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Visitor Infrastructure  

 

M61. Is Policy E10 justified and consistent with national policy and would it be 

effective in ensuring that the need for accommodation and other infrastructure 

for visitors can be met in appropriate locations? 

 In particular:  

a) Is development of accommodation and other visitor infrastructure a matter 

of strategic importance to London, or a detailed matter that would be more 

appropriately dealt with through local plans or neighbourhood plans?  

 

b) Would Policy E10D support the “strategic functions” of the CAZ (paragraph 

2.4.4) and “locally orientated uses” in the CAZ (paragraph 2.4.5)?  
 
Policy E10 is justified and is consistent with national policy and Policy E8 for 
sector growth opportunities points in paragraph 6.8.3 to the Mayor’s Economic 

Development Strategy where tourism “gives London an international profile - 
attracting people from across the world - and showcases London as a diverse 

and open city”. 
 
Also, Policy SD6 G proposes that “Tourist infrastructure, attractions and hotels in 

town centre locations, especially in outer London, should be enhanced and 
promoted”. That is repeated for Policy SD10 in paragraph 6.10.3. 

 
That aspiration is clear, but it will depend upon the policies and achievements of 
boroughs in improving the attraction and facilities of their cultural and historic 

assets, the quality of accommodation away from Zone 1 and 2, the interests of 
visitors and the way in which the web site ‘visitlondon.com’ promotes more 

remote attractions. 
 
However, Policy E10 and associated policies may not be effective in dispersing 

tourists from the centre of London, as E10 A and E require and paragraphs 
6.10.1 and 6.10.3 emphasise. 

 
London Forum suggests that while the objective of the distribution of tourists 
across the whole city is a laudable one, there appear to be no practical 

measures contained in the Plan to achieve it. Market trends point in the 
opposite direction, of increased emphasis on iconic attractions (Palace of 

Westminster, Buckingham Palace, Tower of London etc.) among the likely 



geographical markets for London. This can lead to the perils of 'overtourism' as 
already experienced in a number of major European cities. There need to be 

practical measures to address these risks if London is to maintain its leading 
position as a tourism destination. 

 
Regarding paragraph 6.10.2 for tourist accommodation, in the "Projections of 
demand and supply for visitor accommodation in London to 2050" – GLA 

Economics Working Paper 88 (NLP/EC/011) it is noted that in 2015, of the total 
of 138.5 million visitor nights spent in London, 78% were from international 

visitors. 85% of these international visitor nights arose from non-business 
travel, i.e. leisure visits and visiting friends and relatives (VFR). Growth in both 
international and domestic visits is projected on a straight-line basis to 2050. 

 
However, what is highly likely is that the proportionate make-up of international 

visitors will change during this period, notably with higher rates of growth from 
Asia, notably from China. The number of visits from China to the UK rose by 
27% in the first quarter of 2017 as against 2016, an indication of trends to 

come.  
 

For these visitors the iconic attractions contained in central London are of 
especial importance. Diverting Chinese visitors from Buckingham Palace and the 

Palace of Westminster, for example, to attractions in outer London will be 
especially challenging. 
 

London’s tourist offer will need to be promoted bearing in mind the interests 
of different groups of visitors. Those making their first visit to London will spend 

their time in the central attractions. 
 
Recovery from the uncertainty of Brexit will be important for London to receive 

the benefits of having visitors because the total of 7.69 million people from EU 
member states who came to London for holidays or business trips in the first 

nine months of 2018 was down nine per cent on the record 8.44 million in the 
same period in 2017, according to the Office for National Statistics. 
 

The overall number of overseas visits to the capital fell almost one million, from 
15.24 million to 14.22 million over the period. 

 
The London Tourism Impact Study, prepared in 1989-90 for the London Planning 
Advisory Committee and the then London Tourist Board, considered the impact 

of tourism on heritage sites and on the transport system. Such a 
consideration seems to be lacking from the London Plan and from the 

support documents underlying it. 
 
Measures to control tourism flows are likely to become increasingly essential in 

order to avoid conflict with London’s residents. Such conflicts will detract 
from London as a destination and render straight line projections of 

demand implausible. Any loss of reputation reduces the attractiveness of 
London as a place to live, work and invest. 
 

In the London Tourism Impact Study consideration was given to the limitation of 
visitor flows to key attractions by rationing and/or by price. To date there has 



not been any coherent response in London, although for St Paul’s Cathedral and 
for Westminster Abbey there is a degree of rationing by price. 

 
Without consideration and implementation of measures to address visitor 

management, it may be necessary to reduce the rate of increase for serviced 
visitor accommodation as put forward in the London Plan. It could even lead to a 
need to engage in 'demarketing' activities – i.e. an attempt to make London (or 

parts of the city) less attractive generally (or to certain groups in particular) to 
make the situation more sustainable. 

 
The varying demand, resulting from the recent changes in visitor numbers, for 
serviced visitor accommodation in London could influence the amount of 

Airbnb facilities provided at any time, as the quantity of hotel beds adapt slowly.  
 

In some locations demand for Airbnb could change the number of homes 
available for Londoners, in others it could bring unacceptable noise and other 
irritants to those living there, as reported by London Forum’s member society 

covering Covent Garden. 
 

The warnings and guidance given in paragraph 6.10.4 on that problem is useful, 
but the word ‘may’ in it for action boroughs should take ought to be 

‘should’. 
  
That would positively support the MSC addition to SD10 F on short-term lettings 

which London Forum supports.  
 

PROPOSALS:   
 

1) There should be a Visitors and Tourism SPG by the Mayor to tackle 

the issues described above and to advise boroughs within the 
policies of the final NLP. 

2) Because of the importance of controlling Airbnb, SD10 F should 
have on the end the words ‘See paragraph 6.10.4 and the Mayor’s 
SPG on Tourism.’ [If it can be approved before the NLP is published]. 

 
The SPG should build upon and update the last Mayor’s Cultural Tourism Vision 

document ‘Take a Closer Look’ produced in 2015 (NLP/AD/48 and NLP/HC/018), 
the Mayor’s Culture Strategy (NLP/HC/020a) and ‘Tourism and Accommodation 
in London: Alternative Policies and the Docklands Experience’ (NLP/AD/49). 

 
 

M61 a) - The analysis above shows that development of accommodation and 
other visitor infrastructure is definitely a matter of strategic importance to 
London, especially to redistribute these facilities to town centres in outer 

London. Boroughs must develop their own strategies and policies in their Local 
Plan. 

 
 
M61 b) – Policy E10 D is useful for addressing the points above about avoiding 

pressure for more Airbnb if it encourages more visitor accommodation to be 
provided in town centres in outer London. To achieve this and deliver a 



sequential approach to their location in town centres, sites will need to be 
identified in town centres in outer London. 

 
 

London Forum is concerned, however, that there will need to be a balance 
between the demands for space of all housing, business, retail, culture and 
infrastructure needs and the requirements for hotels and other serviced visitor 

accommodation in the CAZ. Paragraph 6.10.3 warns about that but an SPG on 
Visitors and Tourism could help to guide boroughs in dealing with the conflict 

which would apply also in other areas, not only the CAZ. 
 
Proposal:  Paragraph 6.10.3 should have additional words  

‘  but should consider the same issues of conflicting local demands 
which could arise.’  
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