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Night Time Economy  

M49. Would Policy HC6 provide an effective and justified approach to support the 

growth and diversification of London’s night time economy (NTE)? In particular:  

 

a) Is the definition of ‘strategic areas of night time activity’ as set out in table A1.1 

effective and justified?  

 

b) Does it strike the right balance between supporting the NTE and protecting the 

living conditions of residents and nearby uses in terms of anti-social behaviour, 

noise pollution, health and wellbeing and other issues?  

 
 
Greater consideration must be given to the adverse effects of the night time economy 
and its inaccessibility to many Londoners. 
  
Is the definition of ‘strategic areas of night time activity’ as set out in table A1.1 
effective and justified? 
 
AN2 of the Draft London Plan identifies three categories which classify the night time 
economy: 
 

● NT1 – Areas of international or national significance 
● NT2 – Areas of regional or sub-regional significance 
● NT3 – Areas with more than local significance 

 
No information is given as to how each centre was allocated a classification however 
and no more precise definition of what these classifications mean appears to exist. 
There is no recognition in the Draft London Plan that these designations may be 
contested or may not be desirable to local communities. The classification of these areas 
is fundamentally important to the Draft London Plan’s strategy and more transparency 
on how these designations were made, what the classifications mean and how they can 
be contested is absolutely necessary. 
 
The London Plan should recognise from the onset that strategic areas of night time 
activity are not inherently desirable to local people and that the night time economy is 
not appropriate for all Londoners.  
 
Is encouraging the night economy appropriate for local residents? 
 
London is home to a diverse population who engage with the night time economy 
differently. The GLA Economics report ‘London at night: An evidence base for a 24-hour 
city’ produced in November 2018 provides useful data on the state of London’s night 
time economy, especially in regard to engagement of different demographics. The report 
highlights that 51% of BAME people in Britain do not drink alcohol and 17% of BAME 
Londoners think that “too many places revolve around alcohol”. This is not recognised in 
the Draft London Plan which does not acknowledge the important role that alcohol has in 
the night time economy or the way in which it divides the population. Any strategy for 
expanding the night time economy, particularly in regards to leisure, must recognise the 



role of alcohol and must recognise that high concentrations of licensed premises are not 
appropriate in some, particularly BAME communities. 
 
Many of London’s emerging centres of night leisure such as Brixton, Dalston and Brick 
Lane are home primarily to BAME communities who are less likely to make use of the 
emerging bars and pubs than white people. 22% of BAME Londoners socialise at night 
“somewhere other than a pub or bar”, yet the Draft London Plan does not attempt to 
identify where these places may be and the Draft London Plan makes no mention of 
these places or how to encourage their use and/or expansion. This is something we 
argue about in section M50. Public Houses, on Policy HC7 “Protecting public houses”). 
 
Whilst the Draft London Plan states that “Boroughs are encouraged to consider 
appropriate management strategies and mitigation measures to reduce negative impacts 
on the quality of life of local residents” (7.6.6), no indication is given as to what these 
strategies and measures may be or what this encouragement may look like.  
 
Where the night economy does not cater to local residents, serious consideration should 
be given as to whether its expansion should be encouraged. For example, the ward of 
Spitalfields and Banglatown is 41.5% Muslim and yet is part of the City Fringe 
opportunity area where the development of bars and clubs, which are typically not 
frequented by Muslims, is being encouraged. What mechanisms exist to protect the 
living conditions of people who find themselves in the midst of a growing night time 
economy which does not cater to their needs and can be perceived as socially and 
culturally inappropiate, intimidating and sometimes overwhelming? 
 
While the Supplementary Planning Guidance on “Culture and the night time economy” 
states that “making London’s night time culture more diverse goes hand in hand with 
ensuring a wide range of evening and night time activities are on offer to London’s 
diverse population” (p.46), it is disappointing to see that the Guidance only suggest 
exploring the benefits of diversifying the uses and opening times of evening and night 
time activities in centres. We agree that diversifying this range “can help attract a wider 
range of visitors, including those who feel excluded from alcohol-driven entertainment 
activities. It can also decrease crime, anti-social behaviour and the fear of crime” (p.48).  
 
London’s night leisure economy leads to gentrification 
 
The link between London’s night economy and gentrification is not new and has shaped 
London for many years. Areas of London such as Shoreditch and more recently Dalston 
have become increasingly expensive and sterile as the night economy has expanded. 
Outside of central London, there is a direct correlation between property prices and the 
prominence of the local night leisure economy. The Draft London Plan however does not 
identify this connection and thus puts at risk areas in which the night economy is 
expanding. 
 
The Financial Times described Dalston being transformed from its ‘gritty roots’ as a 
result of the increasing popularity of its night economy (Finantial Times, 2017) with The 
Guardian declaring E8 (Dalston) Britain’s ‘coolest postcode’ in 2009 (Guardian, 2009). 
From 2009-2014, according to the Finantial Times, average prices in Dalston and its 
inmediate surroundings increased by 59%, just off the prime central London average, 
that increase roused 65% in the same period. 
 

https://www.ft.com/content/33bc05fa-a3a1-11e7-8d56-98a09be71849
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2009/apr/27/dalston-cool-london-suburb


Before encouraging Boroughs to support the growth of the night economy, it is 
absolutely vital that the GLA has a greater and more compassionate understanding of 
the link between the night economy and gentrification. London’s night time economy 
does not cater to “all Londoners” and is very likely to displace more local communities 
and homogenise local commercial and industrial services. 
  
London’s nightlife is becoming sterile, expensive and inaccessible 
 
The gentrifying effect of the night economy puts at risk the diversity of the night economy 
itself as is evidenced by the loss of many valued night-time venues which the Draft 
London Plan accepts “has disproportionately affected particular groups” (7.6.11).  
 
The GLA Economics ‘London at Night’ report highlights Pubs, Grassroots Music Venues, 
LGBTQ+ venues and Night Clubs as having all been lost in alarming numbers in recent 
years. The remaining venues are often expensive and inaccessible to people from local 
communities.  
 
Whilst the Draft London Plan identifies the importance of diversifying the night-time mix 
of uses (7.6.9), and diversifying the 24-hour offering (7.6.7) it offers no solutions on how 
to stem the currently homogenising night-time economy which is primarily the result of 
market development which has little to no place for the diverse needs of the local 
community. This is an issue in NT1, NT2 and NT3 areas, where users of venues are 
often not from the local community and there are few incentive for venues to cater to the 
local community. 
  
The top issue for all Londoners participating in activities at night is cost, with over a third 
of Londoners saying that it is too expensive to participate. This issue is not addressed by 
the London plan despite being highlighted as the main barrier to participation in the night 
economy by the GLA. The GLA’s ‘London at Night’ report identifies the price of night 
activities as rising faster than inflation, yet The Draft London Plan does not consider how 
this barrier can be removed.   
  
Fear of crime 
 
Fear of crime in the night-time economy has been identified as one of the largest 
barriers to participation, yet the Draft London Plan offers no specific solutions to reduce 
this. One of the impacts of increasing concentrations of licensed premises and widening 
participation in the night economy is an increased perception of crime risk.  
 
Literature such as Brands, J., Schwanen, T., & van Aalst, I. (2015) ‘Fear of crime and 
affective ambiguities in the night-time economy,’ suggests that fear of crime is a 
significantly larger barrier to participation in the night-time economy than crime itself. 
This paper suggests that lighting, police presence and ‘undesired-others’ are the primary 
factors in perceptions of safety and so we believe that the London Plan should consider 
these three factors directly as policy opportunities. 
 

1. In areas with night time activity, lighting should be made smarter in specific 
locales. Lighting should be designed to illuminate specific sites of night time 
activity without making passers-by more vulnerable by simultaneously covering 
other events in darkness. 



2. Policing practices, particularly the number of patrolling officers and the 
equipment they carry, should be reconsidered. Although the Draft London Plan 
recognises a role for the police (7.6.11) It must be recognised in the Draft London 
Plan that police presence does not necessarily improve perceptions of safety and 
can both reduce and intensify the fear of crime among night-time economy 
consumers. 

3. Stereotypes of ‘undesired-others’ play an important role in perceptions of safety 
and it is important that the Draft London Plan addresses the role of local policy in 
reproducing and strengthening these stereotypes. This includes addressing 
specifically the treatment of ‘undesired-others’ by the police in areas with night-
time activity. 

 
It is especially important that the Draft London Plan address these policy areas as it 
identifies the use of the public realm in the night economy (7.6.10). Whilst we agree that 
it is crucial that the public realm can be enjoyed by night, the only way that this can be 
possible for ALL Londoners is if perceptions of safety are improved. 
 
 



 

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? 
  
NOTES FROM RICHARD 
 


