Agenda 6
Item
The Highland Council neport | WRsL/13/26

Committee: Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh

Date: 3 August 2026

Report Title: Short Term Let Control Area — Post Consultation Update

Report By: Assistant Chief Executive - Place

1 Purpose/Executive Summary

1.1 This report informs Members of the outcome of the statutory consultation process for
the establishment of a Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area which was agreed
to be undertaken by the Economy & Infrastructure Committee (E&l) at its meeting on
12 February 2026. It specifically provides details of responses from Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh residents, businesses and operators, alongside those living
elsewhere but operating short term lets within Ward 5.

1.2 The report also invites Members to determine, in light of the consultation responses, if
they wish to progress the consideration of Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh
within the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area. If so, any decisions
to submit the proposal to designate the Short Term Let Control Area to Scottish
Ministers for formal approval would be taken by the Economy & Infrastructure
Committee.

2 Recommendations

2.1 Members are asked to:-

i. Consider the consultation feedback and the potential implications that a STL
Control Area will have on communities within Wester Ross Strathpeffer and
Lochalsh as set out in Appendix 2 and summarised in Section 8,9 and 10;
and

i. Agree to recommend to Economy and Infrastructure Committee that Wester
Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh be included within the proposed Highland
Rural Short Term Let Control Area, should any decision to submit a proposal
for designation to Scottish Ministers be taken.



3 Implications

3.1 Resource - The work undertaken in progressing the Highland Rural STL Control Area
to date has been extensive and has involved a significant number of officers across a
variety of services prioritising this work. This has undoubtedly had an impact on other
work streams. Should the progression of this area within the Highland Rural STLCA
be agreed, then financing the statutory process would have to be met from existing
Service budgets and by existing staff resource. The ongoing need to consider and
determine STL planning applications within a STL Control Area will have an ongoing
impact on performance, staffing and budgets. The Council will need to consider
whether the additional fees generated can be utilised to support the resource needed
to process these new applications.

3.2 Legal - The Council has the power under Section 26B of the Town & Control
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended by the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, to
designate a STL Control Area.

3.3 Risk - The risks (and benefits) of the STL Control Area for Highland Rural are
explored in detail, as part of the body of this report.

3.4 Health and Safety (risks arising from changes to plant, equipment, process, or
people) — There are no specific health and safety implications.

3.5 Gaelic - there are potentially disproportionate impacts on specific Gaelic-speaking
communities stemming from a lack of housing availability and affordability in some
areas of Highland. Any evidence of Short-Term Lets and their impact on housing
availability may therefore have related impacts on specific Gaelic-speaking
communities.

4 Impacts

4.1 In Highland, all policies, strategies or service changes are subject to an integrated
screening for impact for Equalities, Poverty and Human Rights, Children’s Rights
and Wellbeing, Climate Change, Islands and Mainland Rural Communities, and
Data Protection. Where identified as required, a full impact assessment will be
undertaken.

4.2 Considering impacts is a core part of the decision-making process and needs to
inform the decision-making process. When taking any decision, Members must
give due regard to the findings of any assessment.

4.3 Integrated Impact Assessment - Summary

4.3.1 An Integrated Impact Assessment screening has been undertaken on 13" July 2026.
The conclusions have been subject to the relevant Manager Review and Approval.

4.3.2 The Screening process has concluded that there are mixed impacts from the
proposed Control Area should this be implemented. Overall, any impacts are likely
to be indirect, limited and would depend on future planning decisions relating to
individual short term let proposals. Members are asked to consider the summary
in Appendix 1 to support the decision-making process.



43.3 Impact Assessment Area Conclusion of Screening/Full

Assessment
Equality No impact
Socio-economic Positive and negative impact —

summarised as both the direct and indirect
benefits of retaining homes within the local
housing supply with the operator costs for
preparing and submitting planning
applications or certificates of lawfulness
where required.

Human Rights No — impact. The Council has considered
the view of the Scottish Government on
this matter in relation to Article 1 Protocol
1.

Children’s Rights and Well-being | No impact

Island and Mainland Rural Minor differences — The Control Area (if
implemented) would take effect in a rural
area. Overall, the proposal is assessed as
having a mixed but generally neutral to
positive impact.

Climate Change No impact
Data Rights No impact
5 Background on proposed Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area

5.1 On 18 September 2025, Highland Council agreed that Area Committees would first
decide on whether to progress the introduction of a STLCA in all or part of their area.
To support this decision, information on the prevalence of short term lets in Wester
Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, relative to Highland as a whole, was presented on 3
November 2025 and this committee agreed to progress with the process of
considering the introduction of a STLCA within all or part of Wester Ross Strathpeffer
and Lochalsh by undertaking a statutory consultation.

5.2 Following all Area Committee decisions in Highland, on whether to progress with the
process of considering the introduction of an SLTCA within all or part of their area, the
Economy and Infrastructure Committee took the decision on 12 February 2026 to
formally commence the statutory consultation process for two proposed Short Term
Let Control Areas: Inverness City, and Highland Rural, which includes Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh.



https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/85667/Item%25208%2520-%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Areas
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/85808/Item%25207.%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/85808/Item%25207.%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86410/Item%25204.%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kpse/event/D2E01A55-0128-4EB1-837F-7C2E9448ACB2
https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kpse/event/8DCFD147-5EBB-48D0-8498-524C0DC4F05E
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Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 section 26B establishes that a
planning authority may designate all or part of its area as a short-term let control area.
In a short-term let control area, the use of a dwellinghouse for the purpose of
providing short-term lets is deemed to involve a material change of use of the
dwellinghouse. As such, in a Short Term Let Control Area planning permission will
always be required for the change of use of a dwellinghouse or flat (which is not the
host’s only or principal home) to a secondary letting, Short Term Let. This only
applies to changes of use that occur after an STLCA comes into force and cannot be
applied retrospectively. A STLCA will not be able to control existing STLs where no
material change of use had occurred at the time of establishment, or other types of
short-term accommodation such as guest houses, B&Bs, annexes and pods. For
completeness, existing secondary letting STL operators who do not have any
outstanding planning requirements can apply for a Certificate of Lawfulness where
certainty is required.

Overview of the Highland Rural STLCA Consultation Steps

The consultation for the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area commenced on
12 May 2026 and ran for a six-week period closing on Tuesday 23 June 2026 S5pm.
Regulation 4 (1) of the Town and Country Planning (Short-term Let Control Areas)
(Scotland) Regulations 2021 sets out the requirements that must be met as part of
consulting on a proposed Control Area. All of these required steps were followed.
Notice of the proposed Control Area was circulated in the Press and Journal which
appeared on the 12 May 2026. Notice and details of the proposals were placed on the
Council’'s webpages at www.highland.gov.uk/STLCAConsult which directed the public
to make any submissions or representations on the survey within the Highland Rural
STLCA consultation portal. All Community Councils within the proposed area were
provided with notice of the proposal directly by email. As some Community Councils
span ward and area committee boundaries, there are a number that are therefore
partially within the proposed area. These Community Councils were notified in the
same manner as those that were wholly within the proposed Control Area.

The map of the proposed Control Area and the Statement of Reasons were also
available for inspection during normal opening hours within Service Points and
Access Points within the proposed Control Area during the consultation period.

The Council made additional steps other than those required within Regulation 4(1) to
increase awareness of and engagement with the proposals. Community Councils
were invited to a webinar briefing on the proposals, where 14 attended. A summary
and outputs from the Q&A were disseminated afterwards to all the community
councils within the Highland Rural area.


https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1997/8/section/26B
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/sdsi/2021/9780111048085/regulation/4
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/sdsi/2021/9780111048085/regulation/4
http://www.highland.gov.uk/STLCAConsult
https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kpse/event/8DCFD147-5EBB-48D0-8498-524C0DC4F05E
https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kpse/event/8DCFD147-5EBB-48D0-8498-524C0DC4F05E
https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kseapi/public/keyplan/events/8DCFD147-5EBB-48D0-8498-524C0DC4F05E/supportingfiles/98075/content
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Informal in-person drop in events were held in the following locations:
e Plockton (circa 25 in attendance)

Lochinver (circa 20 in attendance)

Fort Augustus (circa 15 in attendance)

Portree (circa 20 in attendance)

Fort William (circa 25 in attendance)

Ullapool (circa 15 in attendance)

These events were typically from the late afternoon into the evening and provided an
appropriate forum for members of the public to ask officers queries about the
proposal and view display boards and printed materials.

A STL Development Enquiry Form was launched and referred to on the Council
webpages to provide current STL operators with a view as to whether their own STL
at present would have likely required planning permission in any case (regardless of
the Control Area) owing to it being operational development (physical building works)
or a material change of use. This was and remains freely available for operators to
consult with no application fee. In total, 89 STL Development Enquiries were received
during the consultation period but this remains open on an ongoing basis for
operators to continue to engage with the Planning Service and clarify the planning
status of their STL use. The view received from the STL Development Enquiry can
inform the operators next steps; either to apply for planning permission in the event
that their STL already would require planning permission, or the option of applying for
a certificate of lawfulness.

The Council Corporate Communications team led a series of steps through a
communications plan. This included a tailored press briefing alongside a regular
schedule of social media releases related to events, general social media posts and
continued responses to heightened media attention on the issue throughout the
consultation. Owing to the geography of the area, additional targeted social media
posts were issued to promote the consultation within the relevant parts of Highland.

The Council held a webinar briefing for operators and the wider tourism industry,
where 25 attended. Further supporting information was available on the consultation
portal including a map of the proposed STLCA and short term lets in Highland,
Frequently Asked Questions, all recent Council and Area Committee reports on the
STLCA, the Planning Circular 1/2023 on short term lets and planning and Research
into the Impact of Short Term Lets on Communities across Scotland.


https://self.highland.gov.uk/service/Development_enquiry
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Consultation Survey

During the six-weeks consultation period for the Highland Rural STLCA, a total of 608
responses were received, of which 407 were from individual respondents who reside
within the proposed Highland Rural STLCA. The consultation survey gathered a
range of descriptive characteristics of respondents, including residents, businesses,
current or prospective short term let operators, their awareness and experience of
short term lets, and their views on the proposed Control Area. It directly used several
survey questions from Research into the impact of shori-term lets on communities
across Scotland which was conducted by the Scottish Government and carried out
independently by the Indigo Group in 2019. The exact questions adapted from this
previous study are contained within Section 4 Awareness and Experience of Short
Term Lets (pg 21) of the Supporting Material to the study.

Adapting many of the same survey questions for a short term let control area
consultation has several key benéefits. Firstly, it ensures consistency in the responses
collected, allowing comparison of views across different groups such as residents,
businesses and operators. This makes it easier to identify clear patterns in perceived
issues like housing pressure or community impacts. Secondly, standardised
questions improve the reliability of the data by ensuring that all respondents have the
same questions to consider and answer. In addition, it allows results to be compared
with previous studies or consultations, helping the council track changes over time.

The survey also required existing or prospective short term let operators to provide
more detail on the kinds of short term let(s) that they operate and/or intend to operate,
recognising that as a diverse sector, there could reasonably be a range of views
among operators.

Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh Respondents

The total number of responses to the Highland Rural STLCA consultation attributed to
individual respondents residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh is 95 as
shown in Table 1. This 95 comprises those responding as residents, resident
operators, other businesses and resident prospective operators. In addition, four
community councils/ groups or organisations based within the area also responded.

Table 1: Number of Resident Consultation Survey Respondents by Area

Respondent type Wester Ross Highland Rural
Strathpeffer and Total
Lochalsh (Resident)
Total Residing in Area 95 407
Resident (Not a short term let operator) 63 268
Business (Not a short term let operator) 2 12
Short term let operator 27 121
Prospective short term let operator 3 6
Community Council, Group, Organisation 4 6
TOTAL Resident responses 99 413



https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2019/10/research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/documents/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/govscot%3Adocument/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2019/10/research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/documents/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/govscot%3Adocument/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2019/10/research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/documents/discussion-guide-resident-survery-host-survery/discussion-guide-resident-survery-host-survery/govscot%3Adocument/discussion-guide-resident-survery-host-survery.pdf

8.2

8.3

8.4

In addition to resident responses, a further 24 respondents were non-resident in
Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh but indicated that they were operators within
the area, while a smaller number of other non-resident respondents indicated that
they were prospective operators within the area or frequent visitors to the area. These
have been analysed in preparing this report owing to their relevance to the area.

Table 2: Number of Non-Resident Consultation Survey Respondents by Area

Respondent type Wester Ross Highland Rural
Strathpeffer and Total
Lochalsh
Total Non-Residing in Area 26 188
Short term let operator 24 103
Prospective short term let operator 2 11
Business (Not a short term let operator) 0 2
Other Highland resident (outwith proposed - 39
STLCA)
Other (Visitor, former resident, and other non- 0 33
resident)
Community Council, Group, Organisation - 5
TOTAL Non-Resident Responses 26 193

The existing operators who responded to the consultation survey operate a variety of
different kinds of Short Term Lets. Within the survey, respondents were informed if
the type of short term let they operate (or intend to) already requires planning
permission and/or is out of scope of the proposed Control Area including purpose-
built holiday homes, Guesthouse and B&B, Lodges and Chalets and glamping pots
and yurts. There are also two distinct cohorts of current STL operator respondents,
with resident operators (who both live and operate STLs within the Area), and non-
resident operators, the majority of which do not reside within the Highland Council
area.

It is noted that there are differences in the profile of Short Term Lets currently
operated by these cohorts, where current resident operator respondents operate a
broader range of STLs, several of which are a form of Short Term let that likely
requires planning permission in any event such as the siting of annexes, glamping
pods, and conversions of non-residential buildings. This is shown in Figure 1a.
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Figure 1a: Resident Operator Respondents’ Type of Short Term Lets - Wester

Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh (n=26)

m Converted from previous house
Purpose-built holiday home

u Lodges/chalets

m Glamping pods/yurts

m Other (describe) - Conversion from
non-residential building category

m Other (describe) - Annex/Self
Contained Annex

Other (describe) - Data not provided

m Combination of different kinds

Current non-resident operator respondents within Wester Ross Strathpeffer and
Lochalsh by contrast indicated that they operate a different profile of Short Term Lets
as shown in Figure 1b, with almost two thirds (63%) being conversions from previous
houses or flats/apartments, while a third (33%) operate purpose-built holiday homes.

Figure 1b: Non-Resident Operator Respondents’ Type of Short Term Lets -
Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh (n=24)

m Converted from previous house

m Converted from previous self-
contained flats/apartments
Purpose-built holiday home

Other (describe) - Data not
provided

In Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh the 4 responses from Community Councils,
groups and organisations specific to the area, included:-

Contin Community Council

Plockton District & Community Trust
Wester Loch Ewe Community Council

Torridon and Kinlochewe Community Council
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Groups or organisations that submitted a response relating to all of the Highland
Rural proposed STLCA area were:-

Scottish Crofting Federation

Scottish Land and Estates

The Scottish Tourism Alliance
Association for Scotland’s Self-Caterers
Nairn BID

An additional written response was received (outside of the consultation platform) by
the North Highland Chamber of Commerce, with comments in relation to Sutherland
specifically. The points raised by all Community Councils, Groups and Organisations
are provided within Appendix 2.

Summary and Analysis of consultation responses

Further detail on the Highland Rural STLCA consultation survey for Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh and all respondents to the Highland Rural Short Term Let
Control Area consultation is presented in Appendix 2.

The key findings from respondents in the Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh

Area are summarised below:

o A narrow majority (51%, 50 of 98 respondents residing in the Area) support
the proposal to establish the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area,
while 40 respondents (41%) oppose it (Figure 2a).

o Support is notably stronger among residents and businesses, with 44 of 65
respondents (68%) in favour (Figure 2b).
° In contrast, most short term let operators and prospective operators living in

the area oppose the proposal, with 22 of 29 respondents (76%) indicating they
do not support it (Figure 2c).

o Similarly, non-resident short term let operators operating within Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh are predominantly opposed to the proposal to
establish the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area, with 24 of 26
respondents (92%) answering ‘No’.

o Overall, the results indicate a clear divergence of opinion between local
residents and businesses - who generally support the proposal — and, short
term let operators (both resident and non-resident) - who are largely opposed.

o Four Community Council, group or organisational responses were received in
Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, and 50% agree with the proposal to
designate the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area, 50% disagree.

° Responses and the portioned split observed from those respondents residing
in Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh do not differ largely from
respondents living elsewhere within the proposed Highland Rural Short Term
Let Control Area, or within the Highland Council in general.

o The clear divergence of opinion between local residents and businesses in
contrast with short term let operators, extends beyond the question of whether
to support the proposed control area. The category of respondent (Resident,
Business, or Operator) is a dominant predictor of the responses provided to
many other questions within the consultation, signalling that different groups
and stakeholders perceive the prevalence and the impacts of Short Term Lets
very differently.



Figure 2a: All responses to ‘Do you agree with the proposal to establish the
Highland Rural STLCA?’, residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh
(n=98)

= No
Undecided
EYes

Figure 2b: Resident and business responses to ‘Do you agree with the
proposal to establish the Highland Rural STLCA?’, residing in Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh (n=65)

mNo
Undecided
EYes

Figure 2c: Operator responses to ‘Do you agree with the proposal to establish
the Highland Rural STLCA?’, residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and
Lochalsh (n=29)
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ENo
Undecided
EYes
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The main themes emerging from open comments given in support of the proposal to
designate the Highland Rural STLCA included:-

Need/desire for control of and managing short term lets

Need for a balance with STL, between housing and tourism

View that the proposal is an obvious and necessary response

View that the proposal does not go far enough by not applying retrospectively

Need to protect housing availability

View that it could help cost/affordability of housing

View that tourists should be staying in tourist accommodation/supporting
serviced providers

Concern about homes being bought for investment purposes by people
outside of Highland and converted to STL

View that STLs harm community cohesion/sustainability

View that lack of housing is harming recruitment and retention of key workers
and essential services

Impacts on parking need to be considered

Negative impacts on roads and traffic need to be considered

Negative impacts on other infrastructure

Negative amenity/antisocial impacts

The main themes emerging from open comments given in opposition to the proposal
to designate the Highland Rural STLCA included:-

Concern about impact on the tourism industry

Loss of jobs from tourist sector will fuel depopulation
Overregulation/bureaucracy

Licensing process is sufficient

View that Property rights/fairness are impacted

View that Second/empty homes are the main issue

View that Campervans are the main issue

Other causes of pressure not STLs (Overtourism in general, NC500 etc.)
Proposed area is too large and broad-brush

View that there is a difference in economic contribution between resident and
non-resident operators

No evidence that it will work or that is has worked in Badenoch and
Strathspey.

View that STL operators have invested heavily in their properties and maintain
them to a higher standard than residential property owners.

No economic impact assessment.

Council should be building more homes, including affordable homes.
Supports fragile economies with little other economic industry present
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Officers’ Analysis and Recommendation

The consultation attracted responses from a range of stakeholders, including local
residents, community organisations, businesses and short term let operators. It is
notable that a large proportion of objections were submitted by respondents who were
not resident within the proposed Control Area and, in some cases, not resident within
the Highlands. This does not diminish the legitimacy of any of these views but reflects
the differing perspectives of different groups responding to the consultation. While
operators may be principally concerned with business impacts, residents and
community bodies are more likely to focus on housing availability, population
retention, access to local services and neighbourhood amenity. In assessing
consultation responses, it is important not only to consider the number of
representations received, but also the different perspectives and interests they
represent. The purpose of the consultation is not to determine which group forms a
majority, but to understand the range of views and to inform a balanced judgment on
how best to reconcile the competing public interests associated with housing
provision, community sustainability and business needs.

While the majority of short term let operators oppose the proposal, representations
from hotel owners and serviced accommodation providers demonstrate that there is
not a consistent sector wide position on the proposed control area. Some
accommodation providers support the proposal because it helps maintain a balanced
accommodation market and reduces the risk of visitor demand being diverted away
from traditional hotels to an expanding short term let sector where barriers to entry
are perceived as lower. They argue that this supports year-round employment,
business investment and the long-term sustainability of the local visitor economy.

The consultation therefore highlighted a spectrum of opinion, but one characterised
by two legitimate but directly opposing views about how best to balance competing
public interests. Those supporting the designation generally viewed it as a necessary
planning tool to address concerns regarding housing availability, community
sustainability and the cumulative impact of short term lets on residential amenity
which are not grounds for consideration within short term let licence applications.
Some respondents who supported the introduction of a Control Area were concerned
that it represents only a partial solution, considered that it did not go far enough and
were concerned that the designation does not apply retrospectively and therefore
does not automatically bring existing short term lets within planning control or bring
them back into the housing supply. The Council in response maintains that the
proposal is a means of managing future changes of use rather than addressing the
full extent of existing concentrations of short term letting. Those opposed generally
regarded it as an unnecessary and disproportionate intervention in an already
regulated sector and that property owners should not be inhibited from converting
further residential properties to short term let use in response to market demand to
generate further tourism growth and economic benefits in the area. Those opposed to
the proposal overwhelmingly disputed the Council’s evidence base, notwithstanding
analysis demonstrating that a significant proportion of newly built homes and
properties sold within the area have subsequently been converted to short-term lets.
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The proposed Control Area sits between these positions. It neither prevents short
term letting nor leaves future changes of use entirely unmanaged. Similarly, it is
focussed on changes of use that occur after the designation comes into effect and
therefore does not alter the planning requirements of current operators within the
area. Rather, it provides a mechanism through which future conversions can be
assessed consistently on their individual merits through the planning system, allowing
decision-makers to balance the benefits and impacts of proposals on a case by case
basis. Given that it does not retrospectively alter planning requirements for existing
operators, the Council does not agree that it will have a significant adverse impact on
the current short term let sector. The overwhelming maijority of existing operators are
expected to continue operating as they do at present. The proposal is concerned with
future changes of use, not existing provision. The Council therefore considers claims
that the designation would substantially damage tourism or lead to the loss of the
sector to be unconvincing. The proposal does not prohibit short term lets; it simply
ensures that future conversions of residential properties are subject to planning
scrutiny. It is a measure to manage future growth in the sector, not to curtail existing
tourism accommodation.

This balanced approach is particularly important in the Highland context. Many
respondents indicated that main measure to address the Highland Housing Challenge
is the delivery of new homes. Increasing affordable housing supply and managing the
loss of existing housing stock are not mutually exclusive approaches. While
increasing the delivery of affordable housing is important, this is not a simple or
immediate solution in Highland, where housing delivery is constrained by factors
including infrastructure capacity, development viability, land ownership, peat and
ground conditions, workforce availability and levels of market interest across large
parts of the region, including Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh. New housing
can take many years to bring forward. Even with new housing provided, over 11% of
new houses built within Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh in the last 5 years
have since become STLs which is more than double the equivalent rate for the whole
of Highland (4.7%), which suggests that building homes without adequate
management of that supply will not be effective in ensuring that houses remain
available for residential occupation within the local housing supply. Viewed through a
forward-looking lens, it is imperative that this trend is not replicated, or even
worsened in future housing development, and that new housing stock contributes to
addressing the area's identified housing needs on a long-term basis.
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The Control Area does not prevent short term let uses where they are appropriate;
but instead ensures that the merits of proposals to convert homes intended to
contribute to the area's housing supply are properly assessed against the adopted
development plan, material considerations, the public interest and the circumstances
of the locality before that housing resource is removed from residential use within the
subsequent development management process. On balance, it is therefore proposed
to progress Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh within the proposed Highland
Rural Short Term Let Control Area and recommend to E&I to proceed.

Next Steps

As demonstrated in the Section 9 and Appendix 2, the consultation responses
demonstrated, on balance, support for the proposed Highland Rural STLCA among
respondents residing within Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh. Based on the
evidence set out in the Highland Rural Statement of Reasons, consultation feedback
on the proposal, and views on the impacts of short term lets, on balance it is
concluded that the evidence supports progression of Ward 5 — Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh within the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area.

The purpose of the consultation is to inform the Council's assessment of whether a
Control Area would assist in managing the use of residential property as short term let
accommodation in the public interest, rather than to secure consensus amongst all
stakeholder groups. The results indicate that concerns, priorities and perceptions of
the prevalence and impacts of Short Term Lets vary significantly between residents
and short term let operators, which is consistent with responses received elsewhere
in the Highlands, and elsewhere as noted within Research into the impact of short-
term lets on communities across Scotland.

Following consultation, Regulations provide that the planning authority may modify
the proposal, having regard to any representation made in response to the
consultation, except to any modification to include an area outwith the area shown on
the map consulted on (Regulation (4)(2)(b)). Each Area Committee within the
proposed Highland Rural STLCA are considering the consultation responses to the
proposed Highland Rural STLCA in their area, and will decide whether to progress in
the consideration of their area within the Highland Rural Control Area. Following all
Area Committee decisions, Officers will prepare a report to Economy and
Infrastructure Committee outlining the resultant proposed area to designate for the
Highland Rural STLCA. The Economy and Infrastructure Committee will take the
decision on whether to proceed to designate the Highland Rural STLCA and to give
notice of the proposal to Scottish Ministers. Approval of the designation by Scottish
Ministers is required in order for a local authority to designate the STLCA.


https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kseapi/public/keyplan/events/8DCFD147-5EBB-48D0-8498-524C0DC4F05E/supportingfiles/98075/content
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2019/10/research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/documents/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/govscot%3Adocument/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2019/10/research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/documents/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland/govscot%3Adocument/people-communities-places-research-impact-short-term-lets-communities-scotland.pdf

11.4

11.5

The proposed Short Term Let STL Control Area would enable Council planning
officers to assess the cumulative impact of STLs on residential amenity and housing
availability across the designated area. While planning permission is already required
for a range of short term let types in Highland, the control area would bring secondary
letting under planning consideration providing clarity and consistency as compared to
the current situation. The designation cannot alter planning requirements
retrospectively, however it is recognised that once a Control Area is in force, the
separate Licensing Regime must take account of it, and operators applying for new or
renewed short term let licenses within the Control Area will have to demonstrate that
they can comply with mandatory Licensing condition 13 either by evidencing that they
have planning permission in place, have applied for planning permission or
alternatively can exhibit evidence that they do not require planning permission as part
of the processing of their licence application. Some operators will already be able to
provide this evidence, having obtained planning permission or a Certificate of
Lawfulness before the Control Area came into effect. Others may need to seek
clarification from the planning service by submitting a short-term let development
enquiry. In response, the planning service will advise whether the use constitutes a
material change of use and whether an application for planning permission or a
Certificate of Lawfulness is required. As a result, existing short-term lets operating
lawfully will not be adversely affected by the designation of the Control Area.

The designation of a Control Area does not in itself determine the outcome of
planning applications, nor does it ban short term let changes of use or set the policy
framework that applies to these applications. Planning applications within the Control
Area would require to be determined in accordance with the development plan.
Members will be invited to a workshop to discuss relevant planning policy and how it
is used in the planning application process.

Designation: Assistant Chief Executive - Place
Date: 20 July 2026
Author: Meadhbh Maguire — Principal Planner

Meredith Dale — Principal Planner

Background Papers: Short Term Let Control Area Report to Highland Council
18 September 2025
Short Term Let Control Area Report to WRSL Area
Committee 3 November 2025
Short Term Let Control Area Report to EIC 12 February
2026
Highland Rural STLCA Statement of Reasons

Appendices: Appendix 1 — Integrated Impact Assessment
Appendix 2 — Summarised Consultation Responses


https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/85667/item_8_-_short_term_let_control_areas
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/85808/Item%25207.%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86410/Item%25204.%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://consult.highland.gov.uk/kseapi/public/keyplan/events/8DCFD147-5EBB-48D0-8498-524C0DC4F05E/supportingfiles/98075/content




Appendix 1

Integrated Impact Assessment Screening

About proposal

What does this proposal relate to? Policy

Proposal name: Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area

High level summary of the proposal: To progress Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh
Committee Area (Ward 5) within the proposed Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area, where
any decision to submit a proposal for designation of the Short Term Let Control Area to Scottish
Ministers for formal approval will be taken by the Economy and Infrastructure Committee

Who may be affected by the proposal? Highland Council residents, Short Term Let Operators,
and prospective Short Term Let operators seeking potential use of residential property for
secondary letting.

Start date of proposal:

End date of proposal:

Does this proposal result in a change or impact to one or more Council service? Yes
Which Council services will be impacted by this proposal? Corporate, Place

Does this relate to an existing proposal? Yes

Provide details of the existing proposal: At the meeting of The Highland Council on 18

September 2025, Members agreed a new internal process to consider designation of further Short
Term Let Control Areas (STLCA) beyond Ward 20: Badenoch and Strathspey.

Author details

Name: Meadhbh Maguire
Job title: Principal Planner
Email address: Meadhbh.Maguire1@highland.gov.uk

Service: Place

Responsible officer details
Name: Tim Stott

Job title: Development Plans Manager



Email address: Tim.Stott@highland.gov.uk

Sign off date: 2026-07-13

Equalities, poverty, and human rights

Protected characteristics

Select what impact the proposal will have on the following protected characteristics:

Sex: No impact

Age: No impact

Disability: No impact

Religion or belief: No impact

Race: No impact

Sexual orientation: No impact

Gender reassignment: No impact

Pregnancy and maternity: No impact

Marriage and civil partnership: No impact

Protected characteristics impact details: Any Short Term Let Control Area would apply
consistently across the designated area and would regulate the change of use of properties to
short-term lets through the planning system, regardless of the personal characteristics of property
owners, operators, residents or visitors. Instead, it introduces a planning framework through which
applications for new short-term lets can be assessed on their individual merits. While individuals
with protected characteristics may be represented among both residents and short-term let
operators, any effects arising from the proposal would relate to a person's role as a resident,

property owner or business operator rather than to a protected characteristic itself. As such, no
disproportionate impact on any protected group has been identified.

Poverty and socio-economic

What impact is the proposal likely to have on the following?

Prospects and opportunities: No impact

Places: Positive

Financial: No impact

Poverty and socio-economic impact details: The proposal does not restrict individuals' ability to
access education, employment, training, childcare or support services, nor does it alter the
provision of these services.

The Control Area would introduce a planning requirement for the future change of use of
residential properties to short-term lets, but it would not prevent the operation of short-term lets



where planning permission is granted. As such, the proposal is not expected to directly affect
employment opportunities within the tourism sector or other industries.

The proposal is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on vulnerable areas or
communities, including those identified through the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD),
fragile rural communities, or areas experiencing housing and transport challenges.

The purpose of the Short Term Let Control Area is to provide greater oversight of the conversion
of residential properties to short-term let use through the planning system. It does not prevent
short-term lets from operating but allows the Council to assess proposals on a case-by-case basis,
taking account of local circumstances and potential impacts on communities. In rural and fragile
communities, the proposal may help to support the sustainability of settlements by providing a
mechanism to manage the loss of residential housing stock where concentrations of short-term
lets could affect the availability of homes for local residents and workers. This could have positive
implications for maintaining population levels, supporting local services and sustaining community
cohesion.

There may be some indirect positive impacts over the longer term if the proposal contributes to
retaining housing stock for permanent residential use in rural communities. Improved availability of
housing could support recruitment and retention of workers in key sectors such as health,
education, social care, hospitality and public services, thereby helping people access employment
opportunities closer to where they live. Increased housing availability may also assist younger
people, families and lower-income households to remain within their communities, supporting
access to local schools, training opportunities and employment.

A potential economic impact relates to businesses by requiring planning permission or securing
confirmation of lawful planning status with a Certificate of Lawfulness meaning additional costs.
However this would bring Short-Term Letting into line with other accommodation businesses that
already require planning permission for their siting or change of use. Overall, any impacts on
prospects and opportunities are likely to be indirect, limited and would depend on future planning
decisions relating to individual short-term let proposals.

Human rights

Which of the below human rights will be affected by this proposal?
Article 1 Protocol 1.

What impact do you consider this proposal to have on the human rights of people? No
impact

Human rights impact details: The proposal has the potential to engage Protocol 1, Article 1:
Right to peaceful enjoyment of property because it introduces additional planning controls relating
to the use of private property as a short-term let. Property owners may be required to obtain
planning permission before changing the use of a dwellinghouse to a short-term let within the
Control Area.

The principle of requiring planning permission for changes of use to short-term lets has already
been considered by the Scottish Government as part of the legislation introducing Short Term Let
Control Areas. The Town and Country Planning (Short-term Let Control Areas) (Scotland)
Regulations 2021 provide a lawful mechanism for local authorities to designate control areas
where justified by local circumstances.

The Council has considered the view of the Scottish Government on this matter. Cabinet
Secretary for Housing Mairi McAllan MSP accepted in February that the regulation of short-term
lets via planning and licensing regimes represents a control of the use of a host’s property for the
purposes of Article 1 of the First Protocol to the ECHR. However, they were “satisfied that the
creation of powers for a local authority to designate a short-term let control area is a proportionate



measure to allow them to consider and manage the impacts of short-term lets on the availability of
residential housing and on nearby amenity”.

The proposal does not remove property rights or prevent ownership of property. Any interference
with property rights would be lawful, proportionate and in pursuit of a legitimate public interest,
namely the management of housing supply, community sustainability and the balanced
development of the area through the planning system.

As the Control Area operates within an established legal framework specifically created by the
Scottish Parliament for this purpose, any interference with property rights is considered lawful,
proportionate and in pursuit of legitimate public policy objectives. No significant adverse impacts
on other Convention rights have been identified.

Equalities, poverty and human rights screening assessment

What impact do you think there will be to equalities, poverty and human rights? Positive
and negative impact

Is a Full Impact Assessment required? No

Children's rights and wellbeing

What likely impact will the proposal have on children and young people? The proposal does
not introduce any direct impacts. While indirect positive impacts for children and young people
could occur though supporting the availability of homes for permanent residents, contribute to
sustaining local populations, supporting the retention of families within communities, and helping
to maintain demand for local schools, childcare facilities and other community services, these
impacts are limited, indirect and would depend on the planning decisions taken with respect to
individual applications, rather than being achieved through the designation itself.

Which of the below children's rights will be affected by the proposal? No children's rights will
be affected.

Explain how the children's rights selected above will be affected:
Children's rights and wellbeing screening assessment

What impact do you think there will be to children's rights and wellbeing? No impact

Is a Full Impact Assessment required? No

Data protection

Will your proposal involve processing personal data? No

Is any of this data already processed by the Highland Council? No
Data protection screening assessment

What change will there be to the way personal data is processed? No significant change to
current processing.

Is a Full Impact Assessment required? No



Island and mainland rural communities
Does your proposal impact island and mainland rural communities? Yes
Could people in island and mainland rural communities be affected differently? Yes

Have any negative impacts been identified? No
Island and mainland rural communities screening assessment

What impact do you think there will be to island and mainland rural communities? Minor
Differences

How could the impact differ? The Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area is, by its design
and nature, intended to apply to rural areas across Highland, including both island and mainland
rural communities. The proposal could affect island and mainland rural communities in different
ways, reflecting their differing housing markets, population characteristics and levels of reliance on
tourism. However, the purpose of the Short Term Let Control Area is to provide a consistent
planning mechanism that allows local circumstances to be taken into account when considering
individual proposals.

In some island and rural communities, short-term lets can form an important part of the local
economy, supporting tourism-related employment and income for self-employed individuals,
seasonal workers and small businesses. The introduction of a Control Area may therefore be
perceived as having a greater impact in locations where the visitor economy is particularly
significant.

Conversely, many island and rural communities experience acute housing pressures, including
limited housing supply, higher construction costs, outward migration of young people, difficulties
attracting workers and challenges sustaining local services. In these areas, the Control Area may
have positive impacts by helping to manage the loss of residential properties to short-term let use
and supporting the availability of housing for permanent residents and local workers.

As the Control Area does not prohibit short-term lets but instead requires planning permission for
changes of use, it provides a mechanism through which the specific circumstances of individual
island and mainland rural communities can be considered as part of the planning process.
Overall, the proposal is assessed as having a mixed but generally neutral to positive impact,
recognising that effects may vary between communities depending on the balance between
housing pressures and the economic benefits associated with short-term letting. No
disproportionate adverse impacts on island communities compared with mainland rural
communities have been identified.

Scottish government in the Consultation report on proposals for a licensing scheme and planning
control areas for short-term lets in Scotland page 84 stated :

We believe that our licensing scheme and powers to introduce control areas
provide the right combination of national consistency and local flexibility that
will allow local authorities to strike the right balance between tourism and
economic benefits and community needs and concerns in their areas. Some
local authorities may want to designate control areas in all or part of their area
and might consider that some islands would benefit from such designation.
Similar considerations apply in other urban and rural areas on the mainland.

and page 85:
We consider that the legislation is appropriate for the whole of Scotland,



including island communities, and offers considerable flexibility to local

authorities on how it is implemented. We intend to work with local authorities,

not least in the preparation of guidance, as they work towards implementation

so that we can facilitate the sharing of ideas and best practice. We hope this

will be of particular value to island local authorities and local authorities with

island communities.

By introducing planning control for future changes if use it is accepted that this introduces costs
applying for planning permission or Certificates of Lawfulness where relevant, that do not apply at
present, within rural and island areas that fall within this proposal.

Is a Full Impact Assessment required? No

Climate change

Does the proposal involve activities that could impact on greenhouse gas emissions
(CO2e)? No

Does the proposal have the potential to affect the environment, wildlife or biodiversity? No

Does the proposal have the potential to influence resilience to extreme weather or
changing climate? No

Provide information regarding your selection above: No impact on climate change arising.
Climate change screening assessment

Have you identified potential impact for any of the areas above or marked any as not
known? No

Is a Full Impact Assessment required? No



Appendix 2

This appendix presents a summary of responses to the Highland Rural STLCA survey.
Note: Questions 1— 3, 7 — 11 and 29, which capture personal information, are not reported however they have informed the definition of
the geography and cohorts of respondents, outlined below.

Geographic Area

Responses are reported by Committee Area to support local decision making on whether to progress. Responses to Questions 6 (area of
STL operation), 7 (residential address), 8 (postcode) and 9 (area of residence) are used to identify which responses are from residents,
businesses, community councils or current or prospective STL operators living within the Committee Area or, operators who live outwith
the Committee Area but operate or intend to operate an STL within the area, which are important to highlight to the Area Committee
members. We recognise however that the full sample of the consultation includes individuals neither residing in or operating in any of the
Committee Areas within the proposed Control Area, or in Highland. These are reported within the “Highland Rural Total’.

Cohorts
Three cohorts of respondents have been classified as shown in Table A2.1. Using cohorts supports the presentation of this analysis by
grouping respondents with similar characteristics.

Table A2.1: Summary of cohorts for survey analysis

Residents in Area Not Resident in Area Groups
e Residents (not STL operators) e Current STL Operators (Non-resident) e Community Councils, Groups and
e Business (not STL operators) e Prospective/Future STL Operators (Non- Organisations
e Current STL Operators (Resident resident)
in Area) e Other Non-resident (Visitors, former
e Prospective STL Operators residents, former operators etc.)
(Resident in Area)

‘Other’ respondents who are not living or operating STLs in a Committee Area are reported in the Highland Rural total sample response
only.



Question 4. Are you responding as:
Where relevant, ‘Other’ responses which relate to a listed category have been added to that category.

Respondent type Resides in Wester Resides in the Highland Resides in the Highland Resides Outwith
Ross Strathpeffer and Rural STLCA Council Area Highland Council Area
Lochalsh
Total Residing in Area 95 407 466 121
Resident (Not a short 63 268 308 23
term let operator)
Business (Not a short 2 12 13 1
term let operator)
Short term let operator 27 121 138 86
Prospective short term 3 6 7 10
let operator
Community Council, 4 6 7 4
Group, Organisation
Other: Visitor - - - 10
TOTAL Responses 99 413 473 135

. Resident
. Business
. Short Term Let operator

. Prospective Short Term
Let operator

. Community council,
group or orgnaisation

. Other: Visitor

The distribution of respondent categories is broadly similar among respondents residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, the
wider proposed Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area, and the wider Highland Council Area. The distribution of respondent
categories for respondents outwith the Highland Council Area differs however, with a larger share comprising operators.




Question 5. What kind(s) of Short Term Lets do you currently operate? (Only asked to Short Term Let Operators)
Where relevant, ‘Other’ responses which relate to an already listed category have been added to that category for accuracy.

Short Term Let Type

Converted from previous house
terraced, semi-detached detached
Converted from previous self-
contained flats/apartments

Purpose-built holiday home
|

Homesharing/room letting |
Lodges/chalets |
Glamping pods/yurts |
Other - Conversion from non-
residential building category

Resident Operators
Wester Ross

Non-Resident
Operators Wester

Resident Operators
within the Highland

Non-Resident
Operators within the

Other - Annex |

Other - Data not provided

Combination of different kinds \

TOTAL Operator Responses

Strathpeffer and Ross Strathpeffer and Rural STLCA Highland Rural STLCA
Lochalsh Lochalsh
9 14 34 68
- 1 5 6
2 8 10 14
- - 10 1
- - 4 1
1 - 6 3
1 - 5 -
3 - 8 3
3 - 7 -
2 1 8 1
5 - 22 5
119

6%

7%

4%
5%g0, 8%




Question 6. What kind(s) of Short Term Lets do you intend to operate? (Only asked to Prospective Short Term Let Operators)
Where relevant, ‘Other’ responses which relate to an already listed category have been added to that category for accuracy.
*Note small sample

Short Term Let Type Resident in Wester Resident within the Resident in Highland Non-Resident in the
Ross Strathpeffer and Highland Rural STLCA Council Area Highland Council Area
Lochalsh

Converted from previous house 2 2 2 8
terraced, semi-detached detached

Converted from previous self- - - - -
contained flats/apartments

Purpose-built holiday home - 1

Homesharing/room letting - -

Lodges/chalets - -

Glamping pods/yurts - 1

—_ e | -
1

Other - Conversion from non- 1 1
residential building category

Other - Annex - - - -

Other - Data not provided - - - R

Combination of different kinds - 1 1 2

TOTAL Prospective Operator 3 6 7 10
Responses




Question 12. Do you currently work in Highland? (optional question)

Breakdown of responses by area of residence

Do you Currently Work in Resident in Wester Ross Resident in Highland

Resident in Highland

Non-resident in

Highland Strathpeffer and Rural STLCA Council Area Highland Council
Lochalsh
Yes | 69 316 366 9
No 23 80 86 121
(No answer) 3 13 14 1
TOTAL 95 409 466 131
B Yes
B no

(No answer)




Question 13. Are you on the Council’s Housing Register? (optional question)
This means you have submitted an application for social rented housing to The Highland Council and its partner housing associations.

Breakdown of responses by area of residence

Are you on the Council’s Housing Resident in Wester Resident in Highland Resident in Highland Non-resident in

Register? Ross Strathpeffer and Rural STLCA Council Area Highland Council
Lochalsh

Yes 10 31 34 9

No 85 375 429 121

(No answer) - 3 3 1

TOTAL 95 409 466 131

B Yes
B No

(No answer)

1%
7%

3%

A slightly higher share (11%) of Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh respondents indicated that they were on the Highland Housing

register than other area sub-samples.




Question 14. Have you had difficulty buying or renting a house for full-time occupancy within the proposed control area?
(optional question)

Breakdown of responses by area of residence

Have you had difficulty buying or Resident in Wester Resident in Highland Resident in Highland Non-resident in
renting a house for full-time Ross Strathpeffer and Rural STLCA Council Area Highland Council
occupancy within the proposed Lochalsh

control area?

No difficulty 55 251 284 101

Slight difficulty 9 23 28 1
Moderate difficulty 7 50 53

Severe difficulty 20 65 77

(No answer) 4 20 24

TOTAL 409 466

B No difficulty

" slignht difficulty

B Moderate difficulty

B severe difficulty
(No answer)

A slightly higher share (38%) of Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh respondents indicated that they had experienced some level of
difficulty (slight, moderate or severe) buying or renting a house for full-time occupancy within the area, than in other area sub-samples.



Question 15. If you experienced any difficulty in buying or renting a house within the proposed control area please provide more
information: (optional question)

Respondent Reference Points raised

HR-608-1, HR-605-1, HR-561-1, HR-557-1, Limited choice and supply of housing and land

HR-495-1, HR-487-1, HR-382-1, HR-369-1, e Housing rarely comes onto the market
HR-355-1, HR-353-1, HR-202-1, HR-138-1, e No rental listings in much of the area
HR-113-1, HR-51-1 e Feeling pressured to buy sub-optimal homes due to lack of choice

¢ No bungalows/accessible housing for all stages of life

HR-564-1, HR-560-1, HR-495-1, HR-487-1, High house prices and affordability challenges

HR-382-1, HR-358-1, HR-356-1, HR-155-1, e Houses that come on the market are not affordable
HR-138-1, HR-113-1, HR-89-1, HR-87-1, HR- e House prices have little relationship with local incomes
67-1, HR-63-1, HR-51-1

HR-350-1 Competitive purchasing/rental market

e House prices often sell for higher than listing

e Outbid by purchasers outwith the area

¢ Rental market under pressure as landlord are leaving the sector when fixed
tenancy agreements came to an end

o Difficulties getting mortgages in the area

HR-357-1, HR-350-1, HR-194-1, HR-67-1 Competition from second-home owners, investors and external buyers

HR-608-1, HR-564-1, HR-495-1, HR-382-1, Reliance on family and friends support and informal housing arrangements
HR-353-1 e Living in caravans

e Extended family reliance

e Delayed milestones and life events

HR-344-1, HR-298-1 Reliance on council housing/ government schemes
HR-388-1, HR-369-1, HR-356-1, HR-214-1 Council housing stock is too limited
HR-388-1, HR-356-1, HR-202-1 Housing insecurity and displacement, such as eviction from the private rental sector

Council Response: A range of experiences of difficulty in buying/renting a house within the proposed control area are therefore noted.




Question 16. Which of the following best describes the amount of short term lets in your neighbourhood? (optional question)
Breakdown of responses by area of residence

Which of the following best Resides in Wester Resides in Highland Resides in Highland Non-resident in
describes the amount of short Ross Strathpeffer Rural STLCA Council Area Highland Council
term lets in your and Lochalsh
neighbourhood?
There are too few STLs 3 31 37 23
There is a reasonable 42 150 171 72
number of STLs
There are too many STLs 46 205 232 8
| don’t have a view 7 26 29 29
(No answer) 1 3 4 3
TOTAL 99 415 473 135
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Resides in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh [ B
Resides in Highland Rural STLCA [N ]
Resides in Highland Council Area [N I
Non-resident in Highland Council [l I
® Too many There is a reasonable number = Too few | don’t have a view (No answer)

Views regarding the overall number of STLs do not differ greatly by area of residence within Highland. Non-residents are more likely to
consider there to be a reasonable number of STLs, whereas those residing in the area are more likely to consider there to be too many.



Question 16. Which of the following best describes the amount of short term lets in your neighbourhood? (optional question)
Breakdown of responses by category of respondent

Wester Ross Strathpeffer & Lochalsh sub-sample Total Sample
Which best describes the Residents and STL Operators and Residents and STL Operators and
amount of short term lets in Businesses prospective operators Businesses prospective Operators
your neighbourhood?
There are too few STLs 2 1 29 28
There is a reasonable 17 22 79 150
number of STLs
There are too many STLs 42 3 222 16
| don’t have a view 3 4 11 44
(No answer) 1 - 3 3
TOTAL 65 30 344 241
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh Residents and _ .
Businesses
Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh STL Operators and ] 0
prospective operators
All Residents and Businesses [ [ ]
All STL Operators and prospective Operators [ ]
® Too many There is a reasonable number ®Too few | don’t have a view (No answer)

Greater divergence in views regarding the overall number of STLs is attributed to the category of respondent, with residents and
businesses more likely to consider there to be too many STLs, with operators more likely to consider there to be a reasonable number.



Question 17. How would you say that the number of short term lets in your neighbourhood has changed over the past three

years or so? (Breakdown for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh - WRSL subsample)

How would you say that the number
of short term lets in your
neighbourhood has changed over

All Respondents, Wester
Ross Strathpeffer and

Lochalsh

Residents and
Businesses, Wester Ross
Strathpeffer and Lochalsh

STL Operators and
prospective operators,
Wester Ross Strathpeffer
and Lochalsh

the past three years or so?
Reduced significantly 4

1 3

Reduced a bit 11 4 6
No change/Don’t know 23 12 9
Increased a bit 38 18 9
33 30 3
TOTAL 99 65 30

® Increased significantly

WRSL Operators & Prospective Operators

WRSL Residents & Businesses

All WRSL Respondents

0% 10% 20%

Increased a bit No change/Don't know

30% 40% 50%

Reduced a bit

90%

® Reduced significantly

100%

Category of respondent also is attributed to the divergence in views regarding the rate of change in the number of STLs over the past
three years, with residents and businesses being more likely to consider the number to have increased significantly, than operators.




Q17. How would you say that the number of short term lets in your neighbourhood has changed over the past three years or so?
(Breakdown for Full Sample)

How would you say that the number All Respondents Businesses and Residents STL Operators and
of short term lets in your Prospective operators
neighbourhood has changed over

the past three years or so?
7 : B
Reduced a bit 49 12 32
No change/Don’t know 167 49 97
Increased a bit 169 87 76
192 167 17
No answer 4 2 1
TOTAL 608 323 241
All Operators & Prospective Operators [N e

All Residents & Businesses [ ]
All respondents | ]

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Increased significantly = Increased a bit = No change/Don't know Reduced a bit ®mReduced significantly No answer

This divergence in views by respondent category was not isolated to the Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh subsample, with similar
polarised views observed among the total sample of respondents.



Question 18. Which of the following best describes your overall view of the impact that short term lets have on your
neighbourhood? (optional question)

Breakdown for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh - WRSL subsample

Which of the following best All Respondents - Residents and Businesses -
describes your overall view of Wester Ross Strathpeffer Wester Ross Strathpeffer and

STL Operators and
Prospective Operators -

the impact that short term lets and Lochalsh Lochalsh Wester Ross Strathpeffer and
have on your neighbourhood? Lochalsh
Positive 42 15 25
Neutral 10 8 1
Negative 45 40 4
Don’t Know 2 2 -
TOTAL 99 65 30
90%
80%
70% 62%
60%
50% 42% 45%
40%
30% 23%
20% I 10% . 12% 13%
10% 2% 3% 3% 0
o - 0%
All Respondents Residents & Businesses STL Operators and
Prospective Operators
m Positive Neutral mNegative Don’t Know

A greater share (62%) of Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh residents reported that their overall view of the impact of STLs on the

neighbourhood was negative, while a large share (83%) of resident operators reported their overall view to be positive.




Question 18. Which of the following best describes your overall view of the impact that short term lets have on your
neighbourhood? (optional question)

Breakdown for Total Sample

Which of the following best All Respondents Residents and Businesses STL Operators and
describes your overall view of Prospective operators
the impact that short term lets

have on your neighbourhood?

Positive 288 74 190
Neutral 58 25 28
Negative 251 221 17
Don’t Know 11 3 6
TOTAL 608 323 241
2330 79%
’ 68
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The divergence in views on the overall view of the impact of STLs also differed by respondent category across the total sample to a similar
degree as observed in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh.



Question 19. Could you give brief reasons for your answer to this? (optional question)

Respondent Reference

Points raised

Neutral impact views

HR-237-1, HR-125-1

Need to balance STLs with housing stock

HR-541-1, HR-386-1, HR-377-1, HR-298-1, HR-288-1, HR-118-1,
HR-86-1

Impacts depend on the type and location of STL

Negative impact views

HR-469-1, HR-454-1, HR-441-1, HR-288-1, HR-241-1, HR-138-1,
HR-118-1

Properties used as STLs are unaffordable or unsuitable for
permanent housing

HR-608-1, HR-605-1, HR-567-1, HR-560-1, HR-557-1, HR-457-1,
HR-449-1, HR-382-1, HR-356-1, HR-355-1, HR-308-1, HR-298-1,
HR-266-1, HR-194-1, HR-139-1, HR-113-1, HR-87-1, HR-83-1, HR-
67-1

Loss of housing for local people

HR-605-1, HR-561-1, HR-560-1, HR-557-1, HR-420-1, HR-369-1,
HR-358-1, HR-357-1, HR-356-1, HR-350-1, HR-219-1, HR-202-1,
HR-139-1, HR-102-1, HR-87-1, HR-83-1, HR-67-1

Increases in house prices

HR-557-1, HR-402-1, HR-266-1, HR-219-1, HR-67-1

Impacts on the local workforce

HR-561-1, HR-495-1, HR-414-1, HR-308-1, HR-276-1, HR-266-1

Loss of community cohesion

HR-561-1, HR-560-1, HR-557-1, HR-356-1, HR-355-1, HR-202-1,
HR-72-1, HR-67-1

Demographic changes

HR-587-1, HR-276-1, HR-266-1, HR-113-1, HR-89-1, HR-63-1

Properties remaining vacant for much of the year

HR-586-1, HR-564-1, HR-515-1, HR-356-1, HR-350-1, HR-298-1,
HR-214-1, HR-63-1

Nuisance impacts on local residents (e.g. antisocial behaviour,
traffic, noise, parking, and waste issues)

HR-608-1, HR-457-1, HR-51-1

Competition with hotels and B&Bs, reducing occupancy rates and
increasing closures




HR-402-1, HR-266-1, HR-219-1

Contributions to local service closures (e.g. schools)

HR-515-1, HR-487-1

Pressure on community infrastructure

HR-586-1

Incompatible land uses within residential areas

Positive impact views

HR-591-1, HR-580-1, HR-575-1, HR-574-1, HR-541-1, HR-529-1,
HR-523-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1, HR-469-1, HR-449-1, HR-441-1,
HR-421-1, HR-418-1, HR-384-1, HR-381-1, HR-319-1, HR-312-1,
HR-304-1, HR-288-1, HR-281-1, HR-254-1, HR-253-1, HR-248-1,
HR-241-1, HR-233-1, HR-225-1, HR-206-1, HR-199-1, HR-192-1,
HR-161-1, HR-110-1, HR-80-1

Supports tourism

HR-591-1, HR-587-1, HR-580-1, HR-565-1, HR-558-1, HR-541-1,
HR-529-1, HR-527-1, HR-523-1, HR-520-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1,
HR-504-1, HR-449-1, HR-448-1, HR-441-1, HR-437-1, HR-421-1,
HR-418-1, HR-381-1, HR-344-1, HR-342-1, HR-331-1, HR-319-1,
HR-318-1, HR-312-1, HR-308-1, HR-304-1, HR-288-1, HR-281-1,
HR-280-1, HR-256-1, HR-254-1, HR-253-1, HR-237-1, HR-225-1,
HR-206-1, HR-199-1, HR-161-1, HR-158-1, HR-155-1, HR-125-1,
HR-119-1, HR-110-1, HR-106-1, HR-88-1, HR-86-1, HR-80-1, HR-
71-1, HR-56-1, HR-42-1, HR-35-1, HR-19-1

Supports the local economy and businesses

HR-591-1, HR-580-1, HR-575-1, HR-565-1, HR-556-1, HR-541-1,
HR-538-1, HR-530-1, HR-529-1, HR-527-1, HR-523-1, HR-511-1,
HR-509-1, HR-484-1, HR-454-1, HR-448-1, HR-446-1, HR-441-1,
HR-437-1, HR-431-1, HR-421-1, HR-319-1, HR-318-1, HR-304-1,
HR-281-1, HR-256-1, HR-254-1, HR-248-1, HR-237-1, HR-225-1,
HR-199-1, HR-155-1, HR-133-1, HR-125-1, HR-110-1, HR-106-1,
HR-88-1, HR-80-1, HR-66-1, HR-56-1, HR-35-1

Provides direct and indirect employment opportunities

HR-591-1, HR-574-1, HR-565-1, HR-556-1, HR-541-1, HR-529-1,
HR-527-1, HR-520-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1, HR-484-1, HR-469-1,

Income generator for residents




HR-454-1, HR-446-1, HR-437-1, HR-344-1, HR-319-1, HR-318-1,
HR-298-1, HR-288-1, HR-199-1, HR-138-1, HR-125-1, HR-71-1

HR-591-1, HR-565-1, HR-527-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1, HR-437-1,
HR-298-1, HR-256-1, HR-254-1, HR-125-1, HR-88-1, HR-66-1

Supports population retention and local services (e.g. schools)

HR-529-1, HR-454-1, HR-192-1, HR-106-1

Provides essential accommodation

HR-155-1

Offers alternative accommodation when hotels are unavailable or
full

HR-454-1, HR-448-1, HR-437-1, HR-312-1

Bringing derelict or unused buildings back into use

HR-511-1, HR-331-1, HR-125-1, HR-88-1

Contributes to a multicultural and socially vibrant community

HR-469-1, HR-319-1, HR-304-1, HR-288-1, HR-158-1, HR-88-1,
HR-80-1

Reduces reliance on self-sufficient tourism (e.g. caravanning and
camping)

HR-241-1

No impact on the provision of affordable housing

HR-323-1, HR-318-1, HR-288-1, HR-56-1, HR-6-1

Empty homes and second homes as the primary cause of
housing issues

Council Response: A range of reasons for views on the impacts of short term lets are therefore noted.




Question 20. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following are positive impacts of having short term lets in your
neighbourhood?

Responses for total Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh sub-sample — all respondent categories (n=99)
The balance of 100% is “Don’t know” in each case.
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When presented with a list of suggested positive impacts attributed to Short Term Lets, there are varying levels of agreement from
respondents residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, with the highest agreement recorded towards “Provides accommodation
for tourists visiting the area” while a slightly larger share disagree with “Improves the overall vibrancy of the community”. The statement
with the highest level of neutral responses was “Lets local people meet different people/visitors”. There is little difference between the
WRSL area and the overall sample, but the category of respondent is the dominant predictor of variation to these responses, with
residents and businesses differing sharply in their agreement, relative to STL operators and prospective operators.



Question 20. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following are positive impacts of having short term lets in your
neighbourhood?

Responses for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh Residents and Businesses (n=65)
The balance of 100% is “Don’t know” in each case.
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Examining responses from residents and businesses specifically residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, it is evident that
levels of agreement with many of these statements is lower among this cohort. While a clear majority agree that STLs provide
accommodation for tourists visiting the area, responses are split on STLs being “Good for the local economy”, and a greater share
disagree that STLs mean that homes/holiday homes that would otherwise not be used are occupied.



Question 20. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following are positive impacts of having short term lets in your
neighbourhood?

Responses for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh STL Operators and Prospective Operators (n=30)

The balance of 100% is “Don’t know” in each case.
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Turning to STL Operators and prospective Operators in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, there is a broad consensus and
agreement that the statements provided are indeed positive impacts of STLs. The highest levels of agreement are attributed to “Provides
accommodation for tourists visiting the area”, and “Local people can earn money by letting out their home or part of it”, which both
received near unanimous agreement. A slightly higher rate of neutral responses was received for “Improves the vibrancy of the
community” and “Means that homes/holiday homes that would otherwise not be used are occupied”, but it is clear that operators in the
Area indicated that there was overall a positive impact of having STLs in the neighbourhood.



Question 21. Are there any other positive impacts of having short term lets in your neighbourhood? (optional question)

Responses from respondents residing in Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, alongside non-resident operators in the area.

Respondent Reference

Points raised and responses.

HR-580-1, HR-557-1, HR-527-1, HR-511-1, HR-454-1, HR-
437-1, HR-381-1, HR-369-1, HR-308-1, HR-256-1, HR-
248-1, HR-199-1, HR-125-1, HR-63-1, HR-6-1

Offers additional income and flexible work opportunities compatible with
caring responsibilities

HR-565-1, HR-558-1, HR-556-1, HR-538-1, HR-448-1, HR-
446-1, HR-441-1, HR-437-1, HR-414-1, HR-353-1, HR-
331-1, HR-304-1, HR-281-1, HR-248-1, HR-241-1, HR-
215-1, HR-214-1, HR-199-1, HR-133-1, HR-125-1, HR-
119-1, HR-106-1, HR-80-1, HR-71-1, HR-66-1, HR-6-1

Demand and spend from visitors helps sustain local businesses and
services, including shops, pubs, public transport and trades

HR-556-1, HR-527-1, HR-454-1, HR-448-1, HR-437-1, HR-
358-1, HR-256-1, HR-254-1, HR-133-1, HR-125-1, HR-
116-1, HR-71-1, HR-66-1, HR-63-1, HR-35-1

Retains population and reduces depopulation in fragile rural areas,
especially through providing employment and maintaining a balanced
demographic

HR-556-1, HR-527-1, HR-256-1, HR-254-1, HR-35-1

Supports local schools through employment and population retention

HR-538-1, HR-437-1, HR-342-1, HR-66-1

Support local cultural heritage and Gaelic-speaking communities

HR-580-1, HR-511-1, HR-454-1, HR-331-1, HR-304-1, HR-
298-1, HR-199-1, HR-155-1, HR-88-1, HR-66-1

Brings derelict or neglected buildings back into productive use, and
reduces homes being left empty

HR-580-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1, HR-454-1, HR-395-1, HR-
66-1

Helps modernise and maintain older, historic, traditional or inherited family

properties, by generating funds for upkeep.

HR-557-1, HR-454-1, HR-342-1, HR-266-1, HR-42-1

Supports farm and croft diversification, by providing alternative income
sources

HR-580-1

Provides accommodation suitable for families, groups, those with pets,
those with accessibility or other specialist needs

HR-381-1, HR-319-1, HR-158-1, HR-86-1, HR-71-1

Reduced reliance on campervans and informal camping, which have
negative local impacts (such as parking, environmental impact)




HR-580-1, HR-565-1, HR-431-1, HR-206-1

Encourages future residents and repeat visitation

HR-591-1, HR-565-1, HR-529-1, HR-511-1, HR-484-1, HR-
469-1, HR-331-1, HR-319-1, HR-288-1, HR-237-1, HR-
206-1, HR-118-1, HR-86-1, HR-71-1

Encourages slow tourism which helps tourists feel invested and connected
to the area, adds vibrancy to community

HR-567-1, HR-557-1, HR-495-1, HR-459-1, HR-382-1

Negative impacts on local housing availability and affordability not
outweighed by any positive impacts of short term lets.

HR-567-1, HR-557-1, HR-541-1, HR-515-1, HR-495-1, HR-
459-1, HR-449-1, HR-382-1, HR-377-1, HR-369-1, HR-
356-1, HR-355-1, HR-350-1, HR-298-1, HR-266-1, HR-
202-1, HR-88-1, HR-87-1, HR-83-1

Disputes suggested positive impacts: include instances of outright
disagreement, conditional agreement where the impacts are positive when
hosts reside within the relevant community as opposed to elsewhere, or
that these positive impacts are minimal and outweighed by significant
negative impacts.

HR-318-1, HR-66-1

Provides accommodation options and supports tourism in communities
without hotels and B&Bs, or areas with high demand

HR-558-1, HR-557-1, HR-556-1, HR-511-1, HR-448-1, HR-
441-1, HR-357-1, HR-241-1, HR-214-1, HR-199-1, HR-
133-1, HR-71-1, HR-66-1, HR-63-1, HR-56-1, HR-42-1

Seasonal and diversified income for locals, income stays local

HR-557-1, HR-541-1, HR-437-1, HR-358-1

View that small-scale local resident operators - especially for home
sharing, pods or B&Bs - have more positive impacts on local economy
than absentee operators living outwith Highland.

Council Response: A range of additional suggested positive impacts are therefore noted.




Question 22. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following are negative impacts of having short term lets in your
neighbourhood?
Responses for total Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh sub-sample — all respondent categories (n=99)
The balance of 100% is “Don’t know” in each case.
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When presented with a list of suggested negative impacts attributed to Short Term Lets, respondents residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer
and Lochalsh are, again, fairly divided as to their levels of agreement or disagreement with these. It is noted that as with the positive
impacts, there is little difference between the WRSL area and the overall sample, but the category of respondent is the dominant predictor
of variation to these responses, with residents and businesses differing sharply in their agreement, relative to STL operators and
prospective operators. The highest levels of overall agreements were for “Reduced affordability of housing for local people” and
“Reduction in homes available for general use”, while there was large disagreement with “Damage to homes or common areas”, and
“Threats or abuse and other types of anti-social behaviour”, suggesting that these are not widely considered to be applicable in the area.



Question 22. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following are negative impacts of having short term lets in your
neighbourhood?

Responses for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh Residents and Businesses (n=65)
The balance of 100% is “Don’t know” in each case.
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Among residents and businesses in Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh, there were greater levels of agreement with the suggested
negative impacts of Short Term Lets. The highest levels of overall agreements were for “Reduced affordability of housing for local people”
and “Reduction in homes available for general use”, “Increased cost of living in the neighbourhood”, and “More traffic problems”.



Question 22. To what extent do you agree or disagree that the following are negative impacts of having short term lets in your
neighbourhood?

Responses for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh STL Operators and Prospective Operators (n=30)
The balance of 100% is “Don’t know” in each case.
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Among operators, a more consistent and homogenous disagreement with the suggested negative impacts of STLs is apparent, with
several options receiving no agreement at all among this cohort, albeit there is some agreement among STL operators and prospective
operators regarding the negative impacts of STLs on “More traffic problems”, “Reduced affordability of housing for local people”,
“Negative impact on parking available in the area”, and “Reduction in homes available for general residential use”.



Question 23. Are there any other negative impacts of having short term lets in your neighbourhood? (optional question)

Respondent Reference

Points raised and responses

HR-495-1, HR-388-1, HR-308-1, HR-215-1, HR-202-1, HR-
139-1, HR-102-1

Loss of community cohesion, neighbourliness, community spirit and
sense of belonging

HR-608-1, HR-605-1, HR-215-1, HR-63-1

Increasing community transience due to constant turnover of visitors

HR-587-1, HR-557-1, HR-358-1, HR-356-1

Rural depopulation, decline of resident base especially young people
and families

HR-377-1, HR-308-1, HR-202-1, HR-139-1

Declining school rolls threatening or causing school closure

HR-608-1, HR-587-1, HR-567-1, HR-557-1, HR-377-1, HR-
357-1, HR-356-1, HR-353-1, HR-202-1

Impact on viability of local public services, including GP services, post
offices, transport and community facilities

HR-402-1, HR-377-1, HR-202-1

Local businesses increasingly targeted to visitor needs (e.g.
souvenirs) rather than resident needs

HR-567-1, HR-557-1, HR-457-1, HR-358-1, HR-357-1, HR-
356-1, HR-237-1, HR-80-1

Difficult recruiting and retaining key workers due to difficulty securing
housing for key workers

HR-605-1, HR-402-1, HR-308-1, HR-266-1, HR-158-1, HR-51-
1

Communities becoming seasonal, "ghost towns" in winter season, with
unoccupied short term lets.

HR-388-1

Housing pressures in Gaelic speaking areas increasing language
decline.

HR-495-1, HR-388-1

Loss of local cultural heritage, traditions, place-based knowledge and
identity

HR-538-1, HR-437-1, HR-35-1

View that negative impacts, like litter, noise and vandalism, relate
more to urban areas with a higher concentration of lets, not
experienced in rural Highland

HR-558-1, HR-504-1, HR-495-1, HR-484-1, HR-437-1, HR-
421-1, HR-377-1, HR-331-1, HR-319-1, HR-281-1, HR-215-1,
HR-125-1, HR-118-1, HR-88-1, HR-66-1, HR-6-1

Additional pressure on local infrastructure and services (including
roads, healthcare) due to wider tourism, NC500 and campervans, not
just short term lets




HR-515-1, HR-266-1, HR-63-1

Harm to nature, wildlife and conflict with crofting activities from tourism
related activities

HR-457-1

Impact on traditional accommodation providers including hotels and
B&Bs

HR-457-1, HR-369-1, HR-202-1, HR-86-1

Economic leakage from non-local owners extracting profit from
communities.

HR-556-1, HR-541-1, HR-538-1, HR-520-1, HR-395-1, HR-
386-1, HR-331-1, HR-288-1, HR-280-1, HR-248-1, HR-155-1,
HR-118-1, HR-106-1, HR-88-1, HR-71-1, HR-42-1, HR-6-1

Dispute with negative impacts of short term lets: include instances of
outright disagreement, or that negative impacts are minimal and
outweighed by significant positive impacts, or where the stated
impacts are attributable to tourism in general rather than STLs
specifically, to more urban in nature than applicable in a Highland
context.

HR-567-1, HR-561-1, HR-557-1, HR-487-1, HR-457-1, HR-
420-1, HR-358-1, HR-357-1, HR-350-1, HR-202-1, HR-80-1

Loss or lack of housing for local people, impacts staffing for local
businesses and independence for young people

HR-556-1, HR-437-1, HR-241-1, HR-237-1, HR-66-1

The problem isn't short term lets, its total available properties:
Highland needs to build more homes to address the shortage
including affordable and social housing

HR-567-1, HR-561-1, HR-557-1, HR-487-1, HR-420-1, HR-
369-1, HR-358-1, HR-356-1, HR-350-1, HR-202-1, HR-89-1,
HR-80-1

Investment property purchases for letting, often from higher income
outsiders, driving up prices to be unaffordable for local permanent
residents with lower incomes

HR-580-1, HR-319-1

Properties used for short term let often not suitable, affordable or
desirable for permanent residents

HR-561-1, HR-437-1, HR-89-1

Low long-term rental housing availability impacts reflect preference or
incentive toward short term lets due to increased private sector
tenancy requirements and higher potential revenue from short term
lets.

Council Response: A range of additional suggested negative impacts are therefore noted.




Question 24. Do you agree with the proposal to establish the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area? (optional question)

Breakdown for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh - WRSL subsample, alongside non-resident STL Operators in the Area

| Residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh Non-resident
Do you agree with the All Respondents — Residents and STL Operators and STL Operators and
proposal to establish the Wester Ross Businesses Prospective prospective Operators
Highland Rural Short Term Strathpeffer and Operators
Let Control Area? Lochalsh
Yes 50 44 4 1
No 40 16 22 24
8 5 3 1
(No answer) 1 - 1 -
TOTAL (that responded) 98 65 29 26

A very narrow majority of respondents residing in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh agree with the proposal to establish the
Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area. There is stronger support for the proposal among residents and businesses, while the
majority of operators and prospective operators residing in the area do not support the proposal. Other Non-resident STL Operators
operating Short Term Lets in Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh also do not support the proposal.




Question 24. Do you agree with the proposal to establish the Highland Rural Short Term Let Control Area? (optional question)

Breakdown for total sample, including non-resident STL Operators in the Area

Do you agree with All Respondents All Residents and STL Operators and All Respondents who
the proposal to Businesses Prospective reside in the Highland
establish the Operators Council Area

Highland Rural
Short Term Let
Control Area?

Yes 273 232 29 257
No 292 80 184 190
36 11 21 22
(No answer) 7 - 7 4
TOTAL (that 601 323 234 473

responded)




Question 25. Please explain your answer (optional question)

Respondent Reference

Points raised and responses

Explanations in support of proposed control area

HR-586-1, HR-567-1, HR-564-1, HR-561-1, HR-557-1, HR-548-1,
HR-546-1, HR-487-1, HR-457-1, HR-386-1, HR-358-1, HR-357-1,
HR-355-1, HR-350-1, HR-308-1, HR-276-1, HR-241-1, HR-194-1,
HR-118-1, HR-89-1, HR-83-1, HR-80-1, HR-67-1, HR-35-1

Need/desire for control of and managing short term lets

HR-546-1, HR-515-1, HR-457-1, HR-420-1, HR-395-1, HR-386-1,
HR-377-1, HR-369-1, HR-358-1, HR-353-1, HR-241-1, HR-67-1

Need for a balance with STL, between housing and tourism

HR-561-1, HR-546-1, HR-356-1, HR-355-1, HR-89-1, HR-83-1

View that the proposal is an obvious and necessary response

HR-608-1, HR-587-1, HR-586-1, HR-561-1, HR-557-1, HR-546-1,
HR-520-1, HR-459-1, HR-457-1, HR-449-1, HR-420-1, HR-395-1,
HR-386-1, HR-382-1, HR-377-1, HR-369-1, HR-353-1, HR-335-1,
HR-276-1, HR-241-1, HR-194-1, HR-89-1, HR-87-1

Need to protect housing availability

HR-587-1, HR-557-1, HR-546-1, HR-520-1, HR-457-1, HR-369-1,
HR-358-1, HR-298-1, HR-276-1, HR-194-1, HR-89-1

View that it could help cost/affordability of housing

HR-515-1, HR-487-1, HR-457-1, HR-420-1, HR-395-1, HR-369-1,
HR-113-1

Tourists should be staying in tourist accommodation/supporting
serviced providers

HR-520-1, HR-369-1, HR-194-1, HR-139-1, HR-72-1

Concern about homes being bought for investment purposes by
people outside of Highland and converted to STL

HR-587-1, HR-567-1, HR-564-1, HR-557-1, HR-546-1, HR-520-1,
HR-420-1, HR-402-1, HR-386-1, HR-377-1, HR-358-1, HR-357-1,
HR-308-1, HR-214-1, HR-194-1, HR-139-1, HR-102-1

View that STLs harm community cohesion/sustainability

HR-587-1, HR-557-1, HR-402-1, HR-395-1, HR-386-1, HR-358-1

View that lack of housing is harming recruitment and retention of
key workers and essential services

HR-369-1

Impacts on parking need to be considered

HR-369-1

Negative impacts on roads and traffic need to be considered




HR-557-1, HR-459-1

Negative impacts on other infrastructure

HR-564-1, HR-487-1, HR-420-1, HR-386-1, HR-86-1

Negative amenity/anti-social impacts

Explanations against proposed control area

HR-591-1, HR-580-1, HR-574-1, HR-565-1, HR-558-1, HR-556-1,
HR-529-1, HR-527-1, HR-523-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1, HR-454-1,
HR-446-1, HR-437-1, HR-421-1, HR-384-1, HR-381-1, HR-366-1,
HR-304-1, HR-288-1, HR-254-1, HR-253-1, HR-248-1, HR-237-1,
HR-199-1, HR-133-1, HR-125-1, HR-97-1, HR-88-1, HR-66-1, HR-
56-1, HR-42-1

Concern about impact on the tourism industry

HR-591-1, HR-565-1, HR-558-1, HR-529-1, HR-527-1, HR-511-1,
HR-509-1, HR-484-1, HR-454-1, HR-446-1, HR-421-1, HR-414-1,
HR-381-1, HR-366-1, HR-318-1, HR-254-1, HR-253-1, HR-248-1,
HR-225-1, HR-199-1, HR-155-1, HR-133-1, HR-97-1, HR-88-1, HR-
66-1, HR-56-1

Loss of jobs from tourist sector will fuel depopulation

HR-580-1, HR-556-1, HR-538-1, HR-527-1, HR-454-1, HR-437-1,
HR-331-1, HR-318-1, HR-304-1, HR-288-1, HR-254-1, HR-125-1,
HR-110-1, HR-88-1, HR-86-1, HR-66-1

Over-regulation/bureaucracy

HR-437-1, HR-318-1, HR-66-1

Licensing process is sufficient

HR-580-1, HR-509-1, HR-454-1, HR-344-1, HR-318-1, HR-288-1,
HR-254-1, HR-158-1, HR-63-1

Property rights/fairness

HR-580-1, HR-565-1, HR-484-1, HR-454-1, HR-331-1, HR-319-1,
HR-318-1, HR-304-1, HR-298-1, HR-288-1, HR-281-1, HR-280-1,
HR-254-1, HR-125-1, HR-66-1

Second/empty homes are the main issue

HR-441-1, HR-421-1, HR-248-1, HR-88-1

Campervans are the main issue, not STLs

HR-484-1, HR-454-1, HR-448-1, HR-344-1, HR-304-1, HR-298-1,
HR-248-1, HR-215-1, HR-125-1, HR-66-1

There are other causes of pressure not STLs

HR-565-1, HR-556-1, HR-541-1, HR-437-1, HR-342-1, HR-288-1,
HR-248-1, HR-80-1, HR-71-1, HR-66-1

Proposed Control Area is too large and broad-brush.




HR-556-1, HR-437-1, HR-319-1, HR-318-1, HR-281-1, HR-254-1,
HR-199-1, HR-125-1, HR-88-1, HR-66-1

No evidence that a Control Area will work or that is has worked in
Badenoch and Strathspey.

HR-530-1, HR-484-1, HR-437-1, HR-298-1, HR-254-1, HR-42-1

View that STL operators have invested heavily in their properties
and maintain them to a higher standard than residential property
owners.

HR-66-1

No economic impact assessment.

HR-556-1, HR-448-1, HR-437-1, HR-344-1, HR-281-1, HR-199-1,
HR-125-1, HR-97-1

Council should be building more homes, including affordable
homes.

HR-591-1, HR-527-1, HR-484-1, HR-318-1, HR-254-1, HR-125-1,
HR-56-1

STLs support fragile economies with little other economic industry
present.




Question 26. Do you agree with the Statement of Reasons for the proposed Control Area? (optional question)

Breakdown for Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh - WRSL subsample, alongside non-resident STL Operators in the Area

Residing in Wester Ross, Strathpeffer and Lochalsh

Non-resident

Do you agree

All Respondents —

Residents and

STL Operators and

STL Operators and

with the Wester Ross Strathpeffer Businesses Prospective Operators prospective Operators

Statement of and Lochalsh

Reasons for the

proposed Control

Area?

Yes 43 36 5 1

No 53 13 38 19

Somewhat 24 13 11 3
3 2 1 1

(No Answer) 2 1 1 -

TOTAL (that 123 64 55 24

responded)




Question 26. Do you agree with the Statement of Reasons for the proposed Control Area? (optional question)

Breakdown for total sample, including non-resident STL Operators in the Area

Do you agree

All Respondents

All Residents and

All STL Operators and

All Respondents who

with the Businesses Prospective Operators reside in the Highland
Statement of Council Area
Reasons for the
proposed Control
Area?
Yes 216 189 19 209
No 246 67 154 160
Somewhat 120 54 60 91

17 8 6 11
(No Answer) 9 5 2 8
TOTAL (that 599 318 239 471

responded)




Question 27. Please tell us why? (optional question)

Respondent Reference

Points raised and responses

Additional negative views on the Statement of Reasons for the proposed control area

HR-575-1, HR-556-1

Housing pressures should be addressed through targeted
measures rather than broad restrictions

HR-558-1, HR-529-1, HR-511-1, HR-509-1, HR-448-1, HR-446-1,
HR-431-1, HR-342-1, HR-331-1, HR-312-1, HR-304-1, HR-281-1,
HR-248-1, HR-215-1, HR-206-1, HR-80-1, HR-19-1

No evidence that Control Areas increase affordable housing,
reduce rents or solve housing crisis

HR-527-1, HR-469-1, HR-254-1, HR-161-1, HR-110-1, HR-42-1,
HR-6-1

Tourism is vital (employment) to the Highland economy and
Control Areas could affect that

HR-495-1, HR-369-1

Criticism of the Consultation and/or the evidence presented. The
evidence is too complex don’t have time to read it.

HR-580-1, HR-574-1, HR-199-1, HR-133-1

Criticism of the Consultation and/or the evidence presented. The
evidence doesn't mention the positives brought by tourism.

HR-538-1, HR-454-1, HR-158-1, HR-125-1, HR-119-1

Criticism of the Consultation and/or the evidence presented.
Evidence doesn’t talk about wider housing market pressures

HR-88-1

Criticism of the Consultation and/or the evidence presented.
Evidence doesn’t mention the detrimental impacts to other
tourism businesses such as hotels

HR-395-1, HR-323-1, HR-319-1, HR-298-1, HR-66-1

Policy does not distinguish between locals with family
connections to the area and non-residents

HR-565-1, HR-523-1, HR-384-1

Regulation not Required

HR-118-1

Does not go far enough (disagree)

HR-484-1, HR-381-1, HR-318-1, HR-280-1

Proposal area too wide (disagree)

HR-441-1, HR-421-1, HR-418-1, HR-414-1, HR-344-1, HR-288-1,
HR-256-1, HR-253-1, HR-225-1, HR-192-1, HR-155-1, HR-138-1,
HR-116-1, HR-97-1, HR-71-1, HR-56-1, HR-19-1

Other negative impacts, including no further details or referencing
other responses




Additional positive views on the Statement of Reasons for the proposed control area

HR-605-1, HR-548-1, HR-520-1, HR-457-1, HR-402-1, HR-388-1, General support for the policy and controls
HR-386-1, HR-382-1, HR-357-1, HR-350-1, HR-335-1, HR-308-1,
HR-266-1, HR-241-1, HR-237-1, HR-233-1, HR-219-1, HR-202-1,
HR-113-1, HR-89-1, HR-83-1, HR-67-1

HR-557-1, HR-487-1 Addresses housing affordability & availability

HR-587-1, HR-420-1, HR-276-1, HR-139-1 Balances tourism with community needs

HR-35-1 Support but does not go far, including retrospective planning
permission for existing STL's

HR-459-1 Support but controls should be applied to other areas/whole of

Highland




Question 28. Supporting Documents (optional question)

Summary of Respondent issues raised

Officer Response

Wester Ross Strathpeffer and Lochalsh

HR-580-1 Noted.
Supporting image provided
HR-558-1 Noted. Preparation of the new Highland Local Development Plan

Notes complexity of STL as an issue, change in community over
time from a crofting community to now. Notes the opportunities for
economic sustainability offered by STLs and concern for affordable
housing for local population. Concern that effort and evidence to put
forward proposed STLCA and Statement of Reasons will not be
sufficient to reach a decision on proposal to designate. Supports
Statement of Reasons, acknowledging need for detailed local
knowledge, including consultation, which is welcomed.

Seeks refinement in the assessment methods for assessing
suitability of a STL property to operate, with a policy that aims to
proportionally seek greater net community benefit from STLs.
Unsure what impact an STLCA would have on local affordable
housing availability. Seeks long-term policy definition which
‘enhances, controls and develops this tourism component of the
local economy, to the community’s greater benefit, and to the
benefit of those whose efforts sustain it’. Idea of a community-
controlled service for managing bookings. Noted cost of recent STL
license legislation to operators, causing some to withdraw, and
uncertainty that an STLCA could mean for licensing. Risk that this
will undermine the fragile local economy (though note the fortune in
having a local economy that is functioning). Seeks long term
strategic objectives for resolving these problems and a more
‘imaginative’ policy, developed in partnership with community. View
that large, external corporations operating STLs should be limited to

will consider 10-year spatial strategy for Highland and long-term
policy definition regarding short term lets.




avoid monopolisation. Ideas about how to support community
sustainability through crofts, grant funding and tourist
accommodation.

HR-557-1

Report of the Applecross Community Company Housing Needs
Assessment, which identified a clear need for affordable housing in
Applecross. The poor quality of private rented accommodation is
highlighted within these results. All respondents would prefer to
remain in Applecross, but an increasing percentage of respondents
said they were considering leaving the area due to the unsuitable
housing situation (15%, in comparison to only 7% of respondents in
2016). Interviews with local businesses highlighted the significant
impact the lack of affordable housing is currently having on the
operation and expansion of local businesses, which is subsequently
negatively impacting on economic development and job
opportunities within the area. According to the 2011 census data for
Applecross, 33.4% of the housing stock on the peninsula are
second homes or short-term lets. Separate from this housing needs
survey, an anecdotal analysis undertaken by ACC of local residents
concluded that by 2023 the proportion of second homes and short-
term lets had increased to 50% of the total housing stock. This is
also significantly higher than the Highland average of 5.7% and the
Scottish average of 1.5% (2011 Census).

Additional evidence on housing need in Applecross noted.

HR-530-1 Noted.
Supporting images of cottage provided
HR-395-1 Noted the wider housing system challenges and the need for

View that STLs are dividing community. Need for genuinely
affordable homes, suited to local salaries. No demand for regular
houses in the village, only high-end properties are selling which are
not affordable for locals due to upgrade requirements and high fuel
bills. View that newly completed houses should not be allowed to be
converted to STLs, not even with planning permission or perhaps

affordable housing. Affordable housing is one of the priorities for
the Highland Housing Challenge that is progressing a range of
initiatives to address this including Mid-Market Rent housing.




only when the property has been held by owners for 10-15 years.
Identifies factors that have led to the current housing crisis,
including renter’s rights act, removal of fixed-term tenancies and
winter lets being less common, HMO regulations (too hard or costly
for owners). Notes the cost of affordable housing often isn'’t
affordable, view that wooden houses would be cheaper or we
should look to overseas examples for solutions.

HR-331-1 Noted.
Provides additional detail, on working in the Highlands remotely

from their property (~3 weeks a year) which is also used for

holidays.

HR-312-1 Noted.

Urge Council to postpone consideration of STLCAs until full
evaluation of the impact of Ward 20 STLCA, including impact on the
local economy. Makes reference to report HC/27/25 of 18
September 2025 and the report’s conclusions that it is difficult to
determine the effect of a Control Area in its own right. View that
data presented on the housing demonstrates that in some areas
there are more second homes and properties used as STLs and
most would agree that there is a shortage of affordable housing
(whether to buy or let). View that the data fails to show that
STLCAs will result in more affordable housing available to local
residents and that limiting the number of STLs may simply result in
an increase in second homes rather than providing a larger stock of
houses available to local people. View that both average local
salaries and average house prices need to be taken into
consideration (see NW2045 Vision) to understand affordable
housing for local people. Unrealistic that STLCA will provide more
affordable housing [with a Control Area). View that Council has not
sufficiently considered the importance of tourism to the local
economy, and the potential impact of STLCA on the local economy.
View that visitors in STLs arguably have greater impact on the

See response to ASSC below (HR-260-1).

Affordable housing is one of the priorities for the Highland
Housing Challenge that is progressing a range of initiatives to
address this including expansion of Mid-Market Rent housing.




local economy than other tourists staying in hotels, B&Bs, yurts,
motor homes, camping etc as they stay longer and spend more in
local businesses such as restaurants, shops, heritage attractions
etc. So to control their numbers could have a devastating impact on
local businesses.

HR-304-1

News article about Gwynedd village in Wales where the local
council proposed legislation to require planning permission before
turning a residential property into a second home. Refers to Article
4, and the community campaign group which took legal action
against the Council. A judge ruled Cyngor Gwynedd's cabinet had
not been given the full details before making their decision, and
quashed Article 4. The council's request to appeal was rejected in
February of this year. Gwynedd has the highest proportion of
second homes in Wales at 8.3%. Research from the council found,
on average, 65.5% of Gwynedd households were being priced out
of the housing market.

This comparison is noted. Wales and Scotland have different
planning legislation and there is no current planning use class for
second homes, nor any legal route to manage these using the
Scottish planning system. This legislation is not in place in
Scotland, and is not related to the proposed Highland Rural
STLCA.

HR-256-1

Operators providing income for several people in Shieldaig area,
including supporting the primary school. Urged the SCC most
strongly to vote against the Short Term Let Control

Area (STLCA) as currently proposed for Shieldaig.

View that Ward 5 members voted to consider an STLCA mistakenly
thinking that it would not affect existing STLs. Notes that existing
STL will have to apply for planning permission when they next apply
for their STL license.

Noted.

A Control Area does not retrospectively alter the planning
requirements for existing operators. All lawfully operating
secondary let STLs, with either planning permission or a
Certificate of Lawfulness, can demonstrate this when renewing
their STL license. Operators are encouraged to submit a
Development Enquiry to understand their planning status and
whether they have or need planning permission for their
operation, or can apply for a Certificate of Lawfulness where
certainty is required.




Notes the non-statutory planning policy that applies to STL
applications in Ward 20, which allows change of use to STL for
three categories of dwelling. Seems unreasonable for Highland
Council to apply these same policies to other STLCAs. It would not
seem reasonable to vote for a policy that is not yet formulated, and
this is the reason to urge the Area Committee and Shieldaig
Community Council to re-visit the proposals as they stand.

Recent figures collated for the Shieldaig Community Council (SCC)
area suggest that Short Term Lets (STLs), and indeed the increase
in STLs over recent years, can be beneficial to the local economy
and to the community including raising the school roll. A significant
number of the Shieldaig Primary School pupils (54%) have parents
who derive income from the STL sector. STLs and their guests
contribute considerable income to the tourist economy

through cafes, bar and restaurants, to local trades and services, and
to such as shellfish and smokehouse sales, marine and outdoor
activity guides and local galleries and artists. Don’t believe that un-
let second homes contribute to the economy of the area or to the
Primary School to the same extent as do STLs.

View that it is unjust that local STL operators would have to apply
for planning permission for their Short Term Let licences to be
renewed. The Association of Scotland's Self Caterers has taken
legal counsel's opinion which says that the proposals for STLCAs
are illegal and contrary to the European Convention on Human
Rights.

The purpose of the Control Area consultation is to seek views on
whether designation is justified having regard to the evidence of
housing, amenity and community impacts. The planning merits of
individual short-term let proposals are matters for the subsequent
development management process, to be assessed against the
adopted development plan and other material considerations.
Consulting simultaneously on policy tests would risk conflating
support for the designation of a Control Area with support for
particular planning policies, potentially prejudicing the clarity and
effectiveness of the consultation exercise.

Noted.

See full response to ASSC views below on this same matter (HR-
260-1).




Highland Council has been unable to provide evidence that house
prices have fallen in Badenoch and Strathspey since the start of
their STLCA. If STLs are limited or reduced in Shieldaig, most of the
houses concerned would become un-let second homes, or be sold
to people out-with the area to be used as un-let second homes,
contributing very little to the local economy and nothing to the
primary school.

See full response to ASSC views below on this same matter (HR-
260-1).

HR-254-1
Same as HR-256-1.

Refer to HR 256-1 response.

HR-125-1

STLs have a role in providing income for many residents within the
community. A significant number of families with children attending
Shieldaig school benefit directly from their own STLs. Notes the
benefits of STLs to other businesses, including trades, restaurants,
cleaners, gardeners. A reduction in STLs likely to undermine the
viability of vital infrastructure and services, making the area less
attractive for permanent residents. Respondent derives most of their
income from letting, from these guests and visitors to the area, and
enables family to stay living in the area (including school
attendance). View that it is a misconception that proposed
measures would encourage more people to live and work in our
community. Even if there was more affordable housing stock, view
that this is unlikely to address depopulation in the area or improve
the local economy. Area is not attractive for working-age people due
to poor transport, technology infrastructure, lack of childcare
services, sporting and cultural opportunities, social isolation and
long travelling distances for schools and hospitals. Concern that
STLCA would negatively impact the local area, potentially leading to
unoccupied homes and less employment opportunities. A ‘blanket’

Noted.




control of such a large area fails to account for the unique economic
profiles of each community.

Wish for Shieldaig Community Council area to be excluded from a
Ward 5 STLCA.

Noted. This response is not submitted on behalf of the
Community Council in that capacity.

Highland Rural

HR-284-1 Scottish Tourism Alliance

The STA recognises the significant housing pressures facing many
communities across Highland and supports the need for balanced,
evidence-led and sustainable policymaking.

Concerns regarding the proposed expansion of Short Term Let
Control Areas in the absence of robust evidence demonstrating that
the existing Badenoch and Strathspey Control Area has materially
achieved its intended policy outcomes.

Key points:

e Tourism and hospitality are fundamental to Scotland’s
economy, employment and communities, and self-catering
accommodation are a critical component of this industry.
Many parts of Highland rely heavily upon flexible visitor
accommodation infrastructure in areas where traditional hotel
provision is limited or economically unviable.

Noted.

Council recognises that housing challenges in the Highland,
including in rural and fragile communities are complex. The
Statement of Reasons does not seek to or make a causal link
between short term lets and all housing challenges: the evidence
is presented in support of the proposal to designate a STLCA.
Council recognises and is using a range of policy mechanisms for
managing housing pressures in Highland.

See full response to ASSC views below (HR-260-1) for response
to this matter.

Noted. Council has also received responses from hoteliers and
serviced accommodation providers expressing the opposite view
and support the proposal to help maintain a balanced
accommodation market and reduces the risk of visitor demand
being diverted away from traditional hotels to an expanding short-
term let sector.




Concern that the current consultation narrative frames
tourism and housing as competing interests, which is an
oversimplification and seems to causally link short term lets
to wider issues such as depopulation, school and community
decline, without sufficient evidence.

View that the STL statistics are not appropriately
distinguishing between different accommodation types:
hospitality-led self-catering accommodation; home sharing;
ancillary accommodation; glamping and unconventional
accommodation; and conventional residential properties
capable of contributing to mainstream housing supply.

It is acknowledged that tourism and housing are both important to
Highland's economy and communities. The Control Area is
intended to manage changes of use specifically from housing to
secondary letting short term lets and the Council’s justification
therefore must focus on evidence specific to these forms of short
term let. The Council does not claim that all short term lets are a
previous form of housing supply.

The Council’s analysis of STLs as a share of total dwellings
contained within the Statement of Reasons and provided to
Councillors prior to the commencement of the consultation,
excluded unconventional accommodation STL properties as
denoted within the STL public register. These estimates at data
zone level therefore do not include unconventional properties
which are highly unlikely to have been part of the former housing
supply. Consultation information outlined that a STLCA only
changes the planning requirements for Short Term Lets
converted from dwellinghouses and flats. An STLCA will not
change the current planning requirements for bed and breakfasts,
renting out individual rooms/annexes if the owner/occupier
resides in the dwellinghouse, second homes where no secondary
letting is done, conversions of garden buildings, or
accommodation built specifically for holiday purposes, such as
pods, annexes and holiday chalets.

The consultation survey sought responses from a range of short
term let operators, which have different use classes, and many of
which already require planning permission. Respondent
operators were notified within the survey whether or not the
proposed Control Area would relate to the type of short-term let
they operate.




The current proposal risks undermining the objectives of
Scotland Outlook 2030 and the STA’s 2026 election
priorities. This includes calls to nurture tourism and
hospitality sector, avoid unnecessary regulatory burdens,
strengthen investment confidence, support sustainable
tourism and position tourism sector for major future growth.

Concern about the cumulative interaction between Short
Term Let Control Areas, licensing requirements and
Mandatory Condition 13 and evolving planning interpretation,
and implications for long-standing operators. Concern about
legal certainty, investment confidence, procedural fairness
and retrospective regulatory burden. Existing lawful operators
require clarity, consistency and proportionate treatment.
Notes these concerns raised by Association of Scotland’s
Self-Caterers.

Calls for clear protection and certainty for existing lawful
operators, particularly those operating prior to the
introduction of the 2022 STL licensing framework.

Support consideration of a formal Use Class Order for short
term lets.

For inclusion of terms such as hospitality-led self-catering
accommodation, see full response to ASSC views below (HR-
260-1) for response to this matter of definitional clarity.

The proposed Control Area is not intended to restrict tourism
accommodation or place unnecessary burdens on existing
operators. Rather, it introduces a planning framework for changes
of use from residential housing to secondary letting short-term
lets, enabling the impacts on local housing and communities to
be considered where appropriate. The Council considers that
supporting a sustainable visitor economy and addressing housing
pressures are complementary objectives, and that providing
greater oversight of such changes can contribute to the long-term
sustainability of both.

See full response to ASSC views below (HR-260-1) for response
to this same matter.

See full response to ASSC views below (HR-260-1) for response
to this same matter. Consideration of a formal Use Class Order is
noted but is out of scope for this local consultation and is in the
remit of Scottish Government.




e Call for a pause on STLCA expansion until existing control
areas have been properly evaluated and evidence collected,
including economic and regulatory impact assessment. Need
to ensure future interventions are developed in collaboration
with the tourism sector to develop long-term sustainable
solutions.

See full response to ASSC views below (HR-260-1) for response
to this same matter. Council has collated a wide range of
evidence on this issue presented within the Statement of
Reasons, in tandem with the ongoing Housing Need and Demand
Assessment. An economic impact assessment is not a statutory
requirement for proposing to designate a STLCA, not is there any
requirement to delay designations in pursuit of evaluation of any
existing control areas.

On concerns about retrospectivity, the Control Area only changes
the planning requirements for short term lets converted from
residential properties and only applies to changes of use that
occur after the designation comes into effect. If an existing short
term let already required planning permission in any event
because it was a material change of use, this position is
unaltered by the designation of the Control Area. Operators who
are uncertain can contact the planning service by submitting a
free short term let development enquiry, where they will receive a
view from the planning service as to whether their short term let is
a material change of use. They will be advised whether they
ought to apply for planning permission or a Certificate of Lawful
Use.

HR-260-1 Association of Scotland’s Self-Caterers

The Association of Scotland’s Self-Caterers does not agree with the
proposal to designate a Highland Rural and Inverness City Short
Term Let Control Areas (STLCAs). Considers that the proposals are
not supported by sufficient evidence and could have significant
economic, legal and practical consequences for the tourism sector.
The association, which represents over 1,700 self-catering
operators in Scotland, accepts that housing pressures exist but that

Noted.

It is unclear how many self-caters in the proposed Highland Rural
Short Term Let Control Area the Association represents.



https://self.highland.gov.uk/service/Development_enquiry

any intervention must be evidence-led, proportionate and legally

robust.

Key points raised:

Need for definitional clarity and distinguishing between
different forms of short term let and visitor accommodation,
and how they contribute to residential housing loss. View that
the “short-term let” term encompasses a wide range of
operating types and models, by contrast “self-catering
accommodation” is hospitality-led and is a long-standing
recognised tourism infrastructure. Concern about a single
narrative which collapses distinct short term let categories
into one and centres the discourse around housing loss.
Failure to distinguish between different types of
accommodation in the consultation documents, which
consider overall STL concentrations and adjusted STL
prevalence whereas the proposal relates specifically to loss
of formal residential dwellings to short term letting. Relates to
definitional clarity point, on the range of different types of
short term lets and tourist accommodation.

Concern about the evidential basis for the proposed
expansion of Control Area, that Highland Council is
proposing a new designation without robust evidence that the
existing STLCA in Badenoch and Strathspey has materially
achieved its intended policy objectives (with reference to the
Post 2 Year Review of the Ward 20 Badenoch and
Strathspey Short Term Let Control Area). Council has not
demonstrated increased affordable housing supply, reduced

The terminology in question is not optional or interpretive but is
established in legislation. Under Scotland’s short-term let
licensing framework, a "short-term let" and its sub-category, a
"secondary let", are legally defined classifications that underpin
regulation, licensing and enforcement. Self-catering
accommodation does not exist outside this regulatory framework.
Many self-catering properties fall within these definitions,
particularly where they are let on a secondary basis, and their
classification is determined by how they are used rather than how
they are marketed or the perceived character of their business
model. As such, planning and housing policy must focus on the
land-use and housing impacts of secondary letting rather than
branding or sectoral identity. The fact that such accommodation
may be hospitality-led does not negate its classification under the
law, nor its potential interaction with housing supply. Introducing
alternative terminology would risk confusion and undermine the
consistent application of the statutory framework.

The proposed Highland Rural STL Control Area is not intended to
replicate any real or perceived success of the Badenoch and
Strathspey Control Area. While the Council’'s Post 2 year review
of the Badenoch and Strathspey Control Area indicates that
changes of use to short-term lets are now being managed, the
current proposal is based on its own evidence of housing
pressures and short-term let prevalence. Even where the
Badenoch and Strathspey Control Area found to have coincided
with suggested indicators such as subsequent declining house



https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86764/4.%2520Post%25202%2520Year%2520Review%2520of%2520the%2520Ward%252020%2520Badenoch%2520and%2520Strathspey%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86764/4.%2520Post%25202%2520Year%2520Review%2520of%2520the%2520Ward%252020%2520Badenoch%2520and%2520Strathspey%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86764/4.%2520Post%25202%2520Year%2520Review%2520of%2520the%2520Ward%252020%2520Badenoch%2520and%2520Strathspey%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86764/4.%2520Post%25202%2520Year%2520Review%2520of%2520the%2520Ward%252020%2520Badenoch%2520and%2520Strathspey%2520Short%2520Term%2520Let%2520Control%2520Area

rents, improved affordability, reduced depopulation or
measurable housing market stabilisation.

Wider concerns regarding the evidence base for the
proposed Control Area.

prices and rental prices, those trends alone would not justify the
current proposal which to be consistent with planning practice,
must be grounded in its own evidence base demonstrating an
issue and that the Council through designating a Control Area
proposes to take a proportionate response to that issue. There is
no legislative or policy requirement to delay consideration of
further control areas until the long-term effects of existing
designations are known. Local authorities are required to assess
the need for control areas based on the evidence available at the
time, and requiring definitive proof of impacts on housing
affordability, population retention or community sustainability
(which may take many years to emerge) would create an
unreasonable barrier to timely and proportionate intervention
where current evidence demonstrates a need for action.

It is important to recognise that there is no prescribed
methodology in legislation, or the Planning circular 1/2023: short-
term lets and planning requiring a particular form or level of
technical analysis for control area designation. The relevant test
is whether sufficient and appropriate information has been
gathered to inform a reasoned planning judgment. The research
undertaken was proportionate to the purpose of informing a
planning designation under section 26B of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 and drew on a range of relevant
and available data sources. Importantly, this evidence also forms
part of the Council’s Housing Need and Demand Assessment
(HNDA), which is a well-established evidential framework used to
inform housing policy and decision-making. The HNDA is subject
to established methodologies and scrutiny and provides a
credible, consistent basis for understanding housing pressures
across Highland. The Council is satisfied that the evidence
available, including that derived from the HNDA, provides a



https://www.gov.scot/publications/short-term-lets-planning/pages/3/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/short-term-lets-planning/pages/3/

Consultation should contextualise short term lets within wider
housing landscape, including empty homes and second
homes. View that in recognition of housing pressures any
material efforts to increase housing supply should address
long-term empty homes, infrastructure constraints, stalled
developments and wider housing delivery barriers.

The economic contribution of the self-catering sector should
be taken into account with more weight. Sustainable
communities require both housing and viable local
economies. The self-catering sector supports jobs,
employment and community sustainability. Highland Council
has not produced a meaningful economic impact assessment
for this proposal, quantifying impacts of an STLCA on visitor
capacity, business viability, tourism displacement, investment
attractiveness or supply chain.

reasonable basis for consultation on the proposed control areas.
The suggestion that it is inappropriate to rely on this evidence is
therefore not accepted.

The Council recognises short term lets are not the sole cause of
housing pressures in Highland, but they are one of several
contributing factors leading to the loss of residential homes in
some areas. Second Homes and Long-Term Empty homes are
Council Tax categories, whereas there is no Short Term Let
Council Tax category. Second Homes and STLs are not therefore
exclusive, as some secondary letting STLs are also Second
Homes. The Council is currently using other policy mechanisms
to address these which includes second home Council Tax
premiums and a grant and loan scheme to encourage owners of
empty properties to bring them back onto the local housing
market. There are no planning mechanisms applicable to manage
Second Homes or Long-Term Empty properties. In many rural
wards in Highland, the potential dwellings converted to Short
Term Lets and therefore removed from the housing supply, is
greater than those recorded as Long Term Empty properties
and/or Second Homes.

The Council is not required to undertake a separate economic
impact assessment before designating a Short Term Let Control
Area (or other planning designations such as Conservation
Areas, Article 4 Directions, housing land designations, Special
Landscape Areas, etc.). The statutory process requires the
preparation of a statement of reasons, consultation, and
consideration of the available evidence and representations
received. A control area designation does not introduce policy
restrictions in itself, prohibit short term lets, or predetermine
planning decisions; it simply requires planning permission for




Concern about the cumulative interaction between planning
and licensing requirements, and the confusion, uncertainty
and procedural burden they create for operators.

Reference to Muirhead decision, and that Scottish Parliament
did not intend that section 26B should have retrospective
effect. Seeks further clarification on how materiality
assessments are undertaken, evidential thresholds,
procedural burdens for operators and extent to which
operators are expected to obtain CLEUD to avoid licensing
difficulty.

Concern about different operational approach to planning
scrutiny within and outwith Control Areas, and the
implications for fairness, legal certainty, legitimate
expectation, proportionality and consistency of treatment.

relevant changes of use so that individual and cumulative impacts
can be assessed through the planning system. As such, it would
not be possible to meaningfully assess the economic effects of a
control area designation in isolation from the planning policy
framework and future planning decisions that would apply within
it. The potential economic implications of specific proposals are
therefore considered at the planning application stage rather than
through the designation itself. In addition, the wider regulatory
and business impacts of the Short Term Let Control Area
Regulations were already assessed by the Scottish Government
through its Business and Requlatory Impact Assessment (BRIA)
when introducing the national legislative framework. It is therefore
not necessary for individual planning authorities to repeat that
exercise when considering whether local circumstances justify
designation of a control area.

Noted. The insertion of Section 26B into the Planning Act does
not retrospectively alter the planning requirements that applied to
a property. Where clarity and certainty regarding planning status
are required, that status must be demonstrated through evidence
rather than presumed. This principle is not unique to Short Term
Lets; it is a fundamental aspect of planning law that applies
across all forms of development and land use. The Council must
apply the law as it stands and cannot depart from the established
legal framework or create an alternative process. It is not within
the Council's gift to disregard statutory requirements or adopt a
different approach from that prescribed by legislation.

The Council does not consider that the different planning
consequences that apply within and outwith a Control Area raise
concerns regarding fairness, legal certainty or consistency of
treatment. The distinction is a deliberate feature of the statutory



https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/impact-assessment/2020/12/short-term-lets-licensing-scheme-planning-control-areas-business-regulatory-impact-assessment-bria/documents/short-term-lets-licensing-scheme-planning-control-area-legislation-business-regulatory-impact-assessment-bria/short-term-lets-licensing-scheme-planning-control-area-legislation-business-regulatory-impact-assessment-bria/govscot%3Adocument/short-term-lets-licensing-scheme-planning-control-area-legislation-business-regulatory-impact-assessment-bria.pdf

Concern regarding compatibility with established broader
principles of administrative fairness and proportionality,
Article 1 Protocol 1 (A1P1) rights, and the Provision of
Services Regulations 2009.

framework, introduced to enable planning authorities to respond
to evidenced local circumstances where concentrations of short-
term lets create particular planning issues. Consistency of
treatment is achieved through the application of the same
statutory framework to all properties within a designated Control
Area and the same planning principles to developments
elsewhere. The fact that different regulatory consequences apply
in different locations reflects the established operation of the
planning system, which regularly applies different policy
approaches to different areas in order to address distinct local
planning circumstances and considerations.

Consequently, the planning authority considers that the Control
Area framework strikes an appropriate balance between
regulatory certainty, local flexibility and the legitimate public
interest objectives it was designed to address.

This matter has already been raised directly by the ASSC to
Scottish Government and a respond was provided by the then
Cabinet Secretary for Housing Mairi McAllan MSP in February
2026. The suggestion that planning controls relating to short term
lets are incompatible with Convention rights is not supported by
the Scottish Government's own assessment of the legislation. In
its 2025 review of the Data Protection Impact Assessment for the
short-term let licensing and control area framework, the Scottish
Government concluded that any such impact would arise only
where it was the policy intention of the local authority and only
where the restriction was necessary to protect the rights and
freedoms of others or the wider economic well-being of the local
community. While Article 1 of Protocol 1 protects peaceful
enjoyment of possessions, Cabinet Secretary Mairi McAllan MSP
accepted that the regulation of short term lets via planning and
licensing regimes represents a control of the use of a host’s



https://www.gov.scot/publications/short-term-lets-control-area-licensing-data-protection-impact-assessment-june-2025-review/pages/2/

The ASSC’s position remains that:
o existing operators who commenced trading lawfully

prior to the introduction of the 2022 licensing
frameworks should be expressly protected through
appropriate grandfathering provisions;

operators who have subsequently complied with the
statutory licensing regime should not face dis-
proportionate retrospective procedural or regulatory
burden arising from evolving interpretation of planning
policy and practice;

and that long-term clarity should instead be pursued
through development of a formal Use Class Order
capable of delivering national consistency, legal

property for the purposes of Article 1 of the First Protocol to the
ECHR. However, they were “satisfied that the creation of powers
for a local authority to designate a short-term let control area is a
proportionate measure to allow them to consider and manage the
impacts of short-term lets on the availability of residential housing
and on nearby amenity”. The Council concurs that requiring
planning consideration of short term lets therefore represents a
proportionate exercise of planning control rather than an unlawful
interference with property rights.

Similarly, the Provision of Services Regulations 2009 do not
preclude planning controls which pursue legitimate public policy
objectives and are applied in a non-discriminatory and
proportionate manner. Planning regulation of land use is a
recognised and established function of the planning system and
does not prevent the operation of short term let businesses where
planning considerations support such use.

Such a framework would be a matter for the Scottish Government
to introduce. Requiring operators to demonstrate compliance with
planning legislation does not constitute a disproportionate
retrospective burden. Operators remain able to rely upon existing
lawful use rights where these can be evidenced. Many operators
already hold confirmation of their planning status as they operate
a form of short term let which would have required planning
permission in any event.

The creation of a new use class or amendment of the planning
use classes framework is a matter for the Scottish Government
through legislation. In the meantime, the Council is required to




certainty and a more proportionate planning
framework.

Specific comments on the Highland Rural STLCA, ASSC is
concerned that broad geographic designation risks
overreach; localised evidence is being extrapolated too
widely; and substantial differences between communities are
insufficiently recognised.

Evidence also does not demonstrate direct causation of STL
prevalence on housing pressures, school closures, Gaelic
decline, depopulation and fragile community sustainability.
Scottish Government research recognises that these
challenges are long-term, structurally complex and driven by
multiple inter-connected factors, and that sustainable local
economies are important to support fragile and remote
communities. Concern that the consultation risks attributing
exceptionally complex demographic and cultural trends to
STL prevalence without sufficiently robust longitudinal or
causal evidence.

ASSC calls for a pause on further STLCA expansion pending a full
review of existing control areas, comprehensive economic and

apply the planning system as it currently exists and does not
have the power to establish an alternative regulatory framework
at a local level. Timely intervention to address an existing issue
should not be deferred in anticipation of a hypothetical alternative
framework that may or may not be introduced.

Despite covering a large geographic area, short term let
prevalence has been analysed at data zone level, the smallest
geographic area for which official statistics on households and
dwellings are routinely published. This approach enables a highly
localised assessment of the distribution and concentration of
short term lets, rather than relying on broad Highland-wide
averages. The designation therefore reflects the aggregation of
multiple localised areas where the evidence supports
intervention, rather than the application of a blanket approach
across a heterogeneous rural area.

Council does not claim that STLs are a sole contributor to these
aspects but considers that housing supply must be safeguarded
to prevent further constriction of housing supply in areas with no
market housebuilder presence to increase supply at scale, which
adds to housing market pressure that exacerbates housing
availability and affordability in the proposed Control Area. No
contrary evidence has been presented demonstrating that the
growth in STLs as a share of total dwellings within the proposed
Control Area has supported population growth, supported the
Gaelic language, or stabilised/reversed declining school rolls.

Points previously addressed in above responses.




regulatory impact assessment, establishment of transparent and
measurable success criteria. Express statutory protection for
existing lawful operators is sought. Existing lawful self-catering
businesses should not become a proxy target for broader structural
housing failures absent robust evidence.

ASSC would like Highland Council to work collaboratively with the Points previously addressed in above responses.
sector towards development of a formal Short Term Let Use

Class Order capable of delivering long-term legal certainty, national
consistency and a more proportionate planning framework.




Summary of Responses from Community Councils, Groups or Organisations

Respondent issues raised

Officer Response

HR-567-1 Plockton District & Community Trust

Plockton & District Community Trust supports the introduction of a Short Term Let Control
area in our community to improve the sustainability of our community by ensuring over time
that houses are available to be lived in permanently by local residents and bring in some
control to counter the over provision of short term lets which are hollowing out our villages.

There are too many short-term lets in the village, a number which has increased over last 3
years. Overall have a negative view of the impact of STLs.

Plockton & District Community Trust has been a long-standing advocate for designating
Plockton & District as a Short Term Let Control Area (STLCA). Our position is grounded in
clear evidence and a strong community mandate:

e Housing crisis: An inventory compiled by Trust revealed the stark reality: one-third of
properties in our area are not lived in as a primary residence. This loss of housing
stock is severely impacting our community’s sustainability. The uncontrolled growth in
Short Term Lets in our community is a huge part of this problem causing reduced
availability of housing for people who live and work here or want to live and work
here, and impact on house prices rising beyond the reach of most permanent
residents.

e Community mandate: A well-attended member’s meeting in November 2022
unanimously backed the Trust’s formal request to Highland Council for STLCA
consideration and this position has not changed in the time since then with the
community becoming increasingly concerned about the availability of housing.
Furthermore, the Lochalsh Collaboration's Community Survey (2022) cited lack of
affordable housing and need for controls on holiday houses and holiday lets as a top
priority second only to road infrastructure.

Noted.




We recognise that SLTCA status alone will not fix our housing challenges but it signals the
community’s need to safeguard housing for residential purposes.

On positive impacts, short term lets are an important part of the tourism mix however the
uncontrolled nature of Airbnb-style short term lets over a number of years has led to a local
housing stock being bought up to be used as short term lets to the detriment of people living
and working in our communities.

HR-556-1 Wester Loch Ewe Community Council
Wester Loch Ewe Community Council do not support the proposal to designate a Highland
Rural STLCA.

Overall positive view of short term lets in Wester Loch Ewe, as the area has limited access
to well-paid, full-time, year-round employment. Much of the work available is seasonal and

so, consequently, many people in our area rely on STL income as part of their family budget.

STLs in Wester Loch Ewe are run by people living in the community who generate income
which is spent in local shops and businesses. Maintaining them provides work for local
tradesmen and these STL operators contribute to the community, put their kids through the
local schools and volunteer in community organisations.

We sympathise with areas like Plockton with STL problems, we do not think it proportionate
to create a Control Area over the whole of Wester Ross because certain communities are
experiencing problems — not a one-size fits all situation. We understand the problems that
too many STLs can cause in a community, but do not feel that Wester Loch Ewe suffers in
this way. For example, increased traffic problems over the summer are far more the
consequence of the massive increase in camper vans caused by the NC500.

Noted.

Noted — Wester Ross is not included due
to isolated hotspot areas but because
short term let prevalence has been
analysed at data zone level, the smallest
geographic area for which official
statistics on households and dwellings
are routinely published. Evidence
suggests that widespread areas across
Wester Ross have high rates of STLs as
a share of total dwellings.




We are aware there are problems with affordable housing in the area which is why Wester
Loch Ewe Community Council participate in the local Housing Group and why WLECC are
working to purchase 25ha of land via the Scottish Land Fund to build some affordable
housing. We're trying to solve the problem but don't feel STLs are necessarily its cause or
that the material provided by Highland Council demonstrates STLs are its cause.

Applying ever more regulatory pressure on accommodation providers is no substitute for
building more affordable housing with a range of tenure options under a rural housing
burden - a mechanism already available. We are concerned that after the introduction of
STL Licensing, the non-domestic rates revaluation and the prospect of more stringent EPC
requirements a Control Area will further depress local accommodation providers who already
report stress, fear and frustration.

Noted.

The Council does not consider that
increasing affordable housing supply and
managing the loss of existing housing
stock are mutually exclusive approaches.
While increasing the delivery of
affordable housing is important, this is
not a simple or immediate solution in
Highland, where housing delivery is
constrained by factors including
infrastructure capacity, development
viability, land ownership, peat and
ground conditions, workforce availability
and limited market interest across large
parts of the region. New housing can
take many years to bring forward.

The Council does not consider rural
housing burdens to be a direct
alternative to a Control Area. Scottish
Government policy has generally moved
away from occupancy restrictions as a
preferred mechanism for addressing
housing pressures, while rural housing
burdens do not prevent the loss of
existing housing stock to secondary short
term lets. The Control Area instead
provides a targeted planning tool to




Consider the material in Highland Council's Statement of Reasons does not clearly
demonstrate that a Control Area would fulfil the stated objectives of reducing the loss of
residential housing stock and helping address housing pressures for local people. Further,
we do not feel the Control Area in Badenoch and Strathspey has demonstrated increased
housing availability or improved affordability however we are concerned that depressing
property values in an attempt to achieve this will not be welcomed by homeowners.

We feel the Control Area needs to be more adaptable to the circumstances of individual
communities. It does not address empty/second homes which may be a greater problem and
do not provide the sort of positives to the local economy that STL businesses do.

We are concerned that a Control Area will not be able to distinguish between STLs operated
by locals - which is a positive contribution to the community - and STLs bought up
speculatively by people from outwith the area whose only interest in the area is extractive.
Tourism is the main business activity in our area. We asked about the Control Area’s
inability to distinguish between STLs run by locals and those owned outwith the area. The
answer given explained the proposal is a change in process rather than policy which
suggests the Council proposes establishing a Control Area before clarifying the planning
criteria that will used to determine whether to grant or refuse future STL applications.

manage changes of use from residential
accommodation to short term letting
where housing impacts may arise.

See full response to ASSC views above
(HR-260-1) for response to this same
matter.

Noted.

The purpose of the Control Area
consultation is to seek views on whether
designation is justified having regard to
the evidence of housing, amenity and
community impacts. The planning merits
of individual short term let proposals are
matters for the subsequent development
management process, to be assessed
against the adopted development plan
and other material considerations.
Consulting simultaneously on policy tests
would risk conflating support for the
designation of a Control Area with
support for particular planning policies,
potentially prejudicing the clarity and
effectiveness of the consultation
exercise.




HR-548-1 Contin Community Council

Overall, Contin Community Council agree with the proposal to designate a Highland Rural
STLCA. Although STLs are not currently a major problem in Contin, and we have a neutral
view on their impacts, to have powers to manage future change before there is a problem
seem to be a good idea, given that STLs are known to be causing problems elsewhere. We
understand that managing STLs does not imply banning them and that the proposed
measure is not retro-active.

We are aware of the high proportion of STLs 'out west’ but note (anecdotally) that a number
of these properties have passed to their present owners by inheritance, and that some have
been re-furbished to a higher standard than local people might have afforded. Hence the
need to be able to manage short term lets, which is different from preventing them.

Noted.

HR-318-1 Torridon and Kinlochewe Community Council
Torridon and Kinlochewe Community Council do not agree with the proposal to designate a
Highland Rural STLCA. Overall positive view of STLs in Torridon and Kinlochewe.

This area relies on tourism and Short Term Lets are an essential part of this. A very large
number of people in our area rely on STLs for their income. STLs help to drive the economy,
bring in income, provide employment, benefit local businesses. These local businesses
frequently employ incomers, including younger people, all of whom are essential to keep our
communities going. These benefits outweigh any negative impacts of STLs in our area. STL
businesses are already struggling under new regulations and STLCA will be another
obstacle which could impact the local economy and employment opportunities. We have had
reports of a widespread feeling among local STL and self-catering owners of frustration,
stress and even despair at the continuing bureaucracy, legislation and rising costs of
operating their businesses. These include the STL licence scheme, non-domestic rates re-
evaluation, visitor levy, and now the proposed planning changes (as well as the general hike
in cost of living).

Empty second homes are more of a problem than STLs. Yet an owner seeking to do STLs
instead of leaving a second home empty would be required to apply for planning permission.

Noted.

In relation to existing STL operators, a
free pre-development enquiry can be
submitted to understand whether a
Certificate of Lawful Use or Planning
Permission is required to demonstrate
the planning status of a STL.

Highland Council has recently
established an Empty Homes Challenge



https://www.highland.gov.uk/planning/get-advice-apply-planning-permission/2
https://www.highland.gov.uk/planning/get-advice-apply-planning-permission/2
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86849/4.%2520Highland%2520Housing%2520Challenge%2520-%2520Update

We understand that in some places such as Edinburgh, STLs have caused communities to
be hollowed out. We don’t suffer significantly from that here, therefore don’t understand why
an STLCA is necessary.

If STLCA is introduced, it is essential that HC makes it clear what the criteria will be for
allowing a property to be a STL. At present, no criteria have been proposed and without
transparent, definite criteria, we are concerned the system could be unfair. Also, without
transparent, definite criteria, people may be unwilling to apply and properties may be difficult
to sell.

Fund to support, encourage and target
bringing empty homes back into use,
enabled in part by Council Tax initiatives.
There are no planning mechanisms
applicable to manage these kinds of
property. In many rural wards in
Highland, the potential dwellings
converted to Short Term Lets and
therefore removed from the housing
supply, is greater than those recorded as
Long Term Empty properties and/or
Second Homes.

Noted.

Planning applications would be
determined in accordance with the
development plan policies. The purpose
of the Control Area consultation is to
seek views on whether designation is
justified having regard to the evidence of
housing, amenity and community
impacts. The planning merits of
individual short term let proposals are
matters for the subsequent development
management process, to be assessed
against the adopted development plan
and other material considerations.
Consulting simultaneously on policy tests
would risk conflating support for the



https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86849/4.%2520Highland%2520Housing%2520Challenge%2520-%2520Update

The wording in relation to existing STLs must be clarified. We understand that STLCA will
not affect these (provided they are not in breach of any previous rules). However, we have
been advised that, because of vague/woolly wording, if the property was ever sold, some
lawyers may wish to see either planning permission or a Certificate of Lawful Use. This
could cause a hiccup in the sale process. Obtaining a Certificate of Lawful Use could also
take a long time and be considered onerous.

We understand STLCA has been in place in Badenoch & Strathspey (B&S) for a few years.

Highland Council’'s own report states it is too early to understand the effects of this properly.

Key sources of information are not available yet, also the timing of the adoption of STLCA
coincided with a very unusual housing market and the adoption of other housing policies.
Therefore, Highland Council has not provided any evidence that STLCA solves housing
problems, increases housing availability, reduces rents, or improves affordability or
measurable housing benefit. The HC report further states that further and continuous
monitoring is required to understand the impact of STLCA in B&S. Highland Council should
wait for the results of STLCA in B&S to become clear before deciding whether to go ahead
in the rest of the HC area.

designation of a Control Area with
support for particular planning policies,
potentially prejudicing the clarity and
effectiveness of the consultation
exercise.

Whether a prospective purchaser seeks
planning evidence, including a Certificate
of Lawful Use, is ultimately a matter for
the parties involved in a property
transaction. The Council does not
consider this possibility to be a material
consideration in determining whether a
Control Area should be designated. The
process of applying for a Certificate of
Lawfulness is not within the Council’s
ability to modify at a local level.

See full response to ASSC views above
(HR-260-1) for response to this same
matter.

Highland Rural Organisations

HR-284-1 Scottish Tourism Alliance
See summary above, for Question 28.

See response above, for Question 28.




HR-260-1 Association of Scotland’s Self-Caterers
See summary above, for Question 28.

See response above, for Question 28.

HR-604-1 Scottish Land and Estates

Scottish Land and Estates are undecided on the proposal to establish the Highland Rural
short term let control area. The existing 'one size fits all' modelling of the STLCA proposals
across the Highland region does not appear to have been adequately considered as part of
these existing proposals. It does not represent the diversity and property availability within
town, village or remote communities, and how existing infrastructure would be impacted by
any changes in the number of short term lets. Evidence from Badenoch and Strathspey, an
area with distinctly different characteristics and more concentrated pressures, cannot
necessarily be applied across a much more diverse rural geography.

Designation of an STLCA would potentially remove case-by-case assessments,
automatically requiring planning permission for secondary letting. While the Council argues
this will help balance tourism growth with housing need by managing concentrations of
short-term lets, it is vitally important to recognise that housing pressures are not uniform
across Highland.

Noted. Despite covering a large
geographic area, short term let
prevalence has been analysed at data
zone level, the smallest geographic area
for which official statistics on households
and dwellings are routinely published.
This approach enables a highly localised
assessment of the distribution and
concentration of short term lets, rather
than relying on broad Highland-wide
averages. The designation therefore
reflects the aggregation of multiple
localised areas where the evidence
supports intervention, rather than the
application of a blanket approach across
a heterogeneous rural area. Evidence of
the concentration of short term lets from
Badenoch and Strathspey has not been
used to inform the proposed Highland
Rural STLCA designation.

Noted.




Achieving the right balance between supporting housing supply and maintaining economic
viability is critical. Since that STLCA was introduced in Badenoch & Strathspey, there have
been 330 short-term let planning applications, with only 13% of those being refused.
Furthermore, a recent review by Highland Council concluded that the outcome of the STLCA
in that area is that the number of short term lets is declining or remaining constant across
the area. Of concern is if these properties are being sold to local families or as second
homes. The Badenoch and Strathspey STLCA, where a high number of applications
resulted in relatively few refusals, suggests that the system can introduce significant cost,
delay and administrative burden without materially changing outcomes in most cases.
Applied more widely, this approach risks extending bureaucracy into areas where there is
little evidence of harm, potentially undermining tourism-dependent economies that are vital
to community sustainability. Achieving the right balance between supporting housing supply
and maintaining economic viability is critical and needs to be individually considered across
each area of the Highlands. One size modelling should not be used throughout this
process.

While the aim of protecting existing housing stock is understood, a blanket [control area]
risks unintended consequences in rural areas; for example, in some locations the flexibility
to use properties for self-catering can help bring empty or underused buildings back into
use, and additional planning barriers may discourage such investment. We appreciate, and
support, the aim of preventing existing housing stock from being lost to short term lets.
However, the proposed approach risks having the opposite effect in some rural areas by
potentially making it more challenging to bring empty or unused buildings back into
productive use. It also sits in conflict with the policy objectives of the empty homes premium,
which is intended to incentivise owners to bring properties back into productive use. By
increasing the regulatory risk attached to viable end uses such as self-catering, the proposal
may deliver negative outcomes to that objective.

Noted.

Points previously addressed in above
responses.

Noted. The current non-statutory Short
Term Let Control Area policy affords
support in instances where the change of
use sought involves a previously long
term empty property being brought into
productive use. While the Council does
not want to conflate the designation with
the policy tests within it, this instance of




empty homes is noted and a matter the
Council has previously accounted for
when determining the policy framework
that applies within its existing Control
Area.

Scottish Crofting Federation
The Scottish Crofting Federation supports the designation of a Highland Rural Short Term
Let Control Area.

However, the Federation believes more is needed to prevent croft houses from becoming
holiday lets and croft land being misused to extract value by actors with no real
understanding of or interest in crofting. Crofters are required, by law, to be ordinarily resident
on or within 32 kilometres of their croft but this is rarely enforced. Many crofts houses across
the Highlands have been turned into short term lets, and crofts are misused as development
sites for second homes, with the supposed crofters in breach of their legal residency and
cultivation duties.

The proliferation of short term lets and second homes has dramatically changed the
Highlands and Islands:

e School roll numbers continue to drop, communal life in townships is declining.

e Property prices continue to surge, putting housing stock out of reach for young local
people and into the hands of those able to capitalise on the short term let market.

e Tourism is an important source of income for many crofters, and crofters in tourist
destinations traditionally have run bed and breakfasts. Nowadays, some crofters opt
to diversify by erecting glamping pods or shepherds huts, and some may even
choose to let their house during the tourist season whilst living on the croft in a static
caravan or in another accommodation nearby.

Views differ among crofters on what level of short term letting activity on crofts, by crofters
themselves, is desirable. Crofters compliant with their crofting duties of residency and
cultivation are part of the permanent resident community, they work their crofts and value
generated from short term lets is kept local. The introduction of short term let control areas is

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.




a step in the right direction, but in and of itself insufficient to prevent crofts from being
misused as short term lets whilst the legal occupiers remain absent. There are a number of
factors at play, namely the lack of enforcement of crofting duties and the lack of effective
procedures ensuring proper communication between different public bodies, namely the
Crofting Commission and local planning authorities. The Crofting Commission is a statutory
consultee for planning applications on croft land. However, the Commission is only
consulted if applicants explicitly state that the development is on croft land or if this fact is,
coincidentally, known by the Council. The Commission currently refrains from commenting
on individual planning applications apart from a standard letter. Moreover, even if it would
pursue a more proactive approach, the Commission is not a statutory consultee for
developments of decrofted house sites.

We strongly urge Highland Council and the Crofting Commission to establish a joint,
coordinated procedure that prevents any application for change of use — or any planning
application at all, for that matter — being approved where crofters are in breach of their
duties. Generally, there should be a strong presumption for rejecting any change of use
applications for any houses within crofting townships, regardless of decrofting, unless it can
be established that this is for the good of the local crofting community — for example by
allowing a resident crofter to generate additional income by converting part of their house
into short term let accommodation, enabling them to stay and to keep on crofting. The slow
enforcement of crofting duties combined with a planning regime that does not, by default,
take into account applicants’ compliance with crofting law, has led to a situation where croft
houses continue to be surrendered to a speculative market, whilst crofting continues its
decline, as the people willing to work and cultivate crofts cannot find an affordable place
nearby to live. Combined, duties enforcement and planning process — including the
proposed procedures for approving short term lets — can be a powerful tool to tackle the
interconnected problems of rural housing crisis, land abandonment and rural depopulation.

Noted.

Noted. While this consultation does not
wish to conflate the principle of the
designation with the policy tests within it,
we shall take account of this when
considering the policy framework within a
Control Area, should this be progressed
by the Council.




Nairn BID
Do not agree with the proposal to establish the Highland Rural STLCA.

Nairn BID don't think the causal link between having a control area and increasing the
availability of housing has been made. | think operators of short term lets need protection for
their valuable businesses and the part they play in the prosperity of the Highlands. Investing
in a property to let out may be providing a local family with the income to send their children
to a local school. We need to have a range of holiday accommodation to maintain our
tourism industry.

The Highland Council should be working with everyone they can in order to enable the
conversion and sale of empty homes and the development of social housing for local
people.

Noted.

The Council does not consider that
increasing social or affordable housing
supply and managing the loss of existing
housing stock are mutually exclusive
approaches. While increasing the
delivery of housing is important, this is
not a simple or immediate solution in
Highland, where housing delivery is
constrained by factors including
infrastructure capacity, development
viability, land ownership, peat and
ground conditions, workforce availability
and limited market interest across large
parts of the region. New housing can
take many years to bring forward.

Highland Council has recently
established an Empty Homes Challenge
Fund to support, encourage and target
bringing empty homes back into use,
enabled in part by Council Tax initiatives.
There are no planning mechanisms
applicable to manage these kinds of
property. In many rural wards in
Highland, the potential dwellings
converted to Short Term Lets and
therefore removed from the housing
supply, is greater than those recorded as



https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86849/4.%2520Highland%2520Housing%2520Challenge%2520-%2520Update
https://www.highland.gov.uk/download/meetings/id/86849/4.%2520Highland%2520Housing%2520Challenge%2520-%2520Update

Long Term Empty properties and/or
Second Homes.

Nairn BID consider short term lets to be self-catering holiday accommodation which brings
many families to the Highlands where they spend their money locally and bring an enormous | Noted.
boost to our economies. Short term lets also provide local employment which allows local
people and families to live locally and raise children. Believe that there is a reasonable
number of short term lets in the neighbourhood (Nairn) and that it has positive impacts. They
give an enormous boost to our economies.
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