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Public Houses  

M50. Would Policy HC7 address detailed issues that would be more appropriately 

dealt with in local plans and neighbourhood plans? Would it provide an effective 

and justified strategic framework for the preparation of local plans and 

neighbourhood plans in relation to the protection of existing public houses and 

support for new public houses? 

 
 

We welcome Policy HC7 (“Protecting public houses”) within the London Plan and 
advocate for the preservation of public houses. While it provides a broad strategic 
framework for the preparation of local plans and neighborhood plans in relation to the 
protection of existing public houses and support for new public houses, we do not 
consider that it is “effective and justified” enough for local councils and boroughs. 
  
We have, however, a number of important concerns and proposals regarding the 
protection of existing community assets - beyond public houses, - the diversity of 
communities in London, British culture(s), and unlocking the potential of the Localism Act 
2011: 
  

1.  In point A.1, “protect public houses where they have a heritage, economic, social 
or cultural value to local communities,” the interpretation within the London Plan 
of what is of heritage and cultural value to local communities is, how that 
value is defined and by who, is problematically vague. This recurrent problem 
needs to be addressed. 

  
In the glossary of the London Plan, “heritage assets” are “identified by the local 
authority (including local listing) during the process of decision-making or plan 
making.” Under this definition, the community doesn’t seem to have a say on 
what heritage asset is. Regarding cultural assets or cultural value, the London 
Plan doesn’t define these terms or stipulates who gets to decide that. 

  
2.  7.1.1. states that “pubs are a unique and intrinsic part of British culture”. 

Pubs, however, are spaces that may not work “for all Londoners,” that may not 
feel at the “heart of a community’s social life” for all the different communities in 
an area, whether for social, gender, disability, cultural, financial or religious 
reasons. This is something we have argued about in the previous section (M49. 
Night Time Economy, on Policy HC6 “Supporting the night time economy”). 

 
As mentioned in the GLA report ‘London at night: An evidence base for a 24-hour 
city,’ 51% of BAME people in Britain do not drink alcohol, and 17% of BAME 
Londoners think that “too many places revolve around alcohol”. Pubs, while may 
be physically accessible, they may not be socially or economically accessible.  

 
The London Plan needs to more explicitly recognize the needs and realities of a 
diverse, working-class oriented culture and heritage, that is inclusive of and 
anchored in the social reality of many Londoners.  

  



Healthy and inclusive neighborhoods will have facilities, amenities and 
community spaces that are accessible and affordable to everyone, now and for 
future generations. However, in the London Plan, a 323-page document, 
‘community spaces’ are only mentioned twice, as amendments to the text (i.e. in 
red). Community centres are mentioned four times – twice as amendments to the 
original text. Yet we have a dedicated policy on public houses.  This is 
problematic. This is why we want the London Plan to: 

  
·    Clearly articulate, within Policy S1 Developing London’s social 

infrastructure, that community spaces, are critical assets that within the 
social infrastructure of communities that need to be protected. As mentioned, 
we welcome the protection of pubs, but for the policy and the London Plan to 
be sound, the proction must be extended to a wide range of community 
assets, such as libraries, community centres, youth centres, music venues, 
open spaces and public spaces, land for community food growing and street 
markets.  

 
Community spaces are essential to build stronger, more inclusive 
communities and achieve ‘lifetime neighbourhoods’ - places designed to be 
inclusive regardless of age or disability. This includes recognizing the 
irreplaceability and uniqueness of many community spaces, and, 
critically, protecting them adequately for future generations as part of a 
continuing, living legacy. 

  
·    Provide more guidance and advice on what building stronger, inclusive 

communities means in practice. The London Plan has little and a narrow 
focus on protecting existing community assets and does not offer guidelines 
to implement the Localism Act in ways that meet the needs of particular 
groups and create social inclusion and social capital. 

  
·    Assess the value of community spaces not based on business plans and 

income generation but on the social value that it brings into the community 
(see point 6). 

  
3.  7.7.2 states that “pubs are under threat from closure and redevelopment 
pressures.” Cuts in public spending across the UK, including London, are having 
a drastic impact on community, youth and children centers (Guardian, 2018). Many 
community spaces across London have been lost in recent years and others are 
under threat of closure through a combination of austerity, privatization and 
development pressure. 
 
Since 2010, more than 1,000 children's centres have closed in England. Between 
2016-2019, according to a recent UNISON report, nearly 900 youth worker jobs 
have been cut and at least 160 youth centres have closed their doors. This 
means a total loss of more than 4,500 youth-work jobs and 760 youth centres 
since 2012. According to Cat Smith, Labour MP for Lancaster and Fleetwood 
with portfolio for youth affairs, these cuts have left young people vulnerable to 
loneliness, violent crime, and mental health problems.  

 
While knife crime is rising and represents a national crisis, the very same places 
that could stop it in the local neighbourhoods, are being closed down. In 2018, 

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/dec/05/north-continues-to-see-bigger-cuts-in-public-spending-report-finds
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/apr/05/1000-sure-start-childrens-centres-may-have-shut-since-2010
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2018/apr/05/1000-sure-start-childrens-centres-may-have-shut-since-2010
https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2018/12/Youth-services-report.docx
https://www.unison.org.uk/content/uploads/2018/12/Youth-services-report.docx


the number of killings in London reached its highest level for a decade. Out of the 
132 people killed in London in 2018, 57% of deaths were as a result of stabbings. 
In that regard, we are are also concerned by the lack of acknowledgment of 
youth centers - not mentioned a single time - within the The London Knife Crime 

Strategy 2017. 
 

We welcome the legal steps taken to offer greater protection for pubs through the 
Town and Country Planning Act (General Permitted Development Order) 
(England) (2015), but we also want the London Plan to:  Increase the 
protection of (and funding for other forms of) community and youth centers 
across London.  

 
4.  In 7.7.5, while we welcome that Boroughs are encouraged to take “a positive 

approach to designating pubs as an Asset of Community Value (ACV) when 
nominated by a community group, more guidance for community groups on how 
to potentially exercise this right enacted with the Localism Act 2011 is required. 
While it is a positive step that communities may have the “right to bid” for an 
ACV, including a pub, it leaves that ACV at the mercy of a market dominated by 
private developers with deep pockets. 

  
5.  In 7.7.6 “when assessing whether a pub has heritage, cultural, economic or 

social value”, we suggest that “h. catering for one or more specific group or 
community”, currently listed last in the list of broad range of characteristics 
provided, should carry more specific weight for Boroughs in their decision-
making. In the same list, characteristic “f. making a positive contribution to the 
night-time economy” should be listed last (or not at all), as the core value of a 
public house is rightly described in its social contribution to communities. 

  
6.  Overall, we propose the introduction of Social Impact Assessments to measure 

and evaluate the impact of development proposals on existing residents and 
businesses in a neighbourhood, whether to assess whether a pub has heritage, 
cultural, economic or social value, or to evaluate the impact of the potential 
closure of a community center. 
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