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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)? 
 
1. Q+A Planning have produced this statement on behalf of the London Hotel Group (LHG) in 

order to respond to the Panel’s question on Matter 61 as summarised above.  As explained 
in our duly made representations, we support the overall thrust of policy E10, including its 
objective to strengthen London’s visitor economy and associated employment. However, we 
are concerned that the language of the policy is not justified and consistent with national 
policy.   In addition, we also believe that the language of the policy is ineffective since it will 
frustrate the potential for appropriate sites to deliver accommodation and other infrastructure.   
 

2. Our position has been explained carefully within our duly made representations and we 
believe that minor changes to the language of policy E10 would address our concerns and 
ensure the soundness of the policy.    
 

3. In respect of sub question (a), we believe that development of accommodation and other 
visitor infrastructure is a matter of strategic importance insofar as it relates to the broad 
support given to such development across London.  However, it is important that Policy E10 
does not address more local matters that may frustrate appropriately located developments, 
which could be determined in accordance with local plans or neighbourhood plans.  
 

4. Returning to our first point, we consider that the language of Policy E10 is not justified or 
consistent with national policy since the principles of the sequential test applying to 
accommodation and other visitor infrastructure have been set aside.  This would be 
inconsistent with national policy and with other policies in the draft London Plan (namely 
policy SD7).  This matter could be resolved with minor editorial changes to Policy E10E and 
paragraph 6.10.3. as follows: 
 
Policy E10E: ‘In outer London and those parts of inner London outside the CAZ, serviced 
accommodation should be promoted in town centres (or edge or out of centre sites, if no 
town centre sites are suitable and available accordance with Policy SD7) and within 
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Opportunity Areas where they are well-connected by public transport, particularly to central 
London.’ 
 
Paragraph 6.10.3 (final sentence): ‘Boroughs in outer and inner London beyond the CAZ are 
encouraged to plan proactively for new serviced accommodation in town centres, or edge or 
out of centre sites, if no town centre sites are suitable and available, to help spread the 
benefits of tourism to the whole of the capital.’ 

 
5. In respect of the effectiveness in ensuring that the need for accommodation and other 

infrastructure for visitors can be met in appropriate locations, we have highlighted two 
concerns over the approach in our duly made representations, namely: 

 
 The failure to set the quantitative need figures in context and the absence of any 

reference to qualitative considerations. 
 The potential for confusion in respect of Policy E10F and its reference to compromising 

housing provision. 
 
6. In respect of the quantitative issues, our concerns in respect of paragraph 6.10.2 have been 

set out in our duly made representations.  Qualitative issues are more appropriately 
addressed within local plans and are not necessarily a strategic issue.  However, our 
experience is that qualitative issues can be set aside at a local level and the quantitative 
outputs within the London Plan are used as a cap on visitor accommodation.  This means 
that where this cap is exceeded, the merits of an appropriate location are ignored.  
 

7. Furthermore, as a strategic qualitative matter, the Panel should note that hotel operators 
often need to rely upon innovative formats to respond to demand, including ‘pod’ or basement 
accommodation.  This approach is needed in order to make the best of use land in order to 
respond to London’s strong tourism economy.  
 

8. Therefore, to avoid the approach where development in appropriate locations is being limited 
and to recognise the wider qualitative considerations that should be appreciated at a strategic 
level, we consider a further supporting paragraph could usefully be included to make this 
point clear.   Our suggestion is as follows: 

 
‘The London wide estimates of the need for additional visitor accommodation are not 
intended to be a cap and Boroughs should respond to both the quantitative and qualitative 
need for accommodation locally, including the current spatial distribution and standards of 
accommodation.  Where appropriate, support should be given to innovative formats of visitor 
accommodation to make the best use of land and to support the visitor economy.’ 



The London Plan 
Examination in Public 2018-2019 
 
Written Statement on Matter 61 – Visitor Infrastructure 

 
Representor: London Hotel Group (1115) 
Agent: Q+A Planning Ltd  
 

 

  
9. Our other concern surrounds the potential ineffectiveness of Policy E10F and the relationship 

between apart hotels, as set out in our representations.  This matter can be easily resolved 
with a minor edit as follows: 

 
‘The role of apart-hotels and short-term lettings should be supported whilst ensuring that they 
short-term lettings do not compromise housing provision’ 

 
10. In respect of the second sub-question (b) in respect of the strategy functions of the CAZ, we 

have no comment.  However, we do believe there is a potential for further confusion in 
respect of Policy E10D and the final sentence which states ‘Intensification of the provision of 
serviced accommodation in areas of existing concentration should be resisted, except where 
this will not compromises local amenity or the balance of local land uses’  As is clear from 
paragraph 6.10.3, this resistance to intensification should apply to the CAZ only.   To avoid 
any doubt, the words ‘within the CAZ’ ought to be added to the start of the sentence.   
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