
AGREEMENT ON THE OPERATION OF
 LEASED AND TENANTED PUB AGREEMENTS 
CONTAINING PURCHASE OBLIGATIONS (i.e. TIED PUBS)
1. The Parties to this agreement are:

Landlord Representative:

The British Beer & Pub Association (BBPA)
Fair Pint Comment: The fact that the agreement is with the BBPA not with individual pub companies means that the pub companies are not individually bound to the agreement; they are only bound through their membership of the BBPA.  Companies who want to escape from the agreement will simply be able to resign from the BBPA 

Tenant/Lessee/Consumer Representatives:


The British Institute of Innkeeping (BII)


The Federation of Licensed Victuallers Associations (FLVA)

The Landlord Representative, the Tenant/Lessee/Consumer Representatives hereafter referred to as the ‘Parties to the Agreement’ have reached agreement on the following: 
Fair Pint Comment:  The agreement was rejected by the main representatives of tenants and consumers.  Fair Pint, CAMRA, the FSB, Unite the Union, the Society for Independent Brewers, Justice for Licensees, and the Guild of Master Victuallers all rejected the agreement because they believe that it would not deliver sufficient  change in the relationship between tied tenants and pub owning companies to address the main issues raised by the Business and Enterprise Select Committee. 
This agreement was agreed by the BII and the FLVA without negotiation and these final terms are in many parts worse for tenants than the BBPA had previously offere. Both the BII and the Federation of Licensed Victuallers Associations have significant financial ties to pub owning companies. Both organisations have no ability at all to bind any tenants or members to this agreement.
The agreement says nothing about the operation of product ties, which was one of the prime areas of concern in the Select Committee’s report.  The BBPA was unwilling to negotiate any changes at all to the operation of ties.  
2. This Agreement, and any Code of Practice flowing from it, shall be implemented in accordance with the following principles. 
Fair Pint Comment:  The agreement is meaningless and unenforceable without the provision of deeds of variation to tenants’ leases. Without changes to the actual legal relationship between tenants and their landlords through variations in their leases, this agreement in itself changes nothing and did not arise from the formal industry mediation process, as implied above, but which in fact failed.
3. The Parties agree that full disclosure of all relevant information is an essential feature of their relationship and in particular the Pub Companies (i.e members of the BBPA operating leased and tenanted pubs with purchasing obligations) will provide, as a minimum, the information set out below (where relevant) -  to any prospective tenant or lessee at the start of new lease, tenancy or rent review negotiations.   

Fair Pint Comment:  Unless changes to the valuation system are clarified and are made binding on pubcos, tenants would be ill advised to disclose trading information.  The current operation of RICS guidelines on rent valuation has led to a situation where tenants’ goodwill isn’t properly disregarded.  By providing trading information tenants will risk trade which has being delivered through their own goodwill or through their own investment being added to the divisible balance and therefore leading to increases in rent  

4.
The Parties agree that, as a matter of principle, the rental calculation model shall be based on a lawful application of statute and common law.  
Fair Pint Comment: At the same time as "agreeing" this point the BBPA and its members are actively involved in undermining or ignoring legal authorities where they are in the interests of pub tenants.  Whilst the RICS is seeking to reform the rent valuation process in line with the law the BBPA and its members are attempting to persuade the RICS to retreat from this process.

5. The Parties agree that, as a matter of principle, contracts should be fair and reasonable and comply with all legal requirements. 
Fair Pint Comment:  The Business and Enterprise Select Committee raised concerns about the inequality of bargaining power between individual tied tenants and the large property interests who own pubs. 
Currently agreements between tenants and pub companies are seen as Business to Business agreements which assume an equality of understanding and bargaining power. The Select Committee recommended that individual tenants should be offered the protection of unfair contracts legislation in the same way as consumers.  The BBPA had previously indicated willingness to allow contracts between tenants and pub owning companies to have the same protection as consumers, but there is no mention of their willingness to seek to deliver this change in the wording above.  The wording above simply describes the current situation and will do nothing to address the concerns raised by the Select Committee. Of course the contracts should comply with legal requirements - why does the BBPA need to "agree" this with the BII and FLVA?
BBPA Code of Practice
6.
The BBPA will revise its Code of Practice in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. Adoption of the revised BBPA Code of Practice is a mandatory requirement for members of the BBPA who operate leased or tenanted pubs with purchasing obligations 
Fair Pint Comment:  The code of practice is only mandatory on members of the BBPA.  It is simply new rules for the members of the BBPA club.  The consequences of the BBPA simply deciding not to abide by the rules are far from clear. As clause 8 below makes clear the BBPA only has the duty to consult tenant’s representatives on any future changes.  Any company who resigns from the BBPA will be under no obligation to abide by the new code of practice.  The only way to make agreements mandatory and binding will be through deeds of variation to existing leases and changes to implement the agreement to new leases.  There is no mention of either in the agreement  
7.
A full copy of the BBPA Code of Practice and an individual pub company’s own code of practice will be provided to all new and existing tenants or lessees.  All pub company codes of practice must be accredited by the BII.
Fair Pint Comment:  This is the situation at the moment so this does nothing to change the status quo. The current BBPA code of practice still refers to its tied supply agreements being a form of franchise agreement which they clearly are not.  A number of BBPA members, including Enterprise Inns, Punch Taverns, Admiral Taverns and Greene King amongst others including The surveying firm, Fleurets, recently conceded - when pressed by Fair Pint - that they did not operate franchises and were not members of the British Franchise Association (the BFA) as was implied on a joint website.  That website has now been amended to remove all mention of franchising and the the BFA. 
8.
The BBPA Code of Practice will be binding as between the pub company and the tenant or lessee and will not be capable of being altered unilaterally. Future revisions to the BBPA Code shall be carried out in consultation with Tenant and Lessee Representatives.
Fair Pint Comment:  It is far from clear how this is binding on either party. In a court case the lease would be the superior document and it would be what the leases said which would count.  Changes will not be binding unless they are delivered through deeds of variation to existing leases and explicit reference to the agreement in new leases. The code could not bind either landlord or tenant unless included within the lease.  Tenants would be advised not to agree to such an inclusion where the terms of the proposed code could undermine the tenant's existing legal rights and remedies.
9.
The BBPA Code of Practice will include provisions concerning Business Development Managers in respect of competence standards, a procedure for complaints and a mechanism to resolve disputes. 
Fair Pint Comment: It is unclear if the procedure for complaints will be external to the pubco’s and without this the agreement makes no changes to the current situation.  The BBPA had previously offered a role for tenants’ representatives in setting up the complaints procedure.  There is no mention of it in the words above.  It is unclear how this will effectively address concerns about the effectiveness of BDM's. What seems to be proposed is yet more self-regulation that has already been found wanting.   
10.
The BBPA Code of Practice will require members to describe the various rental and purchase obligations offered by the company. (e.g. short term tenancies, fully repairing leases and the nature and scope of the product purchase obligations) 
Fair Pint Comment:  We believe that this should be normal practice.  It is unclear how this will make any difference to the current situation. Essentially they are doing nothing more than agreeing to truthfully describe what they offer. They are agreeing to nothing more than perhaps not misrepresenting information to prospective tenants.
11. 
Pub Companies’ codes of practice must include all provisions under the BBPA Code of Practice and be BII accredited. 
Fair Pint Comment:  Codes of practice are currently accredited by the BII.  It is unclear how this will make any difference to the current situation. The BII remains reliant on pub owning companies for income and sponsorship. Unless the BII is to become truly independent can it really claim to be rigourous in its accreditation policies.  What 'teeth' could the BII have in the event of a breach of the proposed codes?
12.
In addition, and as a minimum, the Pub Companies’ individual codes must make clear the pub company’s policy in respect of the following.  
Fair Pint Comment:  The wording states that Pub Companies are not obliged to meet the obligations set out below, simply to make their policy clear, even if their policy is not to comply. They can continue to abuse the relationship between landlord and tenant but simply be clearer about it.
PUB COMPANY OBLIGATIONS

Rent Setting and Review 
13.
The setting of initial rent and its subsequent review shall be handled fairly, with reasonable allowances made for costs and sustainable trade. 
14.
The assumption upon which the FMT calculation is based should be made clear to lessees ahead of the rent review. The same information that is provided at the commencement of new lease negotiations shall be provided automatically to all lessees at the start of a rent review negotiation. In addition to a breakdown of costs, detailed information on the assumptions made on turnover by income stream shall also be provided.

Fair Pint comment:  This is very similar to what the pub companies offered in 2004, in response to the Trade and Industry Select Committee but as the Business and Enterprise Select Committee discovered the obligation to provide a breakdown of how rent was calculated was not followed.  The clause says nothing about ensuring that the assumptions upon which FMT is calculated should be realistic. 
15
The guidelines for rent setting are established by an independent body (RICS) and applied to all leases and tenancies. It is recognised that the independent body will keep its rent setting guidelines under review. Amongst other matters which the guidelines will need to take into account of are any resulting legislative changes and court rulings Any resultant changes arising from such developments of the guidelines must be adopted and applied to all leases and tenancies as and when they are made public. (For the avoidance of doubt all parties agree that the RICS should act as an independent professional body and, while it may receive submissions from both the landlord and the tenant when considering its guidelines, neither the landlord nor the tenant should take part in any way in the rent setting decision.) 
Fair Pint Comment: The clause above seems to deliver a situation which is very similar to the status quo, but tenants are expected to give up the right to argue their case on rent settings above making submissions to the RICS. 

The RICS seems to be emerging as an independent body, which given the criticism of the institute in the Select Committee Report, it is clear that it could not be simply regarded previously as such.  The clause seems to take away the option of arbitration or recourse to the courts for tenants who disagree with the RICS view on the correct level of rent. Landlords and tenants have statutory rights to be involved in the rent setting process and clause in any event conflicts with earlier clauses 4 and 5.
The clause is meaningless as it can’t bind RICS who are not party to the agreement and the wording of the recognition of RICS as an independent body doesn’t seem to necessarily bind the parties to recognise RICS as such. 

The clause makes no mention of principle that the tied tenant should be no worse of than the free of tie tenant.  This principle has been recognised by RICS, but the agreement above makes no mention of it.   The BBPA had previously offered to include the a recognition of the principle in the agreement the fact that it has been excluded makes it clear that the BBPA believes that it is acceptable for their members to disregard this principle.  

If the agreement was serious about rebalancing the relationship between tied tenants and pub owning companies in a way which recognised this principle it would have made it clear that this principle ought to be made explicit in leases. 
There is no mention in the agreement that the calculation of Fair Maintainable Trade should include a salary either for a manager or the tenant if they manage the premises themselves.  Without this recognition, nothing has been offered to deal with the situation highlighted by the Business and Enterprise Select Committee that 67% of tied publicans earn less than £15,000 a year from their pubs. 

16.
Upwards only rent review clauses shall not be included in leases.  Some existing agreements with lessees will not be compliant with current practices.  Wherever possible the opportunity shall be given for lessees to convert to new agreements if terms can be agreed or by a legally enforceable exchange of letters transferrable to successors in title. 
Fair Pint Comment:  The removal of upward only rent review clauses was promised to the Trade and Industry Select Committee in 2004, but these promises were not fully kept. It is unclear how this agreement is any stronger than the promises offered in response to the Select Committee in 2004. There is no reason to ask tenants to "convert to new agreements" simply to remove upward only rent review clauses.  Clearly the BBPA's members are looking for an opportunity to move existing tenants to even harsher arrangements under the guise of delivering a benefit to the tenant.
This clause is evasive and is weaker than previous promises from the BBPA to explicitly state that upward only rent reviews should not be enforced.  Pub companies promised both the Trade and Industry Select Committee and the Business and Enterprise Select Committee that changes to remove upward only rent review clauses should be delivered by deeds of variation, which means that any successor in title to the lease will be bound by it. An exchange of letters is not an acceptable way of doing this.   
17
All rent review clauses should be capable of upwards and downwards reviews. 
Fair Pint comment: It is unclear how this will be enforced unless by deed of variation which as clause 16 shows the pub companies are unwilling to offer. 
18.
Where a tenancy or lease refers to indexation by reference to the RPI, companies will undertake to notify their tenants or lessees that the adjustment in the rent may be upwards or downwards. Wherever possible the opportunity shall be given for lessees to convert to new agreements if terms can be agreed or by a legally enforceable exchange of letters transferable to successors in title. 
Fair Pint comment: Rather than notifying tenants and giving them the opportunity to convert to new agreements pub companies should have been obliged to commit to changing leases by deed of variation 

19.
Rent review disputes can be resolved at the lessee’s option under the Pub Independent Rent Review Scheme, (administration of which is funded by BBPA members but with fees payable by both parties to the dispute). Where such a dispute is not resolved between the landlord and the tenant or lessee, this does not remove the right to arbitration but the tenant/lessee will waive such a right if the option to refer to the PIRRS is taken.  The list of valuers involved in the PIRRS scheme is approved by the management board which comprises representation from Association of Licensed Multiple Retailers (ALMR) BII, BBPA, FLVA, and the Guild of Master Victuallers (GMV)  

Fair Pint Comment:  This seems to conflict with clause 15, which seeks to bind tenants and landlords to agreeing to the judgement of RICS.  It is unclear how this clause will bind tenants to wave the right of arbitration if they choose to have the case considered by the PIRRS. The PIRRS scheme cannot be independent if funded by the BBPA.  It has already been found wanting with many surveyors, such as those from Fleurets, signing up to the scheme but failing to declare conflicts of interest.
Disclosure and Transparency
20.
The Pub Companies shall provide the shadow profit and loss (P&L) account in sufficient detail to enable a prospective tenant or lessee to take proper professional advice upon the terms conditions and effect of the tenancy or lease being offered.  Such information shall include, as a minimum, full details of all cost assumptions broken down into wages, utilities, rates, insurance, repairs and maintenance, operational costs and  “other  expenses”,
 including marketing and promotions, entertainment, door staff, licensing costs and licensing conditions where they are identified, which the pub companies have factored into their rent calculation.   Further details shall be provided where available or an explanation given where it is not.  
Fair Pint Comment:  We are unclear about what shadow profit and loss account means. We also believe that the clause is weakened by stating that there should be sufficient detail, which seems to leave it up to the pub companies to decide what detail is sufficient rather than full detail upon recognised accounting principles and including all items considered normal for a pub business, such as the manager's or tenant's salary.
We believe that pub companies should be obliged to ensure that tenants have taken independent legal advice.  The BBPA had previously said that they would include this in the agreement, but they have chosen to leave it out. 
21.
A shadow P&L shall also be provided to all lessees ahead of the commencement of any rent review negotiations.  
Fair Pint comment:  Here the BBPA is agreeing to nothing more than should already be carried out.

22.
A shadow P&L will be prepared by the Pub Companies in good faith on the basis of reasonable assumptions. The Pub Companies undertake to provide such information and detail that is available as the prospective tenants or lessees and/or their professional advisers request to enable them to verify the assumptions in the shadow P&L.
23.
In producing a shadow P&L, the Pub companies should – for the avoidance of doubt – produce a financial health-warning statement. This would be akin to the warnings attached to financial products such as endowments.  Financial advisers to lessees and tenants should also make their clients aware of the effects of changes on the business plan. 

Fair Pint comment:  The Pub Companies are effectively suggesting that they should be able to have a disclaimer so that the tenant could not rely on the information provided. The duty on financial advisers to make clients aware of the risk of changes to their business plan seems to put the onus on tenants’ advisers, who are not party to the agreement, rather than the pub companies.
24.
Shadow P&Ls provided by the Pub Companies should be produced and drafted by a properly competent individual. There is an obligation on the Pub Companies to be full and frank and to disclose all relevant information material in its possession to the rent review process. 

Fair Pint Comments:  This is what should happen already according to the pub companies’ codes of practice so there is no change from the status quo. 
25.
The Pub Companies shall draw the prospective tenant’s or lessee’s attention to the availability of the ALMR Benchmark Report and any other relevant independent benchmark reports of which they are aware.

26.
The BBPA Code shall incorporate a checklist of information to be requested by the tenant or lessee from the Pub Companies. This will be based on the FLVA Green Paper.   An explanation will be given to prospective tenants or lessees by the Pub Companies where such information is not available. 
Fair Pint Comments: Pub Companies should in any event answer truthfully all normal preliminary enquiries raised by the tenant's solicitor at the time of negotiating the lease.  

27.
The assumptions included in the rental calculation model for rent review purposes should be explained.  

Fair Pint comment:  This was offered in response to the Trade and Industry Select Committee’s report in 2004, but didn’t happen.  The clause offered here doesn’t require Pub Companies to ensure that the assumptions are realistic, to accord with normal accountancy principles or to ensure that they are inclusive of all costs associated with running a pub, including a manager's or tenant's salary.
28.
The Pub Companies shall ensure that any additional goodwill attaching to the Premises attributable to having achieved a greater level of business than an average competent tenant and the effects of the tenant’s or lessee’s improvements are disregarded. 
Fair Pint comment: Tenants’ goodwill and own investment is often not properly disregarded. This means that tenants often invest money or time only to see extra trade leading to higher rents.  The clause above simply lays out the legal principles which are clearly accepted in property law.  It is not a concession.  Even at the present time, with the BBPA promising changes, Fair Pint continues to receive evidence of BBPA members trying to 'land grab' at rent review regardless of the law and regardless of the clarification that has been issued recently by the RICS. 
29.
When calculating GPs the prices charged to the tenant or lessee by the Pub company in the agreement should be used.
Fair Pint Comment:  This isn't a concession - this is how it is supposed to be done.  The purchasing agreement forms part of the lease and the rent review should be carried out in accordance with the lease.  Once again this is the BBPA saying nothing more than that its members will 'drive within the speed limit'

30.
The rateable value used in the rent assessment will be the actual rateable value where available or the estimated rates based on FMT. 
Fair Pint Comment:  Why an either/or?  The BBPA has set in stone with the Valuation Office Agency a system of arriving at rateable value that is based on turnover.  That is therefore the system that should be used when assessing rates for the purposes of rent reviews.  Pub Companies will clearly try to use the actual rateable value if lower as it will inflate the divisible balance and lead to them obtaining a higher rent.
Fair Pint’s conclusion:  There is nothing in the agreement which makes it clear that when rents are set the costs of running a pub should include the right of tenants to earn a salary from their pub businesses or the right for them to pay a salary to a manager if they don't run the pub themselves.  Pub Company bosses don't simply rely on dividends for their earnings, they receive salaries - why should it not be the same for pub tenants?
There is nothing in the agreement which makes it clear that the level of rent should take account of the general decline in beer volumes and the economic difficulties faced by the sector.  This principle was set out in the Brooker Judgement earlier this year and has been accepted by the RICS.  There is nothing in the agreement which makes it clear, as recently clarified, by the RICS that the tied tenant should be no worse off than if non-tied.

Purchase Obligations
31.
Where beer is supplied under a tie Pub Companies will be transparent about prices charged, qualifications for discount and whether they will allow a guest beer supplied direct from a small brewer to be purchased outside the tie.  
32.
Where wet products other than beer are also supplied, the terms of the purchase obligations attached to these products will be made clear according to the type of agreement.
Fair Pint Comment: Both 31 and 32 should happen anyway so it is unclear how this will change the status quo.  Once again, the BBPA is offering nothing here. They are simply saying that their members will tell the tenant what is in the contract.
33.
AWP machine tie (Category C machines) – Pub Companies will make it clear in the process of profit valuation where machine income sits (companies will remove machine income from the divisible balance) and it will be shown below the divisible balance bottom line. 
Fair Pint comment:  It is unclear whether the clause above will end the rentalisation of AWP income. The BBPA needs to say what it means.  The clause above makes no mention of the AWP tie despite the fact that both the Trade and Industry Select Committee and the Business and Enterprise Select Committee recommended that the AWP tie ought to be removed.  
Insurance  

34.
Pub Companies will price-match and make available full details of insurance policy and any excess applicable. 
Fair Pint comment:  The only fair way of dealing with pub companies’ profiteering from insurance policies will be to allow tenants to purchase their own insurance, with the landlord either being party to the policy or having their interest noted. Price-matching won't work as a third party offering a quote will know that the tenant is not able to act independently.
Buying Out

35.
The Pub Companies shall develop a protocol setting out minimum standards for the operation and application of flow monitoring equipment, including any further prima facie evidence available. 

Fair Pint comment: The Select Committee’s report and Fair Pint's own experts have made it clear that the accuracy of flow metering equipment is questionable.  Despite the claims of pub companies, it was made clear that the flow meter could not distinguish between beer and water used to cleanout lines. The BBPA's members try to use flow monitoring equipment as evidence for breach of the tie and to levy charges on tenants., The equipment should comply with weights and measures legislation and  its accuracy should be certified by Trading Standards.  If not it should be removed from tenants' premises or used on for information purposes for the operation of the premises by the tenant.

Pub Companies should acknowledge the fact that leases do not give them the power to levy fines on publicans for alleged breach of supply contracts and that charges should not be taken from tenants bank accounts in contravention of the rules governing the Direct Debit scheme. 
Restrictive Covenants

36.
Individual Pub Companies must make their policy on restrictive covenants clear. 
Fair Pint comment: This is meaningless as pub companies could continue to use restrictive covenants as long as they make it clear that their policy is to use them. 
TENANTS/LESSEES OBLIGATIONS
Tenants/Lessees must:

Fair Pint Comment:  The parties to the agreement can’t bind individual tenants who are not themselves parties to the agreement.  Why do the BII and the FLVA think that further obligations on pub tenants are appropriate?
37.
Obtain accredited pre-entry training
 to enable them to evaluate and understand the contract they are seeking to enter into. Such training should be to the Qualification Curriculum Authority accredited standard. 
Fair Pint comment:  The BBPA previously stated their intention to include the need to receive legal and financial advice before entering into a tenancy. This clause has been removed.  The BII will benefit further financially from seeking this sort of pre-entry training 
38.
Produce an appropriate business plan with advice from suitably qualified professionals experienced in the leased/tenanted pub sector in respect of legal and financial matters to ensure that the business plan is achievable.  
39.
Ensure that any assignee of their lease receives the financial information disclosed by the pub company at commencement of the assignor’s interest and actual trading figures and accounts for the preceding three years where appropriate.  Where information is unavailable the reason for this will be disclosed. 

Fair Pint comment:  It is very difficult to see how this will be enforced apart from via a deed of variation to excising leases  
40.
All pre-entry requirements (including holding a personal licence under the Licensing Act 2003) concerning training or evidence based certification of professional or legal advice shall be capable of being waived by the pub company in the case of existing lessees or tenants or experienced operators, on production of suitable evidence. 
41.
On assignment a lessee will disclose information as if it were the original landlord and will adviser a prospective assignee that he must demonstrate that he complies with pre-entry training, has obtained qualified professional advice and has produced a business plan. Equally the requirement for pre-entry training or professional advice is capable of being waived by the assignor providing that evidence is sanctioned and approved by the pub company. 

Fair Pint Comment:  It is impossible to see how or why individual tenants can be bound to do all this when assigning their lease to someone else.  This clause is therefore meaningless. 

42
Pub Companies will not agree to an assignment unless this requirement has been complied with. 
Fair Pint comment:  The Court will not agree that it is reasonable for the Landlord to withhold consent to an assignment on this basis and as such it is meaningless. Any attempt by Pub Companies to force this into new leases would further undermine the rights of tenants to sell their leases.  

IMPLEMENTATION TIMETABLE 
43.  
The BBPA undertakes to incorporate the clauses in this Agreement into the BBPA Framework Code of Practice on the Granting of Tenancies and Leases to be referred to as “Revision 3”.  The Tenant/Lessee Representatives shall scrutinise the draft to ensure that all parts of the agreement are properly included in the revised draft of the Code. 


Fair Pint Comment:  There is no timetable for the drafting and implementation of deeds of variation which will be the only way of effectively enforcing most of the changes set out in the document. 
44. 
The implementation of the BBPA Code shall be undertaken in accordance to the following timetable. 

a) The revised BBPA Code (Revision 3) shall take effect from 1st January 2010.
b) BBPA Members will have three months to incorporate the BBPA Code (Revision 3) into their individual Codes of Practice 

Fair Pint comment: We are unclear why BBPA members need another 3 months to incorporate the agreement into their own codes of practice.  If the BBPA adopt it the pub companies simply need to adopt it to their codes,and this could be done at the same time
c) A further 3 months will be provided to allow BBPA members to complete BII accreditation and to make changes required by the BII to achieve that accreditation.  This gives the final end date of 30th June 2010 Fair Pint Comment: Why yet another 3 months?  The BII only has to accredit the BBPA code which, according to the BBPA, will then be binding on its members.
d) The Implementation of the Code, its operation and effect will be reviewed by the Parties on or before 30th June 2010. 

e) The BBPA Code will be periodically reviewed by agreement of the Parties 
45. BBPA Member Codes shall bear the BBPA logo and the BII logo to indicate adherence to the BBPA Code of Practice as accredited by the BII and the BII own standards contained within the accreditation process.  
Fair Pint comment: There is very little detail about the standards of accreditation.  Many pub companies already have BII accreditation for their codes of practice, but this has been abused and has been seen to be ineffective.  There is no detail about the remedies for non compliance and on what basis accreditation can be withdrawn.  Under no circumstances should Pub Company codes include the BII logo.  If the BII is to act as an independent regulator then it needs remain entirely distinct from those companies it is responsible for regulating.  
� BII has undertaken to develop a pre-entry training qualification.  The BBPA will work with the BII to deliver such a qualification. 


� Once such accreditation becomes available.  The Pub Companies have undertaken to work with BII to develop a suitable qualification as soon as possible. 
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