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Purpose of the research

The Coalition Government has recognised the importance 
of tourism to society and economy in the United Kingdom 
culminating in its Tourism Policy in March 2011. Reforms to 
public sector support for the tourism sector in England form 
a major component of this. In order to generate ‘stronger, 
more focused tourism bodies’ to drive future management 
and development of tourism, it is proposed to enhance 
local governance by means of Destination Management 
Organisations (DMOs) working with their respective 
Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs). These governance 
arrangements are intended to be more sensitive to local 
conditions, challenges and opportunities, and they will replace 
the existing framework of support.

The aim of this report is to map current public sector support 
for tourism in England in the transition period before the 
Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) close in 2012. In 
particular, this report sets out to examine:

i.     The extent to which tourism has featured in proposals to 
establish LEPs;

ii.    How far current ‘destination groups’ have been interfacing 
with LEPs; and

iii.   Some possible consequences of the new arrangements for 
delivery.

Methods

The empirical data on which this report is based were collected 
from in May and June 2011 by a team the Centre for Sport, 
Leisure and Tourism Research at the University of Exeter 
Business School (Dr Claire Dinan, Fiona Hutchison and Prof 
Tim Coles). A two-stage approach was employed: the first 
stage investigated how tourism featured among LEPs while the 
second explored views among ‘destination groups’ to the new 
governance arrangements. Fifteen of 35 LEPs (43%) responded 
to a questionnaire survey to augment a content analysis of 
LEP proposals in the first stage. Eighty-six ‘destination groups’ 
were sent a questionnaire survey in stage two, with 37 replying 
(43%) and a further 16 (19%) participating in a programme 
of accompanying interviews. The research was funded by the 
Economic and Social Research Council and it benefitted from 
the support of VisitEngland, Destination Performance UK and 
the British Resort and Destinations Association. The opinions 
expressed here are those of the University research team alone 
and they do not necessarily reflect those of the ESRC, the 
University of Exeter, VisitEngland or our other partners.

Executive Summary

3

There are many high value tourism offers in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly



Key findings: Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and tourism

•	 Of the 35 LEPs established at the time of the research seven 
had identified tourism as a key priority (20%), 26 indicated 
that they have interest in tourism (74%), and two made no 
mention of tourism (6%). 

•	 LEPs routinely recognised tourism as a driver for economic 
development and a means of encouraging job creation. In 
moving the tourism sector forward, leadership roles were 
only mentioned by 31% of LEPs.

•	 For 60% of LEPs that participated in the survey, they felt the 
landscape of support for the tourism sector within their area 
was unclear and 78% had not set a budget at the time of the 
research, both of which act as short-term impediments to 
tourism development. 

Key findings: destination groups in the 
new policy landscape

•	 England is home to many destination groups already fulfilling 
the roles anticipated by recent tourism policy. 

•	 They are mainly publicly-led (74%) and less than a 
quarter (22%) are governed by the sorts of public-private 
partnerships that Government advocates.

•	 All destination groups rely on public money as a main source 
of funding and 67% of them have experienced a reduction 
in this funding stream in the past year. 

•	 86% of destination groups recorded that the landscape of 
policy support for tourism was unclear. 

•	 83% of destination groups reported that they were located 
in the same territory as one or more of the LEPs but only 
59% reported that they were currently engaging with their 
local LEP regarding tourism. 

•	 The main impediments to greater interaction were a 
perceived lack of budget setting and prioritisation; limited 
interest in, and commitment to, tourism as an economic 
activity; the difficulties of presenting a compelling case to LEP 
administrators; and the current inability to secure funding for 
the tourism sector.

Implications for future tourism 
development

Notwithstanding the aspirations for the tourism sector, there 
are several potential consequences of these governance 
reforms which may impede the sector’s ability to deliver:

i. The Government’s vision for tourism development is now 
in the hands of multiple, non-governmental organisations.

ii. Local authorities will continue to be a key actor in tourism 
development because of their respective roles in DMOs 
and LEPs, and they have an important lobbying role in 
keeping tourism high on the economic development 
agenda.

iii. Private monies are anticipated to play a greater role in 
destination management. However, there is little current 
evidence of this, nor their replacing local authority funding 
which has declined because of funding cuts and the non-
statutory status of tourism.

iv. Without greater organisation or ‘raising its game’, the 
tourism sector may find it especially difficult to access 
enabling resources through Regional Growth Funds.
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1.1 Background – Why this research was 
conducted

England welcomes over 25 million international visitors per 
annum and around 100 million domestic overnight trips are 
made every year (VisitEngland n.d.). In 2010, the tourism 
sector generated £97 billion, it employed over two million 
people, and it supported thousands of businesses, directly and 
indirectly (VisitEngland et al. 2010: 2).

The importance of strong current and continuing contributions 
to the economy from the tourism sector have been 
recognised by the present Government. Prime Minister, David 
Cameron, has argued that the tourism sector is ‘fundamental 
to the rebuilding and rebalancing of our economy’, providing 
‘one of the best and fastest ways’ of generating income (BBC 
News 2011). However, the fortunes of the tourism sector are 
dependent on many factors. 

One focus for attention moving forward is the role of 
the public sector in stimulating and supporting tourism 
development. According to research conducted by Deloitte 
and Oxford Economics (2010: 64-65), employment cut-
backs in the public sector, higher taxation, and the need to 
maintain and develop infrastructure provision may prove to 
be important challenges ahead. Furthermore, ‘the reliance 
on tourism in many districts across the UK therefore further 
stresses the importance for intervention in the industry’ 
(Deloitte and Oxford Economics 2010: 72). 

Changes are underway in the landscape of tourism governance 
in England. Before the 2010 election, public sector support 
for tourism had been based on the Regional Development 
Agencies (RDAs) and the associated Regional Tourist 
Boards (RTBs). These were augmented by a series of sub-
regional actors, including local authorities and local tourism 
partnerships. In the case of the RTBs there is a long genealogy 
of public sector support for tourism, tracing as they do their 
origins back to the 1969 Development of Tourism Act.

In its first budget in July 2010, the Coalition Government 
confirmed its intention to close RDAs by April 2012 (BBC 
2010) which had major repercussions for the remaining RTBs. 
In place of a regional layer of administration, the Government 
announced a (sub-regional) system of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships (LEPs) and Enterprise Zones (EZs) to stimulate 
economic development. The most recent Government policy 
statement has developed this position as it relates to the 
tourism sector by promoting partnership working between 
LEPs and Destination Management Organisations (DMOs) at 
the local level (Penrose 2011). Many local level arrangements 
already exist but Government policy argues that more effective 
tourism management both now and in the future should 
be based on strong, focused partnerships between public 
sector and private sector actors, with the latter increasingly 
contributing to resourcing.

Introduction
Section 1
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1.2 Purpose of the research

To date, there has been no attempt to investigate what these 
changes may mean in practice, nor indeed how they are 
unfolding in the transition period before the RDAs finally close 
by the end of April 2012. In recent Government policy, the 
remaining national body for tourism in England, VisitEngland 
(VE), has been given the responsibility to work with DMOs 
and individual destinations around England in order to 
encourage consistency in policy support and marketing co-
ordination. Moreover, where it is impossible to set up local 
level arrangements, VE will become a ‘tourism body’ of last 
resort (Penrose 2011: 26).

The aim of this report is to map current public sector support 
for tourism in England. Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland 
are subject to entirely different arrangements, with tourism  
an issue under the purview of the devolved Governments.  
In particular, this report sets out to examine:

i. The extent to which tourism has featured in proposals to 
establish LEPs;

ii. How far current ‘destination groups’ have been interfacing 
with LEPs; and

iii. Some of the possible consequences of the juxtaposition 
of local arrangements for the delivery of tourism policy 
aspirations in England in the short-term (i.e. over the next 
parliament).

1.3 Methods

Empirical research was conducted from May to June 2011; 
that is, within a year of the announcement of the disbanding 
of the RDAs and within a year of the final closure of the RDAs 
(April 2012). A two-stage approach was adopted: the first 
stage investigated how tourism featured among LEPs while the 
second explored views among ‘destination groups’ to the new 
governance arrangements. 

In the first stage a content analysis was conducted of each 
LEP’s proposal document and/or early web sites for references 
to tourism and how it is portrayed (see Appendix 1). This was 
augmented by a short online questionnaire which was sent to 
the 35 LEPs to probe their views of tourism as an economic 
driver. Responses were received from 15 LEPs (42.9%) and 
short, follow-up interviews were conducted with officers 
in four LEPs to corroborate findings from the questionnaire 
responses and content analysis. 

In the second stage, the views of destination groups at the 
sub-regional and local level were gathered. During the last 
decade the concept of establishing DMOs has grown in 
popularity in the UK. Many local authorities have identified 
the potential benefits of working with their neighbours to 
pool resources and to develop relevant destination brands 
that have more geographical resonance for visitors rather 
than a simple adherence to local government boundaries. 
These co-operations have been variously called ‘destinations’, 
‘destination management organisations’, ‘destination marketing 
partnerships’ (DMPs) or ‘tourism partnerships’ (TPs). 

Significantly, these are precisely the sort of organisations 
that current policy seeks to foster to manage future tourism 
development in England, and to interface with LEPs in the co-
ordination of economic development and resource allocation. 
According to Destination Performance UK (DP:UK n.d), there 
were 86 such organisations operating in 2011 in England. 
Each was sent a questionnaire that explored their current and 
future functional roles; governance arrangements and budget 
plans; their level of engagement with the local LEP(s); and 
the extent to which they perceive they are able to deliver on 
VE’s Strategic Framework. Responses were received from 37 
destination groups (43.0%) and follow-up interviews were 
conducted with 16 (18.6%) in order to elaborate emergent 
views from the questionnaire.

1.4 Acknowledgements
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Tourism Research (CSLTR, www.exeter.ac.uk/slt) by Dr Claire 
Dinan, Fiona Hutchison and Prof Tim Coles. The research was 
supported by the Economic and Social Research Council through 
a Business Placement under the auspices of a Capacity Building 
Cluster award (RES-185-31-0002). The Business Placement 
was conducted in conjunction with VisitEngland with expert 
advice from Phillip Evans, Strategy Manager and Jason Freezer, 
Destinations Manager. We would like to acknowledge the kind 
assistance of David Phillips (DP:UK) and Peter Hampson (British 
Resorts and Destinations Association) in facilitating the second 
stage of the research. The opinions expressed here are those of 
the University research team alone and they do not necessarily 
reflect those of the ESRC, the University of Exeter, VisitEngland or 
our other partners.
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2.1 The Coalition Government’s early 
position on tourism

From its inception, the Coalition Government has recognised 
the importance of tourism to society and economy in 
the United Kingdom. In its Programme for Government, 
it committed itself to taking ‘....steps to improve the 
competitiveness of the UK tourism industry, recognising 
the important part it plays in our national economy’ (HM 
Government 2010a: 10).

In his first major speech on the subject on 12 August 2010, 
David Cameron (2010) once more acknowledged tourism 
as ‘underplayed’ and ‘one of the missing pieces in the UK’s 
economic strategy’ at a time when Government is attempting 
to address the public sector deficit: 

“Tourism presents a huge economic opportunity. Not just 
bringing business to Britain but right across Britain driving 
new growth in the regions and helping to deliver the 
rebalancing of our national economy that is so desperately 
needed... But quite frankly, right now, we’re just not doing 
enough to make the most of our tourism...”

More significantly in the context of this research, in the same 
speech he signalled the need for changes in governance 
as drivers towards greater competitiveness and enhanced 
productivity of the sector. First, he argued that there should 
not be an exclusive reliance on the public sector to support the 
development of tourism:

“Taking Britain up the league table of tourist destinations 
isn’t something that we in Government will do alone. It’s 
something that we will all do together. Industry in the lead 
but with Government – and society as a whole – standing 
behind you every step of the way... I believe we can come 
together in a new nationwide effort to make this coming 
decade the best ever for tourism in Britain.”

The private sector – alongside the public sector – has to 
be engaged in local partnership arrangements for managing 
destinations. Second and connected, the most appropriate 
spatial scale for the administration of tourism was no longer the 
regional – as it had been for so long in the past – but rather the 
sub-regional:

“Tourism is a local industry. You can’t support local industry 
with national diktats from Whitehall. The old model was 
just too top-down, failing to incentivise innovation and local 
enterprise and failing to reward local authorities which seized 
the chance to support the expansion of their local economy. 
It completely disempowered the local area. We’re going 
to do things differently. The old Regional Development 
Agencies put bureaucratic boundaries over natural 
geography... Now if areas like this want to work together 
across those old, centrally-imposed boundaries they can.”

2.2 The Coalition Government’s approach 
to economic development

The Prime Minister’s speech was generally welcomed by the 
industry’s representative bodies (Hotel Industry 2010), and the 
Government’s early views on how to organise and administer 
tourism were entirely consistent with its views on (regional) 
economic development. 

Two months earlier in June 2010, Dr Vince Cable MP, 
Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) and 
Eric Pickles MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government, wrote a letter to Local Authority heads explaining 
their intention to ‘rebalance the economy towards the private 
sector’, by creating Local Enterprise Partnerships (Cable & 
Pickles 2010). 

This letter came a week after the Chancellor announced in 
his budget that RDAs were to be abolished not only as a cost 
cutting exercise but also as a new means by which to stimulate 
growth. Criticised by the Tax Payers’ Alliance as a poor use of 
public money (BBC News 2010 cf. Skeens 2007), the previous 
Government had budgeted £1.7 billion in the so-called ‘Single 
Pot’ that funded the RDAs (Mellows-Facer 2011a).

Although they have not been designed as a direct replacement 
for RDAs (Mellows-Facer 2011a) not least because of their 
spatial remit, LEPs are nevertheless intended to offer strategic 
leadership in their area in order to set out local economic 
priorities (BIS undated/a). In its White Paper on Local Growth, 
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) 
envisaged the roles of LEPs to include: setting key investment 
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priorities; bidding for Regional Growth Funds; supporting (high 
growth) businesses; representation in planning policy and 
strategic planning applications; leading changes in local business 
regulation; strategic housing delivery; working to help people 
gain employment; co-ordinating approaches to leverage private 
funds; becoming involved in digital infrastructure; and exploring 
opportunities to develop incentives on renewable energy 
(HMG 2010b; Mellows-Facer 2011a: 5-6). Specifically in the 
context of this report, LEPs are responsible for setting local 
priorities for economic development and hence determining 
the roles that the tourism sector should or can play in this 
regard. As noted below, LEPs are expected to work closely 
with DMOs as local tourism bodies. As such, LEPs may or 
may not fund DMOs (VisitEngland undated) or specific tourism 
initiatives and whether they will or do so, remains to be seen.

Unlike RDAs, LEPs will have no core central Government 
funding. The intention is that they should be able to self-fund 
to cover their own daily administration costs and leverage 
private sector investment. However, they will be able to bid 
for the Regional Growth Fund (Mellows-Facer 2011b); that is, 
a fund intended to help areas and communities at risk of being 
particularly affected by public spending cuts (Mellows Facer 

2011a: 7). Currently, £1 billion is available across 2011/2012 
and 2012/2013 funded by the BIS budget (BIS undated a), and 
in May 2011 the Government additionally announced LEPs 
were able to bid for starting-up funding from a £5 million pot 
(Bounds 2011). 

Since the announcement, 62 proposals were made to start 
LEPs. By the time that the empirical research for this report 
was concluded (June 2011), 35 had been agreed, with 
Humber as the latest addition (see Figure 1). LEPs could follow 
existing boundaries but the intention was to allow them to 
reflect functional economic areas and hence to exist across 
standard local and regional boundaries (Mellows-Facer 2011a). 
As a result, several local authority areas may be covered by 
a single LEP and some parts of the country are covered by 
more than one LEP (overlapping LEPs in Figure 1). Conversely, 
according to the BIS website, full coverage across England is 
not guaranteed and some parts of the country may not be 
covered. For instance, during this research Dorset as well 
as Swindon and Wiltshire did not have LEPs (Figure 1), but 
their foundation was announced in July 2011. The size and 
scope of the LEPs announced so far vary significantly in size of 
population and the number of local authorities within them.
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Figure 1: The location of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) in England

Source: adapted from BIS (2011).
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Basic aims Headline proposals, to:
Fund the most ambitious marketing 
campaign ever to attract visitors in 
the UK in the years following 2012.

• Modify existing, long-established 
Tourist Boards to become smaller, 
highly focused, industry-led 
partnerships between tourism 
firms and Government... funded 
through long-term partnership 
marketing campaigns

• Broaden the UK tourism offer by 
creating alternative destinations 
which will match London

• During 2012, to bring together 
tourism ministers at a World 
Summit

Increase the proportion of UK 
residents who holiday in the UK to 
match those who holiday abroad 
each year.

• Consult on move to first bank 
holiday in May

• Work with Highways Agency to 
ensure Brown Signs as informative 
as possible to road users

Improve the sector’s productivity 
to become one of the top 5 most 
efficient and competitive visitor 
economies in the world.

• Give industry and consumers 
responsibility for hotel ‘star rating’ 
quality schemes

• Help to improve staff and 
management skills across the 
entire industry

• Help the industry prepare for 
changes in technology

• Create an industry task force, led 
by senior figures from across the 
UK, to cut red tape

• Make tourist visas far simpler, faster 
and more convenient to get

• Improve tourists’ first experience 
of the UK when they land at our 
ports or airports

Table 1: Policy aims from the Government Tourism Policy, 2011 

Source: Abridged from Penrose (2011: 7-10).

Nevertheless, this new sub-regional geography for economic 
development is largely based on the existing structure of 
counties and unitary authorities.

As LEPs start to come on-stream, the RDAs are being wound-
up with a final closure date of April 2012. Notwithstanding, 
during this interim transitional period, Government has 
required additional cost savings to be made by RDAs. Instead 
of the £1.7 billion committed by the previous Government, 
the total combined RDA budgets for 2011-12 are £711 million 
under the new Government (Mellows-Facer 2011a; Appleyard 
2010). Furthermore, during the Comprehensive Spending 
Review of November 2010, reductions in the settlement 
to local authorities – i.e. likely constituent partners in, and 
potential funders for, LEPs – were announced. As a result of 
the need to reduce their budgets for 2011/12, local authorities 

have had to re-orient their priorities. In this regard, non-
statutory services – such as support for tourism – have been 
under scrutiny.

2.3 The Coalition Government’s tourism 
policy

In March 2011, John Penrose MP, Minister for Tourism and 
Heritage, published the Coalition Government’s first Tourism 
Policy (Penrose 2011). This has three macro-level aims which 
are designed to result in three output goals and which are to 
be facilitated by a series of proposed actions (Table 1). 

The new strategy sets some ambitious targets for the 
development of tourism in the next decade and the 2012 
Olympics are identified as platform by which to boost tourism 
around the country (see also DCMS 2011). The policy also 
devotes considerable attention to how new governance 
arrangements should contribute to change through ‘stronger, 
more focused tourism bodies’ (Penrose 2011: 19). State 
involvement in tourism management, in particular in marketing, 
is identified as an unacceptable and unaffordable instance of 
market failure. The taxpayer should not be expected to pay 
for marketing for a large and successful sector of the economy 
(Penrose 2011: 19).

As the national tourism organisation for the United Kingdom, 
VisitBritain’s role was streamlined basically to provide marketing 
to inbound international visitors (Penrose 2011: 20), while the 
role of VisitEngland (VE) as the national body for tourism for 
England was redefined to help ‘local tourism bodies fulfil their 
potential’ (Penrose 2011: 25-26). Its purpose in the future will 
be to:

•	 Act as a national body for English tourist firms and 
destinations;

•	 Act as a source of best practice;

•	 Act as an example by having the same industry-led 
partnership and governance arrangements as expected of 
local tourism bodies;

•	 Act as the ‘tourism body of last resort’ for tourism 
businesses in orphan areas;

•	 Offer advice to local tourism bodies which are developing 
new projects to promote their destination; and

•	 Act as a custodian of the national product database.

9The Changing Landscape of Public Sector Support for Tourism in England



Beyond these national bodies, the policy requires ‘new 
industry-led local tourism bodies’ to be established because:

“The problem is that, while there are some notably capable 
and highly respected local Tourism Bodies (often called 
Destination Management Organisations, or DMOs, in 
industry jargon), the industry is clear that there are some 
which have lost their way too. The best examples tend to 
work as respected partners with local tourism firms, who 
are happy to work alongside because they can measure 
the impact of their local tourism body’s marketing activities 
on their revenues. The worst are expensive talking 
shops which achieve very little, or ‘civic pride’ marketing 
organisations whose campaigns are better at massaging 
committee members’ egos than driving footfall and boosting 
sales for local tourism attractions.” (Penrose 2011: 21)

The new policy advocates modern, focused and efficient 
DMOs that are responsible for management, not just 
marketing, and which cover functional tourism territories (as 
defined or identified by visitors), not arbitrary boundaries of 
RDAs, local authorities or LEPs (Penrose 2011: 21). 

Collaboration between DMOs is encouraged where 
appropriate and, although the private sector is expected to 
contribute a much greater proportion of running costs over 
time (perhaps through sponsorship and marketing), local 
businesses are free to join and leave as they wish. Fluid 
membership is one means to ensure good governance and 
the wise use of resources (Penrose 2011: 24). Voluntary 
participation in local partnerships is encouraged and 
Government claims it, 

“…will not create new institutional or bureaucratic structures 
to make this happen: good Tourism Bodies are already 
being listened to with influence and respect by Local 
Authorities and nascent Local Enterprise Partnerships, and 
more centrally-imposed bureaucracy will not make bad 
DMOs more influential.” (Penrose 2011: 23)

The geographical congruence between DMOs and LEPs may 
not always be neat. However, partnerships between DMOs 
and LEPs are seen as vital in positioning the visitor economy 
within wider economic strategies, and the relationship 
between DMOs and LEPs is vital if tourism is to drive 
enterprise, growth and employment in a local area. 

In terms of operations, ‘it will be for individual Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and DMOs to develop their own working 
arrangements, based on their analysis of local conditions, 

challenges and opportunities’ (Penrose 2011: 23). In terms 
of access to resources, Government anticipates that tourism 
bodies will be able to act as partners in local authority or LEP 
bids for funding, for instance to the RGF (Penrose 2011: 25). 
This is to be expected since local authorities are likely to be 
major actors in, and contributors to, both DMOs and LEPs. 
Finally, and reflecting this status, future financial settlements to 
local authorities should take greater account of the importance 
of the visitor economy and provide the means by which to 
match private sector money (Penrose 2011: 25).

As part of the 2010 CSR, the budgets for VisitBritain and 
VisitEngland were reduced by 34% by 2014/15 (Hunt 2010). 
Notwithstanding Jeremy Hunt MP, Secretary of State for 
Culture, Olympics, Media and Sport expected the continuation 
of, ‘VisitEngland’s investment in and support for destination 
management organisations and the local businesses, local 
authorities and enterprise partnerships involved in tourism’ 
(Hunt 2010). VE faces demands common to all NDPBs under 
DCMS of minimising cuts to its front-line services and halving 
its administration budget. Hunt (2010) intended that this cut 
should lead to, ‘rationalising VisitEngland’s involvement in and 
the delivery of the quality schemes and the digital platforms.’ 

2.4 Reactions to the new tourism policy

During this transition period, there has been considerable 
debate locally, regionally and nationally within both the public 
and private sectors about the emerging new landscape 
of governance and its likely consequences for tourism 
development in England (TMI Conference Sheffield, May 2011; 
see also Hotel Industry 2011; Tourism Alliance 2011). 

One key feature of the debate is the extent to which there 
are support structures in place around the country and how 
new arrangements of LEPs and DMOs may function together. 
According to Ufi Ibrahim, CEO of the British Hospitality 
Association (2011: 5),

“From recent meetings in London it is clear that there is 
confusion throughout the country about the support tourism 
will receive from LEPs, whether DMOs will survive, where 
any funding support will come from and how effective it will 
be. And it should be noted that tourism has already lost  
£60 million of RDA funding in the changeover to LEPs.”

Others note that the policy says little about how these ideas 
will be translated into action ‘on the ground’, as it were (Janson 
2011: 22). One of the principal uncertainties moving forward is 
how tourism and the visitor economy will be assessed by those 
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running the LEPs as major intermediaries in access to additional 
strategic funding. As Ibrahim (2011: 5) put it,

“The Government has given very little detail about how they 
[LEPs] will be structured and financed and how supportive 
of tourism LEPs will be. Yet tourism is the economic driver 
of many regions of the country. As a result, it’s very difficult 
to see how effective LEPs will be for hospitality and tourism, 
and that’s a significant risk to the industry’s latent potential 
for regeneration and job creation in precisely those areas of 
the country where it is most needed.”

2.5 Research Questions 

In view of these reactions and if LEPs and DMOs as well as 
the interface between LEPs and DMOs are to be at the heart 
of future tourism development from April 2012 onwards, it is 
timely to pose three questions, namely:

i. To what extent has tourism featured in proposals to 
establish LEPs?

ii. How far have current DMOs been interfacing with their 
respective LEPs?

iii. What are some of the possible consequences of the 
emergent governance arrangements?

In the next section of this report, we turn to examine 
how tourism features among LEPs. This is followed by an 
investigation of how destination groups view the new macro-
political operating environment as well as their experiences 
of LEPs to date. Section Five juxtaposes the main findings and 
draws conclusions that may assist both policy-makers and 
practitioners in their efforts to address the policy aspirations 
and output goals set out in the 2011 Tourism Policy.
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3.1 Coverage

At first inspection, there was reasonable coverage and 
awareness of tourism among LEPs. Although the questionnaire 
survey had a small sample size, 58% of respondents rated 
tourism as a key priority, 25% viewed it as of secondary 
importance while just 17% stated that it was of no relevance. 
Tourism featured in the texts produced by 33 of the 35 LEPs 
(Appendix 1). Only two (Thames Valley and Lancashire) 
made no reference to it (Appendix 2). Beyond this superficial 
inspection, a closer reading of the documentation and the 
nature of their responses to the online survey was conducted 
alongside a RAG (Red-Amber-Green) Analysis. On the basis of 
this, for seven LEPs tourism was assessed to be a key priority 
(Figure 2), and these were:

•	 Cheshire and Warrington

•	 Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly

•	 West of England

•	 Solent

•	 York and North Yorkshire

•	 Liverpool City Council

•	 G First (Gloucestershire)

Among this group were areas where tourism has been a long-
standing mainstay of society and economy – such as Cornwall 
and the Isles of Scilly and the West of England (incorporating 
the city of Bath) – and areas in which there has been recent 
notable investment in place marketing (Figure 2). Of the latter 
were the former European City of Culture, Liverpool, as well 
as York and North Yorkshire – including ‘Heartbeat Country’ 
from a popular TV programme. 
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Figure 2: The status of tourism within LEPs across England

Source: author’s empirical research
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Twenty-six LEPs variously identified tourism as an important 
feature for the area to one degree or another. Within this 
group were some areas in which we may have reasonably 
expected tourism to have featured more prominently because 
of the strength of the visitor economy both in the past and 
projected into the future. The Heart of the South West (Devon 
and Somerset), Cumbria and Oxford City Region are examples 
of the former as is Pan London which also seeks to benefit 
from the legacy of the 2012 Olympic Games.

There were five discrete areas of England for which there was 
no LEP coverage at the time of writing. Most notable among 
these was perhaps a contiguous zone covering Dorset and 
Wiltshire. Both counties have strong rural tourism offers while 
Dorset is home to the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site and 
the major coastal resort destination of Bournemouth. LEPs 
were approved in Dorset and for Swindon and Wiltshire in July 
2011; that is, after the empirical research was concluded and 
they are not included in the subsequent analysis. Nevertheless, 
it is interesting that there were delays in agreeing LEP status for 
an area like Dorset that has such a strong visitor economy.

In twelve parts of England, there is overlap among LEPs (Figure 
2). Interestingly, in all but one case (Lancashire overlapping with 
York and North Yorkshire), the overlaps exist among LEPs that 

expressed a general interest in tourism. Put another way, there 
is no overlap between the seven LEPs that identify tourism as 
a priority. There are, though, two sets of such LEPs that are 
adjacent to one another: Cheshire and Warrington (the former 
home of the Northwest RDA) with Liverpool; and West of 
England with Gloucestershire. 

Finally, with respect to the geography of LEPs, there are some 
notable differences in the way in which sub-regions covered 
by former RDAs appear to prioritize tourism (Figure 3). For 
instance, within the Northwest RDA area, tourism is a priority 
for Cheshire and Warrington as well as Liverpool, it was not 
mentioned by Lancashire at all, while Greater Manchester and 
Cumbria expressed an interest. The South West of England is 
one of the major destinations for inbound and domestic visitors 
in the UK and in the past its RDA (SWRDA) led on behalf of 
the regions in the implementation of the DCMS agenda, while 
its RTB (Southwest Tourism) has pioneered approaches to 
sustainable tourism management and regional brand identities 
(Coles 2008). For three of the SWRDA sub-regions (Cornwall 
and the Isles of Scilly, Gloucestershire, and West of England) 
tourism was identified as a priority, while tourism was only 
mentioned by two (Devon and Somerset, the Heart of the 
South West) and two (Wiltshire and Dorset) had no LEP 
coverage at the time of the research. 
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3.2 Tourism as a tool for economic 
development

From a closer reading of the LEP texts, several themes 
emerged with respect to how tourism was presented and 
the role it may play in the future of the areas covered by the 
LEPs (Appendix 2, Figure 4). Most important, by virtue of 
the number of times it was mentioned by LEPs (n=12), was 
the theme of ‘tourism as an economic driver’. This is not 
especially surprising in so far as it captures the raison d’etre 
of LEPs. Within the questionnaire survey, every respondent 
regarded the tourism sector as a driver for economic growth 
and a means of generating private sector jobs within their area. 
Tourism was variously described as ‘a main driver for economic 
development’ by The Marches (2010: 4) while New Anglia 
(2010) viewed tourism as a growth sector. Other LEPs pointed 
to the possibilities to increase employment (Coast to Capital; 
Cheshire and Warrington; Sheffield City Region), the economy 
(Greater Birmingham and Solihull) and Gross Value Added 
(GVA, Cheshire and Warrington). ‘Specific aims for tourism’ 
were articulated by six LEPs. These included: increasing 
visitor spend (West of England); length of stay (Coventry and 
Warwickshire); visitor numbers (Stoke and Staffordshire); and 
enhancing sustainability (Coast and Capital; Cornwall and the 
Isles of Scilly; West of England).

Figure 4: The frequency of tourism-related themes in LEP texts

Source: authors

Various mechanisms were proposed by which to boost 
productivity and competitiveness. ‘Marketing and branding 
for tourism’ (n=7) were a somewhat predictable response. 
Ambitions varied but the usual hyperbole was present. 
Birmingham and Solihull (2010: 29) proposed to adopt an 
intermestic approach (Hall 2005) by projecting their locality 

on the international stage ‘to create a global brand’ while 
two LEPs (Greater Manchester; D2N2) advocated using the 
‘attack brands’ at their disposal (Manchester; Visit Peak District 
and Derbyshire DMP respectively). Customer awareness in 
a different context was mentioned by two LEPs (Cumbria; 
Coventry and Warwickshire) for whom it is important to 
enhance the ‘provision of tourism information’. Both extolled 
the virtues of higher quality and more integrated information 
for visitors.

The general ‘need to support tourism’ was variously identified. 
Perhaps most specific among these was Solent LEP which 
argued it could provide ‘a package of support to develop a 
growth hub which could include skills investment, tourism, 
business support and enterprise, and release of site assets’. 
Enterprise M3 reported it would aim to attract inward 
investment and encourage green infrastructure in tourism 
while two LEPs offered the prospect of contributing to tourism 
proposals and strategies relating to their areas (Coventry and 
Warwickshire; Greater Manchester). 

Leadership roles were mentioned by 11 different LEPs in two 
distinct contexts. At least eight LEPs have set up or intend to 
set up task forces or working groups on tourism in their area, 
although little specific detail was provided as to what their 
remit or focus is likely to be. In a similar vein, various roles of 
‘co-ordination, co-operation and partnership’ for tourism are 
mentioned by seven LEPs (n.b. 4 LEPs mentioned both). These 
ranged from establishing and facilitating networks in the LEP 
area (Birmingham and Solihull; Cumbria) to York and North 
Yorkshire’s (2010: 8) desire to look beyond its boundaries 
because ‘there are mutual interests on collaboration on tourism 
across all [LEPs] in Yorkshire’. Others (D2N2; West of England) 
mentioned the need to co-ordinate with the national tourism 
organisations, VisitEngland and VisitBritain. Indeed, somewhat 
unexpectedly Sheffield City Region’s proposal (SCR 2010: 
14) practically anticipated then to be future policy statements 
expressing a desire,

“to see oversight of strategic tourism priorities and 
investment decisions devolved to the SCR LEP as 
appropriate to our City Region... We see the role of the 
private sector in tourism as key... Through the SCR LEP 
we will make a strong contribution to the Government’s 
national tourism strategy and the objective of increasing 
domestic tourism spend in the UK. We also want to see 
strategic economic funds (e.g. the Regional Growth Fund) 
opened up to support activities that will help to support 
businesses in the tourism industry and contribute to the 
overall economic growth of the SCR.”
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3.3 LEPs and new tourism policy

When asked for their opinions on how clear they thought the 
landscape for tourism policy was in their area at the present 
time, of those LEPs that took part in our survey 60% thought 
the picture ‘unclear’, 30% ‘didn’t know’ and only 10% said 
it was ‘clear’. According to the telephone interviews, lack of 
clarity was equated to uncertainty over budgets, resources and 
available finance, and hence what activity might be possible in 
the future. This was borne out in the questionnaire: 78% of 
LEPs that responded noted that they had not yet set a budget 
for 2011/12, although a little more reassuringly of the 22% 
that had, there was (some) provision for tourism (although we 
were unable to determine the level of it).

Still, delays in budget setting represented an important 
impediment to activity. One LEP representative reported that 
work could not commence on tourism or any other sector of 
economic activity because ‘we still have no budgets in place, 
so until that is clarified we cannot commit to any area of work’. 
Another interviewee offered a prognosis:

“The RDAs pulling out of tourism means that a large amount 
of money for tourism has just disappeared. Currently 
there is only the Local Authority money left and they are 
undergoing drastic cuts... The private sector has a willingness 
to do something... it remains to be seen what VisitEngland 
can do... There is a major shake-down at the moment and it 
would probably take about two years before things become 
clear for tourism [in our area].”

Clearly arrangements are in flux but local authorities were 
perceived as being a principal source of funding for LEPs. 
Notwithstanding constraints on the availability of capital, one 
approach used by several LEPs was to undertake preliminary 
work in preparedness for resolution of the financial situation.  
As one interviewee put it:

“We are engaging with tourism groups and asking them to 
tell us what their main problems are and working out what 
we can do to help e.g. transport provision, then this will 
depend on the funding, it all comes down to funding – how 
many staff we can employ and what we can do. We are 
hoping our bid for an Enterprise Zone is successful but we 
can’t depend on it.”

Another interviewee from a LEP with no great interest in 
tourism currently (judging from the application and its website), 
had adopted the same approach. This interviewee offered the 
prospect that attitudes to tourism may in fact change over time 
but it was up to tourism bodies and actors to make the local 
case for this form of economic activity:

“We are trying to consult with people... We are not doing 
anything about tourism at the moment. We may be open to 
doing something in the future, but we need to be convinced 
locally that we will be able to make a difference.”
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4.1 Destination groups and the experience 
of change

Responses were received from 37 destination groups with 
average staffing of 9.0 FTE. As Figure 5 indicates, the main 
functions (i.e. conducted by over 50%) were to: provide 
visitor information; improve quality of the product offers; 
marketing; strategy and planning; business support and advice; 
PR; and research and data analysis. Put another way, these are 
many of the central functions envisaged by Government of 
well-managed and well-positioned destination management 
organisations. 

Contrary to policy prescriptions, 74% of the destination 
groups were publically-led by local authorities. 22% were 
governed by public-private arrangements but of these, 11% 
described themselves as driven by the public sector despite 
their boards being drawn from both. What is more, increasing 
competitiveness did not feature highly on their list of priorities 
and only 64% had a destination management plan; that is, a 
shared statement of intent between public and private partners, 
including the priorities for growing, developing and managing 
tourism.

Figure 5: Current work priorities for destination groups

Source: authors, questionnaire survey

Change was evident among the destination groups and it was 
accompanied by uncertainty about the future (Table 2). 83% 
of respondents had encountered change in the past year in the 
way their organisation is composed and/or run. The principal 
sources of change were revisions to governance arrangements 
(54%), and a rebalancing of their work priorities (46%). While 
the former referred to how they faced both local authorities 
and RDAs in the past, responses on the latter revealed the 
need for such groups to achieve more return on (their mainly 
public) investment than previously. Among all destination 
groups, the public sector was identified as a main source of 
funding while just 44% and 29% respectively claimed that 
private monies (i.e. membership fees, subscriptions, advertising 
etc) and commercial activity (i.e. commissions or direct sales to 
visitors) were also significant. 

In the past 12 months have 
encountered… n %

Changes in the way the organisation is 
composed or run

29 83

Changes in governance arrangements
Reorientation of work priorities
Changes in membership
Changes in geographical remit

15
13
7
7

54
46
25
25

Staff increases
Staff losses
Steady state staffing

2
18
14

6
53
41

Table 2: Destination groups’ experiences of change

Source: authors, questionnaire survey

Two-thirds of destination groups (67.6%) had experienced 
reductions in their funding from local government as their 
main funding source, and there was no compelling evidence 
of private capital filling the gap as current policy anticipates 
(Figure 6). Slightly more groups noted increases (21%) than 
decreases (18%) in funding from private sources in the 
form of membership, advertising, subscriptions and the like. 
Moreover, significantly more groups reported reductions 
(40%) rather than increases (28%) in commercial activity, such 
as commissions and direct sales to visitors for a comparatively 
more volatile revenue stream.

Destination Groups in the
New Policy Landscape

Section 4
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Not surprisingly, then, cuts in public spending impacted on 
destination groups, and the magnitude of recent change was 
noted by several interviewees (Figure 6). As one noted, 

“I have been in my position for eight years… it went from 
money is no object, to Government squeezes [during the 
previous administration] to local funding ending. The change 
has all happened in the last year though.”

Just over a half (54%) of destination groups reported staff 
losses (Table 2), with the apparent erosion of managerial 
capacity and expertise. As one interview noted, 

“a lot of professionals are leaving the sector. There is a brain 
drain. People are taking early retirement or redundancy 
packages.”

Another interviewee reported misdirection of human 
resources such that,

“there is also less time to look strategically as a lot of time 
from senior people is focused on hands-on issues.”

4.2 Destination groups and the public/
private rebalance

According to the 2011 Tourism Policy, destination management 
organisations should provide strong, focused and effective 
leadership for tourism development at the local level. The 
questionnaire and more especially interviews revealed that, 
among the existing DMOs, operating conditions – specifically, 
the outcomes of the Comprehensive Spending Review in 
2010 had some unexpected consequences, not least in so far 
as they had impacted directly on the form and constitution of 
established destination groups.

One case pointed to the threat posed to local partnership 
working by the fragmented nature of budget cuts, with 
individual local authorities making their own spending decisions 
independently without recourse to partner local authorities in 
the DMO. As one officer from a team of two FTEs (full-time 
equivalents) observed, 

“from three neighbouring councils, two now have no 
tourism staff and one is about to lose theirs [sic]… so we 
are the only tourism department left in the area really.”

Figure 6: Reported changes in general funding sources in the past year (May 2010-11)

Source: authors, questionnaire survey

Contributions from the private sector had not yet started to 
compensate for reductions in public funding (Figure 6) and 
doubts were raised as to when, or indeed whether, private 
funding would replace public funding: 

“There has been a change in the last six months towards 
more private sector involvement and the private sector 
becoming more proactive… But there is a long way to 
go before the private sector will give as much, or more 
resources and input than the public sector.”

Various reasons were cited why the private sector had to 
date failed to fill the gap, including the predominance of small 
enterprises in the tourism sector, public or third sector (i.e. 
not-for-profit) ownership of several large attractions, and a 
general unwillingness to pay for services that had traditionally 
been perceived as the state’s contribution to the sector. As one 
interviewee put it,

“DMOs seem not to be working as a model unless funding is 
available through other means than membership fees; with 
the trade reluctant to pay for initiatives traditionally funded 
through local government, it’s unclear how things will  
pan out.”

17The Changing Landscape of Public Sector Support for Tourism in England



As we have noted previously, over 50% of the destination 
groups worked in the areas of providing visitors information, 
improving quality, marketing, strategy and planning, business 
support and advice, public relations, and research and 
data analysis (Figure 5). In this respect, one interviewee’s 
interpretation was that, ‘the public sector in tourism is very 
important in bringing people together’ but for others, this array 
of services was a major reason why the private sector would 
not fill the gap on its own. In some cases, individual businesses 
were not interested in funding activity in the collective public 
good. As another interviewee put it,

“There is only so much the private sector can do. It’s an 
issue of resources – can the private sector fill the gap? The 
answer is no, they can’t. Should the private sector be a key 
contributing partner of resources – yes. But there needs 
to be a connection between the money they put in and 
the benefit they get out e.g. an increase in numbers of 
visitors and visitor spend. If it isn’t regarded as investment 
it effectively becomes a tax for them. For the private 
businesses it is all about the bottom line. There needs to 
be evidence of the connection between contribution and 
results. The moment [that] it is not seen as an investment is 
the moment we are doomed.”

What is more, according to the same correspondent, the 
private sector should not be expected to fill the gap on its own, 
nor is it desirable for it so to do:

“On the leadership side, the sector is mainly SMEs. I can’t 
think of an example where a large destination in England 
is totally run by private sector leadership. Almost all are 
publicly-led and there needs to be this public leadership 
and a sense of direction to ensure the buy-in of the private 
sector. When it is the private sector alone they very quickly 
enter into the sphere of the public sector, for instance 
planning. So collaboration is key – they have to do it 
together. Public leadership has to be there to hold things 
together.”

Several interviewees noted that some of the functions required 
of future DMOs – in particular research and data analysis – had 
in fact previously been conducted by RDAs, and that RDAs 
had served an important co-ordinating role, for instance, 
in bids to the European Union and in facilitating public-
private partnerships. Others noted that RDAs had mediated 
investments in infrastructure, systems and facilities within the 
regions, and that their long-term survival was threatened by 
their disbanding. In one example, an interviewee was ‘unsure 
who will pay for the destination management system… [that 

costs] over £1 million a year to run… for the whole of the 
North East but it is not clear if any of this will survive.’ For this 
interviewee and many others, the challenge before the RDAs 
are finally wound-up in 2012 is to ensure as much of their 
legacy will be preserved as possible.

4.3 Destination groups and LEPs

Looking forward, 83% of the destination groups knew they 
were located in the same territory as one or more of the LEPs. 
Awareness of LEPs was variable, though:

•	 6% of respondents didn’t know whether they were located 
within a LEP boundary;

•	 11% claimed that their organisation was not situated 
within the boundaries of one or more LEPs – this is 
notwithstanding the widespread coverage of LEPs across 
England (Figure 1);

•	 20 LEPs (i.e. 57% of the total numbers of LEPs at the time) 
were cited as potential partners for destination groups; and

•	 Only 59% reported that they were currently engaging with 
their local LEP regarding tourism. 

The more frequently-mentioned LEPs with which destination 
groups were working, were Kent, Greater Essex and East 
Sussex (n=5) and Capital and Coast (n=3). These two cases 
are instructive because the LEPs are adjacent (Figure 1), they 
both comprise parts of the former South and South East RDA 
territory, and they will have to interface with a complex array 
of local destination groups if they are to mediate tourism 
development for the areas they cover. As one interviewee  
put it,

“The new architecture appears not to have borne fruit to 
date. Lag times were one reason in so far as the LEP is very 
much in its infancy... It should be clearer within 6-7 months 
what the LEP is prioritising and budget etc.”

In terms of action, there were no successful LEP tourism 
bids in the first round of the Regional Growth Fund and one 
respondent reported a specific instance of how a tourism bid 
for the second round had not been put forward by a LEP:

“The problem with the tourism sector is that it is mainly 
micro businesses with a few big players so it is very difficult 
to measure and it’s not easy for ‘bean counters’. Tourism 
could not give the specific numbers the bid needed, 
numbers employed, etc. so the tourism bid was not made.”
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Others observed that the newness of LEPs had prompted the 
private sector (in general) to treat them warily and this created 
a dilemma for destination groups. Until it was a lot clearer what 
the benefits of engaging with LEPs would be, it was dubious 
to destination groups whether it was good to invest what 
limited (staff) resources they have in nurturing relationships 
with LEPs. Furthermore, it was noted that many LEPs did not 
have budgets in place (see above) and there was uncertainty as 
to whether they would be able to procure investment per se 
and, if so, at what level. This position was encapsulated by one 
interviewee who recorded that with the LEP ‘it is still far too 
early to judge what will happen. We don’t want to put in a lot 
of time and effort to this and then end up with nothing.’ 

Allied to this and with a year to go until the ultimate demise 
of the RDAs, it was unclear precisely how long it would take 
for the LEPs to become fully conversant with, and introduce 
systems that would recognise, the specificities of the tourism 
sector. Moreover, some interviewees mused that it might take 
‘several years’ (i.e. around half a parliamentary term) until the 
situation became much clearer. 

Not surprisingly then, 86% of destination groups recorded that 
the landscape of policy support for tourism was unclear in their 
geographical area. One respondent summed up the problem:

“the difficulty is it went from something to nothing overnight. 
Even if regionalism had its problems, at least there was 
a connection and linkages in place whether the RDA or 
tourist board up to VE or DCMS. There are not the linkage 
functions anymore.”

Another interviewee explained:

“The LEPs have been set-up to try and rebalance the power 
between the public and private sectors but the difficulty with 
tourism is that it is a very fragmented sector, there is not an 
obvious private sector person to take the lead for all areas 
of tourism, there are so many SMEs and so many areas of 
work, a myriad of small businesses. This is why the previous 
structure was good. It did have faults but the RDAs had the 
power and budgets to make funding decisions and there 
was a degree of stability. Now they have been taken away 
there is a vacuum. At a local level no one has the resources 
to deliver what they used to help fund.”

Figure 7: The likely contribution of destination groups to the delivery of action areas 
covered in the Strategic Framework for England, 2010-2020

Source: authors, questionnaire survey

4.4 Destination groups and delivery

In the final section of the questionnaire, the destination groups 
were asked about their ability to deliver against actions in 
the Strategic Framework for Tourism in England (VisitEngland 
et al 2010). Predating the latest Tourism Strategy for the 
UK, this document contains many similar aspirations for the 
development of tourism in England from 2010 to 2020 in the 
form of a series of specific action plans (which at the time of 
writing did not accompany the 2011 Strategy). 

As Figure 7 demonstrates, one of the most striking features 
is that around 1 in 7 destination groups reported that they 
are unable currently to contribute to any of the action plans. 
Somewhat depressingly for an allegedly inclusive society, the 
same proportion of destination groups reported that they 
could not contribute to the accessibility agenda. Conversely, 
the Destination Management Action Plan is one aspect which 
the greatest proportion of destination groups perceived 
that they will be able to contribute moving forward (69%). 
Interestingly, though, not all destination groups feel that they 
can contribute in this regard. Clearly, not every destination 
group has to contribute to each action plan and it is interesting 
to note that no more than 50% will contribute to any other 
given area of work. As noted above, resources are becoming 
ever more constrained (because of public sector spending 
cuts) and hence it is pertinent to question whether even fewer 
destination groups will be able to contribute to delivery in so 
many areas of action.
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5.1 Main findings: Local Enterprise 
Partnerships and tourism

Among the LEPs, tourism would appear to be a visible issue. 
Of the 35 LEPs established at the time of the research seven 
had identified tourism as a key priority (20%), 26 indicated 
that they have interest in tourism (74%), and two made no 
mention of tourism (6%). Within the documents produced by 
LEPs tourism was routinely recognised as a driver for economic 
development and a means of encouraging private sector job 
creation. In moving the tourism sector forward, leadership 
roles were only mentioned by 31% of LEPs.

Of course the situation may be more positive for the tourism 
sector in England because this research reports on published 
texts and responses to a survey; further work may be on-
going behind the scenes and hence invisible to this research. 
Conversely, if the data presented are a fair reflection of how 
tourism features among LEPs currently, it is significant that for 
60% of LEPs the landscape of support for the tourism sector 
within their area was unclear and 78% had not set a budget 
at the time of the research, both of which act as short-term 
impediments to tourism development. There were also some 
significant geographical variations in how the importance of 
tourism is valorised among LEPs; that is, among sub-regions 
that up to 2012 were part of a coherent regional architecture 
of tourism governance.

5.2 Main findings: destination groups in 
the new policy landscape

England is home to many destination groups already and they 
are conducting many of the functions anticipated by recent 
tourism policy. They are, however, mainly publicly-led (74%) 
and less than a quarter (22%) are governed by the sorts of 
public-private partnerships that Government advocates as 
the future way forward. What is more, all destination groups 
currently rely on the public purse as a main source of funding 
and two-thirds of them have experienced a reduction in this 
funding stream in the past year. The loss of financial resource, 
which also in more than half (54%) of cases manifests itself in a 
loss of human resources, will continue to affect (i.e. constrain) 
their ability to deliver in the areas set out by the 2011 Tourism 
Policy. It is by no means apparent that private capital can or 
will fill the gaps resulting from further reduction in public 
sector contributions to destination groups in the short term; 

hence, whether it is possible to replace public sector funding 
to a significant degree in the medium-term must be open to 
question.

Eighty-six per cent of destination groups recorded that the 
landscape of policy support for tourism was unclear. Eighty 
three per cent of destination groups knew they were located 
in the same territory as one or more of the LEPs but only 
59% reported that they were currently engaging with their 
local LEP regarding tourism. The main impediments to greater 
interaction were a perceived lack of budget setting and 
prioritisation; limited interest in, and commitment to, tourism as 
an economic activity; the difficulties of presenting a compelling 
case to LEP administrators; and the current inability to secure 
funding for the tourism sector.

5.3 Implications for future tourism 
development

The Coalition Government’s 2011 Tourism Policy sets a  
series of ambitious policy aspirations and output goals for the 
sector in the run up to, and period after, the 2012 Olympics 
(Table 1; Penrose 2011), with the PM’s desire to see ‘this 
coming decade the best ever for tourism in Britain’. 

The change in governance arrangements is intended to provide 
a major impetus to tourism growth as a motor for wider 
economic development and a rebalancing of the UK economy. 
However, despite the best of efforts of recent Government 
strategy to give greater clarity to tourism development in 
England, this has not been the case. For the new organisations 
that are supposed to be the foundation of tourism 
management and development in England – Local Economic 
Partnerships and Destination Management Organisations – the 
overwhelming view is that the landscape of support for the 
tourism sector is unclear to them. 

Time is of the essence if the legacy of the 2012 Olympics is to 
be maximised and the UK is to increase its competitiveness; 
tourism is, after all, a fast-moving global industry and other 
destinations around the world will not stand still while time is 
taken in England to make the situation clearer. As this research 
has demonstrated, there are several potential consequences 
of these reforms which may impact on the sector’s ability to 
deliver Government’s other aspirations:

Conclusion
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i. The Government’s vision for tourism development is 
now highly dependent on the actions of a complex array 
of DMOs working LEPs and local authorities. Across the 
country, failure or success is in the hands of multiple, non-
governmental organisations. There are, therefore, issues 
of accountability, co-ordination and variation. Although VE 
is charged with the delivery of the policy within England 
and working with the DMOs, local tourism bodies are not 
accountable to VE or Government. 

ii. Much of the policy discussion is about the need for LEPs 
and DMOs to interface more closely to ensure that the 
tourism sector develops and functions as a motor for local 
economic development in a manner appropriate to the 
local area and conditions. However, casting the spotlight 
on DMOs and LEPs diverts attention away from the pivotal 
position that local authorities have occupied – and likely 
will continue to occupy in the future – in the mediation of 
tourism development. Local authorities are often major 
actors and (financial) contributors to DMOs, and they will 
play similar roles within LEPs. How tourism is viewed, 
valued and resourced within local authorities will therefore  
be a major factor in future tourism development.

iii. Although Government anticipates greater local business 
involvement in destination management, it also recognises 
that this may not happen in the short term (Penrose 2011: 
19). Whether because of macro-economic conditions 
or for other reasons as this research has demonstrated, 
private monies have not to date formed a major part of 

DMO budgets and business plans. Rather, local authorities 
continue to be the mainstay and may be so for some 
time to come. Notwithstanding, local authority budgets 
have been reduced, tourism remains a non-statutory 
responsibility, and it is therefore legitimate to question the 
scope of funding DMOs will have at their disposal, their 
ability to deliver and hence the nature and pace of future 
tourism development in England. 

iv. In the past decade the tourism sector benefitted from 
several large-scale, high profile investments of public 
monies from RDAs. Tourism is also a key part of the 
economy in some of the most peripheral parts of England 
and those most vulnerable to cuts in public sector 
spending. The Regional Growth Fund would appear to 
offer one means by which DMOs via LEPs may access 
similar funding. However, application to the RGF is not 
restricted to LEPs (Mellows-Facer 2011b), the first 50 
successful bids were predominantly from manufacturing 
and heavy industry, and the next round of funding is 
likely to be heavily over-subscribed (Tighe and Bounds 
2011). This suggests that tourism has not to date been 
recognised as a priority for support by LEPs. Without 
greater organisation or ‘raising its game’, the tourism sector 
may find it especially difficult to access enabling resources 
especially where they would reduce the vulnerabilities of 
local communities to cuts in public spending. As a result, 
local competitiveness and productivity may suffer in 
precisely the areas such funds are supposed to support.
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Appendix 2

LEP Tourism Partners Details

Cheshire and Warrington •	LEP	will	promote	‘the	development	of	a	major	transformational	tourism	project	in	Chester.’	(p.2)

•	LEP	will	focus	of	five	principle	functions	including	tourism	and	the	visitor	economy	(p.9).

•	Place	marketing	has	role	to	gain	investment	and	lead	development	of	tourism	and	visitor	economy	(p.9).

•	‘Priority	will	be	given	to	the	development	of	key	sectors	of	the	economy’	including	‘leisure	and	tourism’	
(p.10).

•	There	will	be	a	place	marketing	organisation	with	a	remit,	‘to	co-ordinate	place	marketing	with	the	private	
and public sectors to ensure that C&W wins more investment and to lead the development of tourism 
and the visitor economy.’ (p.13)

•	Foresees	‘modest	growth	in	both	GVA	and	employment’	in	the	tourism	sector	(p.17).

Cornwall and the 
Isles of Scilly

Visit Cornwall Partnership •	Has	‘high	value	tourism	offers’	(p.8).

•	Tourism	is	key	area	of	activity	and	key	market	sector	(p.10).

•	LEP	will	promote	tourism	with	an	emphasis	on	increased	productivity	and	value	(p.20).

•	Wants	to	‘develop	sustainable	tourism’	(p.20).

Gloucestershire/G First •	Tourism	is	a	‘key	growth	sector’	(p.7).

•		‘Promotion	of	Gloucestershire	nationally	and	internationally	will	ensure	the	country	continues	to	develop	
as a primary destination for investment and tourism’. (p.8)

•		Three	year	ambition	to	have	‘Recognised	the	potential	of	the	Cotswold’s	superbrand	in	increasing	visitor	
numbers and spend across the country’. (p.8)

•		‘Our	rich	cultural	heritage	through	Gloucester	Cathedral,	the	Cheltenham	Festivals,	Gloucester	Rugby,	
Cheltenham Racecourse, and the Cotswolds and Forest of Dean tourism brands is world-renowned, 
pioneering and economically significant.’ (p.10)

•	Tourism	and	Leisure	will	be	a	primary	area	of	LEP	activity	(p.11).

•		Intend	to	work	with	neighbouring	LEPs	on	tourism,	‘we	will	seek	to	continue	our	development	work	with	
partners North, East, South and West in building strong tourism provision across the natural visitor. 

•	Economy	areas	covered	by	the	Cotswolds	“superbrand”.	(p.16)

•		Under	Year	One	Activities:	‘Further	developed	[sic]	the	DMO	business	model	for	successful	promotion	of	
the wider Gloucestershire tourism offer.’ (p.22)

Liverpool City Region •	‘The	Liverpool	City	Region	Visitor	Economy	is	responsible	for	23,000	jobs.	Economic	growth	in	tourism	
has transformed the City Region in recent years and has been identified as one of the four transformational 
areas with the most significant potential for growth and job creation. Benefiting from our experience of 
delivering a successful Capital of Culture in 2008, we are clear what more needs to be done to improve 
the sub regional offer and grow the sector.’ (p.9)

•	‘We	are	committed	to	establishing	the	Liverpool	City	Region	as	a	top	international	and	national	investment	
location, with global trade, knowledge, manufacturing (TATA, Unilever, Pilkington, Getrag) and tourism 
relationships. ‘ (p.4) 

•	‘We	would	like	to	see	extensive	powers	given	to	the	Liverpool	City	Region	LEP,	in	relation	to	enterprise	
and business development, inward investment, skills, housing and transport, the transition to a low carbon 
economy and promoting tourism and the cultural sector.’ (p.6)

•	‘It	is	likely	that	LEPs	in	major	urban	areas	will	need	to	include	some	or	all	of	the	following;	planning;	
housing; local transport; infrastructure development; employment, worklessness [sic] and skills; enterprise 
and innovation; culture and creative industries; tourism and the transition to a low carbon economy.’ (p.7)

•	‘The	tourism	sector	is	projected	to	grow	by	60%	in	the	next	10	years,	creating	14,000	new	jobs	
(evidenced in the Liverpool City Region, Visitor Economy Strategic Plan to 2020 published last October). 
Many of the jobs will be low entry requiring a low level of qualifications and skills but others will be highly 
specialised e.g. in music, sport, hospitality or curatorial. We forecast that 2,000 new jobs will be created in 
the next three years.’ (p.9)

•	With	regards	to	relationships	with	government,	‘LEPs	should	be	considered	as	statutory	consultees	
on major Government strategies, such as that for; airports; national rail; motorway and waterways 
infrastructure; cultural and creative industries infrastructure; the development of the higher education 
sector; innovation strategy and tourism development.’ (p.16)

•	‘Delivering	a	step	change	in	our	economic	performance	by	prioritising	our	investment	activity	in	
transformational areas, such as the Visitor Economy; Knowledge Economy; Liverpool SuperPort and the 
Low Carbon Economy.’ (p.4)

•	‘We	have	identified	parts	of	our	economic	activity	where	there	are	opportunities	to	make	step-changes	in	
performance in the Visitor Economy, Knowledge Economy, Low Carbon Economy and Liverpool SuperPort. 
‘Transformational’ teams led by business and university leaders are already working on these opportunities. They 
are focusing on specific opportunities that make use of existing assets, levering private sector investment and will 
create a significant number of new jobs in the short term.‘ (p.5)

•	Liverpool	at	China	Expo	to	promote	tourism	(p.10).

Tourism in Local Enterprise Partnership Texts: RAG Analysis

(Relative importance shaded by colour, Green = clear priority; included as key area/priority area/one of the main areas of work for LEP, 
Amber = tourism mentioned as important to the area/a potential area of work for LEP, Red = no mention of tourism/visitor economy.)
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Solent •		Eight	key	areas	of	work	for	the	first	18	months	include:	‘Strengthen	the	visitor	economy	reflecting	
the increasing importance of the sector to the Solent economy, capitalising on our reputation as an 
international gateway for business visitors and tourists as well as our natural assets, accommodation, 
heritage and retail experience’. (p.7)

•		‘The	creative	industries,	the	visitor	economy	and	retail’	will	help	underpin	their	aim	of	‘promoting	and	
further improving the quality of life and place’. (p.11)

•	Tourism	is	‘vital	for	the	economy’	of	the	Isle	of	Wight	(p.14).

•		Gosforth	waterfront	will	‘act	as	a	catalyst	for	future	investment	in	retail,	commercial,	tourism	and	residential	
development’. (p.19)

•		‘A	package	of	support	to	develop	a	growth	hub	could	include	skills	investment,	tourism,	business	support	
and enterprise, and release of site assets.’ (p.41)

West of England Destination Bristol
Bath Tourism Plus

•	Tourism	listed	amongst	the	‘key	high	growth	sectors	vital	to	national	recovery’	(p.2).

•	LEP	will	focus	on	tourism	as	key	high	growth	sector	(p.4)

•	The	LEP	includes	Bristol	and	Bath,	a	‘high	quality	rural	hinterland’	and	‘traditional	coastal	resorts’	(p.29)

•	‘The	West	of	England	sees	the	potential	to	achieve	a	15%	real	terms	increase	in	tourism	earnings	in	
the next decade. The tourism generated wealth would create and support over 5,000 new jobs. The 
emphasis is on growing spend, rather than volume, of visitors by building on the investment in “place”.’ 
(p.29)

•	The	LEP	will	work	with	the	area’s	‘successful	and	established	Destination	Management	Organisations...	to	
attract continued investment in developing a sustainable tourism product. Modest support from national 
funding streams would assist in attracting this private sector investment.’ (p.29)

•	LEP	will	take	a,	‘proactive	role	in	joint	working	with	national	lead	bodies	including	VisitEngland	and	
VisitBritain.’ (p.29)

York and North Yorkshire •	Investing	in	business	tourism	and	visitor	economy	is	a	priority	action.

•	‘Tourism	for	this	Local	Enterprise	Partnership	is	absolutely	vital	and	is	one	of	the	sectors	that	will	make	this	
Partnership so distinctive... At this point, we are proposing to work with existing private sector led bodies 
in this sector to work out how those changes in support might be managed. The next steps for the future 
of Welcome to Yorkshire are under consideration.’ (p.6)

•	‘We	will	place	a	special	focus	on	objectives	like	the	food	and	tourism	sector	and	geographies	such	as	rural	
areas and market towns.’ (p.7)

•	‘Mechanisms	under	discussion’	for	engaging	with	wider	business	community	include	the	creation	of	‘mini-
LEPs’ on topics such as tourism (p.4).

•	‘There	are	also	mutual	interests	on	collaboration	on	tourism	across	all	Local	Enterprise	Partnerships	in	Yorkshire,	
and the York and North Yorkshire Partnership seeks to take a pro active lead on this.’ (p.8)

•	‘More	traditional	industries	in	tourism	can	raise	their	game	offering	live	streaming	of	weddings	and	events,	
interactive websites and new ways of marketing our heritage, cultural and sporting products.’ (p.2)

Black Country •	 The	LEP	‘will	address	the	need	to	rebalance	the	economy	by	focusing	on	activities	that	support	business	
start-ups, enable businesses to grow and that create employment opportunities by developing strategic 
approaches to attracting inward investment, both foreign direct investment and the visitor economy.’ 
(p.11)

•	 LEP	will	have	role	in	‘promoting	tourism	to	improve	the	image	of	the	Black	Country	and	a	specific	tourism	
development programme, including new attractions’. 

•	 LEP	will	‘collectively	promote	the	sub-regional	tourism	‘offer’	and	exploit	key	market	segments’	(p.7).

•	 LEP	will	‘Set	the	overall	strategic	framework	and	investment	priorities	for	tourism’	(p.15).

•	 LEP	will	‘Capitalise	on	tourism	as	a	unique	economic	driver	within	the	sub-region.	Maximise	tourism	as	a	
mechanism to promote physical regeneration’ (p.15).

•	 Will	influence	‘a	common	framework’	in	line	with	Visitor	Economy	policies	(p.15).

•	 Canal	system	is	a	visitor	asset.

Coast to Capital •	 Potential	growth	in	tourism	sector	in	Coastal	West	Sussex	(p.5).

•	 Brighton	and	Hove	has	‘a	regionally	significant	visitor	economy’	(p.5).

•	 ‘maintaining	a	sustainable	visitor	economy’	is	listed	under	current	economic	challenges	and	opportunities	
(p.6).

•	 ‘The	visitor	economy	in	our	LEP	area	is	a	significant	employer	–	63,000	people	work	in	the	industry	–	 
and it generated £3.67 billion per annum. It is the largest single tourism market in the South East and is 
an internationally exporting sector that generates income through large numbers of corporate and leisure 
visitors. The LEP will support the long term development of sustainable tourism, linking closely to the cultural 
and creative sectors which underpin the visitor economy.’ (p.8)

Coventry and 
Warwickshire

•	 Within	12	months	the	LEP	will	work	on,	‘Developing	and	implementing	a	tourism	strategy	with	a	local	
focus and a much strengthened sub-regional approach that will elevate this key economic sector and 
ensure the maximum economic impact of world-class assets’ (p.3).
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Cumbria Cumbria Tourism •	 	Tourism	is	a	key	business	sector,	‘an	integral	part	of	Cumbria’s	economy’	(p.12) 
Priorities (p.12):

o Seek to ensure the long-term attractiveness of Cumbria as a visitor destination; 

o Facilitate effective networks to promote Cumbria and areas within it effectively;

o Encourage and facilitate businesses to improve their tourism offer, both accommodations and attractions, 
while maintaining Cumbria’s landscape, natural habitats and special character;

o Work to ensure high quality and appropriate public realm, tourist information provision, parking provision 
and transport links; and

o Work across LEP boundaries to promote initiatives such as Hadrian’s Wall, Morecambe Bay, the Solway 
Firth and farm tourism.

D2N2
Derby, Derbyshire, 
Nottingham and 
Nottinghamshire

•	 LEP	will,	‘strategically	commission	and	co-ordinate	inward	investment	and	trade	activity	as	well	as	
promotion and tourism’. (p.3)

•	 LEP	will	play	role	in	promotion	and	tourism,	‘develop	our	distinctive	cultural,	leisure,	sport	and	tourism	
offer’ (p.5).

•	 Provides	a	world	class	tourism	destination	with	Sherwood	Forest	(p.7).

•	 ‘The	visitor	economy	forms	a	significant	part	of	our	local	economy	and	the	profile	of	businesses	in	the	area	
including a large proportion of micro and small businesses. It is a growing sector and one that could benefit 
from working across a wider geography, informed by local expertise.’ (p.11)

•	 Tourism	is	a	growing	sector.

•	 Will	seek	private	sector	Board	members	who	can	champion	‘culture,	sport	and	tourism’	(p.15).

•	 ‘We	wish	to	work	closely	with	VisitEngland	and	other	national	bodies	to	promote	our	area	for	tourism	
related activity and promotion’ (p.20).

Enterprise M3 •	 LEP’s	aim	is	to	‘attract	inward	investment	and	tourism	to	the	area’	(p.8).

•	 Aims	to	encourage	green	infrastructure	for	tourism.

Greater Birmingham 
and Solihull

•	 ‘Solihull	and	Birmingham	together	already	have	a	business	visitor	offer	second	only	to	London,	with	
facilities such as the NEC and ICC. We will continue to develop these facilities to keep us at the forefront 
of the business visitor sector. At the same time, the leisure facilities in East Staffordshire, Lichfield and 
Tamworth, combined with the more metropolitan leisure offer made by Solihull and Birmingham, provide 
enormous potential to grow our leisure visitor economy.’ (p.6-7)

•	 ‘A	strong	and	diverse	cultural,	heritage	and	tourism	offer	throughout	the	LEP	area,	from	the	nationally	
significant museums, galleries and performance venues of the metropolitan areas through to the unique 
and significant attractions in the surrounding areas, such as the National Memorial Arboretum, the 
National Forest and the National Brewery Centre.’ (p.13)

•	 Call	for	government	to	make	the	LEP	a	statutory	consultee	on	‘innovation	and	tourism	development’	
(p.18).

•	 ‘Leisure	and	tourism	will	benefit	from	a	jointed	up	approach	in	the	LEP	area.’	(p.22)

•	 Want	to	create	a	‘global	brand’,	‘Bringing	forward	new	cultural,	tourism	and	leisure	facilities	across	the	LEP	
area to improve its offer to business and employees.’ (p.29)

•	 An	‘ingredient’	in	what	the	LEP	should	do	is	‘Build	on	our	strengths	e.g.	medical;	advanced	materials,	
automotive and low carbon; digital education; creative industries; business tourism/conferencing.’ (p.29)

Greater Cambridge and 
Greater Peterborough

Visit Manchester •	 ‘A	large	rural	hinterland	with	major	assets	of	agriculture,	food	and	drink,	environment	and	renewable	
energy and visitor economy development.’ (p.7)

•	 ‘More	than	20	million	visitors	come	each	year	to	our	distinctive	heritage	attractions...	and	our	rural	
habitats.’ (p.13)

•	 The	visitor	economy	is	listed	under	strengths	of	Greater	Peterborough	in	conceptual	framework	for	LEP.

Greater Manchester •	 Tourism	a	‘key	area’.

•	 Centre	for	Excellence	in	tourism	led	by	private	sector	in	Manchester	–	Visit	Manchester	–	will	stay	and	
provide leadership and strategic direction, attract domestic and international business and leisure visitors 
and maximise the visitor experience (p.4).

•	 Attack	brand	of	Manchester	(p.8).

•	 Cultural	offer	role	in	perceptions,	LEP	will	support	this	(p.8).

•	 Aim	to	increase	profile	in	attracting	businesses,	residents	and	visitors	(p.8).

•	 Aim	to	build	business	tourism	(p.8).

Heart of the South West •	 Area	has	an	‘unrivalled	tourism	offer’	(p.4).

•	 Tourism	is	a	‘prevailing	sector’	in	Devon	and	Somerset	(p.5).

•	 ‘Provide	support	for	strong	sectors	across	the	area	such	as	tourism,	food	and	drink,	and	land-based	
industries to grow employment opportunities through improving business profitability and productivity.’ 
(p.10)

•	 Tourism	bodies	will	be	on	LEP	forum	(p.13).
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Hertfordshire •	 Will	work	on,	‘Raising	Hertfordshire’s’	profile,	supporting	our	vibrant	town	centres,	and	promoting	culture	
and tourism activity.’ (p.12)

Humber •	 North	Bank	and	South	Bank	LEP	sub-boards	will	‘lead	on	promoting	the	area’s	tourism	offer	through	the	
distinctive Yorkshire Coast and Lincolnshire brands’ (p.8).

Kent, Greater Essex and 
East Sussex

•	 ‘Our	rural	economy	is	amongst	the	largest	in	the	country,	with	new	opportunities	associated	with	food	
technology and the development of tourism.’ (p.6)

•	 LEP	will,	‘work	towards	integrated	delivery	of	our	collective	economic	development,	regeneration,	
business support and tourism activity at a strategic level’ (p.8).

•	 Tourism,	‘remains	a	crucial	and	growing	part	of	the	rural	economy’	(p.20).

Leeds City Region •	 ‘Might’	deliver	promotion	and	support	of	tourism	(p.20).

•	 ‘Initial	thoughts	from	business	focus	on	aspects	of:	access	to	finance,	large-scale	and	sectoral	innovation,	
promotion and inward investment (including tourism), exploitation of strong place-base-brands such as 
Yorkshire, etc. and economic intelligence’ (p.15).

Leicester and 
Leicestershire

•	 LEP	will	provide	‘strategic	leadership	for	woodland	economy	and	tourism’	(p.5).

Lincolnshire Shropshire Tourism 
Destination Partnership

•	 Will	work	with	Local	Authority,	near	term	activities	will	include	‘sector	specific	support’	for	‘tourism	and	
cultural assets along the coast’ and ‘promotion of tourism offer (County wide)’ (p.10).

•	 Will	work	with	Business	Link	to	‘support	targeted	tourism	businesses’	(p.11).

•	 Will	work	with	education	and	training	providers	for	‘training	for	young	people	in	tourism/hospitality’	(p.11).

The Marches Enterprise 
Partnership, Shropshire 
and Herefordshire

North Norfolk Tourism 
Round Table

•	 Tourism	a	‘main	driver	for	economic	development’	(p.4).

•	 Tourism	is	‘highly	important	to	the	local	economy’	(p.7).

•	 LEP	will	‘build	on	the	success	of	the	Tourism	Boards,	generate	a	lasting	legacy	for	the	Olympics	(not	least	
through our unique links with Much Wenlock), grow business tourism, and grow the proportion of UK 
residents’ spend to 50% on local tourism.’ (p.11)

New Anglia  
(Norfolk and Suffolk)

Northumberland Tourism 
Ltd

•	 Tourism	is	a	growth	sector	(p.4).

•	 Area	has	‘one	of	the	UK’s	strongest	tourism	offers’	(p.6).

•	 Tourism	and	leisure	is	one	of	the	area’s	strengths	(p.8).

North Eastern Steve Reed Tourism •	 Tourism	is	an	important	economic	asset.

•	 ‘As	part	of	the	effort	to	rebalance	the	economy	towards	the	private	sector,	we	will	also	look	to	build	on	
the growing economic contributions of the cultural, creative and tourism sectors in the LEP area.’ (p.7)

•	 ‘The	LEP	will	support	the	ongoing	cultural	renewal	of	our	cities,	towns	and	rural	places,	recognising	the	
unique ability of tourism and visitor-led regeneration to create compelling, distinctive places that will attract 
investment and world class talent.’ (p.8)

•	 ‘The	diversity	and	contrast	of	city,	urban,	coastal	and	rural	locations	sustain	strong	tourism	and	cultural	
sectors, and provide high quality life-style choices.’ (p.10)

•	 Tourism	is	included	under	‘sector	strengths’	(p.11).

Oxford City Region Blenheim Palace
Four Pillars Hotels
London and Metropolitan 
International 
Developments

•	 Tourism	not	a	key	sector	but	an	important	sector	for	LEP	(p.10).

•	 The	Oxford	Economic	Partnership	already	has	a	task	group	on	tourism	(p.24).

Pan London •	 ‘We	need	to	supplement	our	existing	strengths	in	financial	and	business	services,	media,	creative	and	
cultural, and tourism with exciting new opportunities.’ (p.3)

•	 ‘Jobs	in	retail,	hotels	and	restaurants	are	expected	to	grow	substantially.	London	welcomes	14	million	
overseas tourists every year.‘ (p.1 of Proposal Appendix A)

•	 The	Mayor’s	Outer	London	Commission	Report	outlined	four	potential	main	areas	of	economic	activity	
for Outer London: ‘knowledge-based industries; leisure, tourism and culture; retail; and office-based 
work.’ (p.3 of LEP Proposal Appendix A)

•	 South	London:	‘The	business	base	is	diverse	with	strengths	in	creative	industries,	tourism	retail	and	
hospitality, advanced manufacturing and production, and business services.’ (p.5 of Proposal Appendix A)
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Sheffield City Region •	 Has	a	‘very	attractive	tourism	offer’	(p.3).

•	 Tourism	is	a	‘sector	of	importance	in	job	creation’	but	not	a	sector	with	‘greatest	potential	to	drive	
economic growth’ (p.9).

•	 A	sector	of	‘significant	potential	and	presence’	(p.18).

•	 ‘We	see	the	LEP	as	a	route	to	maximising	the	huge	economic	opportunity	that	tourism	offers	to	our	city	
region. Tourism will be an important future provider of future jobs for the SCR and as a sector it needs 
skills, talent and enterprise to grow and develop. Improving and promoting our tourism offer is important 
not only because it is a major economic sector in its own right, but also because it plays a central role in 
the image and attractiveness of the City Region and as a place where skilled, creative and entrepreneurial 
people can live, work and invest. Tourism also has clear links to the City Region’s culture and leisure sector 
strengths. We want to see oversight of strategic tourism priorities and investment decisions devolved to 
the SCR LEP as appropriate to our City Region... We see the role of the private sector in tourism as key... 
Through the SCR LEP we will make a strong contribution to the Government’s national tourism strategy 
and the objective of increasing domestic tourism spend in the UK. We also want to see strategic economic 
funds (e.g. the Regional Growth Fund) opened up to support activities that will help to support businesses 
in the tourism industry and contribute to the overall economic growth of the SCR.’ (p.14)

South East Midlands •	 LEP	will	have	a	key	role	in	‘promoting	the	visitor	economy,	rural	diversification	and	related	new	jobs’.

•	 ‘Selective	support’	will	benefit	tourism	sector	(p.13).

•	 ‘Promoting	the	visitor	economy,	rural	diversification	and	related	new	jobs	will	be	a	key	role	for	LEP	
partner authorities and businesses.’ (p.27)

•	 Actions	include,	‘develop	the	rural,	leisure	and	visitor	economy’	(p.32).

Stoke and Staffordshire •	 The	area	has,	‘a	growing	rural	economy	supported	by	tourism	and	food	and	drink	sectors	and	the	low	
carbon economy’ (p.1).

•	 The	scope	of	the	LEP	‘will	include	economic	development,	skills,	planning,	housing,	transport,	tourism	 
and the transition to the low carbon economy’ (p.9).

•	 LEP	will	support	marketing	of	tourism	(p.10)	and	develop	major	tourism	campaigns	(p.17).

•	 A	success	for	the	LEP	would	be,	‘increasing	tourism	footfall	across	the	LEP	area’	(p.11).

•	 LEP	will	aim	to	‘secure	more	funding	for	growing	and	marketing	our	tourism	base	and		visitor	destinations’	
(p.11).

Tees Valley Visit Tees Valley •	 ‘Develop	the	visitor	economy.	Tees	Valley	Unlimited	will	continue	to	accelerate	investment	in	the	tourism/	
visitor economy, through improving productivity, upskilling the workforce and ensuring Tees Valley attracts 
people to work, invest, live and visit the region.’ (p.13)

•	 Hartlepool	will	develop	as	a	centre	for	maritime	tourism	(p.16).

•	 In	Redcar	‘opportunities	in	the	creative	industries	and	tourism	will	help	diversify	the	economy’	(p.17).

Worcestershire •	 Tourism	sector	is	‘very	strong’	and	‘significant	and	valuable	to	the	local	economy’.

•	 Tourism	identified	as	a	‘key	industry’	(p.7).

•	 ‘Tourism, already a major contributor to the local economy, offers clear and massive potential.’ (p.7)

•	 ‘Very	strong	sector’	in	Redditch	and	Wyre	Forest	(p.8).

Lancashire n/a (based on 2 page proposal document)

Thames Valley, Berkshire n/a

Source: LEP Proposal Documents
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