 
that it was not clear exactly which category a gastro pub would belong to.11 The data compiled 
by Capital Pubcheck however groups gastro pubs with pubs, and classes restaurants separately.
Conversion to a restaurant, open only to diners, is a significant change from a pub’s hospitality model,
while conversion to residential, retail and professional services removes or radically alters shared 
community spaces, changing the tone of the high street.

Proportion of conversions from pubs to other uses in London 2003-2012 

Source: Capital Pubcheck on behalf of CAMRA Greater London Region

11.  www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2005/85/pdfs/uksiem_20050085_en.pdf 

www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2005/85/pdfs/uksiem_20050085_en.pdf
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FACTORS BEHIND CLOSURE 

Alcohol duty escalator 
Maintaining the tax on beer and cider at a rate 2% above inflation, the alcohol tax escalator is seen 

by many in the brewing and hospitality industry as a pivotal factor in the pressure publicans are facing 
to stay afloat, as beer and cider become ever more expensive, relative to other goods. However, the 
Government has defended the escalator as a key element in debt reduction, estimated to raise over 
£100M over the next two years12, and Simon Clarke of the Fair Pint Campaign has argued that tax 
concessions should only be granted once assurances have been secured from breweries and pubcos 
that the benefits would be passed onto the consumer.13 

Supermarket alcohol offers 
In November 2012 the Home Office launched a consultation into a minimum price of 45p per 

unit for alcohol in England and Wales. This follows the introduction of a 50p minimum price in 
Scotland. That legislation has however been challenged by the European Commission, which argues 
that it is incompatible with EU law, while the Scotch Whisky Association and the European Spirits 
Organisation have also challenged the legality of the minimum price.14 

The minimum price has been campaigned for by, amongst others, the hospitality industry, as a means 
not only of cracking down on binge drinking but also to curtail the sale of alcohol “loss leaders” in 
supermarkets. These items are sold at such a low price that they lose the supermarket money, but 
are seen as a way of enticing customers into the store, where they will spend money on other items.
The price of beer sold in pubs has seen a 187 percentage point increase in the last 25 years, while 
off-trade prices have risen by just 52 percentage points.15 

Smoking ban 
It is hard to find convincing evidence that the ban is a prime cause of closures. Craven and 

Marlow are sceptical of the “fairly large empirical literature [reporting] that bans exert no adverse 
effects on owners”16 , stating that “economic theory predicts that bans exert differential effects on 
businesses”17.The correlation between the introduction of the smoking ban in 2007 and the increase 
in closures since then is often cited but the onset of the global recession in 2008 allied to an ever-
decreasing footfall on the high street means it is very difficult to extract ban-related closures as a 
discrete category.

Pub owners have certainly felt the economic impact of trying to provide smokers with comfortable 
surroundings that abide by the law, with the Association of Licensed Multiple Retailers stating that 
the ban has resulted in an average expenditure of £6,000 per member on outdoor facilities.18 The 
IPPR report Pubs and Places differentiates between pubs able to adapt using their outdoor space in 
this manner from “landlocked” pubs with no such adaptability, with the latter reporting a significant 
loss in trade. Nevertheless the report does state that “73% of licensees supported the ban staying in 

12. www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/Treasury-says-removing-beer-duty-escalator-would-cost-105m 

13. www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/news/article-2247045/Beer-duty-escalator-punitive-tax-rises-deterring-drinkers-crippling-
pubs-argues-Camra.html 

14. http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-20526338 

15. Muir p. 16 

16. Craven, B. & Marlow, M. L. (2008) Economic Effects of Smoking Bans on Restaurants and Pubs, Economic Affairs Decem-
ber 2008; Oxford, Blackwell (Institute of Economic Affairs) p.59

17.  Craven & Marlow p. 60 

18. Muir p. 18 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-20526338
www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/news/article-2247045/Beer-duty-escalator-punitive-tax-rises-deterring-drinkers-crippling
www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/Treasury-says-removing-beer-duty-escalator-would-cost-105m
https://facilities.18
https://points.15
https://price.14
https://consumer.13
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place and a quarter of pubs said they had even attracted new customers because of the ban.”19 The 
anecdotal evidence from interviewing landlords and pub managers for this report is that the ban has 
had little impact in terms of numbers, bringing in significant new custom (ie people who avoided the 
smoky environment pre-ban) to offset any loss in smoking clientele.

Economic downturn 
The second half of 2008 (one year after the introduction of the smoking ban) saw “the biggest 

drop-off in [pub] sales in the third quarter of the year for a decade”20 , a decline underlined by the 
findings of a report by Mintel undertaken in 2009 which stated that “eating and drinking out are 
top of the list of leisure activities that consumers are planning to cut back on as a result of the 
recession”21 . Figures published by the IPPR support the idea that a reduction in national spending 
power equates to a fall in pub turnover.22 

Decreased footfall 
The Portas Review, published in 2011, acknowledges both the impact of the recession and the 

general trend towards out-of-town and online shopping.Town centre sales were seen to have fallen 
from 50% of retail spending to 42.5% with “non-store” sales being the main beneficiary.23 But it is 
not just the upsurge in e-commerce that threatens the high street: Portas reports that “out-of-town 
retail floorspace has risen by 30% whilst that in town has fallen by 14%”24 The pub trade, dependent 
to a large extent on passing custom, feeds off footfall and our high streets simply do not see the 
volume of people they did in the past.

Pubcos 
The economic factors above are not to be confused with “manufactured failure” where pubcos 

force pubs in their portfolio not to be profitable. The pubcos are in debt: Punch Taverns have 
conceded they face bankruptcy25 and are currently trying to sell off 2,000 pubs from their portfolio.
In order to facilitate a planning change of use for the property, and thus unlock its lucrative residen-
tial development potential, the pubcos try to recoup their losses through high wholesale pricing:
“whilst the pubco is able to buy beer cheaply from the brewery, it can charge their pub landlords a 
price of their choosing. Consequently, the consumer is usually paying a significantly inflated price for 
a pint of beer, and tied pub landlords are being forced to sell beer at a loss. As a result of upward 
only rent reviews, and beer that has to be bought at inflated prices from the pubco, enormous 
pressure is being placed on many tied landlords who struggle to make a living. Huge numbers of 
landlords are simply being forced out of the market.”26 

If publicans hand their keys in, the pubco can claim the establishment is not a viable business 
(regardless of turnover) and can attempt to sell the property at a high price for conversion to 
residential use – thus liquidating their assets. One strategy frequently employed is initially only to 
convert the upper floors to residential use and to keep the ground floor as a pub.The pub is then 
at risk of losing its licence due to noise pollution complaints from the residents above, which could 

19. Muir p. 18 

20. Andrews D. &Turner, S. (2012) Is the pub still the hub? International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management,
Vol. 24 Iss: 4 p 545 

21. Mintel Pub visiting – UK – November 2009 quoted in Andrews &Turner p. 545

22. Muir p. 14 

23. Portas, M. ( 2011)The Portas Review, Department for Business, Innovation and Skills p. 8

24. Portas p. 10 

25. www.guardian.co.uk/business/2012/oct/24/punch-taverns-debt-crisis 

26. http://www.fairpint.org.uk/assets/policybriefing.pdf

http://www.fairpint.org.uk/assets/policybriefing.pdf
www.guardian.co.uk/business/2012/oct/24/punch-taverns-debt-crisis
https://beneficiary.23
https://turnover.22
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then lead to residential conversion of the ground floor.

Conversion to retail 
Whereas borough councils can reject property development through the change of use planning 

procedure, the conversion to retail (from A4, public houses, to A1, retail) requires no change of class.
It is thus much easier for a company to convert a pub into a retail outlet. Liam Fox MP, outlining a 
proposed pub-to-retail conversion in his Somerset constituency in a recent letter to the Secretary 
of State for Communities and Local Government, stated that “planning permission would be given to 
Tesco on the basis that it does not represent a change of use. Most people would see this as a funda-
mental change of purpose and feel the presumption in planning law is wrong”.27 

There are certainly occasions when a dilapidated pub can successfully be converted into a retail unit 
which benefits the community, acting as an “anchor” business, attracting footfall and providing key 
services. But too often the properties being targeted are thriving businesses in their own right and 
the loss to the community of the one is at least equal to the advantages of the other.

CASE: THE CATFORD BRIDGE TAVERN 

Originally opened as The Railway Tavern, it was under the name The Copperfield that the pub went 
into serious decline. Rumours of drug trading and prostitution as well as stabbings on the premises 
meant that locals crossed the road to avoid it. In January 2012 The Copperfield was closed down.

Seeing the potential of a large period building in a good location, and having had success with similar 
pubs across south London, a firm called Antic took the premises over under a Tenancy of Will from 
the leaseholder, Punch Taverns. The advantage of the Tenancy of Will was the speed with which the 
agreement could be signed off and the pub was closed for just two months for refurbishment and 
kitchen installation. The disadvantage of this tenancy was that the leaseholder would be obliged to 
give Antic just 24 hours’ notice should they want them to vacate the premises.

The pub reopened as The Catford Bridge Tavern on 1 March 2012 and by the summer trade was 
brisk with a clientele comprised mostly of regular visitors. It quickly established a reputation for its 
food as well as its range of beer and came to be seen as a hub for the community with a weekly quiz 
night and function room. 

In November 2012, the freeholder cancelled the lease with Punch Taverns, ending Antic’s agreement 
with them and forcing the pub to close.The new leaseholder was a national retailer and the intention 
was to convert the property into a mix of retail premises and residential use, for which the freeholder 
applied for planning permission. 

The pub staff mobilised a campaign to save the pub with an online petition, flyers and t-shirts 
printed. The council received 600 objections to the plans and on 23 November they refused 
permission to develop the site citing amongst other reasons that “the loss of a public house and the 
creation of a retail unit would have a negative impact on the viability and vitality of Catford town 

27. http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/news/politics/article3690251.ece 

http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/news/politics/article3690251.ece
https://wrong�.27
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centre” contrary to Lewisham’s Core Strategy Strategic Objective 4.Also cited were Policies 4.1 and
4.8 of the London Plan and paragraph 152 of the National Planning Policy Framework.The pub was 

also locally listed by the council and was the subject of an Article 4 Direction prohibiting conversion 
from its current Class A4 (public house) usage to A1 (shops), A2 (financial and professional services),
or A3 (restaurants and cafes).
With the options for the site restricted to housing a pub or remaining empty, The Catford Bridge 

Tavern reopened on 7 December 2012 with the national retailer retaining the leasehold. They 
currently employ 18 people.

THE CONCEPT OF COMMUNITY HUB

As outlined above, the modern pub can be oriented towards fine-dining, family entertainment,
sports viewing, micro-brewing and many other fields.This multi-faceted existence can make it difficult 
to ascertain its function as a community hub. What are the key factors that result in a pub’s central 
position in the social fabric of its community?

Community cohesion 
One of the recurring responses to the closure of the Catford Bridge Tavern was its clientele 

bemoaning the loss of their (in many cases relatively new) circle of friends. Despite having only been 
open for eight months, a powerful sense of belonging to a distinct community unit had been fostered 
by the pub, as evidenced by the strength of the support group mustered in the face of closure. The 
modern city is often seen as an alienating environment, lacking social interaction, and enterprises 
that encourage a sense of community should be encouraged. An IPPR poll conducted in 2012 found 
that 23% of pub goers had made new friends in their local pub in the previous six months and 19% 
considered that they had mixed with people “they would not normally mix with.”28 

Pubs frequently have rooms for hire for local groups and charities to hold meetings in, and these 
rooms are often the only example of such spaces in a community. Public events for local causes are also 
often hosted by pubs and Punch Taverns recently estimated that their pubs raise an average of £3,369 a 
year for charity.29 

Sociable drinking model 
The social impact of the community-minded pub also extends beyond its walls: a pub where young 

people can congregate safely as part of a community impacts on incidences of anti-social drinking in 
public places.The Government’s Champion for Active Safer Communities, Baroness Newlove, has said 
that she wants to see “responsible drinking, so we can rid our streets of drunken violence and intimida-
tion.We need direct, effective action on the ground to make a difference, and make ‘sociable drinking’ 
the acceptable norm.”30 Sociable drinking is at the heart of the pub-as-community-hub concept.

Economic impact 
In 2008 the pub industry nationwide was estimated to provide around 350,000 full- and part-time 

jobs31 , or an average of six people per establishment. Pubs with kitchens frequently employ three 

28. Muir p. 32 

29. Muir p. 37 

30. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-1-million-fund-to-give-local-communities-the-tools-to-tackle-binge-and-under-
age-drinking 

31. Muir p. 29 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-1-million-fund-to-give-local-communities-the-tools-to-tackle-binge-and-under
https://charity.29
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times that number. In addition to providing local employment, pubs can themselves act as “anchor” 
businesses, drawing retail units into an area. On a wider scale, real ale pubs support local and regional 
breweries to a far greater extent than supermarket trade, with regional breweries selling 76% of their 
products to pubs.32 

Public services 
In the absence of a local Post Office, library or other amenity, rural pubs often step into the breach.

Indeed the Pub is the Hub organisation was set up specifically to assist rural pubs in meeting community 
needs. City pubs have followed suit to a certain extent with book swaps and by joining the Useyourlocal 
parcel-to-pub scheme.This allows locals to collect parcels from their pub if they’re not at home, rather 
than having to make the journey to a collection centre.

Cultural value 
As any owner who has considered changing the pub’s established name will have discovered, a pub 

can be as much a historical artefact as a thriving business. Name changes are often seen as a betrayal 
of cultural heritage, and the buildings, furniture and fixtures can provide a link back through centuries 
of community life. Old staging-posts are commemorated in the large number of bus stops named for 
nearby pubs, and even entire London districts (Angel, Manor House) take their name from inns. Pubs are 
often local landmarks and can impart a very real sense of belonging to an area.

Clearly a community that in part defines itself by proximity to one pub will be adversely affected by 
that pub’s closure, economically, socially and culturally, and there are many such communities in London.
But alongside this are urban areas served by several pubs and bars, and even here, where the concept 
of the single local pub doesn’t apply, the sense of community cohesion provided by these establish-
ments is very strong: Crystal Palace in South East London has at its heart a triangle of streets with a 
high density of retail and hospitality outlets. For the purposes of this survey, all establishments with 
a separate drinks area, whether pubs, bars or restaurants, were listed, and local residents were asked 
which they frequented and why.

The close proximity of a range of different establishments is reflected in the fact that 64% of respond-
ents visited different pubs depending on the occasion. Only 25% of those asked considered themselves 
to have a “local”.

*the majority of respondents in the “other” category regularly visited several different pubs, not all of them in the Crystal 
Palace area.

32. Muir p. 30 
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When asked which establishment they would be most likely to visit purely for a drink, the largest 
single group (44%) opted for a real ale pub noted for its beer festival and live music.The second most 
popular pub in the survey also serves a range of ales and regional ciders. The two key factors were 
the quality of the drinks served and the atmosphere of the pub, with the sense of being a recognised 
member of the community contributing strongly to the latter:

“Landlord recognises me! Other places can be friendly or not friendly - but Rick is the only person who 
greets me like I’m a regular, even if I haven’t been for weeks. I like the range of beers too, but actually the 
welcome is the biggest reason.”

This is supported by the fact that the top four categories in deciding on a place to visit were the 
drinks served, the atmosphere, the friendliness of the staff and the friendliness of the clientele.

When asked about the potential impact of losing a pub, a third of respondents said they would regret 
it, but could easily go to another pub nearby, in line with three quarters of those taking the survey 
considering themselves not to have one local.Yet undermining this “local-less” trend, more than half of 
all respondents felt that losing a pub would have an adverse affect both on community cohesion and 
their own individual social interaction. More than 10% said they would lose access to local services.

Indeed the overwhelming number of comments in the survey were related to how well pubs knitted 
the community together:

“Pubs are a long-standing part of British culture and its social life and when they close, a little bit of the life 
of an area vanishes.” 

“Pubs are one of the last places where a community of all ages and backgrounds can gather and connect.
The Gastro-Wine Bar limits ages to the 20-30 something professionals.”

“Having discovered a great local pub I see the importance pubs have to a community.A place for friends to 
meet or go for a peaceful drink.”

“Pubs in Crystal Palace are the life blood that keep the community together and supported.”

Even in an area with a wide choice of drinking establishments, the notion of the pub as community 
hub, in social if not economic terms, is undiluted. It was this strength of community feeling that led the 
regulars of one pub in Carshalton to go to extraordinary lengths to ensure their local remained open:

CASe: THe HOPe, CARSHALTON

With buildings dating back to 1850, a pub has occupied the site since 1870.

By the late 1990s the pub was underused and served a limited range of lager. Having ceased trading for 
eight months, it was eventually reopened by a holding company on behalf of Punch Taverns as a means of 
keeping it from falling into disrepair, trading at a low level until someone new could take the lease.

The staff identified a gap in the market in Carshalton for a real ale specialist pub.The holding company 
however were not keen, as real ale represents more work than keg beers and lagers. Supplies from the 
holding company were erratic, but word of mouth built up trade and the business was growing when it 
was discovered that an enquiry had been registered with the council concerning planning for permission
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for conversion to flats and a restaurant: Punch Taverns’ sizeable debt meant they were keen to sell the 
property and had opened negotiations with the people submitting the planning enquiry.

The staff and regulars of the pub came up with the idea of buying the pub themselves and a deal was 
struck whereby if they could come up with the required £75,000, Punch would be happy to offer them 
the lease, rather than face the uncertainty of a planning application.The £75,000 was duly raised by the 
pub staff and clientele and in May 2010 the newly formed company entered into a 20 year lease from 
Punch Taverns free of tie.The terms of the lease mean they are not obliged to buy any stock from Punch.
In total the cost of taking over the pub was nearer £108,000, taking into account expenditure such as 
stock, security deposits, VAT, legal fees etc. The pub has since established a niche for itself in the local 
economy as a real ale specialist with no music, no TV and no quiz nights.

Punch Taverns originally agreed a sale price but after five months there was a change of personnel at 
Punch and the pub was informed that they wanted to raise the price by 40%.With a rent review due 
in five years, The Hope has the intention of owning their own freehold by 2015.The investors currently 
number 32 and each has a 5p dividend in every pound for the first two years.

STRATEGIES FOR SURVIVAL 

The Community Right to Bid was introduced in September 2012 and offers communities the chance 
to bid to buy local assets such as pubs or libraries, should they be put up for sale. In order for the Right 
to Bid to apply, the resource must be on the list of ‘assets of community value’.When an asset is put on 
the market, the community then has six months to prepare a bid.33 

It is onto this register of assets of community value that campaigners in Battersea are hoping retro-
spectively to put their pub, which was forced to close last year:

CASe: THe CASTLe, BATTeRSeA

Originally built in the 17th Century, the current building was designed by William Ingram, Son and Archer 
in 1964 and opened in 1965.The pub is located in the Battersea Square Conservation Area.

The property was bought in August 2011 by developers Languard Investments, who have bought and 
redeveloped a number of pubs in Wandsworth, and a planning application was submitted in February 
2012. The application was for the demolition of the site and the construction of a five-storey residential 
building with no pub. This was withdrawn by Languard before making further applications in July and 
August of that year.These applications covered the demolition of the existing site and the construction of a 
five-storey building with a new pub on the ground floor.

A Defend The Castle campaign group was set up and many objections were made on a number of points 
by local residents, the Assembly Member and the local MP - one of the key objections being that The Castle 
was regarded as a community hub. As a vibrant, viable business with a large garden (in an area offering 
limited outside space), the pub was a focal point for community activities and the MP Jane ellison stated 
that “had The Castle not been sold before [the Localism Bill] came into effect, I would have sought to list it 
as a community asset”. 

33. http://mycommunityrights.org.uk/community-right-to-bid/ 

http://mycommunityrights.org.uk/community-right-to-bid
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In September 2012 the applications were rejected and in October further applications were put forward
by Languard Investments for a smaller building with a pub on the ground floor. Wandsworth Council 

were not minded at this time to include pubs on their list of community assets, for which the Assets of 
Community Value Regulations (england) 2012 made provision, and in December the new applications were 
conditionally approved.The pub ceased trading on 31 December 2012.

The local campaign remained active and in early 2013 a petition was organised and a submission to 
Wandsworth Council was made in an attempt to have the pub registered as an Asset of Community Value.
Wandsworth Council are due to decide on the listing on 21 March.

Several of London’s borough councils have taken a proactive approach to protecting local pubs.

Lewisham Council adopted its Core Strategy document in June 2011, which advocates growing the 
local economy through “protecting and enhancing…providers of sustainable local shopping facilities and 
services to continue to support basic community needs.”34 It was this policy (Core Strategic Objective 
4), alongside the London Plan, which was quoted in their refusal of planning permission for The Catford 
Bridge Tavern.

Islington Council submitted their Development Management Policies document to the Planning 
Inspectorate in August 2012. In it they state that:

The council supports the retention of Public Houses, and opposes their redevelopment, demolition 
and Change of Use.

Applications for the Change of Use, redevelopment and/or demolition of a Public House
must demonstrate that:

i. the Public House has been vacant for a continuous period of 2 years or more and continuous 
marketing evidence has been provided for the vacant 2 year period to demonstrate there is no 
realistic prospect of the unit being used as a Public House in the foreseeable future;

ii. the proposed alternative use will not detrimentally affect the vitality of the area and the 
character of the street scene;

iii. the proposal does not constitute the loss of a service of particular value to the local 
community; and

iv. significant features of historic or character value are retained.35 

The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea submitted two draft policies specific to pubs for 
examination in January 2013.These seek to resist the loss of pubs as well as protecting character and 
usage.The two draft policies state that:

The Council will resist the loss of Public Houses and other Drinking Establishments (Class A4) 
throughout the Borough; and Restaurants and Cafes (Class A3) and Financial and Professional 
Services (Class A2) outside of Higher Order Town Centres.

The Council will resist the change of use of any building where the current use contributes to the

34. www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CoreStrategyAdoptedVersion.pdf

35. www.islington.gov.uk/publicrecords/library/Planning-and-building-control/Publicity/Public-consultation/2012-2013/ 
(2012-10-03)-Development-Management-Policies-Submission.pdf p. 79

www.islington.gov.uk/publicrecords/library/Planning-and-building-control/Publicity/Public-consultation/2012-2013
www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CoreStrategyAdoptedVersion.pdf
https://retained.35
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character and significance of the surrounding area, and to its sense of place.36 

Further afield, another draft policy was submitted in December by Cambridge City Council. This 
document sought to permit redevelopment only where:

(a) The pub has been marketed for 12 months as a public house free of tie and restrictive covenant 
and for alternative local commercial or community facility, at a price agreed with the Council 
following an independent professional valuation (paid for by the developer) and there has been no 
interest in either the free- or lease-hold either as a public house, restaurant or other use falling 
within the ‘A’ use classes or as a community facility falling within ‘D1’ use class; and

(b) All reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the facility (including all diversification options 
explored – and evidence supplied to illustrate this) but it has been proven that it would not be 
economically viable to retain the building or site for its existing or any other ‘A’ or ‘D1’ class use;
and 

(c) It has been otherwise demonstrated that the local community no longer needs the public 
house or any alternative ‘A’ or ‘D1’ class use and its loss would not damage the availability of local 
commercial or community facilities that provide for day-to-day needs in the local area.37 

This draft policy has come under criticism from the British Beer and Pub Association, as it could result 
in the freeholder being forced to maintain an empty property for months. The BBPA also maintain 
that it goes against the more flexible approach to planning embodied by the National Planning Policy 
Framework. Cambridge City Council have however defended the policy as “providing protection to pubs 
being important community facilities while ensuring that redevelopment or change of use is possible 
subject to a set of criteria being met”38. 

In addition to the planning policy of the boroughs, the London Plan specifies that “development 
proposals should protect and enhance facilities and services that meet the needs of particular groups 
and communities. Proposals involving loss of these facilities without adequate justification or provision 
for replacement should be resisted.” 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The protection of London’s pub heritage is not just a question of historical preservation: the best pubs 
are vital, vibrant centres for their communities. It is up to pub managers and borough councils to work 
together to ensure that these community hubs continue to serve their local areas.

1. Across London there are too few planning policies which adopt a robust stance in support of 
existing pubs, an omission which is contributing to the demise of the local. Planning policies which 
set out a clear inclination to retain pubs should be adopted London-wide.

2. In addition to this, councils should apply stringent criteria when considering change of use or 
redevelopment:

36. http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_
type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planningan-
dconservation/planningpolicy/idoc.ashx?docid=a2d63cb4-f9de-4f57-a15a-74ad279a1a1c&version=-1

37. www.cambridge.gov.uk/sites/www.cambridge.gov.uk/files/docs/protection-of-public-houses-ippg.pdf

38. www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/BBPA-questions-legality-of-Cambridge-City-Council-plans-to-protect-pubs

www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/BBPA-questions-legality-of-Cambridge-City-Council-plans-to-protect-pubs
www.cambridge.gov.uk/sites/www.cambridge.gov.uk/files/docs/protection-of-public-houses-ippg.pdf
http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns
https://place.36
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• Have all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the facility?
• Will the proposed alternative use affect the character of the neighbourhood?
• Has it been demonstrated that the local community no longer needs the pub?
• Are significant historical or cultural features threatened?

3. The London Plan policy 3.1B should be amended to encourage all borough councils to implement 
these stricter criteria in order to protect the high street and local communities.

4. Borough councils should adopt a proactive approach to limiting the number of high street shops 
selling alcohol. In consultation with local residents and businesses, councils can implement a 
saturation zone licensing policy, whereby any application for a new licence within the zone 
(typically seen as saturated with existing licensed premises) can be rejected on receipt of 
reasonable representations from interested parties.The onus would be on the applicant to prove 
that their business would not contribute to the “cumulative impact” of multiple licensed premises 
leading to anti-social behaviour in the vicinity.With a shift of emphasis away from cheap off-licence 
alcohol, these saturation zones could embrace the sociable drinking model of the community pub.

5. Publicans should identify and exploit public service niches in their community in addition to the 
traditional hospitality offered by the trade. By establishing themselves not only as cultural and 
social lynchpins, but also as service providers (parcel collection, book swaps), local pubs are better 
situated to gain Asset of Community Value status. Borough councils in turn need to publicise the 
opportunity for pubs to apply for ACV status.

6. Further consideration needs to be given to the proposed minimum alcohol unit price. In addition 
to the potential health benefits,39 the end of loss leader alcohol retailing in supermarkets would 
give pubs a more level playing field to instil the sociable drinking model in their local communities.
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VACANCY SURVEY OF A5s in CROYDON 
This Table indicates the level of vacancy for all A5 uses ( food and drink) in the London Borough of Croydon 

Address No Address Road Postcode Vacancy Occupier Usage 
CMC 

12 Crown Hill Church Street CR0 1RZ Occupied 
Larry Flints Hustler 
Club Night Club 

124 Church Street CR0 1RF Vacant 
Rose & Crown (listed 
interior) Public House 

17 ‐21 George Street CR0 1LA Occupied The George Public House 
18 ‐24 High Street CR0 1YA Occupied Tiger Tiger Wine Bar 

18 ‐24 High Street CR0 1YB Occupied Lloyds ‐The Milan Bar Wine Bar 
18 ‐24 High Street CR0 1YA Occupied Reflex Bar Night Club 
36 High Street CR0 1YB Occupied Dice Club & Bar 
58 ‐60 High Street CR0 1NA Occupied The Green Dragon Public House 
68 High Street CR0 1NA Vacant Vacant Shop 

242 High Street CR0 1NF Occupied The Crown & Pepper Public House 
282 High Street CR0 1NQ Occupied Half and Half Wine Bar 
7 ‐11 High Street CR0 1QA Occupied Yates's Wine Lodge Public House 

19 ‐21 High Street CR0 1QB Occupied Roxbury Night Club 
39 ‐41 High Street CR0 1QB Occupied The Spread Eagle Public House 
47 High Street CR0 1QD Occupied The Ship Public House 
63 ‐67 High Street CR0 1QE Vacant Vacant Wine Bar 
39 Laud Street CR0 1SX Occupied Bulls Head Public House 
5 Overton's Yard CR0 1SL Occupied The Granaries Night Club 
4 (29‐35 Park St) Park Lane CR0 1JA Occupied Slug & Lettuce Public House 

24 Park Street CR0 1YE Occupied The Odd Shoe Public House 
48 Park Street CR0 1YF Vacant Vacant Public House 
3 ‐7 Park Street CR0 1YD Occupied Bad Apple Public House 

46 ‐48 Park Street CR0 1JA Vacant Vacant Public House 
1 Sheldon Street CR0 1SS Occupied The Royal Standard Public House 

28 ‐30 St. George's Walk CR0 1YJ Occupied Victoria Island Public House 
12 Station Road CR0 2RB Occupied Gipsy Tavern Wine Bar 
1 ‐4 Surrey Street CR0 1RG Occupied Goose on the Market Public House 

24 ‐25 Surrey Street CR0 1RG Occupied Dog and Bull Public House 
62 Tamworth Road CR0 1XW Occupied Tamworth Arms Public House 
22 ‐23 West Street CR0 1DG Occupied Surrey Cricketers Public House 

137 1st Flr East Arcade Whitgift Centre CR0 1UZ Occupied Bishops Wine Bar Wine Bar 
District centres 

152 ‐154 Addington Road CR2 8LB Occupied Sir Julian Huxley Public House 
208 ‐210 Brighton Road CR5 2NF Occupied Mango Bar Wine Bar 
908 Brighton Road CR8 2LN Occupied The Rectory Public House 
68 Brigstock Road CR7 7JA Occupied GMZ Wine Bar 
19 Brigstock Road CR7 7JG Occupied Railway Telegraph Public House 
1 5‐6 Ambassador House Brigstock Road CR7 7JG Occupied The Flora Sandes Public house 

12 ‐16 
Chipstead Valley 
Road CR5 2RA Occupied The Pembroke Public House 

2 Church Road SE19 2ET Vacant Vacant Public House 
96 Church Road SE19 2EZ Occupied White Hart Public House 
2 ‐4 High Street CR7 8LE Occupied The Prince George Public House 
61 High Street CR7 8RY Occupied The Thomas Farley Public House 
5 High Street CR8 2AF Occupied Elliotts Wine Bar 
7 ‐8 High Street SE25 6EP Occupied The William Stanley Public House 

26 High Street SE25 6HA Occupied The Albion Public House 
55 High Street SE25 6EF Vacant Vacant Public House 
64 High Street SE25 6EB Occupied Jolly Sailor Public House 
91 High Street SE25 6EA Vacant Vacant Public House 

1327 London Road SW16 4AU Occupied 
The Moon Under 
Water Public House 

1326 London Road SW16 4DG Occupied The Norbury Complex 

Night 
Club/Entertai 
nment Centre 

192 A ‐ 5 Bingham Corner 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 7AA Occupied Claret Wine Bar 

339 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 6RG Occupied The Piri Piri Hut 

Takeaway 
Food 

7 Purley Road CR8 2HA Occupied Jolly Farmers Public House 



8 ‐9 Russell Parade   CR8 2LE   Occupied The Foxley Hatch     Public House  
32 Station Road   SE25 5AG   Occupied The Cherry Tree     Public House  
2 Westow Hill   SE19 1RX   Occupied The Sparrowhaw  k Wine Bar  
42 ‐44 Westow Hill   SE19 1RX   Occupied The Royal Albert     Public House  
48 Westow Hill   SE19 1RX   Occupied Numidie Wine Bar  
76 Westow Hill   SE19 1SE   Occupied Patricks Wine Bar  
33 Westow Street   SE19 3RW   Occupied The Postal Order     Public House  

Local Centres 
296 London Road   CR0 2TG   Occupied Broad Green Tavern     Public House  
352 Limpsfield Road   CR2 9EA   Vacant Vacant Site Only  

1166 London Road   SW16 4DP   Occupied Hackers Wine Bar  
158 & Car Park R/o       Wickham Road   CR0 8BF   Occupied The Shirley Inn     Public House  
26 Selsdon Road   CR2 6PB   Occupied Stag & Hounds     Public House  
13 ‐15 Selsdon Road   CR2 6PW   Vacant Vacant Public House  
1 Croham Road   CR2 7PB   Occupied Croham Arms   Public House  

78 South End   CR0 1DP   Occupied The Tree House     Public House  
791 R/o London Road   CR7 6AW   Vacant Club 791   Nightclub 
745 London Road   CR7 6AW   Occupied The Horseshoe   Public House  
759 London Road   CR7 6AW   Occupied The Wheatshea  f Public House  

parades 
1 London Road   CR0 2RE   Occupied Old Fox and Hounds       Public House  

318 ‐320 
Chipstead Valley    
Road CR5 3BE   Occupied Smugglers Inn   Public House  

482 London Road   CR0 2SS   Occupied Saints & Sinners     Public House  
EM5 

36 
Addington Village    
Road CR0 5AQ   Occupied 

Addington Village Inn      
PH Public House  

107 Addiscombe Road   CR0 6SG   Occupied The Cricketers PH     Public House  
41 Beulah Hill   SE19 3DS Occupied Beulah Spa PH Public House 

262 Beulah Hill SE19 3HF Occupied Conquering Hero PH Public House 
111 Beulah Road CR7 8JG Occupied Lord Napier PH Public House 
149 Bridle Road CR0 8NG Occupied Goat PH Public House 
61 A Brighton Road CR2 6ED Occupied The Earl of Eldon PH Public House 
345 Brighton Road CR2 6ER Occupied Purley Arms PH Public House 
132 Canterbury Road CR0 3HD Vacant Vacant Public House 

81 Cherry Orchard Road CR0 6BE Occupied The Glamorgan Public House 

112 Cherry Orchard Road CR0 6BA Occupied Orchard PH Public House 
21 Clifton Road SE25 6NJ Occupied Clifton Arms PH Public House 

270 Coulsdon Road CR5 1EB Occupied Tudor Rose PH Public House 
1 Forestdale Centre Featherbed Lane CR0 9AS Occupied Forestdale Arms PH Public House 
1 A  Wayside Field Way CR0 9DX Occupied Randalls Wayside PH Public House 
4 Fox Lane CR3 5QX Occupied Fox Inn PH Public House 
7 Gloucester Road CR0 2DH Occupied Drum & Monkey PH Public House 

221 Gloucester Road CR0 2DW Occupied Two Brewers PH Public House 
62 Godstone Road CR8 5AA Occupied Kenley Hotel PH Public House 
65 ‐67 Harrington Road SE25 4LX Occupied Albert Tavern Public House 

112 Headley Drive CR0 0QF Occupied Man on the Moon PH Public House 
7 Holmesdale Road CR0 2LR Vacant Vacant Public House 
32 Junction Road CR2 6RB Occupied Crown & Sceptre PH Public House 
64 ‐65 Leslie Park Road CR0 6TP Occupied Builders Arms PH Public House 

179 ‐181 London Road CR0 2RJ Occupied Cartoon PH Public House 

129 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 6PU Vacant Vacant Public House 

62 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 6AB Vacant Vacant Public House 

21 ‐23 Norbury Road CR7 8JP Vacant Vacant Public House 
326 Old Lodge Lane CR8 5EU Occupied Wattenden Arms PH Public House 
116 Orchard Way CR0 7NN Occupied Orchard PH Public House 
69 Osborne Road CR7 8PD Vacant Vacant Public House 

131 Oval Road CR0 6BR Occupied Oval Tavern PH Public House 
300 Parchmore Road CR7 8SH Occupied Welcome Inn PH Public House 
182 Pawsons Road CR0 2QD Occupied Lion Inn PH Public House 
69 Pawsons Road CR0 2QA Occupied Pawsons Arms PH Public House 
44 Pitlake CR0 3RA Vacant Vacant Public House 
40 Portland Road SE25 4PQ Vacant Vacant Public House 
152 Portland Road SE25 4PT Vacant vacant Public House 

       
         
         
       

             
         

     

         

         
         

         
           

           
         

           
         
         
       

             
     

           
           
       

   
   

   
   

     
           

       
     

         
         

         
         

   
     
     



         
           

             
           
     
       
       
         
       
     
       
     

     
       
         

         
         

           
         

           
           
           
           

   
       

 
         
       
         

224 Portland Road SE25 4QB Occupied The Gold Coast Public House 
325 Purley Way CR0 4NU Occupied Hare & Hounds PH Public House 
619 The Colonnades Purley Way CR0 4RJ Occupied Gipsy Moth 7 PH Public House 

1 Selhurst Road SE25 5PP Occupied The White Horse PH Public House 
38 Selhurst Road SE25 5QF Vacant Vacant Public House 
188 Selsdon Road CR2 6PL Occupied The View Public House 
47 Shirley Road CR0 7ER Occupied Cricketers PH Public House 
1 South End CR0 1BE Occupied The Edge PH Public House 

73 South End CR0 1BF Occupied Bar TXT Wine Bar 
20 South End CR0 1DN Vacant Vacant Wine Bar 
34 ‐36 South End CR0 1DP Occupied Skylark PH Public House 
42 A South End CR0 1DP Vacant Vacant Wine Bar 
101 Southbridge Road CR0 1AJ Vacant Vacant Public House 
166 St. James's Road CR0 2UZ Vacant Vacant Public House 
224 St. James's Road CR0 2BW Occupied Windmill PH Public House 
2 Stafford Road CR0 4NL Occupied The Waddon PH Public House 

144 Stanley Road CR0 3QB Occupied Golden Lion PH Public House 
291 ‐293 Sydenham Road CR0 2EL Occupied Bird in Hand PH Public House 
16 Sydenham Road CR0 2EF Occupied Bedford Arms PH Public House 

107 Upper Shirley Road CR0 5HF Occupied The Surprise PH Public House 
152 Upper Shirley Road CR0 5HA Occupied The Sandrock PH Public House 
73 A Waddon New Road CR0 1XD Occupied Pitlake Arms PH Public House 
90 Waddon New Road CR0 4JB Occupied Wandle Arms PH Public House 

35 Whitehorse Road CR0 2JG Occupied 
Ye Olde Clock Tower 
PH Public House 

28 Wickham Road CR0 8BA Occupied Crown Inn PH Public House 
47 Woodside Green SE25 5HQ Occupied Beehive PH Public House 
50 ‐52 Woodside Green SE25 5EU Occupied Joiners Arms PH Public House 



 
 

 
 

  
  

 

 
 

   
     

  
  

  
    

 
 

     
 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
     

 
 

 
 

   
  

   
 

 
 

  
 

  
  

  
 

PUBLIC HOUSE VIABILITY TEST 

FOREWORD 

As campaigners on behalf of British pub-users, CAMRA sees the protection of 
public houses as one of its highest priorities. Many of the pubs which have 
called last orders for the final time in recent years would, in the right hands, 
have continued serving their local communities as well as providing a decent 
living for those running them. 

The planning process, in most cases, affords the only publicly accessible 
forum for debate on the issues around applications to change the use of pubs. 
Viability is of course not the only factor to be considered in such cases but 
CAMRA believes it to be important enough to warrant the separate guidance 
presented here. It offers a standard, objective test which will assist planning 
decision makers to make fair, open and informed judgements on the question 
of viability. 

The first edition of this guidance appeared in 2000, following extensive 
consultation with relevant professional bodies. It quickly established itself as 
an authoritative text and has been widely used both by local authority 
planners and by government inspectors. 

This second edition builds on and refreshes the original and includes new and 
different case studies. CAMRA’s hope is that it will gain even greater 
recognition as good practice, both in Government planning guidance and local 
planning policies. 

INTRODUCTION 

“What right have local authorities to question decisions made by businesses 
about their own properties?” 

These are the words of an outraged planning consultant to breweries and 
pub-owning companies, reacting incredulously on hearing that planning 
authorities were regarding the viability of pubs as a relevant issue when 
considering applications to change their use. 

Some might think the consultant’s question fair. However, the fact is that 
questions of viability are now an increasingly important factor in planning 
decisions, as evidenced by the case studies which appear later in the booklet. 

WHY IS VIABILITY SUCH AN ISSUE? 

The British public house, one of our greatest institutions, is under threat as 
never before. An estimated 28 pubs close permanently every week and this 
rate shows no sign of slowing. Nor is this just a rural problem; our towns and 
cities are also losing pubs on a massive scale, especially away from the town 
centre drinking circuits (where a rash of new bars hardly makes up for the loss 
of traditional community pubs elsewhere). 



 
  

 
   

   
 

 
    

 
  

  
   

  

     
  

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

 
  

   
   

 
  

  
  

  
   

  
 

 
 
    

   
 

  
   

  
  

    
 

 
   

 

In many cases, the owners of these threatened pubs are seeking to convert 
them to other uses. Sadly, such changes of use do not always require 
planning consent – for instance where the change is to a shop or a restaurant. 
However, conversions to dwelling houses (and a few other uses) do need 
permission. 

In marshalling their arguments as to why change of use away from a pub 
should be allowed, applicants will very often claim that the pub is “not viable” 
i.e. that it is no longer a commercial proposition and that no licensee could 
reasonably be expected to make a living there. The applicants might claim 
that the area is over-pubbed, or that the premises are too small, or that the 
catchment area is not large enough and so on. The planning authority has to 
evaluate whether these claims that the business is inherently unviable are 
well founded or not. This guidance aims to help authorities to make those 
decision fairly and objectively. 

CASE STUDIES 

Case One 

The owners of a Shropshire freehouse wanted to convert it to a dwelling, 
claiming it was no longer a viable business. The Council refused their 
application because they considered it to be a valuable community asset (it 
being the only pub in the village); they also felt that the owners had not taken 
on board the possibilities for diversification e.g. upgrading the food offer, 
adding B&B, using space for a village shop or post office. At appeal, the 
Inspector noted that the small immediate population and lack of public 
transport were negative factors in terms of viability. However, the pub did 
have potential for extension and for capitalising on its position in a tourist 
area. He found that the pub was indeed a valued local facility and that it had 
not been clearly demonstrated that it could not become a viable business in 
the future. Its loss would therefore conflict with local and national policies on 
the retention of community facilities. (ref APP/L3245/A/13/2192177) 

Case Two 

In a Hertfordshire town, the owner of a pub in a residential area close to the 
town centre wished to demolish it and build flats on the site. The Council 
refused because it had a policy to restrain the loss of pubs. The applicant 
claimed that the pub was not viable though, at appeal, the Inspector observed 
she had given no indication of what measures had been taken in response to 
falling profits nor had she submitted any audited figures to support her 
contention. Neither had the appellant tried to market the business as a going 
concern. The fact that town centre pubs were within an easy walking distance 
did not diminish the pub's community value. The Inspector concluded there 
was insufficient evidence to show that the pub was inherently unviable and 
the proposal therefore did not accord with development plan policies. (ref. 
APP/J1915/A/08/2091022) 



 
 

 
   

 
  

   
   

 
  

  
  

  
 

 
 

  
   

 
   

  
   

     
 

 
  

 
 

 
   

   

 
 

 
 

    
   

   
 

 
  

    
 

 
 

 
 

Case Three 

The pub in question was one of two in a sizeable Wiltshire village. It had been 
closed for a year when the applicant bought it with a view to converting it to a 
house. At appeal, the Inspector was unconvinced that the village could not 
support both pubs, especially given the nearby military presence. The 
contention that the pub had a history of poor trading was not echoed by 
residents, who claimed that it had been well-liked and well-used – the closure 
had less to do with trading problems than domestic family issues. The 
Inspector felt that the premises had the potential to be a successful business; 
it had not been proven that there was no prospect of a viable pub being re-
established. That being the case, the proposals conflicted with local planning 
policy on the retention of pubs. (ref. APP/T3915/A/07/2057816) 

CONCLUSIONS 

In each of these cases, the appellants introduced the issue of the non-viability 
of the pub as a major reason for justifying a change of use. In each case, 
also, the Inspector agreed that this was a relevant, indeed crucial, issue. 
None of the Inspectors was convinced that, in the right hands, the pubs 
concerned would not be viable commercial propositions. In reaching this 
conclusion, each Inspector was clearly of the view that an objective 
assessment could be made about the likely future viability of the pub (and the 
Inspector in case one made direct reference to this Test) 

The Public House Viability Test, which follows, shares that view. It is intended 
to help all concerned in such cases – local authorities, public house owners, 
public house users and, indeed, Planning Inspectors, to subject arguments 
made about viability to rigorous scrutiny and testing against a set of well-
accepted yardsticks. 

The Viability Test does not seek to protect the continued existence of each 
and every pub in the land. Times and circumstances do change and some 
pubs will find themselves struggling to continue as a going concern. However, 
any arguments put forward to that effect must be exposed to reasonable 
analysis so that they may be properly understood and, where appropriate, 
assessed and questioned by those concerned. 

It cannot be denied that the Test is easier to apply in rural than in urban 
areas; however the same principles are equally relevant for all pubs, 
especially given the need to maintain a range and choice of community 
facilities in towns and cities. 

Finally, it is worth emphasising that, currently, the planning process is the only 
publicly accessible forum for debate about the future of individual public 
houses. If somebody wants to open a new public house, they must apply for 
planning permission (a process influenced by public consultation) and they 
must apply for a premises licence (again a process where public comment is 
heard). 



   
  

   
  

  
   

 
  

  
  

     
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

    
  

 
  

 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
 
   

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

    
 

  
  
  
   
  
   
  

Owners wishing to close a public house may do so immediately, without 
further reference to the planning authority. Only when they wish to convert the 
public house into another use might they have to embark upon the planning 
process, and it seems reasonable for this proposal to be keenly scrutinised on 
behalf of the general public. In such cases, the issue of viability can clearly be 
one of a number of possible determining factors. 

The test will not stop all pubs closing, but it is a necessary and positive step 
forward which, we hope, will save many potentially successful pubs from 
closure and subsequent change of use. We hope the document will be widely 
used by all relevant professionals and be of help to planning committees and 
appeal inspectors throughout the UK. 

Never have the words of poet Hillaire Belloc rung more true: 

“When you have lost your inns, drown your empty selves, for you will have 
lost the last of England.” 

PUBLIC HOUSE VIABILITY TEST 

Considerations when assessing continuing viability of a pub business when 
change of use is applied for. 

The question to be addressed is: 

“What could this business achieve given a management dedicated to it, 
and with full discretion over stocking policy and type of operation?” 

Assessing Trade Potential 

1. Local Trade 

What is the location of the pub? Village, suburban, urban, town centre, 
isolated country? 

What is the catchment area of the pub? 

How many adults live within a one mile radius? 

In rural areas, how many adults live within a ten mile radius? 



    
 

  
  
  

  
  
    

    
 

  
   
  
   
  
   
  
   

 
  

  
  
   

 
  
   

 
  
   

 
 

  
     
  

Are there any developments planned for the area? Industrial, 
residential, strategic projects? 

Is there daytime working population? 

2 Visitor Potential 

Is the pub in a well visited/popular location? Is it in a picturesque town 
or village, on a canal/river side, on a long distance footpath, or on a 
cycle route? 

Does the pub appeal to those groups who regularly drive out to pubs? 

Is tourism encouraged in this area? 

Has the pub ever been included in any visitor or tourist guide? 

Does the pub act as a focus for community activities? Sports teams, 
social groups, local societies, community meetings etc? 

3 Competition 

In rural areas, how many pubs are there within a one mile radius and 
within a five mile radius? 

In urban areas, how many pubs are there within reasonable walking 
distance? 

Bearing in mind that people like a choice, does the pub, by its 
character, location, design, potentially cater for different groups of 
people from those of its nearest competitor(s)? 

If no, could the pub be developed to cater for different groups? 



 

  
  
  

 
  
   
  
  

    
  
  

   
  
  
  

  
  
    
  
   
  

  
  
    

 
  
   
  
  
  
  

 
  
   
  
  
  

  
  
   

   
   

  
  
   

 
    

 
  

4 Flexibility of the Site 

Does the pub/site have unused rooms or outbuildings that could be 
brought into use? Function rooms, store rooms etc. 

Is the site large enough to allow for building extensions? 

Have planning applications ever been submitted to extend/develop the 
pub building? If yes, when and what was the outcome? 

If planning consent was not available for building work, is any adjoining 
land suitable for any other use? Camping facility etc. 

Has the pub been well maintained? 

5 Parking 

Is there access to appropriate numbers of car parking spaces? 

If no, is there any scope for expansion? 

6 Public Transport 

Is there a bus stop outside or near the pub and/or a rail station within 
easy walking distance? 

How frequent is public transport in the area? 

How reliable is the public transport in the area? 

Has the pub made actual/potential customers aware of any public 
transport services available to/from it? 

Are there taxi firms in the locality? 

Has the pub entered any favourable agreements with a local taxi firm? 

7 Multiple Use 

In the light of government guidance through the National Planning 
Policy Framework (see the Appendix) what is the extent of community 
facilities in the local area – is there a shop, post office, community 
centre etc? 

If the pub is the sole remaining facility within the area, is there scope for 
the pub to combine its function with that of a shop, post office or other 
community use, bed & breakfast or self-catering – especially in tourist 
areas? 
Partial Loss 



 

   
  

 
     

   

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

   

  
 

 
 

  
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

 
   

 
 

       
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
 

(These questions come into play if the application seeks changes which 
would reduce the size of the pub or convert non-public areas, such as 
licensee accommodation, to other uses) 

How would the proposals impact on the long-term financial health of the 
business? Would a smaller pub still be able to attract sufficient trade? 
Would the smaller size make it less attractive to customers e.g. 
because there were fewer facilities? 

Would any loss of licensee accommodation make the pub less 
attractive to potential future publicans? 

Competition Case Studies 

Are there any successful pubs in neighbouring areas of similar population 
density? 

What factors are contributing to their success? 

The Business Past and Present 

Having built up a picture of the business potential of the pub, it may be 
relevant to question why the pub is not thriving and why the owners are 
seeking change of use. 

Is the business run by a tenant or a manager? 

Does the pub management have local support? 

Has the pub been managed well in the past? Is there any evidence to support 
this? Are trading figures available for the last four years and/or from previous 
management regimes? 

Have there been recent efforts to ensure viability? e.g. has the pub opened 
regularly and at convenient hours? 

Has the focus/theme of the pub changed recently? 

Is the pub taking advantage of the income opportunities offered by serving 
food? How many times a day is food served? How many times a week? Are  
any catering facilities being optimised? 

Has the rent/repair policy of the owner undermined the viability of the pub? 

Are there any non-standard circumstances relating to local authority 
business/rates/taxes? 

Are there any possible unclaimed reliefs? e.g. where rate abatement is not 
granted automatically but has to be claimed. 



 
 

 
     

      
 

 
   

 
   

      
  

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
   

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
  

  
 

 
 

 

  
   

  
 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

The Sale 

Where and how often has the pub been advertised for sale? Has it been 
advertised for at least 12 months? In particular, has the sale been placed with 
specialist licensed trade and/or local agents? 

Has the pub been offered for sale as a going concern? 

Has the pub been offered at a realistic competitive price? (Information to 
enable this to be analysed can be obtained from The Publican and Morning 
Advertiser newspapers and from Fleurets, specialist Chartered Surveyors) 

If yes, how many offers have been received? 

Have any valuations been carried out? 

Has the pub been closed for any length of time? 

Does the sale price of the pub, as a business, reflect its recent trading? 

APPENDIX 

National government planning guidance was, until recently, contained in 
various Planning Policy Statements which between them ran to over 1000 
pages. They were replaced in March 2012 by the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) which comprises just 52 pages of mostly high-level 
guidance. Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) have until 27 March 2013 to put 
in place up-to-date Local Plans which are consistent with the broad national 
policies. After that, NPPF policies will take precedence where there is any 
conflict with Local Plans and will always be a material consideration in 
planning decisions. 

NPPF Paragraph 70 is especially relevant to planning applications which 
concern pubs. It requires LPAs to “plan positively for the provision and use of 
shared space, community facilities (such as local shops, meeting places, 
sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship) and 
other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and 
residential environments.” It goes on to say that LPAs must “guard against 
unnecessary loss of valued facilities where this would reduce the community's 
ability to meet its day-to-day needs” and “ensure that established facilities and 
services....are retained for the benefit of the community”. Note that this policy 
applies to pubs in all communities, not just rural ones. 

Paragraph 7 states that the planning system should create “accessible local 
services that reflect the community's needs” while paragraph 17 requires 
planning to “deliver community and cultural facilities and services to meet 
local needs” 



 
 

     
 

  
 

  
 

 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Paragraph 28 promotes “the retention and development of local services and 
community facilities in villages, such as local shops, meeting places, sports 
venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship” 

Paragraph 23 recognises “town centres as the heart of their communities” and 
instructs LPAs to pursue policies to support their viability and vitality. 

(PHVT Version 3 – PA, 31/3/14) 
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INTRODUCTION 

The London pub is an institution. From the famous haunts of historical figures to quiet discoveries 
on side streets, these stalwarts of the British streetscape cater to a broad clientele with a diverse 
range of needs: quick drinks after work, a family lunch at the weekend, somewhere to while away an 
evening with friends.

Yet this institution is under threat: with closures nationally at 18 a week by the end of 20121 , 
nationwide the number of pubs has shrunk in the last thirty years from around 70,000 to nearer 
50,000 and the situation in London reflects the national trend.2 If London is a conglomeration of 
villages, what does it mean if fewer and fewer of these have their village pub? 

This report seeks to explore the reasons for the rate of pub closures in the capital, why this is a 
trend that should be resisted and what can be done to stem the flow of closures.

THE CURRENT SITUATION 

Brewers may like to promote the idea of a timeless tradition of hospitality, but in reality the industry 
has changed dramatically in the last few decades. The Supply of Beer (Tied Estate) Order of 1989 
sought to break up the dominance of a handful of large breweries who not only supplied the beer but 
also owned the pubs themselves. Guest ales from rival brewers became a common feature, but more 
fundamentally the ownership of the pubs was shifted onto newly formed pub-owning companies or 
“pubcos”.  In 2009 these companies owned approximately 51% of all pubs in the UK 3 

With those breweries divested of their property portfolios now focused on marketing their 
products, the pubcos and independent pub owners have sought to maximise sales in what is an 
increasingly competitive leisure market. Smaller-scale breweries, who are permitted to run pubs, have 
responded in kind so that the industry as a whole is a far more professional operation than ever 
before. Catering and Hospitality Management courses are offered to staff and the pubs themselves 
have evolved to appeal to specific market areas.The pub today is rarely the cloistered male den of a 
few decades previously; it is archetypally a family-oriented business with as much emphasis on food as 
drink. 4 

In a 2012 report commissioned by CAMRA (the Campaign for Real Ale), the Institute for Public 
Policy Research identified the categories of on-licensed premises as follows:

• Town centre pubs, bars, and clubs 
• Food-led pubs
• Local/community pubs
• Licensed accommodation 
• Licensed restaurants 
• Sports, social and members’ clubs 5 

1. http://www.telegraph.co.uk/foodanddrink/foodanddrinknews/9646395/Pub-closures-rise-due-to-beer-tax-campaigners-
warn.html 

2.  Muir, R. (2012) Pubs and Places, London: Institute for Public Policy Research p. 13 

3. Muir p. 7 

4.  Pratten, J. D. (2003) The Changing Nature of the British Pub, British Food Journal,Vol. 105 Iss: 4 p. 257 

5. Muir p. 6 

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/foodanddrink/foodanddrinknews/9646395/Pub-closures-rise-due-to-beer-tax-campaigners
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An earlier analysis by the sociologist J.D. Pratten had broken down the pub categories further into 
theme pubs, child-friendly pubs, sport pubs, specialist beer houses etc, but however they are catego-
rised it is clear that the modern concept of the pub contains a multitude of variants.6 Yet despite this 
explosion of customer-oriented diversification, the figures show a marked downward trend: by 2010 
pubs were closing nationally at the rate of 25 a week, with London and the North West being the 
worst hit.7 

The data below offsets closures, including conversions and demolitions, against reopenings and new 
build establishments to arrive at a net figure for each year. Putting these figures into context, in a 
period which has seen London’s population grow from an estimated 7,364,100 8 to over 8,200,000 9 , 
London has seen the demolition of 414 former pubs.

There have been many local fluctuations, but South East London has fared consistently badly, with a 
net annual loss of more than thirty pubs on three occasions. Lewisham has lost 36% of its pubs in the 
last decade with Evelyn and Telegraph Hill wards both losing over 70% of their pubs and Whitefoot 
ward losing all its pubs.10 

Annual net gains/losses per CAMRA London region 2003-2012 

6. Pratten pp. 257-8 

7. www.beerandpub.com/news/pub-closures-running-at-25-per-week-new-national-and-regional-survey 

8. http://www.londononline.co.uk/factfile/historical/

9. http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Update%2018-2012%20Mid-Year%20Population%20Estimates%202011_0.pdf

10.  London Borough of Lewisham (2012) Pubs in Lewisham: an evidence base study p.27 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Update%2018-2012%20Mid-Year%20Population%20Estimates%202011_0.pdf
http://www.londononline.co.uk/factfile/historical
www.beerandpub.com/news/pub-closures-running-at-25-per-week-new-national-and-regional-survey
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Source: Capital Pubcheck on behalf of CAMRA Greater London Region

The vast majority of these losses are pubs which close in the course of the year and whose future 
remains uncertain at the time of Capital Pubcheck’s annual survey on behalf of CAMRA Greater 
London Region. While some of these do reopen as pubs, the high number of demolitions and 
conversions to other uses renders a great many pub sites lost to the community as drinking estab-
lishments. Between 2003 and 2012 Capital Pubcheck recorded 897 changes of use for former pub 
sites. Approximately a third of these were conversions to cafes and restaurants, which in some 
cases could be seen to provide a similar shared community space to a pub. Indeed, it was noted 
when the 2005 amendments were made to the Town and Country Planning Use Classes Order 
that it was not clear exactly which category a gastro pub would belong to.11 The data compiled 
by Capital Pubcheck however groups gastro pubs with pubs, and classes restaurants separately.
Conversion to a restaurant, open only to diners, is a significant change from a pub’s hospitality model,
while conversion to residential, retail and professional services removes or radically alters shared 
community spaces, changing the tone of the high street.

Proportion of conversions from pubs to other uses in London 2003-2012 

Source: Capital Pubcheck on behalf of CAMRA Greater London Region

11.  www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2005/85/pdfs/uksiem_20050085_en.pdf 

www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2005/85/pdfs/uksiem_20050085_en.pdf
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FACTORS BEHIND CLOSURE 

Alcohol duty escalator 
Maintaining the tax on beer and cider at a rate 2% above inflation, the alcohol tax escalator is seen 

by many in the brewing and hospitality industry as a pivotal factor in the pressure publicans are facing 
to stay afloat, as beer and cider become ever more expensive, relative to other goods. However, the 
Government has defended the escalator as a key element in debt reduction, estimated to raise over 
£100M over the next two years12, and Simon Clarke of the Fair Pint Campaign has argued that tax 
concessions should only be granted once assurances have been secured from breweries and pubcos 
that the benefits would be passed onto the consumer.13 

Supermarket alcohol offers 
In November 2012 the Home Office launched a consultation into a minimum price of 45p per 

unit for alcohol in England and Wales. This follows the introduction of a 50p minimum price in 
Scotland. That legislation has however been challenged by the European Commission, which argues 
that it is incompatible with EU law, while the Scotch Whisky Association and the European Spirits 
Organisation have also challenged the legality of the minimum price.14 

The minimum price has been campaigned for by, amongst others, the hospitality industry, as a means 
not only of cracking down on binge drinking but also to curtail the sale of alcohol “loss leaders” in 
supermarkets. These items are sold at such a low price that they lose the supermarket money, but 
are seen as a way of enticing customers into the store, where they will spend money on other items.
The price of beer sold in pubs has seen a 187 percentage point increase in the last 25 years, while 
off-trade prices have risen by just 52 percentage points.15 

Smoking ban 
It is hard to find convincing evidence that the ban is a prime cause of closures. Craven and 

Marlow are sceptical of the “fairly large empirical literature [reporting] that bans exert no adverse 
effects on owners”16 , stating that “economic theory predicts that bans exert differential effects on 
businesses”17.The correlation between the introduction of the smoking ban in 2007 and the increase 
in closures since then is often cited but the onset of the global recession in 2008 allied to an ever-
decreasing footfall on the high street means it is very difficult to extract ban-related closures as a 
discrete category.

Pub owners have certainly felt the economic impact of trying to provide smokers with comfortable 
surroundings that abide by the law, with the Association of Licensed Multiple Retailers stating that 
the ban has resulted in an average expenditure of £6,000 per member on outdoor facilities.18 The 
IPPR report Pubs and Places differentiates between pubs able to adapt using their outdoor space in 
this manner from “landlocked” pubs with no such adaptability, with the latter reporting a significant 
loss in trade. Nevertheless the report does state that “73% of licensees supported the ban staying in 

12. www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/Treasury-says-removing-beer-duty-escalator-would-cost-105m 

13. www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/news/article-2247045/Beer-duty-escalator-punitive-tax-rises-deterring-drinkers-crippling-
pubs-argues-Camra.html 

14. http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-20526338 

15. Muir p. 16 

16. Craven, B. & Marlow, M. L. (2008) Economic Effects of Smoking Bans on Restaurants and Pubs, Economic Affairs Decem-
ber 2008; Oxford, Blackwell (Institute of Economic Affairs) p.59

17.  Craven & Marlow p. 60 

18. Muir p. 18 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-20526338
www.thisismoney.co.uk/money/news/article-2247045/Beer-duty-escalator-punitive-tax-rises-deterring-drinkers-crippling
www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/Treasury-says-removing-beer-duty-escalator-would-cost-105m
https://facilities.18
https://points.15
https://price.14
https://consumer.13
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place and a quarter of pubs said they had even attracted new customers because of the ban.”19 The 
anecdotal evidence from interviewing landlords and pub managers for this report is that the ban has 
had little impact in terms of numbers, bringing in significant new custom (ie people who avoided the 
smoky environment pre-ban) to offset any loss in smoking clientele.

Economic downturn 
The second half of 2008 (one year after the introduction of the smoking ban) saw “the biggest 

drop-off in [pub] sales in the third quarter of the year for a decade”20 , a decline underlined by the 
findings of a report by Mintel undertaken in 2009 which stated that “eating and drinking out are 
top of the list of leisure activities that consumers are planning to cut back on as a result of the 
recession”21 . Figures published by the IPPR support the idea that a reduction in national spending 
power equates to a fall in pub turnover.22 

Decreased footfall 
The Portas Review, published in 2011, acknowledges both the impact of the recession and the 

general trend towards out-of-town and online shopping.Town centre sales were seen to have fallen 
from 50% of retail spending to 42.5% with “non-store” sales being the main beneficiary.23 But it is 
not just the upsurge in e-commerce that threatens the high street: Portas reports that “out-of-town 
retail floorspace has risen by 30% whilst that in town has fallen by 14%”24 The pub trade, dependent 
to a large extent on passing custom, feeds off footfall and our high streets simply do not see the 
volume of people they did in the past.

Pubcos 
The economic factors above are not to be confused with “manufactured failure” where pubcos 

force pubs in their portfolio not to be profitable. The pubcos are in debt: Punch Taverns have 
conceded they face bankruptcy25 and are currently trying to sell off 2,000 pubs from their portfolio.
In order to facilitate a planning change of use for the property, and thus unlock its lucrative residen-
tial development potential, the pubcos try to recoup their losses through high wholesale pricing:
“whilst the pubco is able to buy beer cheaply from the brewery, it can charge their pub landlords a 
price of their choosing. Consequently, the consumer is usually paying a significantly inflated price for 
a pint of beer, and tied pub landlords are being forced to sell beer at a loss. As a result of upward 
only rent reviews, and beer that has to be bought at inflated prices from the pubco, enormous 
pressure is being placed on many tied landlords who struggle to make a living. Huge numbers of 
landlords are simply being forced out of the market.”26 

If publicans hand their keys in, the pubco can claim the establishment is not a viable business 
(regardless of turnover) and can attempt to sell the property at a high price for conversion to 
residential use – thus liquidating their assets. One strategy frequently employed is initially only to 
convert the upper floors to residential use and to keep the ground floor as a pub.The pub is then 
at risk of losing its licence due to noise pollution complaints from the residents above, which could 

19. Muir p. 18 

20. Andrews D. &Turner, S. (2012) Is the pub still the hub? International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management,
Vol. 24 Iss: 4 p 545 

21. Mintel Pub visiting – UK – November 2009 quoted in Andrews &Turner p. 545

22. Muir p. 14 

23. Portas, M. ( 2011)The Portas Review, Department for Business, Innovation and Skills p. 8

24. Portas p. 10 

25. www.guardian.co.uk/business/2012/oct/24/punch-taverns-debt-crisis 

26. http://www.fairpint.org.uk/assets/policybriefing.pdf

http://www.fairpint.org.uk/assets/policybriefing.pdf
www.guardian.co.uk/business/2012/oct/24/punch-taverns-debt-crisis
https://beneficiary.23
https://turnover.22
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then lead to residential conversion of the ground floor.

Conversion to retail 
Whereas borough councils can reject property development through the change of use planning 

procedure, the conversion to retail (from A4, public houses, to A1, retail) requires no change of class.
It is thus much easier for a company to convert a pub into a retail outlet. Liam Fox MP, outlining a 
proposed pub-to-retail conversion in his Somerset constituency in a recent letter to the Secretary 
of State for Communities and Local Government, stated that “planning permission would be given to 
Tesco on the basis that it does not represent a change of use. Most people would see this as a funda-
mental change of purpose and feel the presumption in planning law is wrong”.27 

There are certainly occasions when a dilapidated pub can successfully be converted into a retail unit 
which benefits the community, acting as an “anchor” business, attracting footfall and providing key 
services. But too often the properties being targeted are thriving businesses in their own right and 
the loss to the community of the one is at least equal to the advantages of the other.

CASE: THE CATFORD BRIDGE TAVERN 

Originally opened as The Railway Tavern, it was under the name The Copperfield that the pub went 
into serious decline. Rumours of drug trading and prostitution as well as stabbings on the premises 
meant that locals crossed the road to avoid it. In January 2012 The Copperfield was closed down.

Seeing the potential of a large period building in a good location, and having had success with similar 
pubs across south London, a firm called Antic took the premises over under a Tenancy of Will from 
the leaseholder, Punch Taverns. The advantage of the Tenancy of Will was the speed with which the 
agreement could be signed off and the pub was closed for just two months for refurbishment and 
kitchen installation. The disadvantage of this tenancy was that the leaseholder would be obliged to 
give Antic just 24 hours’ notice should they want them to vacate the premises.

The pub reopened as The Catford Bridge Tavern on 1 March 2012 and by the summer trade was 
brisk with a clientele comprised mostly of regular visitors. It quickly established a reputation for its 
food as well as its range of beer and came to be seen as a hub for the community with a weekly quiz 
night and function room. 

In November 2012, the freeholder cancelled the lease with Punch Taverns, ending Antic’s agreement 
with them and forcing the pub to close.The new leaseholder was a national retailer and the intention 
was to convert the property into a mix of retail premises and residential use, for which the freeholder 
applied for planning permission. 

The pub staff mobilised a campaign to save the pub with an online petition, flyers and t-shirts 
printed. The council received 600 objections to the plans and on 23 November they refused 
permission to develop the site citing amongst other reasons that “the loss of a public house and the 
creation of a retail unit would have a negative impact on the viability and vitality of Catford town 

27. http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/news/politics/article3690251.ece 

http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/news/politics/article3690251.ece
https://wrong�.27
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centre” contrary to Lewisham’s Core Strategy Strategic Objective 4.Also cited were Policies 4.1 and
4.8 of the London Plan and paragraph 152 of the National Planning Policy Framework.The pub was 

also locally listed by the council and was the subject of an Article 4 Direction prohibiting conversion 
from its current Class A4 (public house) usage to A1 (shops), A2 (financial and professional services),
or A3 (restaurants and cafes).
With the options for the site restricted to housing a pub or remaining empty, The Catford Bridge 

Tavern reopened on 7 December 2012 with the national retailer retaining the leasehold. They 
currently employ 18 people.

THE CONCEPT OF COMMUNITY HUB

As outlined above, the modern pub can be oriented towards fine-dining, family entertainment,
sports viewing, micro-brewing and many other fields.This multi-faceted existence can make it difficult 
to ascertain its function as a community hub. What are the key factors that result in a pub’s central 
position in the social fabric of its community?

Community cohesion 
One of the recurring responses to the closure of the Catford Bridge Tavern was its clientele 

bemoaning the loss of their (in many cases relatively new) circle of friends. Despite having only been 
open for eight months, a powerful sense of belonging to a distinct community unit had been fostered 
by the pub, as evidenced by the strength of the support group mustered in the face of closure. The 
modern city is often seen as an alienating environment, lacking social interaction, and enterprises 
that encourage a sense of community should be encouraged. An IPPR poll conducted in 2012 found 
that 23% of pub goers had made new friends in their local pub in the previous six months and 19% 
considered that they had mixed with people “they would not normally mix with.”28 

Pubs frequently have rooms for hire for local groups and charities to hold meetings in, and these 
rooms are often the only example of such spaces in a community. Public events for local causes are also 
often hosted by pubs and Punch Taverns recently estimated that their pubs raise an average of £3,369 a 
year for charity.29 

Sociable drinking model 
The social impact of the community-minded pub also extends beyond its walls: a pub where young 

people can congregate safely as part of a community impacts on incidences of anti-social drinking in 
public places.The Government’s Champion for Active Safer Communities, Baroness Newlove, has said 
that she wants to see “responsible drinking, so we can rid our streets of drunken violence and intimida-
tion.We need direct, effective action on the ground to make a difference, and make ‘sociable drinking’ 
the acceptable norm.”30 Sociable drinking is at the heart of the pub-as-community-hub concept.

Economic impact 
In 2008 the pub industry nationwide was estimated to provide around 350,000 full- and part-time 

jobs31 , or an average of six people per establishment. Pubs with kitchens frequently employ three 

28. Muir p. 32 

29. Muir p. 37 

30. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-1-million-fund-to-give-local-communities-the-tools-to-tackle-binge-and-under-
age-drinking 

31. Muir p. 29 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/new-1-million-fund-to-give-local-communities-the-tools-to-tackle-binge-and-under
https://charity.29
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times that number. In addition to providing local employment, pubs can themselves act as “anchor” 
businesses, drawing retail units into an area. On a wider scale, real ale pubs support local and regional 
breweries to a far greater extent than supermarket trade, with regional breweries selling 76% of their 
products to pubs.32 

Public services 
In the absence of a local Post Office, library or other amenity, rural pubs often step into the breach.

Indeed the Pub is the Hub organisation was set up specifically to assist rural pubs in meeting community 
needs. City pubs have followed suit to a certain extent with book swaps and by joining the Useyourlocal 
parcel-to-pub scheme.This allows locals to collect parcels from their pub if they’re not at home, rather 
than having to make the journey to a collection centre.

Cultural value 
As any owner who has considered changing the pub’s established name will have discovered, a pub 

can be as much a historical artefact as a thriving business. Name changes are often seen as a betrayal 
of cultural heritage, and the buildings, furniture and fixtures can provide a link back through centuries 
of community life. Old staging-posts are commemorated in the large number of bus stops named for 
nearby pubs, and even entire London districts (Angel, Manor House) take their name from inns. Pubs are 
often local landmarks and can impart a very real sense of belonging to an area.

Clearly a community that in part defines itself by proximity to one pub will be adversely affected by 
that pub’s closure, economically, socially and culturally, and there are many such communities in London.
But alongside this are urban areas served by several pubs and bars, and even here, where the concept 
of the single local pub doesn’t apply, the sense of community cohesion provided by these establish-
ments is very strong: Crystal Palace in South East London has at its heart a triangle of streets with a 
high density of retail and hospitality outlets. For the purposes of this survey, all establishments with 
a separate drinks area, whether pubs, bars or restaurants, were listed, and local residents were asked 
which they frequented and why.

The close proximity of a range of different establishments is reflected in the fact that 64% of respond-
ents visited different pubs depending on the occasion. Only 25% of those asked considered themselves 
to have a “local”.

*the majority of respondents in the “other” category regularly visited several different pubs, not all of them in the Crystal 
Palace area.

32. Muir p. 30 
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When asked which establishment they would be most likely to visit purely for a drink, the largest 
single group (44%) opted for a real ale pub noted for its beer festival and live music.The second most 
popular pub in the survey also serves a range of ales and regional ciders. The two key factors were 
the quality of the drinks served and the atmosphere of the pub, with the sense of being a recognised 
member of the community contributing strongly to the latter:

“Landlord recognises me! Other places can be friendly or not friendly - but Rick is the only person who 
greets me like I’m a regular, even if I haven’t been for weeks. I like the range of beers too, but actually the 
welcome is the biggest reason.”

This is supported by the fact that the top four categories in deciding on a place to visit were the 
drinks served, the atmosphere, the friendliness of the staff and the friendliness of the clientele.

When asked about the potential impact of losing a pub, a third of respondents said they would regret 
it, but could easily go to another pub nearby, in line with three quarters of those taking the survey 
considering themselves not to have one local.Yet undermining this “local-less” trend, more than half of 
all respondents felt that losing a pub would have an adverse affect both on community cohesion and 
their own individual social interaction. More than 10% said they would lose access to local services.

Indeed the overwhelming number of comments in the survey were related to how well pubs knitted 
the community together:

“Pubs are a long-standing part of British culture and its social life and when they close, a little bit of the life 
of an area vanishes.” 

“Pubs are one of the last places where a community of all ages and backgrounds can gather and connect.
The Gastro-Wine Bar limits ages to the 20-30 something professionals.”

“Having discovered a great local pub I see the importance pubs have to a community.A place for friends to 
meet or go for a peaceful drink.”

“Pubs in Crystal Palace are the life blood that keep the community together and supported.”

Even in an area with a wide choice of drinking establishments, the notion of the pub as community 
hub, in social if not economic terms, is undiluted. It was this strength of community feeling that led the 
regulars of one pub in Carshalton to go to extraordinary lengths to ensure their local remained open:

CASe: THe HOPe, CARSHALTON

With buildings dating back to 1850, a pub has occupied the site since 1870.

By the late 1990s the pub was underused and served a limited range of lager. Having ceased trading for 
eight months, it was eventually reopened by a holding company on behalf of Punch Taverns as a means of 
keeping it from falling into disrepair, trading at a low level until someone new could take the lease.

The staff identified a gap in the market in Carshalton for a real ale specialist pub.The holding company 
however were not keen, as real ale represents more work than keg beers and lagers. Supplies from the 
holding company were erratic, but word of mouth built up trade and the business was growing when it 
was discovered that an enquiry had been registered with the council concerning planning for permission
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for conversion to flats and a restaurant: Punch Taverns’ sizeable debt meant they were keen to sell the 
property and had opened negotiations with the people submitting the planning enquiry.

The staff and regulars of the pub came up with the idea of buying the pub themselves and a deal was 
struck whereby if they could come up with the required £75,000, Punch would be happy to offer them 
the lease, rather than face the uncertainty of a planning application.The £75,000 was duly raised by the 
pub staff and clientele and in May 2010 the newly formed company entered into a 20 year lease from 
Punch Taverns free of tie.The terms of the lease mean they are not obliged to buy any stock from Punch.
In total the cost of taking over the pub was nearer £108,000, taking into account expenditure such as 
stock, security deposits, VAT, legal fees etc. The pub has since established a niche for itself in the local 
economy as a real ale specialist with no music, no TV and no quiz nights.

Punch Taverns originally agreed a sale price but after five months there was a change of personnel at 
Punch and the pub was informed that they wanted to raise the price by 40%.With a rent review due 
in five years, The Hope has the intention of owning their own freehold by 2015.The investors currently 
number 32 and each has a 5p dividend in every pound for the first two years.

STRATEGIES FOR SURVIVAL 

The Community Right to Bid was introduced in September 2012 and offers communities the chance 
to bid to buy local assets such as pubs or libraries, should they be put up for sale. In order for the Right 
to Bid to apply, the resource must be on the list of ‘assets of community value’.When an asset is put on 
the market, the community then has six months to prepare a bid.33 

It is onto this register of assets of community value that campaigners in Battersea are hoping retro-
spectively to put their pub, which was forced to close last year:

CASe: THe CASTLe, BATTeRSeA

Originally built in the 17th Century, the current building was designed by William Ingram, Son and Archer 
in 1964 and opened in 1965.The pub is located in the Battersea Square Conservation Area.

The property was bought in August 2011 by developers Languard Investments, who have bought and 
redeveloped a number of pubs in Wandsworth, and a planning application was submitted in February 
2012. The application was for the demolition of the site and the construction of a five-storey residential 
building with no pub. This was withdrawn by Languard before making further applications in July and 
August of that year.These applications covered the demolition of the existing site and the construction of a 
five-storey building with a new pub on the ground floor.

A Defend The Castle campaign group was set up and many objections were made on a number of points 
by local residents, the Assembly Member and the local MP - one of the key objections being that The Castle 
was regarded as a community hub. As a vibrant, viable business with a large garden (in an area offering 
limited outside space), the pub was a focal point for community activities and the MP Jane ellison stated 
that “had The Castle not been sold before [the Localism Bill] came into effect, I would have sought to list it 
as a community asset”. 

33. http://mycommunityrights.org.uk/community-right-to-bid/ 

http://mycommunityrights.org.uk/community-right-to-bid
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In September 2012 the applications were rejected and in October further applications were put forward
by Languard Investments for a smaller building with a pub on the ground floor. Wandsworth Council 

were not minded at this time to include pubs on their list of community assets, for which the Assets of 
Community Value Regulations (england) 2012 made provision, and in December the new applications were 
conditionally approved.The pub ceased trading on 31 December 2012.

The local campaign remained active and in early 2013 a petition was organised and a submission to 
Wandsworth Council was made in an attempt to have the pub registered as an Asset of Community Value.
Wandsworth Council are due to decide on the listing on 21 March.

Several of London’s borough councils have taken a proactive approach to protecting local pubs.

Lewisham Council adopted its Core Strategy document in June 2011, which advocates growing the 
local economy through “protecting and enhancing…providers of sustainable local shopping facilities and 
services to continue to support basic community needs.”34 It was this policy (Core Strategic Objective 
4), alongside the London Plan, which was quoted in their refusal of planning permission for The Catford 
Bridge Tavern.

Islington Council submitted their Development Management Policies document to the Planning 
Inspectorate in August 2012. In it they state that:

The council supports the retention of Public Houses, and opposes their redevelopment, demolition 
and Change of Use.

Applications for the Change of Use, redevelopment and/or demolition of a Public House
must demonstrate that:

i. the Public House has been vacant for a continuous period of 2 years or more and continuous 
marketing evidence has been provided for the vacant 2 year period to demonstrate there is no 
realistic prospect of the unit being used as a Public House in the foreseeable future;

ii. the proposed alternative use will not detrimentally affect the vitality of the area and the 
character of the street scene;

iii. the proposal does not constitute the loss of a service of particular value to the local 
community; and

iv. significant features of historic or character value are retained.35 

The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea submitted two draft policies specific to pubs for 
examination in January 2013.These seek to resist the loss of pubs as well as protecting character and 
usage.The two draft policies state that:

The Council will resist the loss of Public Houses and other Drinking Establishments (Class A4) 
throughout the Borough; and Restaurants and Cafes (Class A3) and Financial and Professional 
Services (Class A2) outside of Higher Order Town Centres.

The Council will resist the change of use of any building where the current use contributes to the

34. www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CoreStrategyAdoptedVersion.pdf

35. www.islington.gov.uk/publicrecords/library/Planning-and-building-control/Publicity/Public-consultation/2012-2013/ 
(2012-10-03)-Development-Management-Policies-Submission.pdf p. 79

www.islington.gov.uk/publicrecords/library/Planning-and-building-control/Publicity/Public-consultation/2012-2013
www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/Documents/CoreStrategyAdoptedVersion.pdf
https://retained.35
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character and significance of the surrounding area, and to its sense of place.36 

Further afield, another draft policy was submitted in December by Cambridge City Council. This 
document sought to permit redevelopment only where:

(a) The pub has been marketed for 12 months as a public house free of tie and restrictive covenant 
and for alternative local commercial or community facility, at a price agreed with the Council 
following an independent professional valuation (paid for by the developer) and there has been no 
interest in either the free- or lease-hold either as a public house, restaurant or other use falling 
within the ‘A’ use classes or as a community facility falling within ‘D1’ use class; and

(b) All reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the facility (including all diversification options 
explored – and evidence supplied to illustrate this) but it has been proven that it would not be 
economically viable to retain the building or site for its existing or any other ‘A’ or ‘D1’ class use;
and 

(c) It has been otherwise demonstrated that the local community no longer needs the public 
house or any alternative ‘A’ or ‘D1’ class use and its loss would not damage the availability of local 
commercial or community facilities that provide for day-to-day needs in the local area.37 

This draft policy has come under criticism from the British Beer and Pub Association, as it could result 
in the freeholder being forced to maintain an empty property for months. The BBPA also maintain 
that it goes against the more flexible approach to planning embodied by the National Planning Policy 
Framework. Cambridge City Council have however defended the policy as “providing protection to pubs 
being important community facilities while ensuring that redevelopment or change of use is possible 
subject to a set of criteria being met”38. 

In addition to the planning policy of the boroughs, the London Plan specifies that “development 
proposals should protect and enhance facilities and services that meet the needs of particular groups 
and communities. Proposals involving loss of these facilities without adequate justification or provision 
for replacement should be resisted.” 

RECOMMENDATIONS

The protection of London’s pub heritage is not just a question of historical preservation: the best pubs 
are vital, vibrant centres for their communities. It is up to pub managers and borough councils to work 
together to ensure that these community hubs continue to serve their local areas.

1. Across London there are too few planning policies which adopt a robust stance in support of 
existing pubs, an omission which is contributing to the demise of the local. Planning policies which 
set out a clear inclination to retain pubs should be adopted London-wide.

2. In addition to this, councils should apply stringent criteria when considering change of use or 
redevelopment:

36. http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_
type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planningan-
dconservation/planningpolicy/idoc.ashx?docid=a2d63cb4-f9de-4f57-a15a-74ad279a1a1c&version=-1

37. www.cambridge.gov.uk/sites/www.cambridge.gov.uk/files/docs/protection-of-public-houses-ippg.pdf

38. www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/BBPA-questions-legality-of-Cambridge-City-Council-plans-to-protect-pubs

www.morningadvertiser.co.uk/General-News/BBPA-questions-legality-of-Cambridge-City-Council-plans-to-protect-pubs
www.cambridge.gov.uk/sites/www.cambridge.gov.uk/files/docs/protection-of-public-houses-ippg.pdf
http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns_type=pdf&amp;ns_url=http://uk.sitestat.com/rbkc/rbkc/s?idoc&amp;ns
https://place.36
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• Have all reasonable efforts have been made to preserve the facility?
• Will the proposed alternative use affect the character of the neighbourhood?
• Has it been demonstrated that the local community no longer needs the pub?
• Are significant historical or cultural features threatened?

3. The London Plan policy 3.1B should be amended to encourage all borough councils to implement 
these stricter criteria in order to protect the high street and local communities.

4. Borough councils should adopt a proactive approach to limiting the number of high street shops 
selling alcohol. In consultation with local residents and businesses, councils can implement a 
saturation zone licensing policy, whereby any application for a new licence within the zone 
(typically seen as saturated with existing licensed premises) can be rejected on receipt of 
reasonable representations from interested parties.The onus would be on the applicant to prove 
that their business would not contribute to the “cumulative impact” of multiple licensed premises 
leading to anti-social behaviour in the vicinity.With a shift of emphasis away from cheap off-licence 
alcohol, these saturation zones could embrace the sociable drinking model of the community pub.

5. Publicans should identify and exploit public service niches in their community in addition to the 
traditional hospitality offered by the trade. By establishing themselves not only as cultural and 
social lynchpins, but also as service providers (parcel collection, book swaps), local pubs are better 
situated to gain Asset of Community Value status. Borough councils in turn need to publicise the 
opportunity for pubs to apply for ACV status.

6. Further consideration needs to be given to the proposed minimum alcohol unit price. In addition 
to the potential health benefits,39 the end of loss leader alcohol retailing in supermarkets would 
give pubs a more level playing field to instil the sociable drinking model in their local communities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Community pubs are one of Britain’s oldest and most popular social 
institutions. However, they are currently under pressure, with 16 pubs 
closing every week. This report assesses the social value of community 
pubs, showing why pubs matter, and why we should be concerned 
about the current state of the pub trade. 

An audit of Britain’s community pubs 
The audit of community pubs in this report shows that their numbers 
have been falling gradually for decades, but that closure rates have 
accelerated in recent years. Why are so many pubs closing? A number 
of connected factors have played a role. 
• Alcohol consumption tends to rise and fall with economic prosperity 

and the downturn in the economy has affected pub incomes. 
• Many of the old industrial and village communities surrounding local 

pubs have changed out of all recognition, reducing the number of 
devoted pub regulars in some areas. 

• Tastes and lifestyles have changed, with more people drinking wine 
and fewer people drinking beer, the mainstay of most pub income. 
The pub has faced competition from alternative leisure pursuits, 
such as the restaurant and the cinema. There has also been a 
signifcant rise in the number of people drinking at home, rather 
than in pubs and bars. 

• Beer prices have gone up in pubs and bars much faster than in 
shops and supermarkets. Supermarket discounts are thought to be 
one of the major factors in falling pub incomes. 

• Pub operators have faced rising costs as beer prices have 
increased and major legislative changes have imposed signifcant 
additional costs. 

• There is evidence that tenants of some of the large pub companies 
are fnding it hard to compete because of the higher prices they are 
paying for their tied beer. There is a lack of transparency in the way 
some pub companies calculate their rents. 

Why do pubs matter? 
Pubs are more than just private businesses selling alcohol. Many pubs 
also play an important role at the heart of their local communities. 
• Pubs provide a meeting place where social networks are 

strengthened and extended: the pub scored the highest of any 

1 
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location in our survey asking people where they get together with 
others in their neighbourhood. 

• Pubs inject an average of £80,000 into their local economy each 
year. Pubs add more value to local economies than beer sold 
through shops and supermarkets, simply because they generate 
more jobs. Beer sold through pubs also generates more funding for 
the public purse than beer sold through the ‘off trade’. 

• While alcohol is linked to problems around crime and disorder, very 
little of this comes from community pubs serving residential areas. 

• Pubs are perceived by people to be the most important social 
institution for promoting interactions between people from different 
walks of life. 

• Pubs host a wide variety of community-oriented events and 
activities that add considerably to local civic life. 

• Many community pubs are becoming hosts for a range of important 
public services, including post offces and general stores, and 
providing broadband internet access. 

• Community pubs, or at least pubs with certain characteristics, 
also have a cultural as well as a practical community value. This 
is because pubs are felt to offer things such as tradition and 
authenticity that are becoming rarer in a world transformed by 
global commercial pressures. 

• This report uses a ‘social return on investment’ methodology 
to measure the wider social value generated by a sample of 
community pubs, and fnds that this ranges from around £20,000 
to £120,000 per pub. 

Time for change 
The current policy framework regarding community pubs contains three 
major faws. 
• It is too indiscriminate: all licensed premises have to carry the 

burden of new regulations and increased taxation, but the smaller 
community pubs that cause so few problems are those least 
able to take on these additional costs. We need a more nuanced 
approach that targets the problem drinking places, and rewards 
and incentivises pubs that play a positive role in their local 
communities. 

• It is counter-productive, particularly in terms of tackling crime and 
disorder: by making beer in pubs more expensive while beer in 
shops and supermarkets gets relatively cheaper, policy is drawing 
people out of the regulated and supervised drinking environment of 
the pub. 

• Policy fails to recognise that very many pubs are more than just 
businesses and perform important community functions which if lost 
can have a serious impact on the quality of local community life. 
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Recommendations 
To provide greater support to the majority of well-run community pubs, 
IPPR makes the following recommendations: 
• Business rate relief for ‘centres of community’: where pubs act as 

local community hubs they should be granted 50 per cent business 
rate relief. We have produced a method for measuring the social 
impact of a community pub which could be used to determine 
which pubs should qualify. 

• Eligibility for third sector fnance: some pubs could apply to become 
community interest companies and apply for third sector grants and 
loans to develop the community-oriented side of their business. 

• Reform of planning law: to provide greater protection for community 
pubs. In particular the government should close the loophole in the 
law that allows pubs to be demolished without planning permission. 

• Buying pubs: greater support for existing tenants to buy their pub. 
• A minimum price for a unit of alcohol: to prevent irresponsible 

promotions and close the gap between the ‘on’ and the ‘off’ trades, 
a minimum price per unit of alcohol should be introduced. 

• The relationship between the large pub companies and their 
tenants: this relationship needs to be rebalanced. Pub companies 
with more than 500 pubs offering commercial FRI leases over a 
period of time to provide fexibility to lessees including a guest 
beer option and an option to become free of ‘tie’ accompanied 
by an open market rent review. There should be a single stronger 
and more comprehensive code of practice supported by an 
independently constituted adjudicator with the ability to provide 
redress to lessees where the code is breached. 

• Diversifcation: pubs themselves need to diversify what they offer 
and keep pace with consumer tastes and demand. 

• Training and development: the pub trade needs to develop a 
stronger culture of training and professional development. 

There is no one magic bullet that will simultaneously solve the problems 
facing Britain’s community pubs. However, taken as a whole, the 
package of measures recommended here should ensure that local 
pubs can continue to play a role in supporting community life for many 
generations to come. 

3 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

There are few institutions so central to Britain’s culture and way of life 
as the local public house. Try to imagine Coronation Street without the 
Rover’s Return, Emmerdale without the Woolpack or EastEnders without 
the Queen Vic. Outside the home, the pub is the most popular place for 
British people of all ages and classes to relax and socialise. 

And yet pubs are under pressure. Some of this pressure is economic 
in nature: many pubs are closing, having been caught in a dangerous 
cross fre between changing consumer tastes, intense supermarket 
competition and the current economic downturn. 

Pubs have also come under political pressure because of concerns 
about rising levels of alcohol consumption and the impact that has 
had on levels of crime and disorder: we are all familiar with the scenes 
of so-called ‘binge drinking’ in our town centres on a Friday and 
Saturday night. There are also concerns about the impact of excessive 
alcohol consumption on people’s health, and tackling this is one of the 
motivations for increasing alcohol duties. 

The vast majority of community pubs are well run and contribute in a 
positive way to local social life. Despite this, the policy instruments used 
to suppress excessive drinking have put fnancial pressure on local 
community pubs right across the country. This report argues that we 
need a more nuanced approach. 

The report does three things: 
• It audits the health of the community pub trade in the UK and 

concludes that pub numbers have been in decline for decades, 
with closure rates accelerating in recent years. It then goes on to 
explain why so many pubs have closed, discussing the impact of 
the wider economy, changing consumer tastes, government policy 
and the ownership structure within the pub trade. 

• It sets out why community pubs matter and why we should be 
concerned about the number of pubs that are closing. 

• It makes the case for a more active role for government and other 
actors in supporting community pubs and recommends a number 
of policy changes that should help secure the future of Britain’s 
community pubs in the years ahead. 

Before going on to explore the current challenges pubs face, this 
introductory chapter helps to frame what follows by defning what a 
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community pub is, describing the composition of the pub trade, and 
outlining how we conducted our research. 

1.1 What is a community pub? 
A ‘community pub’ is not easy to defne, largely because there is no 
such thing as a typical British pub and, if anything, the range of bars and 
drinking establishments has become more varied in recent years (Fox 
1996, Jennings 2007). People often make a distinction between pubs 
and bars, for example, and few people describe large city centre circuit 
bars as pubs. 

The concept of the pub is a fuzzy one, a constellation of popular 
understandings of what a typical pub looks like that has evolved over 
time. In one of the earliest anthropological studies of the British pub, 
undertaken in Bolton in the 1930s, Mass Observation concluded 
that ‘the pub, reduced to its lowest terms, is a house where during 
certain hours everyone is free to buy and drink a glass of beer’ (Mass 
Observation 1943: 17). Ben Davis builds on this by emphasising 
the social orientation of the drinking that occurs in a pub, which is 
defnitive of it: ‘A pub is a house open to the public at stated times for 
the purpose of social drinking. Any other purpose, such as eating or 
entertainment, is incidental’ (Davis 1981: 2). 

In this report we are concerned specifcally with community pubs, 
which market researchers CGA Strategy defne as ‘pubs that serve 
predominately their local residential community’. These pubs make 
up 57 per cent of the total licensed on trade in the UK (CGA Strategy 
2009). These can be distinguished from town centre bars which serve 
mainly after-work or weekend drinkers and which have been the focus 
of concerns about binge drinking in recent years. Community pubs 
can also be distinguished from food-led pubs, which people visit 
predominantly to have a meal rather than to drink (see box 1.1 for the 
CGA drinks places typology). 

Community pubs have two distinct but intrinsically related functions. 
One is as a retail outlet to sell alcoholic drinks and the other is as a place 
for social interaction (Boston 1975). The drink and the socialising of 
course go hand in hand: after a few alcoholic drinks, the often random 
social encounters that occur in pubs become much easier as people 
shed their inhibitions. A pub without drink would not be a pub. 

At the same time, pubs are not just about beer: if everyone visited a 
pub to drink alcohol on their own, a defnitive component of pub culture 
would be lost. The community pub at its heart is an institution for social 
drinking and it is from fulflling that function that so many of its positive 
benefts fow. 

5 



IPPR  |  Pubs and places: the social value of community pubs

 

  
 

 

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 
 

  
 

  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

Box 1.1: A breakdown of the 140,000 on-licensed premises 
in the UK 
• Town centre pubs, bars and clubs: 16 per cent (22,000) 
An outlet in a town/city centre location on a ‘circuit’. Many are 
owned by chains such as O’Neills, Wetherspoons, Yates’s Wine 
Lodge. 

• Food-led pubs: 7 per cent (10,000) 
An outlet with a recognised retail brand, with food as the primary 
focus. For example, Beefeater, Harvester and Brewers Fayre. 
This also includes pubs in which the sale of food is signifcant to 
overall sales. 

• Local/community: 57 per cent (40,000) 
Pubs that serve predominantly their local residential community. 
This includes pubs in many different types of area, including inner 
city pubs, village pubs, and estate pubs, and aimed at different 
clienteles, such as family pubs, student pubs, sports pubs and 
music pubs (Fox 1996). 

• Licensed accommodation: 11 per cent (15,000) 
A mixture of businesses whose focus is an overnight stay, short 
breaks or holidays. 

• Licensed restaurants: 15 per cent (21,000) 
Restaurants with a licence to sell alcoholic beverages with meals. 

• Sports, social and members’ clubs: 23 per cent (32,000) 
Clubs that are licensed and operated for the beneft primarily of 
their membership. 
Source: CGA Strategy 2009 

1.2 The changing composition of the pub trade 
Community pubs operate under many different forms of ownership and 
management, ranging from independent free houses to pubs owned by 
large pub companies or ‘pubcos’. The whole way in which pubs are owned 
and run has changed signifcantly in the last 20 years and, before we move 
on, it is worth recounting the story of how that change came about. 

Over the course of the last century the number of breweries in Britain 
fell from 6,290 to just 115 by 1989 (Haydon 1994). By the end of the 
1980s over 75 per cent of Britain’s beer was produced by just six large 
brewers: Bass Charrington, Allied, Whitbread, Watney Mann, Courage, 
and Scottish & Newcastle. These national brewers also owned half of 
the country’s pubs, meaning that most pubs were tied to a big brewer 
and could only sell that brewer’s beer (Jennings 2007). 
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In 1989, the Monopolies and Mergers Commission (MMC) concluded 
that this vertical integration of the industry, with the big brewers 
controlling most of the pubs, constituted a monopoly which reduced 
consumer choice and operated against the public interest. It proposed 
that the brewers’ monopoly over the pub estate should be broken up to 
encourage competition and reduce retail prices. 

Margaret Thatcher, who of course hated monopolies, backed the MMC’s 
recommendations and passed the 1989 Beer Orders. These meant 
that brewers owning any more than 2,000 pubs either had to sell their 
brewery business, or dispose or free from tie half of the number of pubs 
over 2,000 that they owned (Jennings 2007, Kingsnorth 2008). 

This was a revolutionary act that transformed the structure of the 
pub trade, but did not have the consequences anticipated by the 
government. Instead of leading to a world of independent licensees 
free of beer ties, the brewers divested their pub estate to stand-alone 
pub companies, who were free to own as many pubs as they wanted 
because they did not brew their own beer. The pubs owned formerly 
by the brewers were almost entirely put into the hands of the new pub 
companies (see table 1.1). 

By 2009, pubcos owned 51 per cent of the pubs in the UK, with the six 
largest pubcos owning 32 per cent, and with Enterprise Inns and Punch 
Taverns owning 21 per cent between them. Of the remaining pub stock, 
16 per cent are owned by small or regional brewers and 32 per cent are 
freehouses (see table 1.1). 

In most cases the pubcos let out their pubs to tenants who run their 
own business, although around 6,000 are managed directly by the 
pubco. In addition to paying rent, pubco tenants normally have to 
purchase almost all of their drink from the pubco. This relationship has 
become increasingly fraught as economic conditions have worsened 
and pubco beer prices have increased. It has become apparent to many 
licensees that they could buy their beer more cheaply on the free market 
if they were able to do so. 

It is worth emphasising that the bulk of these pubco pubs are 
community pubs, serving local residential areas, although some will also 
be town and city centre circuit bars or branded chain pubs. Our focus 
in this report is on community pubs of all kinds, whether freehouses or 
owned and/or managed by a pubco or brewer. 
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Table 1.1 
Ownership of UK 

pubs by type of 
operator, 1989, 
2004, and 2009 

Ownership type 1989 2004 2009 

National brewers 

Tenants/leased 22,000 

Managed 10,000 

Subtotal 32,000 

Regional brewers 

Tenants/leased 9,000 

Managed 3,000 

Subtotal 12,000 

Independent pub companies 

Tenants/leased Negligible 

Managed Negligible 

Freehouses 16,000 

Subtotal 16,000 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

5,972 6,500 

2,617 2,400 

8,589 8,900 

23,857 22,300 

10,268 6,100 

16,850 18,230 

50,975 46,630 

Total 60,000 59,564 55,530 

Source: House of Commons Trade and Industry Select Committee (2004: 8); BBPA 2011 

Table 1.2 
Estimated 

number of public 
houses owned 

by large pubcos, 
2011 

Pubco Number of pubs 

Punch Taverns 5,080 

Enterprise Inns 6,800 

Admiral Taverns 1,700 

Mitchells & Butlers 1,600 

Scottish & Newcastle Pub Company 1,400 

Spirit Group 1,352 

Wellington Pub Company 850 

JD Wetherspoon PLC 790 

Trust Inns 567 

LT Pub Management 500 

Source: BBPA 2011: 115–117 

1.3 IPPR’s research 
There were six main components to the research: 
• A review of the literature on the British public house, including 

work on the history of the pub and anthropological studies of pub 
behaviour. 

• A national omnibus poll of 1,057 people which gauged public 
attitudes to the pub and tested its importance to community life. 
This poll took place from 7 to 11 January 2009. 
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• Twenty interviews with pub licensees from around the country to 
understand the pressures they are under and the role their pubs 
play in their local communities. These were licensees from a 
mixture of rural and urban pubs, and from freehouses, managed 
houses and tenanted houses (whether owned by a pub company 
or a brewer). This sample was chosen from a selection of pubs 
recommended by the Campaign for Real Ale and highlighted by the 
Pub is the Hub organisation, plus half were selected randomly by 
the author (see appendix A). It could not, and is not intended to be, 
a nationally representative sample. 

• Three focus groups with pub regulars, selected on site by the 
author or by recommendation of the licensee. 
The aim of the groups was to explore in detail with pub 
regulars their motivation for frequenting their local pub and 
what they got out of it. These were all ‘wet-led’ – that is, 
earning most of their income from drinks – community pubs 
serving a local residential community. They included an urban 
pub situated in Hackney, East London. Another was a rural 
pub, one of a number serving a Hertfordshire town and its 
surrounding area. The fnal group took place in a village pub 
in Cambridgeshire, which was the single remaining pub in the 
village. The Hackney and Hertfordshire groups took place on 
Wednesday evenings in December 2008 and January 2009 
respectively. The Cambridgeshire group took place on a Friday 
lunch time in January 2009. The overwhelming majority of the 
pub regulars recruited were male and middle-aged, simply 
because these were the regular pub-goers encountered on site 
or recommended by licensees. The objective behind the focus 
group research was not to question a representative sample 
of the pub-going population; rather, it was to understand in 
greater depth the motivations and experiences of a selection of 
regular pub-goers. The focus groups were all held in the pubs 
themselves. Appendix B sets out the details of each group and 
some characteristics of the participants. 

• A roundtable seminar held at IPPR (London) on 25 February 2009 
at which we presented our preliminary research fndings, attended 
by a wide range of stakeholders from across the pub trade, as 
well as policymakers, academics and independent commentators. 
Gerry Sutcliffe, sports minister at the time, and Mike Benner, 
chief executive of the Campaign for Real Ale, responded to the 
presentation. 

• For the second edition of this report in 2012, IPPR applied a social 
return on investment approach in order to calculate the social value 
of fve community pubs in detail (see appendix C). 
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2. LAST CHANCE SALOON? 
AN AUDIT OF BRITAIN’S COMMUNITY PUBS 

‘When you have lost your inns, drown your empty selves, for you 
will have lost the last of England.’ 
Hilaire Belloc (1948) 

2.1 Pub closures 
The British pub trade is in trouble. In total 1,300 pubs closed in 2010, 
down slightly from the 2,365 pubs that closed in 2009. Pubs were 
closing at a rate of 16 a week in the second half of 2011, down on the 
52-a-week peak closure rate in the frst half of 2009. Although these 
latest fgures have fallen, closures remain at historically high levels 
(BBPA 2010 and 2011).1 Community pubs serving their local residential 
community appear to have been hit the hardest. The British Beer 
and Pub Association (BBPA) estimated that suburban pub closures 
in the last six months of 2008 were running at 19 a week, compared 
to eight a week for town centre pubs and 13 a week for rural pubs 
(BBPA 2009). While few might mourn the loss of large city centre circuit 
bars, suburban and village pubs provide a whole range of social and 
community benefts that are put at risk whenever such pubs fail. 

These fgures showing high numbers of pub closures would not be so 
alarming if the rate of new pubs opening was keeping pace. However, 
the evidence is that the overall number of pubs in the country is falling: 
according to the BBPA there were around 55,000 pubs operating in 
Britain in 2010, compared to around 59,000 in 2004 (BBPA 2010). 

This is not just a phenomenon of the last few years, but has been going 
on for well over a century. As Mass Observation noted, in the 1930s: 
‘The pub today plays a smaller part in the life of the town than it ever did’ 
(Mass Observation 1943: 74). The ratio of on-licences to people fell from 
one for every 201 people in 1871, to one for every 458 in 1921, to one 
for every 761 persons by 1971. Between 1951 and 1971, the number 
of on-licences in England and Wales fell by 13 per cent from 73,421 to 
64,087, of which 61,000 were pubs (Jennings 2007). Although there 
was a rise in the number of on-licences granted in the 1980s and 1990s, 
the BBPA estimates that the number of pubs in the UK fell from around 
66,000 in 1986 to 57,503 in 2007 (APPBG 2008, BBPA 2009). 

A 2008 Morgan Stanley analysis of the state of the leased pub trade 
(those pubs let out to tenants by pub companies or brewers) found that 

1 ‘Pub openings and closures, June–Dec 2011’ data by CGA Strategy for CAMRA, provided to IPPR. 
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there were increased numbers of licensees leaving the industry, with 
the biggest pub landlords (Enterprise Inns and Punch Taverns) showing 
increased proportions of their estate available to lease: up from 12 and 
14 per cent respectively to 14 per cent and 16 per cent over the course 
of 2008 (Rollo et al 2008). 

The Morgan Stanley report further concluded that ‘trading remains poor, 
the leased pub business model is coming under pressure, balance 
sheet risk is growing, and we think the (pub) companies need to focus 
on paying down debt’ (Rollo 2008: 3). It had become apparent that 
the large pub companies that owned so many of Britain’s community 
pubs were under signifcant fnancial pressure, as were their licensees. 
The report concluded that licensees in 17 per cent of pubs owned by 
Enterprise Inns and 28 per cent of those owned by Punch Taverns were 
making a proft of under £20,000 a year. This is what they estimate to 
be a minimum level to make it worth running a pub, amounting to a 
proft of just £3.30 an hour each for a couple, excluding accommodation 
benefts, which is lower than the national minimum wage (ibid). 

The licensee of an estate pub in Hackney, east London, describes vividly 
the situation in his local area, showing how many pubs are either closing 
or having to rapidly change their business in order to survive: 

‘On the Hackney Road, they’re all strip joints. There’s one pub 
left, the Jones’ Arms. On Kingsland Road they’re all gone … 
there’s a gastro-pub, the Fox, with candles, where people go 
to get something to eat. There’s the Lock Tavern … they’re 
living off the rooms. They make their money upstairs, not 
downstairs. The Wetherspoons is social security. There’s the 
Dolphin, they live off the rooms and they’re open all night. Over 
at the London Fields, they’re on the verge of closing down. The 
Hare, they do jazz on a Sunday night, the Dundee are an estate 
agents, the Salmon and Ball get passing trade because they’re 
near the station, the Carpenters is a music pub. The Gun is still 
there, the Rising Sun, that’s gone. We’ve been in a recession 
for fve years.’ 
Licensee, Hackney, east London 

2.2 The geography of pub closures 
IPPR commissioned colleagues at Sheffeld University to analyse CGA 
Strategy’s pub closure fgures by parliamentary constituency and by 
region of the country. Figure 2.1 shows the percentage change in the 
number of pubs per parliamentary constituency mapped out across the 
country between 2005 and 2009. Table 2.1 shows the breakdown of 
pub closures by region. 

This data on the geography of pub closures does not show any obvious 
pattern. Most parliamentary constituencies and all regions of the country 
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show falls in the numbers of pubs between 2005 and 2009. But it 
is clear that some regions have been hit more than others: the West 
Midlands, Scotland and the North West have seen very sharp falls in 
pub numbers in the last four years. It is less clear what the reason for 
this variation might be. 

Figure 2.1 
Percentage 

change in the 
number of 

pubs in Britain, 
2005–2009 

Source: Data from CGA Strategy, mapped by John Pritchard, Sheffeld University 
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Region/country 
Number of pubs 

2005 
Net pubs closed 

2005–09 
Percentage pubs 
closed 2005–09 

West Midlands 6,013 -576 -9.6 

Scotland 5,971 -562 -9.4 

North West 8,513 -612 -7.2 

East Midlands 5,259 -356 -6.8 

South East 8,521 -530 -6.2 

Wales 4,147 -236 -5.7 

East of England 5,562 -311 -5.6 

Yorkshire and the Humber 6,181 -322 -5.2 

South West 6,507 -334 -5.1 

London 6,583 -329 -5.0 

North East 2,691 -103 -3.8 

IPPR asked colleagues at Sheffeld University to explore some potential 
reasons for explaining why pub closure rates might be higher in some 
areas than others. They examined the correlation at constituency level 
between pub closures and two other variables: the level of deprivation 
and smoking rates. The latter was intended to allow us to explore the 
impact of the ban on smoking in public places. 

2.2.1 Deprivation 
Deprivation can be studied, in England only, by using the Indices of 
Multiple Deprivation 2007, or IMD2007 (see CLG 2007). IMD2007 
is published at Lower Super Output Area level, which is a smaller 
geographical area than the parliamentary constituencies for which 
we have the pub closures data. Therefore, to enable comparison, the 
IMD2007 data was used to make estimates of the deprivation score at 
parliamentary constituency level. A correlation can then be calculated 
between the percentage of pubs that have closed in each area, and the 
IMD2007 score. 

The correlation coeffcient is 0.22. This shows that there is a weak 
positive association between the area level of deprivation and the 
number of pub closures. 

2.2.2 Rates of smoking 
The NHS Information Centre for Health and Social Care, in its publication 
Healthy Lifestyle Behaviours (2008), estimated the percentage of people 
who smoke in each Middle Super Output Area of England. In a similar 
procedure to the IMD data, this data was used to make estimates of the 
percentage of people smoking at parliamentary constituency level. 

The correlation coeffcient is 0.14: a very weak positive association at 
this geographical level between rates of smoking and pub closures. 

Table 2.1 
Regional 

breakdown of 
pub closures 
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2.2.3 Conclusion 
The analysis was tentative and intended to fnd a quick indication of the 
reason why some parts of the country have suffered more than others. The 
analysis shows that there are only weak positive correlations between pub 
closures per constituency, and deprivation levels and smoking rates. 

To take the geographical analysis further, we would need to examine 
the link between pub closures and deprivation and/or smoking rates at 
smaller geographical levels, such as ward level. If there are links they may 
be more apparent at that level. The fgures also only show net changes 
which do not tell the whole story of which pubs are closing and where. 
Finally, for a full analysis we would need to explore the impact of a range 
of other factors that might explain the variations across the country. 

2.3 Explaining rising pub closures 
Returning to the nationwide picture, what is causing so many pubs to 
close? We examine a number of factors that are having varying effects. 

2.3.1 The economic downturn 
The health of the pub trade has always depended on the health of the 
wider economy. One of the earliest studies of pub-going behaviour in 
Britain found that reduced purchasing power was an important factor in 
the fall in the quantity of beer drunk between the late 19th century and 
the 1930s (Mass Observation 1943). 

Figure 2.2 supports the notion that there is a causal link between 
alcohol consumption and economic growth, showing falls in UK alcohol 
consumption that correspond with the economic recessions of the early 
1980s and 1990s. It then shows a steady growth in consumption as the 
economy grew substantially during the last decade and a half. 
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In line with this trend, the current economic downturn has hit the pub 
trade once more. 

2.3.2 Changes to communities 
It is not simply the current economic downturn that has been putting 
pressure on licensees. As we have seen, despite rising alcohol 
consumption overall, pub numbers have been falling for well over a 
decade. In part, this is because many of the old residential communities 
on which community pubs used to depend have changed, some 
out of all recognition. For example, over the last 50 years, many rural 
villages have moved from being communities with local employment to 
dormitory villages or second home locations. The community around 
the village pub has changed and residents with more widely dispersed 
friendship networks no longer ‘nip down the local’. 

Other examples are the former industrial areas where pubs served a 
male working class population on its way home from work. As those old 
industries have gone, so too have those large drinking populations. 

Finally, many of our towns and cities now have much more transient popula-
tions: in London for example, 15 per cent of the population have lived in their 
present location for less than a year (Travers et al 2007). These more mobile 
urban populations are less likely to gain an attachment to a local pub. 

2.3.3 Changes to tastes and lifestyles 
One of the major factors behind this longer-term decline is changing 
consumer tastes in alcoholic beverages. Beer is the mainstay of pub 
incomes and yet beer consumption has fallen signifcantly in the last 30 
years (see fgure 2.3). We have gone from an overwhelmingly beer-
drinking country to a nation with more continental tastes, in particular a 
growing love for wine. 
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Figure 2.3 
UK consumption 

of alcohol by 
drink type 

(percentage 
share of total 

UK alcohol 
consumption) 
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The pub has also faced competition from alternative leisure pursuits. The 
relative affuence of the last decade saw a signifcant rise in the number 
of people eating out in restaurants and there was a threefold increase 
in the rate of new restaurant openings between 1992 and 2007 (BBC 
News online 2007). The rise of the ‘gastro-pub’ has been one way in 
which pub owners have responded to this trend. There has also been a 
signifcant rise in cinema attendances in recent years, which reached a 
38-year high in the summer of 2007 (Independent 2007). 

Even more signifcant for the pub trade has been the shift towards 
drinking at home. The share of alcohol being purchased in shops and 
supermarkets has increased dramatically at the expense of pubs and 
bars. Figure 2.4 shows that the proportion of beer being sold in pubs 
and bars fell from over 90 per cent in 1975 to just 56 per cent in 2007. 

In part this refects a wider shift towards staying at home due to the 
growth of forms of home entertainment such as television, DVD players 
and video games. In recent years, however, there has been a further 
signifcant factor encouraging people to drink at home: price. 

2.3.4 Prices 
In recent decades beer prices have been rising well above the rate of 
infation and much of this has been due to increases in beer duty, which 
in the last decade alone rose from 25p a pint in 1998 to 42p a pint in 
2011 (BBPA 2011). These tax pressures are only set to intensify in the 
years ahead: the 2008 budget introduced an increase in beer duty of 
six per cent above infation and an annual two per cent above infation 
escalator up to 2013, which has now been extended up to 2015 (BBPA 
2008b). 

The main problem for the pub trade is that supermarkets and off 
licences have been able to sell their beer much more cheaply than pubs 
and bars. Since 1987 there has been a 187 percentage point increase 
in the retail price of on-trade beer, compared with just a 52 percentage 
point increase in the price of off-trade beer (BBPA 2011). 

In 2007, beer in the on-trade retailed at £4.16 per litre, compared with 
£1.75 a litre in the off-trade (Ernst and Young 2007). 

In more recent years competition has become increasingly aggressive, 
with some supermarkets able to sell alcohol at or below cost, using 
them as ‘loss leaders’ to attract customers through their doors to spend 
their money on other goods. Many licensees blame these discounts for 
the decline in the pub trade: 

‘The trade is dying a death. You can’t compete with the 
supermarkets. I was in Tesco before Christmas and they were 
selling 400ml cans of John Smiths at 15 cans for £7, 40 cans for 
under £20: that’s 45p a can. You can’t compete with that.’ 
Former licensee, Macclesfield 
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‘You can get beer for 50p a can at Tesco. This is a takeaway 
society. People tank up before they come out.’ 
Licensee, Hackney, east London 

As the economy has turned sour, it is the pubs that are suffering 
more than the shops and supermarkets: whereas on-sales fell by 
10.6 per cent in April to June 2008, off-sales fell only by 3.8 per cent 
over the same period (APPBG 2008). 
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Figure 2.4 
UK beer sales 

via the ‘on’ and 
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2.3.5 Costs 
Pub licensees have also faced rising costs. Increased materials and 
utilities prices have been passed on by the brewers in the higher 
wholesale price of beer. A shortage of malting barley and rising demand 
for bio-fuels have seen barley prices increase faster than infation. 
Packaging costs have also been driven up by rising energy prices (BBPA 
2008b). 

Licensees have seen their own operating costs increase. For example, 
licensees have had to spend increasing amounts on entertainment 
to stay competitive. A recent survey by the Association of Licensed 
Multiple Retailers (ALMR) found that their members’ third largest cost 
was entertainment. The 2003 Licensing Act abolished the ‘two in a 
bar’ rule, which had meant that no licence was required for putting on 
two live performers. In addition, many pubs rely on live football to bring 
people through the door, and Sky television fees have continued to 
increase. These are calculated on the rateable value of the pub and this 
can be disproportionately expensive for small pubs in higher-rated rural 
areas (APPBG 2008). 
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The impact of the ban on smoking in public places on the trade is 
the subject of intense debate. The ban is overwhelmingly popular 
with the general public: one year on from its introduction 76 per cent 
of the public supported it (Department of Health 2008). However, 
its introduction did place a cost burden on pubs which should be 
recognised: the ALMR found that the ban had cost their members 
on average £6,000, due largely to spending money on new outdoor 
smoking areas. 

The impact of the smoking ban on the numbers visiting pubs varies 
across the trade. 

A survey for the Publican trade paper found that 73 per cent of 
licensees supported the ban staying in place and a quarter of pubs said 
they had even attracted new customers because of the ban (Sky News 
online 2007). On the other hand ‘landlocked’ pubs without access to 
outdoor space are reported to have suffered a signifcant loss in trade, 
particularly during the winter months when people are reluctant to go 
outside for a cigarette (Observer 2008, Mintel 2008). 

Our brief analysis of why pub closure rates differ between parliamentary 
constituencies indicates that there is a weak positive correlation 
between closure rates and smoking rates in England. However, this 
may be hiding other explanatory variables: for example, it may be simply 
because smoking rates are higher in more deprived communities. This is 
a topic that requires further research. 

The introduction of a new licensing regime with the 2003 Licensing Act 
also imposed a signifcant one-off cost for pubs, given that all licensees 
had to apply for new premises licences. Under the new regime applying 
for even minor variations to premises costs signifcantly more than under 
the previous system (APPBG 2008). 

Government regulation is rightly concerned with promoting public health 
and reducing crime. However, it is worth pointing out that the regulatory 
framework currently takes no account of the differential ability of 
operators to cope with the increased cumulative costs. These costs are 
easily swallowed by the large pub chains which, incidentally, also tend to 
run the town centre bars that are most often associated with excessive 
drinking. Most community pub licensees, by contrast, are sole operators 
having to work within extremely tight margins, and the cumulative cost 
of increased regulation is much more diffcult for them to carry. 

This is not an argument for repealing these specifc examples of 
regulation: the Licensing Act provides a much more rational framework 
for managing licensed premises than that which existed before, and 
the smoking ban is overwhelmingly popular with the general public. It is 
an argument, however, for providing some compensatory support for 
community pubs through other means. 
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2.3.6 The pubcos 
One of the most fercely contested issues in the pub trade is the 
behaviour of the large pub companies or ‘pubcos’. Very many licensees 
argue that these companies are putting otherwise successful pubs out 
of business through excessively high rents and beer prices. As pubs 
have struggled in recent years, this issue has risen to the top of the 
industry agenda and has been the subject of three parliamentary select 
committee inquiries. 

The main allegation made against the pubcos is that they are charging 
their lessees too much for their beer and that this is putting tied pubs at 
a competitive disadvantage. 

Pubco lessees usually have to buy all their beer and most of their other 
drinks (in some cases all their drink) from their pubco’s price list. This 
relationship is known as the ‘beer tie’ or ‘wet rent’. The beer tie, of 
course, used to exist under the old integrated model that was restricted 
for the national brewers by the beer orders, which were revoked in the 
early 2000s. Pubco lessees argue that they are being charged much 
more for their beer than if they bought it on the free market, and that 
the pubcos have been increasing their prices well above infation in 
recent years. 

In the course of our research we were told by licensees: 

‘We were hammered by the pubco. The rent was about £40,000 
a year, add on £1,000 a month in rates, and national insurance 
contributions. As for the beer, you end up paying top dollar for 
that : £50 to £60 more than you could get it from the wholesaler.’ 
Former licensee, Macclesfield 

‘The pub companies are middle men like the Sicilian mafa. They 
charge above market rent and you have to buy everything off 
them.’ 
Licensee, estate pub, Hackney, east London 

‘I run tied and free-of-tie pubs. I can get Carling free of tie for 
£63 for an 11 gallon keg. Enterprise sells the same keg at £112. 
That’s about 60p a pint difference.’ 
Licensee, south London 

‘The pub companies get people in on a false promise. As a 
freehouse we have an advantage. Everywhere else you pay 
£2.45 for a pint. You come in here and its £2.’ 
Licensee, freehouse pub, County Durham 

‘I’m lucky. I have a guest beer provision in my lease, which means 
that I can sell a guest ale much cheaper than the beer I buy from 
the pubco list. That beer outsells the others four to one.’ 
Licensee, central London 
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The price quoted by the pubcos is not actually different from the 
wholesale price of the beer. Rather, the difference comes about because 
pubcos negotiate discounts from the breweries, the bulk of which are 
then not passed on by the pubcos to their tenants. In 2009, ALMR 
stated that tied pub lessees can pay anywhere between £60 to £110 
more per barrel (equivalent to 288 pints) than independent publicans 
(BEC 2009). The pub companies do not deny that their lessees are 
generally paying more for their beer than a free-of-tie operator, but 
they argue that this is compensated for in cheaper rent (along with 
other benefts such as business support). On the crucial question of 
rent, pubcos calculate the rent on the basis of a projection of the fair 
maintainable level of trade (FMT) a competent hypothetical untied tenant 
would be expected to achieve, which has been subject to lack of clarity. 
This projects ‘wet’ sales, food sales, room rentals and takings from 
‘amusement with prizes’ (AWP) machines. It subtracts estimated costs 
from the FMT and the rent valuation is based on a percentage of the 
remaining proft, known as the ‘divisible balance’. Typically 50 per cent 
of this divisible balance goes to the pub company. 

Contradicting the pubcos’ argument, the business and enterprise 
committee of MPs concluded that under this model a free-of-tie 
operator would still make a higher proft than a comparable tied operator 
because of the level of discounts free-of-tie operators get when they 
purchase their beer (BEC 2009). It added that it had been shown very 
little evidence that free-of-tie rents were lower than rents on tied houses. 

The fndings from the BEC report are summarised in box 2.1. 

Box 2.1: Summary of the conclusions of the business and 
enterprise committee report 2009 
Pub closures 
Although the pub companies argue that the majority of pubs that 
have recently been closed are freehouses, this is not a sound 
indication of the relative success of tied and non-tied pubs. It 
does not cover cases where individual tied lessees go out of 
business without the pub itself actually closing. 

Rental calculations 
Forty-four per cent of lessees had not been shown a breakdown 
of how their rent was calculated. The committee concluded 
that, without transparency, rental calculations are open to 
manipulation by the pubcos, in particular by systematically 
underestimating the costs for a lessee of running their pub. 
Prospective lessees have too little information about the trading 
history of the pub and comparable local rents. There are 
concerns that pubcos are profting from improvements in trade 
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brought about by investments in the business made by the 
lessee. 

The beer tie 
The committee found that the effect of the beer tie on basic 
rent is that both pubco and lessee take a lower income than if 
the tie did not exist. However, while the decrease in the lessee’s 
income is absolute, the pubco still profts from that part of the 
discount it has not passed on to the lessee. The reduction in 
rent is accompanied by a reduction in the lessee’s proft but 
an increase in the pubco’s overall revenue. The committee 
concluded: ‘If the interests of the pubcos operating a tied 
system and their lessees were truly aligned, one would expect 
that pubcos would want a system in which the combination of 
rental costs and beer costs enabled their lessees to supply beer 
at a price which was competitive with other pubs. This does not 
seem to be the case.’ 

Amusement with prizes (games machine) tie 
The committee concludes that ‘pubcos do not add suffcient 
extra value from their deals to justify their claims to 50 per cent of 
the takings from AWP machines’. 

Benefts of the pubco tied model 
Pubcos may offer a lower-cost route into the industry and the 
opportunity for a lessee to create or maintain an asset in the 
assignment value of the lease. However, the committee argued 
that there is uncertainty over the value of the asset the lessee 
is purchasing, and while freeholders face higher entry costs 
they obtain a tangible asset and have greater commercial 
freedom. Moreover the attraction of low-cost entry should not be 
overstated: a very signifcant majority of those who responded 
to the BEC survey said they were attracted by a particular pub, 
not a particular business model. The committee also found that 
still too many business development managers offer lessees 
little or no support. In 2004, the trade and industry committee 
found that, on the evidence presented to them, the immediately 
quantifable cost of the tie was usually balanced by the benefts 
available to tenants. But in 2009, MPs were not so convinced, 
citing evidence that 63 per cent of lessees did not think their 
pubco added any value. 

The future of the tie 
The committee recommended that every lessee should be 
offered the choice of being free or being tied. This would enable 
both sides to prove their competing claims. It argued that each 
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and every existing lessee should, in a phased programme, be 
offered this choice and the same choice should be offered to 
every new lessee as he or she takes on the lease. To make the 
choice fair, the process of agreeing revised rents must frst be 
improved. 

Dispute resolution 
Some form of low-cost independent procedure for dealing with 
disputes over the rate of rent is needed. 

Competition issues 
The government should ban the use of restrictive covenants 
to prevent the continued use of the premises as a pub. The 
committee also recommended that the business, innovation 
and skills secretary uses powers set out in section 159 of 
the Enterprise Act 2002 to refer supply ties in the public 
house industry to the Competition Commission for a market 
investigation. 

In 2011, IPPR conducted a survey of tied and non-tied lessees and 
found that (Muir and Gottfried 2011): 
• tied publicans are much more likely to say they are struggling 

fnancially (57 per cent of all tied publicans compared to 43 per cent 
of non-tied) 

• tied publicans also earn signifcantly less than free-of-tie operators 
where 46 per cent earn less than £15,000 per year, more than 
twice the proportion of non-tied publicans 

• tied publicans who are struggling fnancially see the beer tie as 
one of the most signifcant factors in contributing to their fnancial 
problems with 88 per cent indicating it as a contributing factor 

• many tied publicans have yet to see their pubco revised code of 
practice, and for those that have, only 17 per cent believe it will 
beneft them 

• the level of overall business churn is higher in the tied compared to 
the non-tied sector. 

Also last year, the business, innovation and skills committee reviewed 
progress since 2009, and concluded that the industry had not done 
enough to tackle the problems raised by lessees. The government has 
now said that it agrees, and that it will introduce a stronger code of 
conduct and a better arbitration system. However, there remain concerns 
that the beer tie itself, as operated by the pub companies, will continue 
to put pressure on tied lessees. 
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2.4 Summary 
Our research has found that Britain’s pubs are in trouble. Though 
the rate of closure has fallen since 2009, levels of closures are still 
historically high and the number of pubs is still falling. This is not due 
simply to the impact of the current economic downturn, the number 
of pubs across the country has been falling for decades. In part this 
is because of changing consumer tastes and lifestyles: there are 
alternative places to drink and beer is less popular. This means pubs 
have to change what it is they are offering in order to survive. Pubs are 
also under pressure from increased alcohol duties, higher operational 
costs and cut-price supermarket competition. There are real concerns 
about how the tied-lease model is affecting pubco tenants. In the next 
chapter we address why all of this matters. 
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3. WHY PUBS MATTER 

‘There is nothing which has yet been contrived by man, by which 
so much happiness is produced as by a good tavern or inn.’ 
Samuel Johnson, 1791 (Kingsnorth 2008: 21) 

‘To write of the English inn is to write of England itself … as 
familiar in the national consciousness as the oak and the ash 
and the village green and the church spire.’ 
Thomas Burke, 1930 (The English Inn, Herbert Jenkins 1947: 7) 

‘The one human corner, a centre not for beer but bonhomie; the 
one place where after dark the collective heart of the nation 
could be seen and felt, beating resolute and strong.’ 
AP Herbert, MP, on the role of the pub during the second world 
war (Jennings 2007: 209) 

The public house is more than just a retail business: it plays an important 
role at the heart of many local communities, providing a hub through 
which social networks can be maintained and extended. We have already 
shown that the pub trade is in trouble and set out a number of reasons 
for this. In this chapter, we turn to the impact of these pub closures on 
local communities, by assessing why pubs matter and explaining why 
public policy has a legitimate role in promoting and supporting them. 

3.1 Social networks 
One of the most important contributions pubs make to local community 
life is that they act as hubs for the development of social networks 
between local people. Our national opinion poll found that outside the 
home the pub scored the highest of any location as a place where 
people ‘meet and get together with others in their neighbourhood’: 
36 per cent of respondents said that pubs were important for this 
purpose, compared with 32 per cent saying other people’s houses, 
20 per cent saying local cafes and restaurants, and 15 per cent saying 
local shops (see fgure 3.1). 

Of course this was not true evenly across all groups: among men the 
pub scored higher than their own home as a site of social interaction, 
whereas among women the pub came third in importance, behind one’s 
own home and other people’s homes. However, the pub was marginally 
more important for women as a site of social interaction than local cafes 
and restaurants or local shops (fgure 3.2). The pub is more signifcant as 
a local hub for younger people as opposed to older people (fgure 3.3). 
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However, the pub scored the highest of all places outside one’s own 
home for all social classes bar one (‘C1’) and across all groups the pub 
scored higher than any institution except the home or other people’s 
homes (fgure 3.4). 

The graphs on the following pages – fgures 3.1–3.4, sourced from the 
CAMRA Tracking Omnibus Survey, January 2009 – show responses to 
the question: ‘Which three of the following places on this list would you 
say are most important to you personally to meet and get together with 
others in your neighbourhood?’ 

Local pubs support social networks in two main ways: they allow people 
to strengthen existing social networks by meeting up with friends and 
family, and they provide a place where people are able to meet new 
people and extend their networks of acquaintances (SIRC 2008). This 
role of the pub as an important setting for conversation and social 
interaction was repeatedly emphasised when we asked pub regulars 
why they visit their local pub. 

‘It’s not only the beer, it’s the conversational company and you’ll 
fnd that good pubs attract good people.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘[I come here] to meet him and her, those two rogues there, and 
Bob and Mike and Candy … and Bill and Frank. If you want to 
know why I come to a pub – one word – people.’ 
Man, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

‘It’s somewhere to have a conversation.’ 
Woman, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

‘It’s more like the old days, the 1970s and 1980s. Proper 
conversations. You don’t see any people in here with a bloody 
laptop do you? It has got wi-f, but people talk. 
Man, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

‘The essence of this pub is conversation … you’ll generally 
fnd someone in here that you know and you’ll generally fnd 
a few strangers in here that you can have a conversation with 
anyway.’ 
Man, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

Contrary to the old image of pubs as anti-family places, research 
shows that of those people who visit a pub more than once a month, 
over 50 per cent of women and over 40 per cent of men go to the 
pub with their partner. Crucially, 35 per cent go with other members of 
their family, which is especially the case for those aged 45 and over. 
Researchers concluded that: ‘the pub may be one of the few remaining 
social institutions that actively preserves the extended family and inter-
generational relationships’ (SIRC 2008: 26–27). 
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The most 

important places 
where people 
meet and get 

together in their 
neighbourhood, 

by gender 

45 

40 

35 

30 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

Total Men Women 

At my home Pubs Someone else’s home 

Local restaurants and cafes Local shops Sports centres 

Parks and play areas Local schools 

26 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

40 

50 

30 

20 

10 

0 
16–24 25–34 35–44 45–54 55–64 65+ 

At my home Pubs 

Parks and play areas Local schools 

Someone else’s home 

Local restaurants and cafes Local shops Sports centres 

40 

50 

30 

20 

10 

0 
AB C1 C2 DE 

At my home Pubs 

Parks and play areas Local schools 

Someone else’s home 

Local restaurants and cafes Local shops Sports centres 

Figure 3.3 
The most 

important places 
where people 
meet and get 

together in their 
neighbourhood, 

by age 

Figure 3.4 
The most 

important places 
where people 
meet and get 

together in their 
neighbourhood, 

by social class 

27 



IPPR  |  Pubs and places: the social value of community pubs

 
     

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

While the majority of pub-goers say they visit the pub with existing 
close friends, 28 per cent of male pub-goers and 21 per cent of female 
pub-goers say they fnd it easy to meet new people in the pub (ibid). 
This ease with which people can make new acquaintances in a pub 
environment has been found by anthropologists to be due to the low 
cost of entering ‘pub conversation’. Pub etiquette means that you can 
start a conversation with someone in the knowledge that there is no 
obligation to talk longer than you want. In pubs, particularly at the bar 
and even in the toilets, people drift in and out of conversations with 
complete strangers in a way they rarely do in other contexts, on public 
transport or at the supermarket checkout, for example (ibid). One author 
claims, not unreasonably, that ‘the bar counter in a pub is possibly the 
only site in the British Isles in which friendly conversation with strangers 
is considered entirely appropriate and normal behaviour’ (Fox 1996: 5). 

One important consequence of the pub’s role as a place where 
one’s social networks are maintained and extended is that a startling 
27 per cent of British couples say they met their current partner in a pub 
(ibid). 

Of course, we should note that not everybody goes to the pub to 
socialise, and indeed another important characteristic of pub culture is 
that if people wish to keep themselves to themselves, this is generally 
respected by other pub-goers. The pub can bring friends and family 
together but it also provides a place where people can escape from their 
work or family lives. 

‘There are some regulars in here who don’t actually talk to you 
that much, but that’s their prerogative. Not everyone likes to 
socialise, they want to be on their own … you can do what you 
like.’ 
Man, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

‘There are some people who come in here and treat it as a 
second lounge, because they don’t want to be at home on their 
own, or because they live with other people and they don’t want 
to be in their pockets all the time. It’s a second lounge, where 
they can talk to other people, but if they want to sit there quietly 
they can.’ 
Landlady, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

‘I come in here because it’s NOT a meeting place. I come here to 
avoid my neighbours, I don’t want to meet them.’ 
Man, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

Given that the pub is the most important place outside the home for 
people to meet their neighbours, the impact of pub closures on the 
quality of existing social networks can be severe. One community 
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campaigner against a pub closure in his Cambridgeshire village 
describes the impact on community life: 

‘It closed for a year. The community is 20 per cent people who 
are very private, 20 per cent people who are in and out of each 
other’s places often because they have kids, and then there’s 
60 per cent in the middle. It was that 60 per cent that died. 
Every community needs somewhere to bounce off itself. People 
meet in the pub, fnd things in common, borrow things. Village 
halls can’t do that. You can’t just drop in and relax.’ 
Community pub campaigner, Cambridgeshire village 

The role of the pub as a meeting point is of course especially important 
in villages where there is no other social centre for people to meet and 
interact: 

‘The pub is an integral part of the village, there’s only us and the 
shop. We rely heavily on a good band of regulars, it acts as a 
meeting place. If the pub wasn’t here there’d be nowhere for 
people to meet. There’s a community centre, but no one really 
uses that.’ 
Landlady, village pub, Lancashire 

This is why there have been so many campaigns to prevent village pub 
closures. In some cases it has become apparent that breweries or pub 
companies would prefer to knock a pub down and build housing on 
lucrative rural sites. In many cases local residents have successfully 
petitioned local authorities to prevent a change of planning use from 
commercial to residential use, arguing that their local pub remains 
viable, and believing it to be an important local amenity. In other cases 
local residents have felt so strongly they have actually clubbed together 
to buy their local pub. 

3.2 Economic impact 
In addition to these community benefts, community pubs add a great 
deal to local economies, and beer bought through pubs adds more 
value to local economies than beer bought through supermarkets. 

Nationally, the pub industry amounts to two per cent of national GDP 
and community pubs provide 350,000 full- or part-time jobs (APPBG 
2008). In all, the brewing and pub sector generates £28 billion of 
economic activity, compared with £20 billion by the airline sector, £18 
billion by the radio and TV sector, and £18 billion by clothes retailing 
(BBPA 2008b). 

Four out of fve jobs created through the sale and production of beer 
are in the hospitality sector (pubs, bars, clubs and restaurants) (Ernst 
and Young 2007). The UK accounts for 19 per cent of all hospitality 
jobs linked to brewing in Europe, with only Germany creating more such 
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jobs. This is largely because more beer is bought in pubs in the UK than 
in other countries, and pubs generate more jobs per litre of beer sold 
than shops and supermarkets do. In terms of employment generation, 
it makes more sense to encourage the sale of beer through pubs than 
through shops and supermarkets. As we know, the policy framework 
currently encourages exactly the opposite. 

At the local level, it is estimated that each pub injects an average 
of £80,000 into their local economy. Pubs also support small and 
regional breweries much more than shops and supermarkets do: these 
breweries sell 76 per cent of their beer through pubs. In turn these 
regional brewers add more value to the national and local economy per 
litre than the big national brewers, who are less likely to source goods 
and services locally. The regional brewers are also more labour intensive 
and generate more jobs: eight per 10,000 hectolitres of beer produced, 
compared to 3.5 for the national brewers (Ernst and Young 2007). 

Pubs make a disproportionately large contribution to the public purse: 
every pint sold in a pub raises twice as much tax as that sold through 
the off-trade (BBPA 2008b). The total level of tax raised from the sale 
of alcoholic drinks was £14.7 billion in 2007/08, which is a signifcant 
3.7 per cent of total government revenue. Added to this is the £175 
million raised through duty and VAT from fruit machines (APPBG 2008). 

3.3 Crime and disorder 
Pubs are not always associated with making a positive contribution to 
the community and we know that alcohol consumption is a signifcant 
factor in driving levels of violent crime and disorder. According to the 
2008/09 British Crime Survey (BCS), victims believed the offender(s) to 
be under the infuence of alcohol in nearly half (47 per cent) of all violent 
incidents (Walker et al 2009).2 

Before addressing the role of community pubs in this we should make two 
important qualifcations. First, let us put recent concerns about alcohol-
related crime into some historical context. Any read through pub history 
will show that cyclical moral panics about how much people are drinking 
(especially young people, working people and women) are a constant 
theme. For example, the ‘gin craze’ of the 18th century was thought to 
have led to an increase in drunkenness that disturbed the upper classes 
and far surpassed anything that has happened in recent years. By 1751 
‘one in four houses in London was a dram shop and virtually the entire 
population was semi permanently drunk’ (Haydon 1994: 55). 

Following the Duke of Wellington’s decision to liberalise the licensing 
regime and abolish beer duties in 1830, commentators and politicians 

2 We refer to British Crime Survey data here because we know that police records that say which 
crimes are alcohol related are problematic, simply because different forces record the data differently. 
For instance, one survey found that almost 30 per cent of local police forces kept no records at all of 
the extent to which crimes are alcohol related (SIRC 2002). 
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perceived there to be a rise in drunkenness and proclaimed the nation to 
be teetering on the brink of chaos: 

‘The new beer bill has begun its operation. Everybody is drunk. 
Those who are not singing are sprawling. The sovereign people 
are in a beastly state.’ 
Sydney Smith (quoted in Haydon 1994: 187–188) 

‘The words ‘licensed to be drunk on the premises’ are by the 
people interpreted as applicable to the customers as well as the 
liquor.’ 
Lord Palmerston (quoted ibid: 188) 

Moving into the 20th century, consider how familiar the following 
description of closing time on a weekend in Blackpool in the 1930s 
would sound to newspaper readers of the present day: 

‘At closing time back and front streets crowded, some people 
dancing, men and women doing foxtrots and a group of women 
trying to do a fing. Three observers independently claim that 
at least 25 per cent of the crowd are drunk … [later] along the 
promenade the air is full of beer smell, that overcomes sea smell.

 It arises from people breathing. A swirling moving mass of 
mostly drunk people, singing, playing mouth organs, groups 
dancing about. Chaps fall over and their friends pick them up 
cheerfully and unconcernedly. At one spot a young man falls 
fat on his face, his friend picks him up and puts him over his 
shoulder, and lurches away with him. Immediately a fght starts 
among four young men: the crowd simply opens up to give 
them elbow room as it fows by; some stop to look on. One of 
the fghters is knocked out cold and the others carry him to 
the back of a stall and dump him there. Back streets are not so 
densely crowded, but even more drunks. In a litter of broken 
glass and bottles a woman sits by herself being noisily sick.’ 
Mass Observation 1943: 248 

So drunkenness is nothing new and there have been times in our history 
when it has been much worse than it is today. 

Second, the link between aggression and alcohol consumption 
is not as straightforward as it is typically portrayed in the press. 
There is, of course, a biological impact from the chemical effects of 
consuming alcohol: alcohol interferes with primary cognitive ability 
by reducing a drinker’s perceptual feld. It also impairs the drinker’s 
ability to communicate and opens the way to misunderstandings 
and misinterpretations (Marsh and Fox Kibby 1992). But cognitive 
impairment alone does not lead to violence. Most people who drink 
alcohol do not become aggressive and are perfectly capable of 
combining a few drinks with civilised behaviour. Indeed, in many 
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other cultures drinking is more often associated with friendliness and 
gregariousness than aggression (ibid). There are therefore cultural and 
situational factors that must be accounted for in explaining why some 
people in some contexts become violent and aggressive when drinking 
(ibid, MCM Research 1990). 

Nevertheless, even with these qualifcations, it is clear from the BCS data 
that alcohol is a key driver behind violent crime in the UK, and not just 
street crime, but domestic violence as well. The question that concerns 
us here is how much of this crime can be attributed to community pubs. 

Clearly problems occur in pubs as a result of alcohol consumption. And 
yet one study found that the majority of pubs experience less than one 
or two fghts per year. Those experiencing regular trouble (a fght at least 
once a week) represented just 8 per cent of all pubs surveyed. Seventy-
fve per cent of these incidents involved the pub manager, largely 
because they have to control behaviour and enforce the rules within 
the pub, such as by refusing to serve someone or asking them to leave 
(MCM Research 1990). 

In our opinion poll, we asked people to specify which of a number of 
activities they had been involved in or observed in their local pub in the 
last six months (see fgure 3.5): 65 per cent of people said they had 
spent time with friends and family, 23 per cent said they had made new 
friends, 19 per cent had mixed with people they would not normally 
mix with and only 6 per cent said a crime or some form of anti-social 
behaviour had taken place. It is clear that violence takes place rarely and 
in a small minority of pubs. 

Crucially, poor management style has been found to account for 40 per 
cent of the difference between pubs in terms of the level of violence. The 
next most signifcant factor in explaining why fghts occur in some pubs 
and not others is the length of time the manager had been in place: well-
trained managers who are in place for longer can reduce signifcantly the 
amount of trouble found in pubs (MCM Research 1990). It is also important 
to note that no such informal social control exists outside of the pub 
setting; in other words, whereas responsible drinking can be incentivised, 
encouraged and ultimately enforced in a pub, there is no such control with 
alcohol bought in the supermarket and consumed at home or on the street. 

It is also clear that the community pubs that are the focus of this 
research are generally not those experiencing problems of excessive 
drinking, related violence and disorder. Although there are no national 
fgures to show the proportion of crime taking place in different parts of 
towns and cities, local data and police evidence show that the vast bulk 
of alcohol-related disorder takes place in town and city centres on a 
Friday and Saturday night (Marsh and Fox Kibby 1992). 
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Figure 3.5 
Activities taken 

part in and 
witnessed in the 
pub people visit 

most often in the 
last six months 

Responses to the question ‘Thinking now about the pub you visit most often, which of the following, if 
any, have happened in that pub while you were there over the last six months?’ (base: All who visit a pub) 
Source: CAMRA Tracking Omnibus Survey, January 2009 

3.4 Community cohesion 
‘Community cohesion’ has become a key public policy buzzword. 
Essentially, this refers to the effort to promote good relations between 
people from different walks of life. Our opinion poll found that pubs 
are perceived to be the most important social institution for promoting 
interactions between people from different backgrounds at the local level 
(see fgure 3.6). When asked where in the last six months they had mixed 
socially with people from a different background to their own, the pub was 
the most chosen location with 36 per cent, followed by the home at 26 per 
cent, work and college at 26 per cent, and the local shops at 22 per cent. 

This was true of people of all social classes, and in so far as we can 
interpret this as referring to class among other identities, this supports 
the longstanding view that the pub is a great social leveller (SIRC 2008, 
Fox 1996). 

33 



IPPR  |  Pubs and places: the social value of community pubs

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
   

 

  
 
 
 
 
 

At
 a

 p
ub

At
 w

or
k,

 s
ch

oo
l o

r c
ol

le
ge

At
 th

e 
sh

op
s

es
ta

ur
an

t

At
 p

la
ce

 o
f w

or
sh

ipes
 

ou
nd

s 

ec
he

,

At
 m

y 
ho

m
e 

or
 s

om
eo

ne
 

s 
ho

m
e

nu
rs

er
y 

or
 s

ch
oo

l 

At
 s

po
rts

 c
en

tr

s 
cr

At
 lo

ca
l p

ar
ks

 o
r p

la
yg

r
At

 y
ou

r c
hi

ld
’

el
se

’

At
 a

 c
af

e 
or

 r

Figure 3.6 
Places where 

people mix 
socially with 
people from 

a different 
background 
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Responses to the question: ‘Which three of the following places on this list would you say are most 
important to you personally to meet and get together with others in your neighbourhood?’ 
Source: CAMRA Tracking Omnibus Survey, January 2009 

Indeed, our interviewees stressed the importance of the egalitarian 
character of pubs: 

‘You can be a prince or a pauper when you come in here and 
they talk to you at the same level.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘It wouldn’t matter if you had tuppence or two thousand pounds, 
you’d be treated the same, at that level bar.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘You get a great cross-section of people in here, from girls in 
jodhpurs to men in suits. That’s a how a pub should be: it’s 
classless.’ 
Landlord, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

Of course, the pub-going population is not representative of society as a 
whole. Historically, pubs have been heavily dominated by males and to 
some extent remain so: even though female attendance in pubs is much 
higher than in the past, men still make up the bulk of the ‘regular’ pub 
crowd: according to our research, whereas 34 per cent of men overall 
attend a pub once a week or more, just 12 per cent of women do (fgure 
3.7). Very few women say they would be happy going to a pub on their 
own, which contrasts markedly with men’s attitudes (SIRC 2008). 
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Figure 3.7 
Pub attendance, 

by gender 
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Total Male Female 

Once a week or more Two or three times a month 

Once a month Less than once a month Never 

Responses to the question: ‘How often do you visit the pub?’ 
Source: CAMRA Tracking Omnibus Survey, January 2009 

As well as showing a gender imbalance, pubs tend to attract younger 
and middle-aged people much more than older people: fgure 3.8 shows 
that whereas 73 per cent of respondents to our survey said they had 
ever attended a pub, only 57 per cent of the over-65s did. 
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Responses to the question: ‘How often do you visit the pub?’ 
Source: CAMRA Tracking Omnibus Survey, January 2009 

Figure 3.8 
Pub attendance, 

by age 

35 



IPPR  |  Pubs and places: the social value of community pubs

 
 

   
   

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
Figure 3.9 

Pub attendance, 
by social class 

In contrast to the image of the pub as a working-class institution, in so 
far as there is a social class bias to pub attendance it is today the other 
way around: whereas 85 per cent of professionals said they had ever 
attended a pub, the level falls to 63 per cent among the lowest earning 
‘DE’ occupational class (fgure 3.9). The fgures are not broken down by 
religion, but of course one can expect that pub-going is virtually non-
existent among some faith communities. 
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Once a week or more Two or three times a month 

Once a month Less than once a month Never 

Responses to the question: ‘How often do you visit the pub?’ 
Source: CAMRA Tracking Omnibus Survey, January 2009 

So, pubs are an important local institution for social mixing, but some 
groups still go to pubs more frequently than do others. 

3.5 Community and civic participation 
Pubs are, of course, primarily places for relaxation and leisure. 
Most of the organised activities in pubs tend to be oriented towards 
entertainment such as pub quizzes, darts competitions and pool leagues. 

Pubs have also long been associated with politics: in the 18th century, 
working men’s clubs, unions and Jacobite clubs made pubs their 
meeting places. The radical London Corresponding Society frst met in 
the Bell, Exeter Street in 1791, beginning a long-standing association 
between the labour movement and the public house. At around the same 
time the Tory October Club used to meet in the Bell on King Street and 
rival Tory and Whig ale houses were set up in opposition to each other. 

Pubs also host community-oriented events and activities that add 
considerably to local civic life, and have done so for many decades. 
Mass Observation noted in its path-breaking study of pub life in Bolton 
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in the 1930s that ‘amongst pub-goers, groups exist whose activities 
though they are not directly connected with drinking play a considerable 
role in the life of pubs’. These included secret societies (such as the 
curiously named Ancient Noble Order of United Oddfellows and the 
Royal and Antediluvian Order of Buffaloes), savings clubs and trade 
unions (Mass Observation 1943). 

Today, pubs continue to provide rooms for local charities and voluntary 
groups to hold their meetings in, and particularly in local villages, pubs 
often provide the only community meeting space, outside the church. 
One landlady set out for us the wide range of civic and community 
activity that takes place in her pub, ranging from discussion of local 
issues to the organisation of charitable events: 

‘They’ll discuss local issues … there’s a lot of discussion recently 
about the widening of the M25 which is a big issue locally, 
mobile phone masts going up, that kind of discussion of local 
issues and those things that affect people as local residents.

 We’ve just taken over the Neighbourhood Watch because we 
do hear gossip intrinsically, events that are going on, we are 
a conduit for information whether it’s to and from, whether it’s 
from the police, the local neighbourhood, local residents.

 Advertising local events. There’s a local choral group who meet 
here. There are events on in the local churches and we keep 
programmes for local theatres and cinemas so people can fnd 
out what’s going on. We have collection boxes and so on to raise 
money especially for local charities. We get phone calls literally 
once or twice a week saying can you do this, that or the other.’ 
Landlady, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

Another told us: 

‘We do a lot of work with the local church. You hear a lot of bad 
things about pubs in the papers – corruption of the young and so 
on – but pubs are about community. The vicar works behind the 
bar once a year. We have sponsored walks and a music festival.’ 
Landlord, rural pub, Gloucestershire 

It is estimated that the average pub raises around £3,000 a year for 
charitable causes, although this is probably below the average for 
community pubs. Punch Taverns has calculated that its pubs raise 
an average of £3,369 a year each for charity, which amounts to £120 
million each year (APPBG 2008). 

3.6 Public services 
In rural areas in particular, community pubs are becoming the host for 
a range of important public services on which local residents depend. 
At the more informal end the regular pub community can provide an 
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important network of social support, with people able to borrow things 
from one another, look out for one another, and even get advice and 
counselling over a quiet beer: 

‘There’s a bloke who comes into this pub who is 87 years old. 
He’s been drinking in this pub since Bobby’s dad ran the pub 
(pre-war). He comes down on his little scooter thing. If Wendy 
or Bob don’t see him, or if any of the drinking community don’t 
hear from him, someone will always be monitoring where he is.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘We’re all customers; they’ve got a business to run. But we ain’t 
just customers, we’re friends. If I needed something, he’d help 
me out. Wendy I’ll confde things to. That’s what makes a pub.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘We do community activities of various kinds. There was a village 
newsletter sponsored by Help the Aged which we produce now. 
We provide an inter-village post: people bring their Christmas 
cards down here and people can pick them up. We have a 
notice board for people to advertise their trade. We keep stuff 
for the neighbours when they are not in. We do a discounted 
meal for the OAPs on a Thursday.’ 
Landlord, village pub, Essex 

Pubs also act as places where people can fnd out about local trade 
and where business takes place: 

‘The other thing is for local tradesmen and business people, they 
connect with each other, there’s a lot of discussion of business 
issues. And when people are looking for tradesmen, quite often 
we get asked, do you know, can you recommend a such and 
such? Between us and between the customers themselves.’ 
Landlady, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

‘It’s actually a bit of a business centre as well. There are people 
who are in here who can get linked with a job or buying a 
property, you can interact in that way.’ 
Man, inner city pub, Hackney, east London 

More formally, a number of pubs, particularly in rural areas, are 
delivering important public services, such as running the local shop, 
taking over a threatened local post offce or providing access to 
broadband internet. The Pub is the Hub scheme is a volunteer-run 
organisation that for the last seven years has encouraged rural pubs to 
diversify, such as through co-locating services, and supports hundreds 
of such schemes around the country (see box 3.1). These can help 
preserve vital local amenities, but also tend to increase footfall through 
the pub and help keep it viable. 
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‘We’ve run the post offce from a spare room for the last six or 
seven years. We were spared the axe. It’s separate from the pub 
and is generally used by the older people. Financially, we don’t 
depend on it. But it’s there if we needed it.’ 
Landlord, village pub, County Durham 

‘It’s the main meeting place; we’re a small village, everyone 
knows each other. The younger ones come in to use the 
computer because we don’t get good broadband up here.’ 
Landlady, village pub, Yorkshire Dales 

While diversifcation is important, one licensee insisted that a pub 
should always remember that its primary purpose is to facilitate social 
drinking: 

‘Basically, people just want to come in and have a drink – it is a 
centre for the community – but you don’t want to have to trip 
over post offces and bike repair works to get into the pub. It’s 
still important for a pub to be a pub.’ 
Landlord, village pub, Gloucester 

Box 3.1: The Pub is the Hub scheme 
Pub is the Hub was set up in 2001 through Business in the 
Community’s Rural Action Programme (launched by HRH the 
Prince of Wales). It encourages breweries, pub owners, licensees 
and local communities to work together to help retain and 
enhance rural services in isolated rural areas and support rural 
pubs. It does this by fnding ways in which pubs can diversify 
their offer and increase their social and community role. 

There are additional services that can be provided through village 
pubs. 

• Better provision of food and drink: This is the core skill of 
the licensee and their staff. Sometimes simply changing the 
offering and the style of food and drink can turn around the 
viability of the pub. 

• Additional retail uses: Many post offces and village 
stores have closed. Pub is the Hub has strong working 
relationships with the Post Offce and Spar Convenience 
Stores to help to provide additional outlets for their goods 
and services. 

• Additional facilities: There are many ways to improve the 
usage and viability of pubs. 
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Examples include: 
– Church services 
– Parish/local club and society meeting place 
– Local pensioner meal support operation 
– Pharmacy collection point 
– Dry cleaning, laundry deposit and collection point 
– Provision of a crèche facility 
– Delivery point for goods bought online 
– Fitness/small gym facility 
– Art and craft gallery 
– Outlet for farm produce or other locally produced goods. 

Source: http://www.pubisthehub.org.uk 

3.7 Cultural value 
Pubs – or at least pubs with certain kinds of characteristics – are felt by 
many people to have a cultural as well as a practical community value. 
This is because the traditional community pub is felt to offer certain 
things that are becoming rare in a society being shaped by global 
commercial pressures. 

Running through much writing about pubs are the twin themes of nation-
al identity and loss: the idea that a traditional British institution is under 
threat. Refections on the state of the British pub combine a peculiar but 
culturally resonant mix of small ‘c’ conservatism (the preference for tradi-
tion and continuity, and an opposition to ‘modernisation’) and anti-capi-
talism (an opposition to the ‘McDonaldisation’ of the pub, the rise of the 
big chains, associated with globalisation and big commercial interests) 
(see, for example, Hutt 1973, Boston 1975 and Kingsnorth 2008). 

Related themes emerged strongly in our three focus groups held with 
pub regulars. It must be said at the outset that these focus groups took 
place in fairly traditional community pubs and the participants were 
mostly middle-aged and male. Therefore, their views cannot be taken as 
representative of the pub-going population as a whole, never mind those 
people who do not visit pubs regularly. However, the strength of feeling 
expressed in these groups about the loss of the traditional pub was 
striking and is worthy of refection in this report. 

First, these pub-goers clearly felt that their pubs offered something 
traditional: a continuity with and a connection to the past that has value 
and is felt to be under threat more widely. These participants felt that too 
many pubs were being ‘modernised’ by breweries and pub companies, 
making them too similar to each other. 
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‘I grew up in the 1970s and 1980s and I still think this holds a 
tradition of being a friendly, down to earth sort of pub, none of 
this unfriendly bar staff, minimalist décor and chemical beer.’ 
Man, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

‘It’s an organic, battle train of a place … the foor will be done 
eventually. In another ffty years.’ 

‘And as long as we can keep the property developers away.’ 
Two men, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

‘It’s a bit of a ’50s throwback … which means that it hasn’t been 
contaminated by the thinking of the brewers and their stupid 
idiotic interior designers and bloody marketing arseholes.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘It hasn’t been ‘improved’.’ 
Woman, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

‘It’s still old England, with old-fashioned values and old-
fashioned quality.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

This traditional quality also lends the pub an authenticity that these 
participants valued. The traditional community pub has developed 
from the bottom up, as opposed to being designed by people with no 
connection to the local area beyond a commercial interest in the local 
drinks market. 

We know that commercial motives tend to drive towards 
standardisation, as we have seen with the rise of so-called ‘clone towns’ 
(NEF 2006). Whatever its causes, it is a trend that the pub regulars we 
spoke to did not like. 

‘Most of the pubs that I go to have something slightly unusual 
about them, slightly quirky, might be for the beer or there’s a 
pub down the road where the landlord is a real character and he 
does good beer as well, and another one that does good food. 
But there’s a fourth pub that I used to drink in – a Young’s pub 
– it was interesting, the landlord had been there forever, a little 
bit tatty, a little bit of a boozer. They went in there and got rid of 
the landlord. Made the place over with sofas and laminate foors 
and music and they’ve just taken the ‘right, this is what we’re 
going to do to all our pubs’, apply the marketing model that 
comes out of headquarters. And you go down any high street 
and they’re all the same, we’re just destroying the uniqueness. 
That’s just symptomatic of our country: ‘giving people what they 
want’.’ 
Man, rural pub, Hertfordshire 
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‘They’re stripping things of character.’ 
Man, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

‘Wetherspoons try very hard to be accommodating and all that, 
but it just don’t work. It’s like drinking in a bloody McDonalds or 
something.’ 
Man, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

An important driver behind this sense of authenticity is the fact that the 
licensees of all three of these pubs were local people, who owned the 
pub independently. 

‘[I like the pub because it is] owned by the people who live here, 
who live above it.’ 
Man, village pub Cambridgeshire 

Three men in the inner-city pub in Hackney told us they liked the fact 
that the pub is: ‘independent’; free from ‘corporate fucking strategists’ 
and ‘brewery-stroke-hotel management companies’, and the fact that 
‘the gov’s in charge’. 

One further connected theme that emerged from the focus groups was 
the idea that the pub represented one last shelter from the changes of 
the modern world. The traditional community pub is seen as a bastion, a 
last redoubt: 

‘People do like the older feel to a pub anyway. If it was all 
metallic and glass model bar, that’s not what we want. This is a 
bastion, and we want to keep it.’ 
Man, inner-city pub, Hackney, east London 

‘This pub from a local point of view is the last bastion.’ 
Man, village pub, Cambridgeshire 

This importance of the pub as representing something authentic and 
traditional runs alongside a hostility among drinkers of real ale3 to 
the standardisation and ‘gassing up’ of beer and the loss of regional 
breweries. For example: 

‘There’s a conspiracy of the big breweries to ensure consistency: 
if you take a pint of beer and it’s delicious, then put gas in it and 
it’ll ruin it … Years ago you could go into a pub and if you see a 
pump at the bar, you were virtually guaranteed a decent pint of 
beer. But not any more. I’ve walked out of pubs when I’ve seen 
this white rise of disappointment rise up. I’m not drinking that, I 
won’t accept it.’ 
Man, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

3 This term was coined by CAMRA in the early 1970s to differentiate between the big brewers’ 
processed beers and beers brewed using traditional ingredients and left to mature in the cask from 
which they are served in the pub through a process called secondary fermentation. 
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One response to these concerns is to say that many people choose to 
drink in chain pubs, wine bars and gastro-pubs with modern interiors. 
If traditional pubs are in decline, this is because people are not drinking 
in them. However, the focus groups make clear that there is value in 
having diversity in our drinking places. There is clearly a constituency for 
a certain type of traditional pub, one rooted in the community through 
the licensee, with its own organic design and décor, independently 
owned, retaining important inherited characteristics from its past. The 
combination of the ownership of the majority of pubs by a handful of 
large pub companies alongside the commercial pressures to achieve 
high-volume sales through standardisation mean that a signifcant group 
of consumers risk losing something that they value and that is important 
for their quality of life. 

3.8 Summary 
This chapter has shown that pubs matter to our communities in 
various ways. They act as hubs through which local social networks 
can be strengthened and expanded. Pubs generate more jobs and 
more government revenue per litre of beer than beer sold in shops and 
supermarkets. While town centre bars and a small minority of badly run 
pubs can cause problems of alcohol-related disorder, the vast majority 
cause no such problems. If anything, it is preferable that people should 
drink in the controlled environment provided by a pub. While they remain 
biased towards men, younger people and people with higher disposable 
incomes, pubs are nevertheless an important local social institution 
for encouraging people to mix with others from different backgrounds 
to their own. They enrich local civic life by hosting meetings of local 
clubs and associations, and promoting local charities and events. They 
provide directly a range of local public services, from the informal social 
support to members of the drinking community, to the provision of post 
offces and village shops in rural areas. Community pubs of a certain 
type also have a cultural value: they represent something authentic and 
traditional in the face of powerful commercial and market pressures 
towards standardisation and ‘clone pubs’. 

So, we have shown that pubs matter. The next chapter goes one step 
further and seeks to quantify through a ‘social return on investment’ 
methodology the wider social impact of a sample of fve community 
pubs. 
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 4. MEASURING THE SOCIAL 
VALUE OF COMMUNITY PUBS 

This book has argued that pubs can have a positive impact on the 
communities they serve. Chapter 3 presented evidence from national 
surveys and focus groups showing that pubs can bring communities 
together, strengthen social networks, and provide a number of essential 
services. Pubs, therefore, do not just have an economic value, they also 
have a social value to their surrounding areas. 

The social value of pubs is often overlooked by policymakers. This is 
because offcial statistics only include benefts that can be captured in 
fnancial terms, such as the number of people employed by a pub, or 
the taxes it generates. Many important social benefts are missed out 
because they cannot be quantifed in this way. 

The problem of capturing benefts that can’t be expressed in fnancial 
terms is common to many policy areas. For example it is hard to 
quantify the beneft of an improved environment, or of stronger 
community cohesion. In response to this challenge, a new methodology 
has been developed to try and capture the ‘non-fnancial’ value of an 
activity or business. The methodology is known as ‘social return on 
investment’ (SROI), and it enables people to assess the impact of an 
activity in a more complete way. 

SROI is therefore a useful tool for measuring the social value of 
community pubs. It can help us identify which pubs have a positive 
(or negative) impact on their communities, and to establish the size of 
that beneft. IPPR tested the methodology on fve community pubs in 
different parts of England and Wales. The aim was to test how SROI can 
be applied to the pub trade, and provide a tool for any communities that 
wish to replicate the analysis for their own pubs. This chapter explains 
how to conduct an SROI analysis, and provides a worked example 
for the Land of Liberty, a pub in Hertfordshire. It then summarises the 
fndings of SROI analysis for four other pubs. 

4.1 About SROI 
SROI is a way of understanding, measuring and reporting the social, 
economic and environmental value that is created by an organisation. It 
enables us to quantify the social costs and benefts of an organisation 
and express them in monetary terms, even if they don’t actually have a 
price tag attached to them in real life. 
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SROI was pioneered originally by the Roberts Enterprise Development 
Fund, a San Francisco-based venture philanthropy fund. It has since 
been taken up internationally and has been developed in the UK by the 
New Economics Foundation (NEF 2007). In 2009 the Cabinet Offce 
published a guide to SROI and called for not-for-proft organisations to 
use it to demonstrate their impact (Cabinet Offce 2009). It is becoming 
an established methodology for calculating the full environmental, social 
and economic value being generated by an organisation. The following 
sections provide a guide for completing an SROI analysis for a pub.4 

4.2 Stage 1: Map the impact of the pub 
The frst step is to scope out the impact the pub is believed to have 
on the local community. This will help decide which things we want to 
measure. It will require speaking to the landlord and local residents to 
understand how the pub affects its local community. When mapping the 
impact of a pub you should try to answer the questions below. 
• Who is affected by the pub? This might include the customers, 

the landlord, the wider residential community and local community 
groups. We call these the ‘stakeholders’. 

• What activities taking place at the pub affect the stakeholders? This 
will include obvious things such as social events and pub sports 
teams. It will also include less tangible things such as people using 
the pub as a place to pass on information about local events and 
services. We call these the ‘activities’. 

• What was the result of these activities? Remember to include both 
the positive and negative outcomes of an activity. So for example 
a social event at the pub might help to extend people’s social 
networks and enhance community cohesion. However it might 
also generate noise that disturbs neighbours. We call these the 
‘outcomes’. 

When mapping the impact of the pub it is important to set the 
parameters for the study. This will help decide what is in scope for the 
analysis. For example you may decide you are only interested in the 
social impact of the pub, or alternatively you may only want to include its 
economic impact on the area. 

Worked example: Land of Liberty, Hertfordshire 
The Land of Liberty, Peace and Plenty is a pub in south west 
Hertfordshire. It serves a nearby village and has about 200 regular 
customers. The following SROI analysis only includes the social impact 
the Land of Liberty has on its community. This is because the focus of 
this report is on the social value of pubs. Of course the pub also has an 
important impact on the local economy and environment: for example, 
by employing staff and buying goods from local businesses. However 
these were beyond the parameters of our research project. 

4 The SROI methodology described in this chapter was adapted from Cabinet Offce 2009. 
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Table 4.1 
Impact map for 
Land of Liberty, 

Hertfordshire 

The frst stage of the analysis involved spending a morning in the Land 
of Liberty to interview the landlord and witness the work of the pub. 
We also developed a questionnaire for the landlord to complete that 
required her to survey her regulars. Using this information – as well as 
the research presented earlier in this book – we were able to develop 
the impact map below. 

Stakeholders Activities Outcomes 

Customers Play board games Strengthened friendship; fun 

Play darts Strengthened friendship; improved 
darts skills; fun 

Play boules Strengthened friendship; improved 
boules skills; fun 

Raise money for charity through 
raffes, book sales, sponsored events 

Increased resources for charity work 

Use free wireless computer network Improved access to information and 
communications 

Made new friends Improved wellbeing; strengthened 
community ties; reduced risk of social 
isolation 

Regular informal social contact Reduced risk of social isolation; 
strengthened community ties 

Took part in quizzes Improved general knowledge; fun 

Brewery tour Strengthened community ties; fun; 
improved knowledge about local 
businesses and products 

Monthly book group Improved knowledge of literature; fun 

Monthly flm group Improved knowledge of flm; fun 

Use cash-back service Improved access to banking services 

Receive lifts home from landlord Reduced drink driving; safer transport 

Drink-related health problems, 
ambulance call-out 

Pressure on ambulance services; poor 
health 

Local residents Scout and church groups use pub for More active community groups 
meetings 

Morris dancing performance Strengthened community ties; 
entertainment; strengthened local 
traditions 

Neighbourhood Watch coordinated Reduced fear of crime 
by pub 

Flyers and posters advertising local Access to information about local 
events, businesses and services events, businesses and services 
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People gain work or practical help as A better fow of information about 
a result of conversations in the pub local businesses, services and 
(eg gardening, roofng, mechanic, informal help 
graphic design, IT support, career 
advice, borrowing camera) 

Motor show Strengthened community; pride at 
displaying cars 

Local 
businesses and 
organisations 

Use pub car park for secure parking 

Display fyers and posters in pub 

Use pub car park for large church 
services 

Customers and landlord help 
researching local history for village 
play 

Local businesses share information 
about ‘problem customers’ 

Peace of mind, reduced fear of crime 

A better fow of information about 
local events, businesses and services. 

Reduced risk of accidents from 
on-street parking; easier access to 
church 

Improved knowledge about local area 

A better fow of information about 
local business issues; reduced risk of 
‘problem customers’ in pub 

Commuters Commuters use pub like a service 
station (eg for toilets, baby changing, 
baby feeding) 

Improved convenience for basic 
services 

Drivers risk hitting pedestrians walking 
to pub (no pavement and blind corner) 

Increased risk of traffc accidents and 
injury 

Black text = positive impact; orange text = negative impact 

4.3 Stage 2: Check for double counting, 
deadweight, marginal outcomes, and drop-off 
When conducting SROI analysis, we need to be sure that we do not 
magnify the impact that a pub has. There are three things to be wary of: 
• Double counting: It is possible that some outcomes are listed 

twice, because they accrue to more than one stakeholder. It is 
important not to count the value of the same outcome twice. 

• Deadweight and attribution: It is possible that some outcomes 
would have occurred without the pub being there. It could be that 
the outcomes were not the result of anything the pub did; or the 
activities could have taken place somewhere other than the pub. 

• Marginal outcomes: There may be some outcomes that are simply 
too small to be worth collecting data on. It would be too time-
consuming to take these marginal outcomes into account. 
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In some SROI analyses it is also important to think about how long an 
outcome will last. It may be that an activity can have an impact that lasts 
for several years, and you want to be sure to capture its full beneft. For 
example an early years centre might set children on a different path in 
life, and have an impact on a child that lasts for 10–15 years. Of course 
the impact of that activity will decline over time, as other things begin to 
play a more important role. We call this ‘drop-off’. On the other hand, 
many activities will only produce benefts each time they happen. 

The second stage of SROI involves going through the impact map and 
removing any outcomes that could lead to double counting, deadweight 
or marginal outcomes. It also involves identifying the duration of each 
beneft and when that beneft will cease. 

Worked example: Land of Liberty, Hertfordshire 
In our worked example, one case of double counting was identifed. 
• The outcome ‘improved access to information about local events, 

businesses and services’ – which was a result of fyers and posters 
being displayed in the pub – was counted for both ‘local residents’ 
and ‘local businesses and organisations’. This outcome should only 
be counted once. 

Four cases of deadweight and attribution were also identifed. 
• The use of a wireless computer network by pub customers. Given 

the rapid expansion of internet access to homes and mobile 
phones, it was not clear that the pub was solely responsible for this 
outcome: it would probably have happened without them offering 
wireless computer network access. 

• The risk of drivers hitting pedestrians on the road. The risk of cars 
hitting pedestrians is not solely the result of customers walking to 
the pub. It is not possible to attribute this to the pub. 

• Local community groups using the pub for meetings. It was 
assumed that these groups could have used other venues (for 
example, the church or scout hall) for their meetings. We therefore 
assume the value these groups place on meeting in the pub is the 
additional money they are prepared to spend in order to meet in the 
pub, instead of their own venues. 

• The activity ‘regular informal social contact’ was linked to the 
outcome ‘reduced risk of social isolation’. This outcome could not 
only be attributed to the work of the pub, as many customers could 
get social contact in other settings such as their workplace, cafes, 
homes etc. We therefore only count this outcome for customers 
who say they would have nowhere else to socialise if the pub 
closed. 

These changes to the impact map are taken into account in table 4.2 
below. 
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4.4 Stage 3: Identify indicators 
Indicators are ways of knowing whether change has happened. After 
completing the impact map, we need to choose indicators that will 
enable us to measure the outcomes. This will help us to quantify the 
impact a pub has. For example, an indicator of whether a pub has 
contributed to extended social networks might be the percentage of 
pub-goers who said that they had made a new friend in the pub. In 
another example, an indicator of whether a pub has helped people 
exercise and have fun might be the number of people playing in the pub 
sports team. 

At this stage, it is necessary to collect data for a consistent period of 
time. For the pubs in this study, indicators were collected for the 12 
months before the SROI was calculated. We are therefore measuring the 
social value each pub had on its community over the course of one year. 

Worked example: Land of Liberty, Hertfordshire 
A number of indicators were chosen to help measure the outcomes 
identifed in table 4.1 above. A questionnaire completed by the landlord, 
which also required her to survey her regular customers, was used to 
collect the data for each indicator. This data is presented in table 4.2 
below. 

4.5 Stage 4: Putting a value on the outcomes 
The fnal stage of analysis is to attach a fnancial value to each outcome. 
This involves assigning a monetary value to things that do not have a 
market price. 

The process of ‘valuation’ happens in markets everyday, as people 
establish how much value they attach to a good and therefore how 
much they are prepared to pay for it. So, for example, if you are selling 
a house you have to come to an agreement about what it is worth with 
a potential buyer. The challenge in SROI is to extend this process to 
goods that don’t traditionally get traded and therefore don’t have prices 
attached to them. So, for example, we need to fnd a way of attaching a 
fnancial value to goods such as stronger communities and better fows 
of information. The way this is done is to assign a ‘proxy’ or ‘equivalent’ 
value to each outcome. There are a number of ways to calculate 
proxies, outlined below. 
• How much would it cost somebody to recreate an outcome if they 

had to pay for it themselves? For example, how much would it cost 
somebody to recreate the fun of playing darts? 

• How much do people spend on similar types of activities? This 
gives an indication of the value people place on them. For example, 
how much do people spend on ‘better health’? 

• How much would people be willing to pay in order to achieve one 
of the outcomes? 

49 



IPPR  |  Pubs and places: the social value of community pubs

  

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

• What are the cost savings that result from an activity? For example, 
reduced social isolation can reduce mental health costs. 

These proxies do not mean that the outcomes have some kind of actual 
monetary worth. They merely help illustrate the overall impact of the pub 
by putting all of the outcomes into the same unit of analysis: money. It is 
important to report exactly which proxies you use and where you found 
the data for them, so that people can see clearly how you calculated the 
pub’s impact. 

Once the proxies have been identifed, all that remains is to calculate 
the value of each outcome and then add them together to fnd the total 
social impact of the pub. It is important to remember to subtract any 
negative outcomes from the total. 

In some forms of SROI, the total value of the outcomes is compared 
with the inputs in order to calculate the overall return on investment. 
However, as this study was only concerned with an isolated number of 
outcomes over a short period of time, our analysis focuses on the total 
value of the outcomes alone. It was not possible to identify how much 
was invested specifcally for these outcomes over this period of time. 

Worked example: Land of Liberty, Hertfordshire 
Proxies were identifed for each of the outcomes listed in our impact 
map. Some of these were easy to identify, for example the amount of 
money raised for charity already had a fnancial value attached to it. 
Others were more complicated, for example the reduced risk of social 
isolation required reading academic research into the benefts of social 
contact for people’s mental health. The majority of proxy values in our 
worked example were calculated using the price people are prepared to 
pay for recreating an equivalent outcome. 

Table 4.2 shows that in the 12 months preceding our analysis, the 
Land of Liberty generated just over £59,200 worth of social value for its 
surrounding community. 

Facing page 
Table 4.2 

SROI for Land 
of Liberty, 

Hertfordshire 
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4.6 Limitations 
When testing the SROI methodology on fve case study pubs, a number 
of limitations with the methodology became clear. The biggest limitation 
was that it was hard to calculate the negative impact pubs have. By 
only speaking to pub landlords and customers, we were unlikely to hear 
from people who have been impacted negatively by a pub. For example 
we could not capture if regular drinking in the pub had put a strain on 
family life. These costs tend to be hidden from view. Nevertheless some 
landlords were open about potential negative impacts, such as the 
need to call an ambulance for a drunken customer, receiving an offcial 
noise complaint, and causing congestion when customers parked on 
the road. Where possible, we recommend future SROI analyses should 
interview members of the local community that do not visit the pub in an 
attempt to get a more rounded picture. 

On the other side of the coin, it is likely that we didn’t capture the full 
positive impacts of each pub either. For example we did not count 
people hosting celebrations (such as wedding receptions) as a social 
impact, because it was assumed these celebrations would have been 
held elsewhere if the pub was not present. However it is possible to 
argue that having a public place to celebrate life events is important to 
communities. 

A second limitation with the methodology was that it is time-consuming. 
It required the landlord to survey customers in order to fnd how the 
pub had impacted on them, for example asking them if they had made 
new friends at the pub. It also required the landlord to complete a 
questionnaire quantifying how many people took part in pub activities. 
Some of the landlords we spoke to did not usually record this information 
and could not dedicate the time to complete it. Where possible, we 
recommend future SROI analyses remove some of the burden on 
landlords by visiting the pub and collecting the information directly. 

A third limitation concerns the theory behind SROI: using proxies to 
give social goods a monetary value. SROI proved useful for capturing 
the exact mechanisms through which pubs can infuence their 
communities and for quantifying them in a way that everyone can 
understand. However there is a danger that this information is used to 
spread a market logic into the area of social and community impact. 
It is important to remember that the point of these case studies is to 
illustrate that pubs have a wider beneft than the amount of proft they 
generate. They should not be used to start valuing or trading social 
goods in market terms. 

4.7 Case studies 
In order to test the SROI methodology, we analysed the social impact 
of fve community pubs in different parts of the country: Hertfordshire, 
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Yorkshire, North Wales, Gloucestershire, and Bedfordshire. The aim 
was to identify specifc examples of how pubs impact on their local 
communities, and to develop a methodology that enabled us to capture 
this information. 

The worked example of the Land of Liberty, above, gives a detailed 
explanation of the methodology used. The boxes below summarise the 
fndings for all fve of our case study pubs. The complete SROI analyses 
for each pub are available in appendix C. 

Box 4.1: Land of Liberty, Hertfordshire 
The Land of Liberty, Peace and Plenty has about 200 regular 
customers. The pub serves a small village of less than 1,000 
people, but it also gets customers from the nearby town of 
Chorleywood and from drivers leaving the M25. 

The Land of Liberty is a ‘typical local’, relying on the sale of real 
ale for most of its business. 

The pub clearly makes an important economic contribution to the 
area. It employs three full-time members of staff, three part-time 
staff, and spends over £5,000 a month at local suppliers. 

But the SROI analysis revealed that the pub also makes an 
important social contribution to the local area. According to 
landlord Gill, many of the local customers use the pub ‘like 
a lounge’, coming to socialise, relax, read, play games or 
work. As a result many of the customers have made new 
friends at the pub, and many of them receive help or advice 
through conversations with other customers. The pub also 
lays on activities – from book groups to morris dancing – that 
enable people to pursue new interests and build a sense of 
community. There are countless ways in which the pub supports 
local organisations, such as providing free parking, hosting 
meetings, raising money for charity and convening the village 
Neighbourhood Watch. 

The SROI analysis valued the social impact of the Land of Liberty to 
its surrounding area over the last year at approximately £59,200. 

Box 4.2: Old Spot Inn, Gloucestershire 
The Old Spot was one of the larger pubs in our survey, with 
800 regular customers located in a community of about 8,000 
people. The pub relies on serving both food and real ale for its 
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income. The Old Spot prides itself on using local suppliers: last 
year it spent just under £100,000 on local products. It employs 
12 staff, seven of whom are full-time. 

The Old Spot is located in a very active community, and the pub 
plays an important part in this. It is a hub for amateur sports, with 
cricket, tennis and a fun run all being organised by the pub. It 
also contributes to the cultural life of the town, providing a space 
for local musicians to practice and perform. The highlight of the 
year is ‘celebrity chef night’ when a regular customer is allowed 
to take over the kitchen for the evening! These activities all help 
to provide new experiences to local residents and build a strong 
community spirit. Like the other pubs in our study, the Old Spot 
helped to support other community groups by providing a space 
for meetings, displaying posters and raising money for charity. 

The SROI analysis valued the social impact of the Old Spot 
Inn to its surrounding area over the last year at approximately 
£120,300. 

Box 4.3: Ye Old Sun Inn, Yorkshire 
The Ye Old Sun Inn is located in the smallest community in our 
study, a village of just 250 people in rural Yorkshire. However as 
a destination food pub, it attracts customers from a much wider 
area. Landlords Kelly and Ashley are known for the quality of 
food, and the pub is a venue for chef demonstrations, weddings 
and other events. As a result the pub employs a large team of 20 
staff, six of whom are full-time. 

While the business relies on serving meals to people from 
outside the village, the pub also provides important services for 
local residents. As the village has shrunk in size it has lost many 
important services and the pub has had to fll the gap. As Ashley 
explains: ‘there is very little in the way of services – not even 
street lights – we have to provide the lighting for the old fella that 
walks home on a night after his beer!’ The pub has become an 
important hub for services in the community, acting as a local 
shop, bakery, and even providing a meals-on-wheels service for 
one elderly gentleman. 

The SROI analysis valued the social impact of the Ye Olde Sun 
Inn to its surrounding area over the last year at approximately 
£17,900. 
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Box 4.4: The Swan Inn, Conwy 
The Swan Inn was one of the oldest pubs in our study, having 
served the residents of Llanfairtalhaiarn in North Wales for over 
200 years. In remote parts of the UK like this, local institutions 
such as pubs take on an important role. While the village is 
lucky enough to still have a shop, the pub is able to offer many 
informal services such as holding people’s spare house keys 
and collecting parcels if nobody is at home to receive a delivery. 
These informal services can make people’s lives a lot easier. The 
pub also provides a place to relax and socialise in the village, 
offering pool, darts and dominoes. Conversations people have 
in the pub can help to spread information about local events and 
services, acting like a ‘glue’ to bind the community together. 

The SROI analysis valued the social impact of the Swan Inn to its 
surrounding area over the last year at approximately £21,000. 

Box 4.5: White Horse, Bedfordshire 
Located in a large residential suburb near the University of 
Bedford, the White Horse serves a different sort of community 
to the other pubs in our study. It shows that a pub in a more 
populated area with a higher churn of customers can also have 
a positive social impact on its community. The pub provides a 
space for a wide range of activities: residents can practice and 
perform music, local businesses attend networking breakfasts, 
students come to study, and the Women’s Institute holds regular 
meetings in the pub. One of the biggest impacts the pub had last 
year was to raise £32,500 for charity. The pub also plays a wider 
role supporting the local pub trade by training new licensees and 
convening a Pubwatch group to discuss local business issues. 

Our SROI analysis valued the social impact of the White Horse to 
its surrounding area over the last year at approximately £71,900. 

4.8 Summary 
This chapter has shown that it is possible to measure in a more precise 
way the social value that an individual pub generates. This type of 
methodology could be employed by publicans seeking to apply for third 
sector grants, for example. Or it could be employed by local authorities 
in seeking to determine which pubs in their area could qualify for 
business rate relief. We hope that the methods used in this book can 
help pubs demonstrate the wider impact they have in their communities. 
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5. TIME FOR CHANGE 

This report has so far made two arguments: frst, community pubs are 
working within increasingly tight margins and are closing at historically 
high rates. Second, these pub closures do not simply affect licensees 
but have a wide social impact, too. 

This chapter asks what needs to change if we are to put these 
community pubs on a sounder footing and give them a chance to 
succeed. 

5.1 The case for change 
Government is not to blame for all the problems facing community pubs. 
The industry itself needs to change and in particular the relationship 
between the pubcos and their tenants needs reform. There is also 
a great deal that pubs can do themselves to try to get through this 
recession, through diversifying what they are offering prospective 
customers. 

Nor is it the job of government to support businesses that are selling 
products people no longer wish to buy. 

However, the policy framework as it currently stands is hindering rather 
than helping community pubs. There are three main faws with the 
current approach. 

• The current policy framework is far too indiscriminate. Rightly, the 
government is concerned with reducing crime and promoting public 
health. 

However, in order to do this it has increased alcohol duties and 
brought in new regulations that, because of the size of their 
operations, have hit community pubs harder than the town centre 
bars that are most associated with the problems caused by 
excessive drinking. We need a more nuanced approach that targets 
the ‘problem’ drinking places and rewards and incentivises pubs 
that play a positive role in their communities. 

• The policy framework is counter-productive. By making beer 
through the on-trade channel more expensive, while allowing it 
to be undercut through discounted sales in the off-trade, we are 
encouraging more people to drink, often excessively, outside the 
controlled environment of the pub. 
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Furthermore, beer sold through the off-trade generates less tax 
revenue and creates fewer jobs than beer sold in pubs. In these 
ways the policy framework runs directly counter to important public 
policy objectives. 

• Policy fails to recognise that very many pubs are more than just 
businesses, but also perform important community functions which 
if lost can have a serious impact on the quality of local community 
life. The community pub therefore requires greater recognition in 
legislative and policy terms as an important local amenity. 

5.2 Recommendations 
The following recommendations aim to provide greater support for the 
majority of well-run community pubs that bring so many of the benefts 
described in this report and that are currently struggling. 

5.2.1 Business rate relief for ‘centres of community’ 
Pubs currently pay business rates like any other business, in a way that 
does not recognise the wider community role they play. Some pubs can 
beneft from rural rate relief of 50 per cent if they are the last pub in the 
village and they have a rateable value of under £10,500. There is an 
additional discretionary relief that a local authority can make available to 
such rural pubs where they are felt to beneft the community. 

There is no reason why this should not apply to urban and suburban 
pubs as well, given the community contribution that we know many 
of them make. Indeed, rather than just refer to public houses, the 
government could introduce mandatory 50 per cent business rate relief 
for any business that also acts as a centre of community. This would 
help those pubs that perform the vital community functions we have 
described and also creates an incentive for other pubs to expand their 
local community role. Box 5.1 sets out the criteria such a centre of 
community would have to meet. 

Box 5.1: Recommended criteria for business rate relief for a 
centre of community 
There should be a mandatory 50 per cent rate relief for a 
premises occupied by a business that is also a centre of 
community. 

A centre of community should fulfl all of the following criteria. It 
should: 
• be a place in which local social networks are signifcantly 

strengthened and extended 
• be a place in which people from different backgrounds mix 

and socialise to a signifcant extent 

58 



  
 

  

  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

• provide important local public services, such as a post 
offce, general store, internet access, a pharmacy collection 
point or free use of its toilet facilities 

• have regular charitable fundraising taking place on its 
premises 

• be used for meetings of local groups (for example, sports, 
cultural, political, business and voluntary groups) 

• not cause signifcant problems of noise nuisance or crime, 
as certifed by the environmental health department and the 
local police. 

The extent to which these criteria are met can be measured 
using the SROI methodology set out in chapter 4 of this report. 
The research for the SROI study should be carried out by 
an independent group according to Communities and Local 
Government guidelines. 

Mandatory relief should be granted by the local authority where 
the SROI research establishes clearly the business as a centre of 
community. 

5.2.2 Eligibility for third sector fnance to develop the community-
oriented side of the pub business 
We have argued that many pubs are not just retailers but also make an 
important community contribution. 

This raises the issue of why such pubs should not be able to apply 
for third sector grants or loans. This should not require any change 
to policy because pubs could under current rules apply to become 
community interest companies (CICs), which are eligible for some third 
sector funding. This is a new legal entity established by the government 
to promote social enterprise (see box 5.2 for details). It might be an 
attractive model for community pubs because it recognises that they 
are businesses rather than charities, allowing profts to be made, but 
also ensuring there is an overriding community beneft as well. It might 
be particularly attractive in cases where local people step in to buy their 
local pub to prevent its loss: in other words where the primary motivation 
is not to make money, but rather to retain a community institution. 

Chapter 4 of this report showed how community pubs might be able to 
measure in monetary terms their wider social impact, using the SROI 
methodology. This tool should help community pubs demonstrate their 
wider social impact, which will be critical in applying successfully for 
third sector funding. 
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Box 5.2: Community interest companies 
Community interest companies are limited by shares or 
guarantee. They are allowed to pay dividends to their 
shareholders and make profts, but must also operate in the 
interest of the community. 

Their community orientation is in part secured through the ‘asset 
lock’ mechanism, which means that the frm’s assets and profts 
have to be either retained within the CIC or transferred to another 
asset-locked organisation. This ensures they cannot be sold on 
for private proft and must be retained for community beneft. 

Community interest companies are monitored by a national CIC 
regulator. There are currently over 800 CICs operating in the UK. 
Source: www.cicregulator.gov.uk 

5.2.3 Reform planning law to protect community pubs 
The status of community pubs as local amenities needs to be 
strengthened in planning law to prevent viable pubs being lost. 

A mandatory viability test should be met prior to any application to 
change the use of the property from a public house to some other class 
of use. The CAMRA Public House Viability Test provides a model for this, 
setting out a number of key criteria for establishing viability including, for 
example, the potential local market, the existing competition and local 
transport links. 

The government should close the loophole in the current law that allows 
developers to demolish a pub without permission for a change of use 
and then apply for a new use for a new building on the same site. This 
allows developers to bypass the existing protections and should be 
brought to an end. 

5.2.4 Ban the use of restrictive covenants 
It has become apparent that some pub companies are putting in 
place restrictive covenants upon the sale of their pubs that prevent a 
property being used as a pub in the future. The government is currently 
consulting on banning this practice and we believe that it should move 
quickly to do so. 

5.2.5 Help for tenants to buy their pub 
We know that the longevity of a licensee is critical to the success of 
any community pub. Our focus groups found that pub regulars like 
their pubs to be run by a person who lives locally and sees the pub as 
providing an important service to the community. We also know that the 
longevity of the licensee is critical in keeping any aggravation or trouble 
under control (Marsh and Fox Kibby 1992). 
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However, often pub companies or breweries sell pubs in clusters, giving 
existing tenants no opportunity to buy the pub. It is welcome that the 
government has now introduced a community right to buy for premises 
listed as assets of community value. What is needed now is legal and 
fnancial support for tenants to help them buy their pub. 

5.2.6 Minimum pricing to reduce the price differential between the 
on and the off trade 
The difference between the price of beer sold in the on and the off 
trades has led to more people drinking at home or in places other than 
licensed premises. As beer tax has increased, so too has the price of 
beer in pubs. The supermarkets are able to use their market power to 
ensure that increased duty is not passed on by their suppliers. They can 
also afford to sell alcohol at below cost and as a loss leader to entice 
customers through their doors and spend on other products. 

Alcohol is not like any old commodity, because excessive consumption 
is damaging to health and contributes signifcantly to crime and disorder. 
This is why alcohol is taxed in the frst place. There is therefore a 
case for preventing the sale of alcohol at very low prices. To do this a 
minimum retail price per unit of alcohol should be introduced. 

The Scottish government is now implementing such a policy and in 
England the chief medical offcer has voiced his support. Researchers 
at Sheffeld University estimate that a minimum price of 40p per unit 
would reduce consumption especially among excessive drinkers and 
the young. While this would put up prices in shops and supermarkets, 
pub prices are already well above that level and would be unaffected. 
The policy could therefore help to close the price differential between the 
off and on trades, as well as ending irresponsible promotions (Scottish 
Government 2009). 

5.2.7 Rebalancing the relationship between pubcos and their 
tenants 
We have argued that the current policy framework is failing. However, 
pub closures cannot be laid at the government’s door only. There is 
a great deal the industry itself needs to do to ensure the viability and 
sustainability of community pubs. 

There is evidence that the beer tie and in some cases rent increases by 
pub companies have prevented otherwise viable pubs from succeeding. 
Opinion polls show licensees to be very concerned about the impact of 
the tie on their ability to compete. 

The government should: 
• introduce an independent arbitration system and a statutory code 

of conduct 
• implement the recommendation from the Law Commission that 

Unfair Contract Terms Regulations should be amended to improve 
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protection for the smallest and most vulnerable businesses 
(employing nine or fewer staff) 

• require pub companies with more than 500 pubs offering 
commercial FRI leases over a period of time to provide fexibility to 
lessees including a guest beer option and an option to become free 
of tie accompanied by an open market rent review 

• support efforts to make it harder for pub companies to mislead 
potential lessees on business costs and turnover 

• support moves towards greater market transparency by requiring 
pub companies to co-operate with the creation of a pub rents 
database, and to publish their wholesale price lists and details of 
discounts paid to lessees. 

Government action to ensure commercial leases operate equitably in the 
pub sector would be a substantial boost for thousands of Britain’s public 
houses and for the communities they serve. 

5.2.8 Diversifcation 
There is a great deal that pubs can do to diversify and develop their 
businesses. To the extent that pubs are suffering from changing 
consumer tastes and lifestyles, they need to change what it is that they 
are offering. 

Many pubs around the country have been doing well by, for example: 
• letting out rooms or setting themselves up as bed-and-breakfasts 
• expanding the range and improving the quality of food they offer 
• putting on a wider range of entertainment 
• focusing on real ale, which can attract an important section of the 

beer-drinking community; some pubs have even opened up their 
own microbreweries 

• providing a wider selection of drinks to appeal beyond the beer-
drinking consumer, such as selling a wider range of wines. 

As one landlady running a specialist real ale pub told IPPR: 

‘None of it is rocket science: so many pubs don’t focus on real 
ale. They focus on music, on food, on parties, on numbers 
because it’s a big place. Pubs are diversifying. Those that are 
successful will be those that do whatever it is that they do very 
well, whether it’s beer or music or food or whatever. The bigger 
pubs that are trying to please all the people all the time, they’ll 
struggle because you end up not doing anything very well.’ 
Landlady, rural pub, Hertfordshire 

To support the pub trade in diversifying, the government should continue 
to support the Pub is the Hub scheme, which is run voluntarily and 
provides advice and support for pubs in rural areas seeking to diversify. 
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5.2.9 Training and skills 
The pub trade has a weak culture of training and professional 
development. After the initial mandatory licensing qualifcation there is 
no requirement for further qualifcations and little incentive to take up 
courses. The professional body for the licensed retail sector, the BII, 
offers a range of inn-keeping courses but licensees have to pay for 
them at full cost. The Learning and Skills Council will only give support 
to people taking much longer courses that are felt to be impractical 
for people in the pub trade. The BII claims as a consequence that ‘the 
licensed retail sector has been largely disenfranchised from the skills 
agenda’ (APPBG 2008: 38). 

The Department for Business, Innovation and Skills should therefore 
explore ways in which the licensed trade could be integrated into current 
systems of support for training and professional development. Improved 
training should also help counteract the extent to which community 
pubs suffer from alcohol-related disorder given that 45 per cent of 
alcohol-related disorder in pubs is due to poor management. 

5.3 Summary 
There is no magic bullet that will transform the fortunes of Britain’s 
community pubs overnight. This chapter has set out a range of 
reforms to the current policy framework that as a package give 
greater recognition to the fact that local pubs are often more than just 
businesses, but also provide an important community service as well. 
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6. CONCLUSION 

It is widely believed that over the last 30 years we have become a 
more private and individualistic society. Policymakers across the 
western world are rightly concerned about the social consequences 
of populations who increasingly stay at home, keep themselves 
to themselves, and become disengaged from their surrounding 
communities. While supporting community pubs will not on its own 
reverse such trends, doing so should form part of any wider agenda 
aimed at raising levels of social capital and fostering better connected, 
more vibrant local neighbourhoods. 

This report has shown that community pubs are more than just private 
businesses selling alcohol. They are also in many cases community hubs, 
offering a space where local people can meet and socialise: as one of our 
interviewees described it, ‘a place where a community can bounce off 
itself’. They are perceived by the public to be an important place where 
people from different backgrounds can meet and interact. They provide a 
meeting place for a whole myriad of local community groups and in some 
cases provide important public services, such as by supporting local post 
offces and general stores that might otherwise disappear. 

There is no magic bullet that will reverse the tide of pub closures. Some 
people argue that the closures are entirely the government’s fault, while 
others point the fnger at the large pub companies. The truth, as ever, 
is more complicated than that and this report has argued that we need 
to take a broader approach if we are to support community pubs in the 
years ahead. 

From government we need a more nuanced policy framework that 
focuses support on well-run community pubs and creates incentives 
for others to play an active role in their communities. We need 
greater recognition in policy terms that pubs are often more than just 
businesses, meriting greater protection from property developers and 
more support from the tax system. Greater support from government 
should be matched by serious reform to the way the industry currently 
operates, so that viable community pubs are not put out of business 
because of excessively high rents or beer prices. 

If all this is done there is no reason why the community pub, one of our 
oldest and most popular social institutions, should not continue to open 
its doors and play a role in local community life for many generations to 
come. 
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEWS 

IPPR conducted interviews with the following people during the course 
of this research. The interviews took place mainly by telephone between 
December 2008 and March 2009, although some took place in person. 

Licensees in the following pubs: 
• Estate pub, Hackney, east London (pubco tied) 
• Village pub, County Durham (freehouse) 
• Rural food-led pub, Somerset 
• Rural pub, Derbyshire (tied, pubco) 
• Village pub, Lancashire (tied, brewery-owned managed house) 
• Village pub, Yorkshire (tied, brewery) 
• Village pub, Essex (freehouse) 
• Rural pub, Hertfordshire (freehouse) 
• Village pub, Cumbria (freehouse) 
• Rural pub, Gloucestershire (freehouse) 
• Rural pub, Cornwall (freehouse) 
• Two urban pubs, south London (one pubco tied, one non-tied) 
• Urban pub, central London (pubco tied) 
• Urban pub, Newcastle upon Tyne (pubco tied) 
• Village pub, Cambridgeshire (freehouse) 
• Village pub, Hertfordshire (community-owned freehouse) 
• Village pub, Berkshire (community-owned freehouse) 
• Rural pub, Lincolnshire (freehouse owned by parish council) 
• Rural pub, Macclesfeld (pubco tied) 
• Village pub, Cambridgeshire (freehouse) 

Interviews were also conducted with: 
• Greg Mulholland MP, All Party Parliamentary Save Our Pubs Group 
• Community pub activist, Cambridgeshire 
• Mike Benner, chief executive, CAMRA 
• Jonathan Mail, head of policy and public affairs, CAMRA 
• Tony Payne, chief executive, Federation of Licensed Victuallers 

Associations 
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APPENDIX B: FOCUS GROUPS 

Three focus groups were conducted during the course of this research, 
with the following participants: 
• Inner city pub, Hackney, east London, December 2008 

– Elderly white male 
– Middle-aged Asian male 
– Three middle-aged white males 

• Rural pub, Hertfordshire, January 2009 
– Five middle-aged white males 
– Two middle-aged white women 
– One young white man 

• Village pub, Cambridgeshire, January 2009 
– One middle-aged white woman 
– Four middle-aged white males 
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 APPENDIX C: SOCIAL VALUE OF 
PUBS CASE STUDIES 

Appendix C continues on following pages 70–79. 
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VACANCY SURVEY OF A5s in CROYDON 
This Table indicates the level of vacancy for all A5 uses ( food and drink) in the London Borough of Croydon 

Address No Address Road Postcode Vacancy Occupier Usage 
CMC 

12 Crown Hill Church Street CR0 1RZ Occupied 
Larry Flints Hustler 
Club Night Club 

124 Church Street CR0 1RF Vacant 
Rose & Crown (listed 
interior) Public House 

17 ‐21 George Street CR0 1LA Occupied The George Public House 
18 ‐24 High Street CR0 1YA Occupied Tiger Tiger Wine Bar 

18 ‐24 High Street CR0 1YB Occupied Lloyds ‐The Milan Bar Wine Bar 
18 ‐24 High Street CR0 1YA Occupied Reflex Bar Night Club 
36 High Street CR0 1YB Occupied Dice Club & Bar 
58 ‐60 High Street CR0 1NA Occupied The Green Dragon Public House 
68 High Street CR0 1NA Vacant Vacant Shop 

242 High Street CR0 1NF Occupied The Crown & Pepper Public House 
282 High Street CR0 1NQ Occupied Half and Half Wine Bar 
7 ‐11 High Street CR0 1QA Occupied Yates's Wine Lodge Public House 

19 ‐21 High Street CR0 1QB Occupied Roxbury Night Club 
39 ‐41 High Street CR0 1QB Occupied The Spread Eagle Public House 
47 High Street CR0 1QD Occupied The Ship Public House 
63 ‐67 High Street CR0 1QE Vacant Vacant Wine Bar 
39 Laud Street CR0 1SX Occupied Bulls Head Public House 
5 Overton's Yard CR0 1SL Occupied The Granaries Night Club 
4 (29‐35 Park St) Park Lane CR0 1JA Occupied Slug & Lettuce Public House 

24 Park Street CR0 1YE Occupied The Odd Shoe Public House 
48 Park Street CR0 1YF Vacant Vacant Public House 
3 ‐7 Park Street CR0 1YD Occupied Bad Apple Public House 

46 ‐48 Park Street CR0 1JA Vacant Vacant Public House 
1 Sheldon Street CR0 1SS Occupied The Royal Standard Public House 

28 ‐30 St. George's Walk CR0 1YJ Occupied Victoria Island Public House 
12 Station Road CR0 2RB Occupied Gipsy Tavern Wine Bar 
1 ‐4 Surrey Street CR0 1RG Occupied Goose on the Market Public House 

24 ‐25 Surrey Street CR0 1RG Occupied Dog and Bull Public House 
62 Tamworth Road CR0 1XW Occupied Tamworth Arms Public House 
22 ‐23 West Street CR0 1DG Occupied Surrey Cricketers Public House 

137 1st Flr East Arcade Whitgift Centre CR0 1UZ Occupied Bishops Wine Bar Wine Bar 
District centres 

152 ‐154 Addington Road CR2 8LB Occupied Sir Julian Huxley Public House 
208 ‐210 Brighton Road CR5 2NF Occupied Mango Bar Wine Bar 
908 Brighton Road CR8 2LN Occupied The Rectory Public House 
68 Brigstock Road CR7 7JA Occupied GMZ Wine Bar 
19 Brigstock Road CR7 7JG Occupied Railway Telegraph Public House 
1 5‐6 Ambassador House Brigstock Road CR7 7JG Occupied The Flora Sandes Public house 

12 ‐16 
Chipstead Valley 
Road CR5 2RA Occupied The Pembroke Public House 

2 Church Road SE19 2ET Vacant Vacant Public House 
96 Church Road SE19 2EZ Occupied White Hart Public House 
2 ‐4 High Street CR7 8LE Occupied The Prince George Public House 
61 High Street CR7 8RY Occupied The Thomas Farley Public House 
5 High Street CR8 2AF Occupied Elliotts Wine Bar 
7 ‐8 High Street SE25 6EP Occupied The William Stanley Public House 

26 High Street SE25 6HA Occupied The Albion Public House 
55 High Street SE25 6EF Vacant Vacant Public House 
64 High Street SE25 6EB Occupied Jolly Sailor Public House 
91 High Street SE25 6EA Vacant Vacant Public House 

1327 London Road SW16 4AU Occupied 
The Moon Under 
Water Public House 

1326 London Road SW16 4DG Occupied The Norbury Complex 

Night 
Club/Entertai 
nment Centre 

192 A ‐ 5 Bingham Corner 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 7AA Occupied Claret Wine Bar 

339 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 6RG Occupied The Piri Piri Hut 

Takeaway 
Food 

7 Purley Road CR8 2HA Occupied Jolly Farmers Public House 



8 ‐9 Russell Parade   CR8 2LE   Occupied The Foxley Hatch     Public House  
32 Station Road   SE25 5AG   Occupied The Cherry Tree     Public House  
2 Westow Hill   SE19 1RX   Occupied The Sparrowhaw  k Wine Bar  
42 ‐44 Westow Hill   SE19 1RX   Occupied The Royal Albert     Public House  
48 Westow Hill   SE19 1RX   Occupied Numidie Wine Bar  
76 Westow Hill   SE19 1SE   Occupied Patricks Wine Bar  
33 Westow Street   SE19 3RW   Occupied The Postal Order     Public House  

Local Centres 
296 London Road   CR0 2TG   Occupied Broad Green Tavern     Public House  
352 Limpsfield Road   CR2 9EA   Vacant Vacant Site Only  

1166 London Road   SW16 4DP   Occupied Hackers Wine Bar  
158 & Car Park R/o       Wickham Road   CR0 8BF   Occupied The Shirley Inn     Public House  
26 Selsdon Road   CR2 6PB   Occupied Stag & Hounds     Public House  
13 ‐15 Selsdon Road   CR2 6PW   Vacant Vacant Public House  
1 Croham Road   CR2 7PB   Occupied Croham Arms   Public House  

78 South End   CR0 1DP   Occupied The Tree House     Public House  
791 R/o London Road   CR7 6AW   Vacant Club 791   Nightclub 
745 London Road   CR7 6AW   Occupied The Horseshoe   Public House  
759 London Road   CR7 6AW   Occupied The Wheatshea  f Public House  

parades 
1 London Road   CR0 2RE   Occupied Old Fox and Hounds       Public House  

318 ‐320 
Chipstead Valley    
Road CR5 3BE   Occupied Smugglers Inn   Public House  

482 London Road   CR0 2SS   Occupied Saints & Sinners     Public House  
EM5 

36 
Addington Village    
Road CR0 5AQ   Occupied 

Addington Village Inn      
PH Public House  

107 Addiscombe Road   CR0 6SG   Occupied The Cricketers PH     Public House  
41 Beulah Hill   SE19 3DS Occupied Beulah Spa PH Public House 

262 Beulah Hill SE19 3HF Occupied Conquering Hero PH Public House 
111 Beulah Road CR7 8JG Occupied Lord Napier PH Public House 
149 Bridle Road CR0 8NG Occupied Goat PH Public House 
61 A Brighton Road CR2 6ED Occupied The Earl of Eldon PH Public House 
345 Brighton Road CR2 6ER Occupied Purley Arms PH Public House 
132 Canterbury Road CR0 3HD Vacant Vacant Public House 

81 Cherry Orchard Road CR0 6BE Occupied The Glamorgan Public House 

112 Cherry Orchard Road CR0 6BA Occupied Orchard PH Public House 
21 Clifton Road SE25 6NJ Occupied Clifton Arms PH Public House 

270 Coulsdon Road CR5 1EB Occupied Tudor Rose PH Public House 
1 Forestdale Centre Featherbed Lane CR0 9AS Occupied Forestdale Arms PH Public House 
1 A  Wayside Field Way CR0 9DX Occupied Randalls Wayside PH Public House 
4 Fox Lane CR3 5QX Occupied Fox Inn PH Public House 
7 Gloucester Road CR0 2DH Occupied Drum & Monkey PH Public House 

221 Gloucester Road CR0 2DW Occupied Two Brewers PH Public House 
62 Godstone Road CR8 5AA Occupied Kenley Hotel PH Public House 
65 ‐67 Harrington Road SE25 4LX Occupied Albert Tavern Public House 

112 Headley Drive CR0 0QF Occupied Man on the Moon PH Public House 
7 Holmesdale Road CR0 2LR Vacant Vacant Public House 
32 Junction Road CR2 6RB Occupied Crown & Sceptre PH Public House 
64 ‐65 Leslie Park Road CR0 6TP Occupied Builders Arms PH Public House 

179 ‐181 London Road CR0 2RJ Occupied Cartoon PH Public House 

129 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 6PU Vacant Vacant Public House 

62 
Lower Addiscombe 
Road CR0 6AB Vacant Vacant Public House 

21 ‐23 Norbury Road CR7 8JP Vacant Vacant Public House 
326 Old Lodge Lane CR8 5EU Occupied Wattenden Arms PH Public House 
116 Orchard Way CR0 7NN Occupied Orchard PH Public House 
69 Osborne Road CR7 8PD Vacant Vacant Public House 

131 Oval Road CR0 6BR Occupied Oval Tavern PH Public House 
300 Parchmore Road CR7 8SH Occupied Welcome Inn PH Public House 
182 Pawsons Road CR0 2QD Occupied Lion Inn PH Public House 
69 Pawsons Road CR0 2QA Occupied Pawsons Arms PH Public House 
44 Pitlake CR0 3RA Vacant Vacant Public House 
40 Portland Road SE25 4PQ Vacant Vacant Public House 
152 Portland Road SE25 4PT Vacant vacant Public House 

       
         
         
       

             
         

     

         

         
         

         
           

           
         

           
         
         
       

             
     

           
           
       

   
   

   
   

     
           

       
     

         
         

         
         

   
     
     



         
           

             
           
     
       
       
         
       
     
       
     

     
       
         

         
         

           
         

           
           
           
           

   
       

 
         
       
         

224 Portland Road SE25 4QB Occupied The Gold Coast Public House 
325 Purley Way CR0 4NU Occupied Hare & Hounds PH Public House 
619 The Colonnades Purley Way CR0 4RJ Occupied Gipsy Moth 7 PH Public House 

1 Selhurst Road SE25 5PP Occupied The White Horse PH Public House 
38 Selhurst Road SE25 5QF Vacant Vacant Public House 
188 Selsdon Road CR2 6PL Occupied The View Public House 
47 Shirley Road CR0 7ER Occupied Cricketers PH Public House 
1 South End CR0 1BE Occupied The Edge PH Public House 

73 South End CR0 1BF Occupied Bar TXT Wine Bar 
20 South End CR0 1DN Vacant Vacant Wine Bar 
34 ‐36 South End CR0 1DP Occupied Skylark PH Public House 
42 A South End CR0 1DP Vacant Vacant Wine Bar 
101 Southbridge Road CR0 1AJ Vacant Vacant Public House 
166 St. James's Road CR0 2UZ Vacant Vacant Public House 
224 St. James's Road CR0 2BW Occupied Windmill PH Public House 
2 Stafford Road CR0 4NL Occupied The Waddon PH Public House 

144 Stanley Road CR0 3QB Occupied Golden Lion PH Public House 
291 ‐293 Sydenham Road CR0 2EL Occupied Bird in Hand PH Public House 
16 Sydenham Road CR0 2EF Occupied Bedford Arms PH Public House 

107 Upper Shirley Road CR0 5HF Occupied The Surprise PH Public House 
152 Upper Shirley Road CR0 5HA Occupied The Sandrock PH Public House 
73 A Waddon New Road CR0 1XD Occupied Pitlake Arms PH Public House 
90 Waddon New Road CR0 4JB Occupied Wandle Arms PH Public House 

35 Whitehorse Road CR0 2JG Occupied 
Ye Olde Clock Tower 
PH Public House 

28 Wickham Road CR0 8BA Occupied Crown Inn PH Public House 
47 Woodside Green SE25 5HQ Occupied Beehive PH Public House 
50 ‐52 Woodside Green SE25 5EU Occupied Joiners Arms PH Public House 
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