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Ensuring the Best Use of Housing Stock  
 
M27. Would Policy H11 provide a justified and effective approach to 

ensuring the best use of housing stock? In particular:  
a) Would this policy deal with a strategic planning matter?  

 

b) Would the approach taken to ‘buy to leave’ and short-term holiday 
accommodation be justified?  

 

c) Overall, would Policy H11 meet the objective of Policy GG4 to delivering 

the homes Londoners need?  
 
 

Making the best use of existing stock, bringing vacant stock back into use, reducing 
the propensity for “buy-to-leave” and tackling the issue of short-term rentals is 

about addressing major “leakages” in the system – tackling the wasted housing that 
should be contributing to meeting London’s unmet housing need. Reducing these 

“leakages” is part of an overall strategy of meeting London’s annual housing target.  
 
At present neither the phenomenon of “buy-to-leave” – especially new-build housing 

being bought purely as an asset for occasional use, which represents a loss to the 
supply of new housing – nor housing being used for short-term rentals for more 

than 90 days a year (often year-round), are accounted for as “losses” to our housing 
stock. 
 

M27 a) Empty and under-occupied dwellings are a strategic matter for London and 
Policy H11, particularly with its addition of section CA and the minor 

suggested changes to paragraphs 4.11.1, 4.11.2 and the new 4.11.1A give 
good indication to boroughs of the approach they should adopt. 

 

M27 b)   Yes. Airbnb short-term holiday lets are a cause of loss of accommodation 
for Londoners and also of noise and anti-social behaviour that harms communities. 

 
These are both a strategic planning matter, because: 
 

•  buy-to-leave properties are often large units, which means that the 
developments have not optimised the number units built on the site, and, 

when combined with their being held vacant for much of the year, they 
represent a major “loss” or opportunity cost compared with what could have 
been built on the site. When many of the large sites in Central/Inner London 

Boroughs have been developed in this way, they represent “wasted” 
opportunities to provide housing to meet the housing needs of Londoners. 



Part of the planning response has been to change the housing mix in terms 
of the proportion of large units (three or more bedrooms) – both Kensington 

and Chelsea and now Westminster are tackling the issue of large units. 
  

•  Short-term lets reduce the amount of housing for full-time occupation. 
Legislation to limit short-lets in London was passed in 1972 as there was a 
housing shortage and at the same time a major surge in demand for tourist 

accommodation. This meant that a change of use was required to move from 
housing to short-let tourist accommodation. At the time of the 2012 

Olympics there was pressure for more accommodation, and, although this 
peak event passed, the Government was lobbied to “legalise” short-lets by 
“reversing” the constraints from requiring consent for lets of 90 days or less, 

to allowing lets of up to 90 days per year. This is almost impossible to police, 
and with the growing number of companies organising short lets and serial 

lettings, the growth in short-lets has again reduced the amount of housing 
available to meet the housing needs of Londoners.  

 

Whilst letting a room within a house is fine (and not covered by this 
legislation) there is a growing number of houses and flats being let as a 

whole. A new phenomenon is HMOs being converted from bed-sits to studio 
flats, reducing still further “affordable” rented accommodation, only to be 

rapidly turned into short-let tourist accommodation.  
 
Taken together, sub-optimising developments with a significant number unavailable 

for meeting the housing needs of Londoners and short-term lets resulting in the 
“withdrawal” of properties from the housing supply, these two recent developments 

are undermining the net additional number of housing units added each year.  
 
In terms of Policy GG4, these types of development: 

 
•  undermine the efforts to increase the net additional amount of homes 

produced (A) 
•  undermine the aim of producing mixed and inclusive communities (C) 

 

These phenomena are largely concentrated in Central/Inner London and have 
produced considerable pressures in the housing market. 

 
 
M27 c)  Yes, but London Forum proposes that Policy GG4 is well referenced in 

policies in the Housing Chapter 4 or is moved as a policy before H1. 
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