
The Taylor Review a response by British Destinations 

The case for retaining and improving the Good Practice Guidance on Planning for Tourism 

1. British Destinations and our interests.  Thank you for giving British Destinations an opportunity to 

comment on the Taylor review.  As an organisation representing 75 destination management bodies, 

of which 80% are in England, we have a strong interest in the potential impacts of the English 

planning regime on both the look and feel of destinations and on their functionality as places to visit 

or to stay for both tourism business and tourism leisure purposes, as well as their functionality as 

places to live and to work.  Whilst Lord Taylor’s review, and the recommendations it contains, are 

broad based and cover most of the planning regime, we wish to confine our comments to one 

specific recommendation that has direct relevance to tourism and, if implemented, one with 

significant potential for negative impacts on tourism, the visitor economy and therefore on related, 

direct and indirect employment across the country.   

2. That recommendation regards the Good Practice Guidance on Planning for Tourism 2006, of 

which the review says: “(the) document explains the planning system in the context of tourism and, 

whilst helpful background information, it doesn’t add any critical advice on the issue.  Local 

authorities who have tourism assets understand the issue and plan for them accordingly.  (The) 

documents can be cancelled”. British Destinations agrees that the guidance would benefit from 

updating to reflect current structures and recently changed circumstances, however, we still believe 

the document continues to have an important role to play, both nationally and locally, in articulating 

both the physical and operational requirements of tourism and also in explaining the direct and 

indirect impacts of tourism and the visitor economy on the host communities.  For ease of reference 

the specific recommendation is listed as item/document number 56 of 103 documents, of many 

different types, recommended for cancellation at Annex A to the Taylor Review report. 

3. Current relevance. The Good Practice Guidance on Planning for Tourism was only issued in 2006 

to replace Planning Policy Guidance 21 (PPG 21).  Unusually the call to replace, rather than remove 

the tourism specific PPG 21 entirely, came from a broad spectrum of public, public/private and 

private sector bodies and business interests involved in tourism.  Moreover, it was a cooperative 

effort, coordinated via the Tourism Alliance that helped the Department for Communities and Local 

Government (DCLG) draft the replacement guidance documents in 2005/06.  Having consulted with 

our own, largely public sector membership, and having been party to recent, largely private sector, 

Tourism Alliance discussions, we believe that the broad based, cross sector consensus remains 

extant and that the importance of the guidance to the public, public/private and private sector is 

essentially undiminished. 

4. The rationale for cancellation.  Lord Taylor’s view that, “local authorities who have tourism assets 

understand the issues and plan accordingly”, is plausible but, we think in practice, seriously flawed.  

Virtually all local authorities have” tourism assets”, admittedly some rather more than others, but 

the level and consistency of understanding of often complex and sometimes competing issues 

surrounding them will always vary significantly.  Moreover the variance is not necessarily 

proportionate to either the scale or relative importance of tourism in any particular administrative 

area.  Arguably of late, funding pressures have contributed to those variations becoming more 

marked and also on them impacting where they might be least expected, as different local 



authorities have found it necessary to downsize, outsource or remove altogether their tourism 

expertise and/or some of their planning resources, with a corresponding loss of expertise and 

corporate memory.  

 5. The external local function.  Lord Taylor’s view is also somewhat one-sided, since we believe that 

the national tourism guidance is not, or at least should not be, entirely aimed at the local authorities 

themselves.  This guidance also serves to inform national and local tourism businesses and critically 

their professional development advisors in regard of what is, or is not permissible and to set out 

some basic principles and criteria from which to work?  Arguably that could be tackled by existing, or 

new local plans.  However, tourists are by their nature not local residents, and whilst some of the 

product and services they consume will also be used by locals, tourism essentially creates additional 

demand locally, across both public and private sector assets.  Those demands are unequally widely 

dispersed across both the public realm and private enterprise, are often far in excess of, and less 

predictable than, those that would be created by local residents alone.  At peak times of day and 

periods in the week/month/year they also place residents and non-residents in direct competition 

for what are inevitably perceived, by the local residents at least, to be “local services”.  There is an 

inherent local v visitor conflict involved with tourism, regardless of tourism’s economic importance.  

The national guidance simply helps to frame and explain tourism in a more understandable, 

dispassionate context. 

6. The guidance note serves to articulate and explain those complex and competing pressures from a 

neutral, national perspective.  Invariably because it exists it is used by authorities to help inform 

their local plans.  However independently knowledgeable the local authority may be, we believe the 

guidance performs an important role in informing the applicant of the overarching issues.  This type 

of guidance also helps developers, who may be operating in many different local authority areas, to 

know the criteria that should be used to guide decision making.  Similarly, the Planning Inspectorate, 

have a reference document to see that there is a degree of consistency and reasonableness in the 

approach that can assist in the evaluation of Planning Appeals as explained in paragraph 8 below.  

The alternative that each local authority should produce its own detailed guidance would seem 

unnecessarily onerous and not necessarily be in the spirit of reducing “red tape” on a national basis.   

7. This proposal also begs the question, when in future these plans are updated and no agreed 

national guidance exists, where then will the overview and point of national reference, for this 

relatively unusual and complex planning area, come from?  It could be argued that perversely the 

guidance isn’t perceived to be needed at this precise moment, only because it has existed up to now 

and has successfully done the job intended of it. If that is the case, then what fills the inevitable void 

when in future that corporate national memory has faded and there is no written guidance? 

8. The external national function.  The reviews recommendation on this guidance note is further 

flawed in that it doesn’t appear to take any account of its role in the appeals process.  In our 

experience there are a small but important number of appeals heard concerning major and minor 

tourism related planning decisions each year across England.  In virtually every case,  where 

Government’s own inspectors are involved, they  turn to this particular guidance note for direction 

on physical, operational or economic  issues and cite it in their findings. We believe they do so 

because of the unusual and complex nature of tourism, which does not conveniently fit the model 

for other industries and economic activities. Without that guidance, broadly supported by both the 



public and private sector interests, how are the complex and often competing interests to be 

weighed and robust decisions to be made at appeal?   

 

9. We believe that regardless of any local need for such national based guidance on tourism and 

planning, there will be a continuing national need for this guidance to inform the appeals process.  

The fact that Government’s own inspectors feel the need to refer to the guidance also serves to 

reinforce our view that tourism is not an activity that is easily understood or falls into the standard 

templates for other industrial, service sector or other socio economic planning.   Put simply the 

national guidance has existed in various guises because guidance is required to properly understand 

tourism.  We see nothing in Lord Taylor’s report and, critically, nothing on the ground, working in 

destinations with tourism, tourist and local residents that materially change that historic position. 

10.  Our alternative proposal.  If Government could be persuaded or indeed were already minded to, 

British Destinations would like to see the Tourism Planning Good Practice Guidance retained but 

significantly improved.  This would incorporate strengthened sections on those examples of 

contemporary best practice across the country.  This would promote sustainable growth in tourism.  

We are confident that a high calibre cross section of representatives from the major tourism bodies 

could again be brought together to assist DCLG with the necessary redrafting. This could be done at 

relatively short notice and at minimal, or at no, cost to DCLG.  Given that retention is supported by 

both public and private sector interests and representatives of both sides and indeed by cross 

cutting public/private sector partnerships that are willing to assist in a redrafting process,  British 

Destinations hopes that this offer will be welcomed and accepted. 

11. Further consultation and next steps. If you require further clarification on our views we would be 

delighted to provide additional or supporting comment and evidence.  Should you be persuaded of 

the argument we would happily assist you to bring together the necessary industry expertise, 

although we would recommend that you continue to use the services of the Tourism Alliance whom 

we feel sure will have made a similar offer in their own response to you.  In addition if the guidance 

is to be retained then that redraft process, or at least the gathering together of the expert panel to 

assist, should start as soon as practicably possible.  This could conceivably be done before the formal 

consultation or before official announcements are completed? We are certain that the tourism 

industry interests represented by British Destination would be supportive of any early moves 

designed to help make progress in this important matter. 
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