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31st July 2026 

High Street Organised Crime Unit 
Home Office 
2 Marsham Street 
London 
SW1P 4DF 

By email to highstreetorganisedcrimeunit15@homeoffice.gov.uk 

Dear High Street Organised Crime Unit, 

Subject: Institute of Licensing response to consultation: Increasing the Duration of Closure 
Orders under the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 

The Institute of Licensing (IoL) is the professional body for licensing, representing regulators, industry and private 
practice licensing practitioners, and others engaged in the regulation and management of licensed premises and 
the protection of local communities.   

The IoL welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Home Office consultation on the proposed increase in the 
duration of closure orders under the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014. Our response supports, in 
principle, the proposal to increase the maximum available duration of closure orders to 12 months, whilst 
emphasising the importance of ensuring that any such increase remains subject to the principles of necessity, 
proportionality and judicial oversight. We also highlight the potential impacts on businesses, property owners, 
investors and town centres, and recommend that consideration be given to appropriate mechanisms for review 
where circumstances materially change. 

We hope the response is helpful and would be pleased to engage further with the Home Office should any aspect 
of our submission require clarification. 

Yours faithfully, 

Sue Nelson 
Director of Policy & Stakeholders 
Institute of Licensing 

mailto:sue@instituteoflicensing.org
http://www.instituteoflicensing.org/
mailto:highstreetorganisedcrimeunit15@homeoffice.gov.uk
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Questions 

1. Do you agree or disagree in principle with the proposal to increase the maximum 
duration of a closure order to 12 months? Please explain your answer. 

The Institute of Licensing (IoL) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Home Office 
consultation on the proposed increase in the duration of closure orders under the Anti-
social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014. 

The IoL represents regulators, industry and private practice licensing practitioners, and 
others engaged in the regulation and management of licensed premises and the protection 
of local communities. The closure powers available under Part 4 of the 2014 Act are an 
important enforcement tool, enabling intervention where premises are associated with 
serious crime, disorder, nuisance or anti-social behaviour and where immediate action is 
necessary to prevent ongoing harm.  

The IoL recognises the increasing challenges faced by enforcement agencies in addressing 
organised criminality, persistent anti-social behaviour, illicit trade, exploitation, and other 
forms of activity that can significantly undermine community wellbeing and public 
confidence. 

However, closure orders are among the most intrusive regulatory interventions available to 
the courts. Their use can have significant consequences for occupiers, owners, residents, 
employees, businesses and local economies. Any extension of the powers must therefore 
remain proportionate, evidence-based and subject to appropriate safeguards and judicial 
oversight. Closure powers should continue to be regarded as a measure of last resort where 
less restrictive interventions cannot adequately protect affected communities. 

The IoL accepts that there are circumstances where the current maximum six-month 
duration may be insufficient to address persistent and serious criminality or anti-social 
behaviour. On that basis, the IoL agrees in principle with the proposal to increase the 
maximum duration of a closure order to 12 months, subject to appropriate safeguards, 
judicial oversight and the continuing application of the principles of necessity and 
proportionality.  

However, the IoL's support is for an increase in the available maximum duration only. A 12-
month closure should be the exception rather than the norm. The fact that Parliament may 
permit a maximum duration of up to 12 months should not create any expectation that such 
periods will routinely be sought or granted. In every case, the duration imposed should 
remain proportionate to the evidence presented, and courts should continue to determine 
the appropriate period on the specific facts before them.  



Home Office Consultation: Increasing the duration of closure orders under the Anti-
social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 
Closes 31 July 2026 (submitted 31 July 2026) 

 

Closure Order response FV 

The IoL considers that any move from a maximum duration of six months to twelve months 
increases the importance of ensuring that closure orders remain capable of review where 
circumstances materially change. Longer periods of closure inevitably increase the risk that 
an order which was initially justified may cease to be necessary or proportionate as 
investigations progress, management changes occur, ownership arrangements change, or 
remedial measures are implemented. Where lengthy orders are imposed, there should 
therefore be effective mechanisms that allow reconsideration of the continuing need for 
closure.  

The IoL is also concerned about the wider economic consequences of prolonged closures. 
Closure orders frequently affect individuals who have not themselves engaged in criminality, 
including landlords, freehold owners, investors and lenders. A prolonged closure can 
significantly affect the value and marketability of a property, restrict the owner's ability to 
secure a new occupier, and deter investment in affected locations. These impacts may be 
particularly acute where a landlord is willing and able to remove a problematic tenant and 
replace them with a responsible operator, but the premises remains subject to an extended 
closure period.  

There are also broader implications for town centres and local high streets. Long-term 
vacant premises can contribute to declining footfall, reduced investor confidence and 
increased perceptions of neglect. Experience across licensing, planning and community 
safety disciplines demonstrates that persistent vacancy can itself create public safety 
concerns and opportunities for anti-social behaviour. The objective should not simply be to 
close premises associated with harm; it should be to ensure that businesses and premises 
are returned to safe, lawful and productive use as quickly as possible. Closure powers 
should therefore support remediation and recovery, rather than inadvertently prolonging 
vacancy where the underlying problems have been effectively addressed 

 

2. Do you agree that the maximum duration of an initial closure order should be for a 
period of 12 months? If so, please explain your answer. If not, please specify a 
proposed duration and your reasoning for this. 

The IoL agrees that the court should have the power to impose an initial order of up to 12 
months, but only where clearly justified by the evidence. 

There are circumstances involving serious organised crime, serious and repeated violence, 
drug-related activity, exploitation offences, or persistent and severe anti-social behaviour 
where an initial order of up to 12 months may be appropriate. 

The IoL recommends that any accompanying guidance should make clear that: 
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• 12 months represents the statutory maximum rather than the expected duration; 

• shorter periods should continue to be imposed where appropriate; 

• courts should give particular consideration to whether circumstances are likely to 
change during the period of closure; 

• applications seeking periods approaching 12 months should explain why a shorter 
period would not achieve the desired outcome. 

In the case of licensed premises, the making of a closure order will also trigger a mandatory 
review of the premises licence under section 167 of the Licensing Act 2003. That review may 
result in significant regulatory intervention, including the suspension or revocation of the 
licence or the imposition of additional controls. Whilst such measures do not affect the 
continued operation of a closure order, they illustrate how the circumstances surrounding a 
premises can change after a closure order has been imposed.  

The IoL strongly recommends consideration of a formal review or variation mechanism for 
lengthy closure orders where there is evidence that circumstances have materially changed. 
This would help ensure that longer orders remain proportionate whilst retaining flexibility 
for the courts. 

 

3. Do you agree or disagree in principle with the proposal to also increase the maximum 
period for which an initial closure order can be extended to 12 months (where the 
initial closure order was for a shorter period)? 

The IoL supports providing courts with flexibility to extend an order to a maximum of 12 
months where evidence demonstrates that continued closure remains necessary and 
proportionate. 

The ability to extend an order following further judicial consideration may, in some 
circumstances, be preferable to imposing an extended initial closure order. A subsequent 
application allows the court to consider fresh evidence, assess whether circumstances have 
changed, recognise any remediation undertaken and determine whether continued closure 
remains necessary and proportionate. 

 

4. Are there potential risks, adverse impacts or unintended consequences that should be 
considered if the maximum overall duration of closure orders were to be extended to 
12 months? If yes, please provide detail. 

There are several potential risks, including: 
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Impact on legitimate businesses 

In some cases, businesses may be victims of criminal exploitation, poor management or 
isolated failings rather than active participants in criminal conduct. Extended closures may 
threaten the ongoing viability of otherwise lawful enterprises. 

Impact on landlords, owners and investment 

Closure orders may have significant consequences for property owners, landlords, investors 
and lenders who are not complicit in the behaviour giving rise to the order. Extended 
closures can affect rental income, asset value, insurability and future investment decisions. 
They may also prevent the reoccupation of premises by responsible new operators. 
Consideration should therefore be given to mechanisms that facilitate the return of 
premises to lawful use where ownership or management arrangements have changed and 
the risk factors that originally justified the closure have been addressed. 

Impact on town centres and local economies 

Long-term closure of premises may contribute to increased vacancy rates, reduced footfall 
and declining confidence in town centres and high streets. This may be particularly 
significant where licensed premises serve an important social, cultural or economic function. 

Impact on the night-time economy 

Pubs, clubs, music venues and other licensed premises are important community assets. 
Prolonged closure may adversely affect employment, investment and the wider night-time 
economy where problems are capable of being resolved through improved management 
and regulatory compliance. 

There is a further risk that a right of appeal/review/discharge may become practically 
ineffective if the affected business fails before the challenge can be heard. Parliament 
recognised a comparable problem in 2017 when it introduced a separate urgent appeal 
against the continuation of interim steps under the Licensing Act 2003 summary review 
regime. Those appeals must be heard by the magistrates’ court within 28 days. 

Experience of that regime also demonstrates that the creation of a statutory time limit does 
not necessarily ensure that urgent cases are listed within it. Practitioners continue to 
encounter cases in which magistrates’ courts apply ordinary listing practices without 
appreciating that Parliament has prescribed an expedited timetable because continued 
closure may cause irreversible harm. A business which eventually succeeds may by then 
have ceased trading. 
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Any new safeguard should therefore address implementation of appeals as well as legal 
entitlement to them. It should ensure that applications to vary or discharge lengthy closure 
orders, and any associated appeals, are clearly identified and administered as urgent 
proceedings. 

Displacement 

Closure of premises does not necessarily eliminate criminal or anti-social behaviour. There is 
a risk that activity may relocate to neighbouring premises or alternative locations. 

Failure to recognise remediation 

Authorities and courts should remain alert to situations where underlying problems have 
been effectively addressed through management changes, licence reviews, revised 
operating practices, tenancy action, physical improvements or other measures. 

The IoL considers it important that closure powers continue to operate as a measure of last 
resort and that opportunities for remediation and compliance are considered where 
appropriate. 

 

5. Are there particular groups, businesses, communities or individuals who might be 
adversely affected by an amendment to this effect? Please provide details. 

Potentially affected groups include: 

• small independent businesses; 

• licensed premises where issues arise from management practices capable of 
remediation rather than inherent criminality 

• employees, contractors and suppliers associated with affected businesses; 

• landlords and owners who are not complicit in offending activity; 

• vulnerable residents occupying affected premises; 

• families residing within residential or mixed-use premises; 

• neighbouring businesses affected by prolonged vacancy; 

• communities reliant on legitimate local venues and meeting places. 

The need to address serious crime and anti-social behaviour is paramount, but this should 
be balanced against the potential economic, social and cultural impacts arising from 
prolonged closures where remedial action can address the issues. 
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6. Do you think extending the maximum overall duration of a closure order to 12 months 

should be limited to tackling criminal behaviour alone, and exclude nuisance 
behaviour and disorder? 

Serious and persistent nuisance and disorder can have profound impacts upon: 

• quality of life; 

• health and wellbeing; 

• community cohesion; 

• public confidence in local places. 

The existing legislative framework appropriately recognises that significant community harm 
may arise even where criminal prosecution is not pursued. 

However, where nuisance or disorder forms the principal basis of an application, the IoL 
believes that applications should clearly demonstrate: 

• persistence of the problem; 

• seriousness of the harm being caused; 

• failure of alternative interventions; 

• why closure remains necessary and proportionate. 

Robust evidential standards are particularly important in such circumstances, but where it is 
necessary and proportionate, the IoL supports the availability of closure orders to address 
serious and sustained disorder and nuisance where other measures have failed. 

7. The powers enable different provision to be made for different kinds of businesses. Do 
you think that would be helpful? For example, do you think any extension should only 
be in relation to high street businesses and exclude private residential properties? Are 
there any limitations which should be applied? 

The IoL believes there is merit in differentiating between: 

• commercial premises; 

• mixed-use premises; 

• residential premises. 
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Community assets and licensed premises which provide cultural, social or economic benefits 
should receive careful consideration where problems may be capable of resolution through 
management intervention or regulatory controls. 

A single approach for all categories of premises may not achieve proportionate outcomes. 

 
8. Are there additional considerations, or issues with the use of closure orders, that the 

government should be taking into account? 

Consideration should be given to reviewing the ‘Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing 
Act 2014: Anti-social behaviour powers Statutory guidance for frontline professionals’ to 
reflect the changes once they are confirmed.  The guidance should acknowledge other 
regulatory regimes including licensing and set out how closure powers should operate 
alongside Licensing Act 2003 reviews, summary reviews, and other regimes such as 
planning, housing and environmental protection.  The guidance should emphasise the need 
to ensure that Closure Notices and Closure Orders are necessary and proportionate and 
should encourage a stepped approach to ensuring remedial action, with closure powers 
being used only where other mechanisms fail or are inadequate to address the issues 
arising. 

The IoL would recommend that the Government should collect and publish data on the use 
and outcomes of closure orders following implementation of any extension, to assess 
whether longer closure periods deliver measurable reductions in crime, disorder and anti-
social behaviour and whether any unintended consequences arise. 

 

9. Are there specific safeguards that should be factored into any increase in the closure 
orders? 

The IoL recommends the following safeguards: 

• Evidence-Based Decision Making - Applications seeking lengthy closure periods 
should clearly demonstrate why a shorter period would be insufficient. 

• No Presumption of 12 Months - Guidance should state explicitly that 12 months is a 
maximum available period rather than a default position. 

• Periodic and Expedited Review Mechanisms - Consideration should be given to 
review provisions for lengthy closure orders. 
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The IoL considers that evidence regarding effectiveness should be gathered and reviewed 
following implementation to determine whether longer closure powers deliver measurable 
reductions in crime, nuisance and community harm. 

Periodic and expedited review mechanisms 

The IoL considers that there is a useful parallel with the summary review provisions under 
the Licensing Act 2003. Interim steps imposed following a summary review may have the 
practical effect of closing a licensed business while its substantive appeal remains pending. 
Parliament amended that regime in 2017 because prolonged interim restrictions could 
operate unfairly. The amendments require the interim steps to be reconsidered separately 
and provide a distinct appeal which the magistrates’ court must hear within 28 days. 

The same underlying principle is relevant to closure orders. Closure may cause irreversible 
commercial consequences before an ordinary appeal or discharge application can be 
determined. A business which ultimately succeeds may nevertheless have failed in the 
meantime. This is particularly significant where circumstances have materially changed, or 
where the underlying problems have been addressed through revised operating practices, 
or other remediation. 

The experience of the Licensing Act regime also shows that an expedited statutory right is 
only effective if the court system recognises and implements the required urgency. 
Notwithstanding the express 28-day requirement for interim steps appeals, practitioners 
encounter cases in which magistrates’ courts do not list the appeal within that period, 
apparently because the case has been processed according to ordinary listing priorities. The 
urgency intended by Parliament can thereby be lost in practice. 

If an initial closure order may be made for as long as 12 months, the IoL recommends that 
there should be a prompt and practically effective means of reconsideration. Consideration 
should be given to: 

• a mandatory review date for orders exceeding a specified duration; 
• a prescribed expedited timetable for applications to vary or discharge an order and 

for any appeal; 
• court forms and notices which prominently identify the statutory urgency of the 

proceedings; 
• specific HMCTS listing guidance requiring such applications and appeals to be 

referred immediately for urgent judicial case management; and 
• an express requirement to consider material changes of circumstances and effective 

remedial measures undertaken since the order was made. 
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Merely creating a right to seek review or discharge, without ensuring that it can be 
exercised before irreversible harm occurs, would not provide a sufficient safeguard. 

  

 

How to respond 

This Home Office consultation will run until the 11.59pm on 31 July 2026. 

Responses can be submitted via email 
to: highstreetorganisedcrimeunit15@homeoffice.gov.uk 
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