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Overview

This document provides a summary of the responses received by the Welsh
Government to our consultation - ‘Promoting a resilient and high performing planning
service’.

Action Required

This document is for information only.

Further information and related documents

Large print, Braille and alternative language versions of this document are available
on request.

Contact details

For further information:

Planning Directorate
Welsh Government
Cathays Park
Cardiff

CF10 3NQ

Email: Candice.coombs001@qov.wales

Additional copies

This summary of response and copies of all the consultation documentation are
published in electronic form only and can be accessed on the Welsh Government’s
website.

Link to the consultation documentation: Promoting a resilient and high performing
planning service | GOV.WALES



https://www.gov.wales/promoting-resilient-and-high-performing-planning-service
https://www.gov.wales/promoting-resilient-and-high-performing-planning-service
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Introduction

A resilient and high-performing planning service is crucial for the prosperity and
inclusivity of our nation. It is fundamental to achieving both national and local
objectives, offering businesses and communities certainty about the future growth
and transformation of places. However, our planning services are encountering
significant challenges and pressures, including the effects of austerity, managing the
increasing demands on the planning system, recruitment difficulties, and skills
shortages.

The ‘Promoting a resilient and high performing planning service’ consultation
document was launched on 15 November and was open for responses until 17t
January 2025. The consultation sought views on proposals for improving the
resilience and performance of planning authorities by:

e Increasing planning application fees - including proposing a pathway to full
cost recovery (FCR)

e Measuring and monitoring the performance of planning authorities by re-
invigorating and re-introducing the Performance Framework

e Supporting the resilience, capacity and capability of Local Planning Authorities
(LPA) through skills retention, bursaries and apprenticeships

e Improving resilience and resources by Corporate Joint Committees (CJC)
through shared service delivery, planning skills hubs and extending the Local
Development Plan (LDP) Review Period.

A total of 66 questions were set out in the consultation document with a standard
form provided for ease of response. Consultation questions 1 — 63 posed guestions
on our proposals, and questions 64-66 related specifically to the impacts of our
proposals on the Welsh Language.

This document details a summary of responses to the consultation, the Welsh
Government’s response and next steps and specifically includes:

e A broad statistical analysis of the views expressed on each question (where
statistics could be extracted).

e A summary of the comments and issues raised under each question or group
of questions.

e Welsh Government’s response following each question or group of questions.

We are grateful for the detailed and thoughtful responses received to the
consultation and have carefully considered them. We would like to thank all local
planning authorities, individuals, businesses, professional bodies and other
organisations who took the time to respond. Your collective input is invaluable in
helping to inform our response and next steps. It is not the intent, nor would it be
possible, to reflect every comment received in this summary of responses. The
purpose is to give an overview of the responses and give an indication of the kinds of
issues and concerns raised in relation to the questions we asked.



Engagement and the consultation

On the 15" November over 300 stakeholders, including individuals and organisations
were notified by e mail of the publication of the consultation. These were drawn from
the core consultation list held by the Planning Directorate, as well as several bodies
who expressed interest. This included all LPAs in Wales, public and professional
bodies, business sector representatives and specialist groups. The consultation was
made available on the Welsh Government’s consultation website. In addition, we
held briefings with LPAs, and other stakeholders and provided responses to any
guestions and clarifications sought on the consultation proposals. All responses to
the consultation were submitted electronically.

Summary of Response - Overview

The consultation generated 83 responses in total. 81 responses were received within
the deadline (or within an agreed extension). The two responses received late have
been analysed and included within the key issues raised, but they have not been
included within the statistical breakdown.

Respondents were asked to assign themselves to one of six broad categories. If not
specified, we assigned a category based on informed judgment. The table below
shows a summary breakdown of respondents.

Category Number
Local Planning Authorities (including National Park Authorities) 22
Business/Consultants 18
Government Agency / Other Public Sector 10
Professional Bodies/Interest Groups 17
Voluntary Sector/Community Group 4
Other (other groups not listed) 10
Total 81

General responses from respondents who did not use the standard form were
analysed and have been included in the key issues raised and attributed to the most
relevant question(s), but these have been not be reflected in the statistical
breakdown following each question.

A list of respondents and the categories to which they were assigned can be found in
Annex A. Where respondents have asked for their details to be specifically withheld,
they will appear as ‘anonymous’ under the category, except for private individuals,
where all of whom will appear as ‘anonymous’ to comply with the General Data
Protection Regulations.



Summary of Reponses and the Welsh Government Response

Question 1: Do you agree with our proposals to change planning
application fees from a percentage uplift approach to FCR?

A total of 58 respondents answered this question. There was strong support for this
proposal across all sectors with 83% in agreement. Views that were frequently
expressed in the responses included:

e A fee structure based on FCR is viewed as essential for addressing the
financial gap in planning services and improving the quality and sustainability
of services moving forward.

e The overwhelming view of LPAs is that FCR should be implemented as soon
as possible. An immediate or shorter pathway should be considered to
mitigate financial strain and to ensure that fees can be reinvested into
resourcing planning departments and retaining and recruiting planning
officers.

e Support for fee increases is contingent upon any additional income being
reinvested in planning services to enhance delivery and performance. This
perspective was more commonly held by business sectors.

e For those that did not agree with the increase, generally they would accept a
smaller increase and or a longer transition period.

e Clarity and clear guidelines are required on what is meant by FCR. It was
considered by some that the definition should not be limited to the cost of
processing applications by planners. It should include the time and resources
of other core consultees within LPAs, such as those involved in SuDS, and
biodiversity.

e Concerns were raised by some sectors about the impact on smaller firms and
rural areas, and the need for adjustments to ensure they are not
disproportionately affected.

Question 2: Do you agree that the ‘FCR Pathway’, ensuring most
applications reach FCR in 3to 5 years, is an appropriate approach?

A total of 57 respondents answered this question. There was general support for this
proposal across most sectors where 53% agreed with the proposal, 35% disagreed
and 12% didn’t know. LPAs were generally of the view that FCR should be
implemented now, or as a minimum a shorter pathway should be considered.
Resources are required immediately within LPAs to address current planning service
deficiencies, and delaying FCR implementation may exacerbate existing issues.
LPAs in particular raised concerns that the pathway for householder applications
was too long. These comments and our response are dealt with as part of question
9. Concerns were raised by some sectors about the impact of large fee increases on
smaller firms and the need for adjustments to ensure they are not disproportionately
affected.

Government response to Question 1 and 2



We welcome the wide-ranging support for proposals to increase planning application
fees to FCR. We consider that our proposed pathway strikes the appropriate balance
between moving to FCR while minimising impacts on applicants including smaller
firms, by allowing sufficient time for applicants to adjust to the new cost structure.
We intend to maintain our approach which will be taken forward in our published
policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject to Senedd
agreement). The Government response in relation to ‘ring fencing’ and performance
is covered under the specific question.

Question 3: Do you agree that for those fee categories not considered by the
ARUP Study, they should be increased to the 2024 baseline only and uplifted
for inflation annually?

A total of 51 respondents answered this question. There was general support for this
proposal across all sectors where 57% of respondents agreed with the proposal,
18% said no, and 25% didn’t know. The general views of respondents were that in
the absence of data for these fee categories this approach can be ‘reasonably
supported’. However, there was consensus that Welsh Government should
undertake further research into those fee categories/application types not covered by
ARUP to achieve a comprehensive FCR model for all fee categories and ensure
consistency of approach. Views that were frequently expressed in the responses
included concerns in relation to minerals, waste, and mining development that were
not covered by the ARUP study and that future work to establish costs for these
application types should be undertaken as soon as possible.

Government response to Question 3

We welcome respondents’ contributions to this question and note the broad support
for increasing pre-application fees in line with inflation for those fee categories not
considered by the ARUP study. This will be taken forward in our published policy on
fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject to Senedd agreement). We
will use the information received to inform a future review of fees.

Question 4: Do you agree with our proposals to increase fees for
Pre-Application Services to the 2024 baseline, taking account of
inflation only?

A total of 55 respondents answered this question with general support for this
proposal across all sectors where 65% of respondents agreed, 20% disagreed, and
15% didn’t know. There is general support for the proposed increase in pre-
application services fees in the absence of further data on what represents FCR for
this fee category. Multiple respondents advocate for a comprehensive review and
research into pre-application fees to develop a detailed FCR model in the future. Of
those that did not support the proposal, some respondents raised concerns that an
inflationary increase backdated to 2016 is excessive and should be lower. There
were concerns that a modest fee increase may deter potential users, especially
those with small-scale projects or limited budgets.



The current pre-app fee, particularly for householder applications, is deemed by
many LPAs to be insufficient to cover the actual costs incurred in providing the
service. Some respondents suggest a significant increase is necessary to reach
FCR. It was suggested by some respondents that removing the ‘free-go’ provisions
after a planning application refusal might encourage pre-application service use.

Frequently expressed views of those respondents who are users of pre-application
services indicated that the current system is inconsistent, with varying quality and
timeliness of responses between LPAs. Most applicants prefer the bespoke pre-
application advice services which are more meaningful and effective. It is suggested
that pre-application services should be commercially focused, binding, and include
feedback from statutory consultees.

Government response to Question 4

We welcome respondents’ contributions to this question and note the broad support
for increasing pre-application fees in line with inflation, albeit we note there are
concerns regarding the effectiveness of pre-application services and the associated
fee structure. We intend to maintain our approach which will be taken forward in our
published policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject to
Senedd agreement). The views and information received will be used to inform a
future review of fees.

Question 5: Do you agree with the proposals for planning fees to be
adjusted annually in line with inflation?

A total of 57 respondents answered this question with overwhelming support for this
proposal across all sectors where 91% of respondents agreed. This approach is
considered more effective than the irregular larger increases of the past. Regular
updates will improve financial sustainability within LPA and ensure fees accurately
reflect the costs incurred by LPAs preventing fees from falling behind in real terms. A
few respondents suggested that fees should be adjusted downwards in the event of
deflation to support economic growth during downturns, and that caps on annual fee
increases should be considered to avoid excessive hikes.

Question 6: Do you agree that the Bank of England CPI is the most
appropriate index measure to use?

A total of 54 respondents answered this question with strong support for this
proposal across all sectors where 69% of respondents agreed, 22% did not know
and 9% disagreed. There was general agreement that the Bank of England CPlI is
the most appropriate measure to use. While some respondents suggested other
measures such as RPI should be considered, most respondents suggested that CPI
is a clear, objective, independently assured, and a widely publicly understood
measure that will provide clarity and consistency for stakeholders. Some
respondents referred to the England ‘Fee Regulations’ published in 2023 where a
similar approach is used, but referred to the 10% annual fee increase caps which are
not currently proposed in Wales. Some business sector representatives suggested
that fee caps should be replicated to avoid excessive fee increases.



Question 7: Do you agree that publishing fees three months in
advance of any fee increase coming into force is enough time for
notification and publication arrangements by LPASs?

A total of 51 respondents answered this question with strong support for this
proposal across all sectors where 78% of respondents agreed, 4% did not know and
18% disagreed. Most respondents agree that publishing fee increases three months
in advance is sufficient time for LPAs and applicants to adjust. There was general
consensus that fee increases coming into force on the 015t April each year will
provide clarity and consistency. Several respondents mentioned that the three-month
period allows LPAs to update their websites and communications, ensuring that
applicants are well-informed about upcoming changes.

However, a smaller number of respondents suggested that six months' notice would
be more beneficial, particularly for developers who plan projects well in advance and
require stable fee structures for budgeting. This longer period would also help avoid
a rush of applications aimed at beating the fee increase deadline. Some responses
sought clarity on the publication approach and timescales.

Government response to Questions 5to 7

We welcome the strong support for our proposals relating to annual fee updates
based on CPI, and the notification period of 3 months. These proposals will be taken
forward in our published policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer
(subject to Senedd agreement). This will ensure that fee levels retain their value and
will give LPAs greater financial sustainability. To provide clarity on timescales and
approach, fees will be adjusted as follows. Following the initial fee increase (which
will come into force in November, subject to Senedd agreement), we will:

e Increase fees annually using the Consumer Price Index from the previous
September on the 015t April each year starting in 2027. We do not consider it
appropriate to increase fees in April 2026 as this will be less than 12 months
from the initial increase and will impact negatively on applicants.

e For those fee categories on the FCR Pathway, they will rise by 10% each year
(or £100 whichever is the greater) plus inflation until the FCR target is
reached. In the event of deflation, the fee will rise by FCR only.

e For those fee categories not on the FCR pathway, fees will be increased by
inflation only. In the event of deflation, the fee will not be adjusted.

e LPAs will be notified at least three months before any fee increase is
published to allow sufficient time for notification and publication arrangements.

Question 8: Do you agree with our proposals to reduce the variable
fee thresholds for residential outline, full and change of change of
use planning applications?

A total of 49 respondents answered this question. There was considerable support
for reducing variable fee thresholds where 69% of respondents agreed with the
proposal, 6% disagreed and 24% did not know. Supporters of the proposal believe
that reducing fee thresholds for these categories will better reflect the costs and
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complexity of processing smaller applications and will ensure financial sustainability
for LPAs. They specifically emphasised the additional information required on
placemaking, viability and the increased complexity due to environmental and
sustainability requirements that often require specialist input. Some respondents
suggested aligning these new thresholds with those for major development to ensure
consistency.

For those that disagreed with the proposal, it was argued that the new thresholds
could disproportionately impact rural areas, where applications are typically smaller.
In addition, concerns were also raised about the effects on SMEs and Social
Housing Developers, suggesting that higher fees could threaten project viability.

Government response to Question 8

We welcome the broad support for the proposal which will be taken forward in our
published policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject to
Senedd agreement). We acknowledge the concerns raised regarding the impacts on
smaller developers but consider that our pathway approach strikes the right balance
between ensuring LPAs are properly resourced but mitigates the negative impacts
on applicants.

Question 9: Do you agree with our proposals to increase
householder application fees to meet cost recovery?

A total of 57 respondents answered this question. There was strong support for
increasing householder application fees to meet cost recovery. 75% of respondents
were in support, 12% disagreed, and 12% did not know.

Generally, those in support of the proposal were of the view that the proposed
pathway for householder applications was too long (3 years). It was noted that this is
the most common application type dealt with by LPAs, and a significant increase in
the first year would deliver a much needed and immediate benefit to LPA resources.
This would also assist in staff recruitment and retention and assist with recruiting
entry level planners. A frequently expressed view was that fees for householders
have been kept disproportionately low, and moving towards FCR would quickly
restore balance and cross subsidy between householder and larger developments. It
was considered that the FCR target fee of £585 fee is considered reasonable and
would not deter applicants, as it is small compared to the cost of general
householder works such as home extensions. Reference was also made to England
fee regulations where householder fees have recently doubled (now £528), and it
was suggested that Wales should consider a similar approach.

Some respondents suggested the phased approach is the best way forward, others
suggested the proposed fee is disproportionate or excessive and may increase the
need for enforcement by LPAs. The heat pump industry expressed concerns that
higher fees for home-attached pumps could deter applications. Suggestions included
lowering the fee or exempting heat pumps from increases to planning fees.

Government response to Question 9
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The Government welcomes the considerable support for increasing the householder
fee to full cost recovery. After considering the responses received, we will remove
the pathway for those householder applications relating to ‘the enlargement,
improvement or other alteration of existing dwelling houses’ and increase the fee to
target FCR (£585). The increase will provide LPAs with more income in the short
term which we would expect to result in improved performance in the determination
of these applications and contribute to investment in the capacity and resilience of
planning services. This will be taken forward in our published policy on fees and draft
regulations to be laid late summer (subject to Senedd agreement).

We recognise that an unintended consequence of an increased fee may be
increased unauthorised development. LPAs have responsibility for taking whatever
enforcement action may be necessary.

The Welsh Government published a consultation on Proposed Changes to Permitted
Development Rights (PDRs) in Wales on 8 April for 12 weeks. The consultation
seeks views on proposed changes to PDRs on several matters including air source
heat pumps (ASHPs). The proposed changes to PDRs which allows for the
installation of ASHPs on or within the curtilage of a dwelling house aims to promote
and support the adoption of ASHPs in homes and make it easier for householders to
install an ASHP.

Question 10: Do you agree with our proposals to introduce a lower
fee of £85 for those householder application types covered by Part
2 (Schedule 1) Paragraph 7a?

A total of 52 respondents answered this question. A range of views were expressed
on this proposal. 40% disagreed with the proposal, 37% agreed and 23% did not
know. Of those that disagreed, a frequently expressed view was that the proposed
fee of £85 is significantly lower than the current fee of £230. They argued that £85 is
insufficient to cover the costs associated with processing this type of application,
which often requires extensive work, including site visits, assessments, planning
considerations, enforcement, and handling complex neighbour disputes.

While some respondents expressed support for a lower fee in principle, there was
general consensus that £85 was too low for certain development types such as
larger outbuildings and considered that the smaller fee may be more appropriate for
fences and walls and gates. There was support for the lower fee in relation to heat
pumps and those in the industry suggested this lower fee should be extended to the
main householder category.

Question 11: Do you think householders will be encouraged to
build habitable garden rooms rather than build an extension to their
homes because of the lower fee?

A total of 49 respondents answered this question. A range of views were expressed

on this proposal. 35% disagreed with the proposal, 16% agreed and 49% did not
know. Frequently expressed views were:
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e Some respondents believe it is unlikely, noting that householders generally
maximise their properties by including both garden rooms and extensions in
the same application. The fee is seen as a minor cost relative to overall
development expenses.

e Others suggest the trend towards habitable outbuildings, especially in rural
areas with larger garden spaces, could increase due to the lower fee,
potentially leading to a proliferation of such applications.

e Some respondents expressed concerns that a lower fee might lead to lower
standards of living and increased unauthorized uses, such as holiday lets or
AirBnB units.

Government response to Question 10 and 11

We welcome the responses received and following consideration of the responses
received we agree that a lower fee as proposed does not reflect the complexity of
these application types or the resources required to process them. In addition, there
may be unintended consequences of setting a lower fee that requires careful
consideration.

We will not proceed with lowering the fee for this category. The updated fee,
accounting for inflation, will be £283. This will be taken forward in our published
policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject to Senedd
agreement). The comments received on suggested changes in respect of amending
householder fee categories will inform a future review of fees.

Question 12: Do you agree with our proposals to double the fee for
retrospective planning applications?

A total of 56 respondents answered this question and a wide range of views were
expressed. 52% agreed with the proposal, 23% disagreed and 25% did not know.
There was more support from LPAs compared to the other sectors where there was
disagreement or views were mixed. Frequently expressed views were:

e Supporters argued that doubling the fee would help cover the additional costs
incurred by LPAs in investigating and processing enforcement cases and
would act as a deterrent against unauthorised development. It was suggested
by some that an even higher fee rate might be more effective, some
suggested tripling the fee or implementing a sliding scale to reflect the
severity and complexity of unauthorised development.

e Concerns were raised about the punitive nature and implications of such a fee
increase both generally and on smaller scale projects (such as householder
development) and accidental breaches. Additionally, it was noted that the
proposal might result in fewer applications being submitted to regularise
development, affecting Enforcement resources and workload.

Government response to Question 12

We welcome the responses received and consider that overall, the views expressed
highlighted the need for further and careful consideration of the implications of
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doubling the fee for retrospective planning applications and determine whether this
would be an appropriate approach in relation to all application types. We consider
there is a need to balance the deterrent effect with the risk of discouraging
regularisation and ensuring fairness in the fee structure. We will not be taking
forward this proposal at this time and the comments received will be used to inform a
future review of fees.

Question 13: Do you consider that our proposed fees for reserved
matters applications is an appropriate reflection of the
resources/costs of processing these applications? If not, what fee
structure should be used instead?

A total of 49 respondents answered this question and a wide range of views were
expressed. 49% disagreed that reserved matters fees are reflective of the resources
and costs of processing applications, 24% agreed with the proposal, and 27% did
not know. Frequently expressed views were:

e Most LPAs considered that the fees for reserved matters do not adequately
reflect the resources and costs of processing them. It was considered that the
actual time/resource taken to consider an outline and then a separate
reserved matters application(s) is more than that taken to determine a full
application, potentially involving multiple consultations and/or planning
committees.

e It was noted that reserved matters are more prevalent on larger and more
complex development sites, especially those that are developed in phases
over many years. Reserved matters applications are a very low percentage in
some areas such as rural and national park authorities.

e Additionally, it is recommended that the fee ceiling should be removed to
enable full cost recovery, as larger developments often incur significant
administrative and consultation costs. It was expressed that the proposed
single flat fee of £592 does not reflect the range and complexity of reserved
matters applications received. Some suggestions included fees based on a
percentage of the full application fee (e.g. 20%) or a flat fee of £1000 rather
than £592.

e Business sectors generally support the current fee structure and reserved
matters proposals. They believe reserved matters should continue be treated
as an application for full planning permission until the fee ceiling is reached,
following this the flat fee is supported. Comments indicated that reserved
matters are essentially a discharge of conditions related to specific details, as
broader planning considerations were part of the outline application. It was
also noted that allocated sites in LDPs have already addressed many
planning considerations through specific policies within the plan, often
supported by masterplan concept frameworks.

e It was also considered that the maximum fee levels are sufficient, and the
pathway for the flat fee should be longer, over 3-5 years.

Government response to Question 13
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The responses suggest a wide range of views and mixed opinions in respect to fees
for reserved matters. A range of application fees have been considered as part of the
ARUP study, including what is determined to be FCR for the ‘flat rate fee’ in respect
of reserved matters. On balance and following careful consideration of the
responses received, we intend to maintain our approach which will be taken forward
in our published policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject
to Senedd agreement). The comments received in relation to alternative fee
structures will be used to inform a future review of fees.

Question 14: Do you consider that our proposed fee for Renewal
Applications in Annex A is arobust reflection of the costs of
processing these applications?

A total of 52 respondents answered this question and a wide range of views were
expressed. 42% disagreed that renewal fees are reflective of the resources and
costs of processing applications, 23% agreed with the proposal, and 35% did not
know.

Question 15: Would it be more appropriate for a renewal application
to have the same fee as the original application for planning
permission being renewed (either the full or outline permission
fee)?

A total of 52 respondents answered this question and a wide range of views were
expressed. 52% were of the view that renewal applications should have the same
fee as the original application, 29% disagreed with the proposal, and 19% did not
know. Frequently expressed views for questions 14 and 15 were as follows:

e There was consensus within LPAs that fees for S73 applications are not
sufficient to meet FCR as S73 covers various development types such as time
limits and variation of conditions which can take significant amounts of time in
terms or resources, cost and complexity. It was described as a ‘massive fee
loophole’ that allows substantially different schemes to progress for a nominal
fee.

e It was suggested that S73 is too broad and should be split into a ‘simplified
fee structure’ to take account of the major differences in applications.
Reference was made to recent changes to fees in England which splits S73
into householder, minor, and major development categories and the ability to
apply for renewal application under S73 has been removed.

e Concerns were raised about the implications of recent case law — (the
Armstrong Case) which has made it clear that the S73 route can be used to
approve fundamental changes to schemes providing they do not go against
the operative description.

e Extension of time applications often necessitate a thorough re-evaluation of
the initial planning proposal. The planning authority is required to consider any
changes in national or local policies or other material circumstances that may
impact the original decision. This process can demand significant resources,
including substantial time and expertise. Unlike simple requests for variation
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or removal of a condition, a renewal application is more extensive and may
require detailed analysis of new information.

e Those who supported the current fee structure noted that reviewing an
application for an extension of time primarily involves checking whether any
relevant policies have significantly changed. Consequently, they argued that
the work required to assess the application is limited, making the proposed
fee appropriate. It was suggested by several respondents that charging the
same fee for renewal applications as the original application would be both
excessive and unreasonable.

e It was mentioned that renewal applications might be necessary for sites
stalled due to viability and deliverability concerns. An increase in fees should
avoid creating additional barriers to the delivery of development.

e For those that suggested an alternative fee would be more appropriate,
several respondents were of the view it should be the same as the original
application being renewed, others suggested the fee should be at least 25%
of the original application fee, others suggested 50% would be more
appropriate.

Government response to Question 14 and Question 15

We welcome the responses received which suggest a wide range of views and
mixed opinions in respect to fees for renewal applications. A range of application
fees have been considered as part of the ARUP study, including what is determined
to be FCR for most S73 applications. This will significantly improve the resourcing
situation within LPAs for these application types. However, it is clear from the
responses received that the fee structure for S73 applications could be improved. To
ensure the fee increase is not delayed, the responses received will be used to
develop proposals for amendments to S73 which will form part of a future review of
fees. In the interim, our consultation proposals will be taken forward in our published
policy on fees and draft regulations to be laid late summer (subject to Senedd
agreement).

Question 16: Do you consider that a fee should be charged for
applications relating to Listed Building Consent (LBC) or
Conservation Area Consent (CAC)?

A total of 53 respondents answered this question. A range of views were expressed
on this proposal. 60% agreed with the proposal, 19% disagreed and 21% did not
know. Frequently expressed views were:

e Support for introducing a fee for LBCs/CACs as they are wholly subsidised by
LPAs, ranging from fees set at FCR to a nominal fee. Those in favour argue
that LBC and CAC applications involve significant staffing resources and
administrative costs, including specialist assessments and publicity, which are
currently unfunded under the existing fee structure.

e |t was also noted that charging for LBC’s/CAC’s could potentially
disproportionately benefit those LPAs with a greater number of LBC/CAC
applications.
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e Charging fees could improve the quality of applications and encourage the
use of pre-application advice services, leading to a more efficient process
overall.

e Fees could help drive a more consistent approach across different planning
authorities by allowing them to invest in skills, training, and resources.

e Introducing fees may impose undue financial burdens on property owners,
particularly those who cannot opt out of listed building status and already face
high maintenance costs.

e Those against, highlighted caution that introducing fees could discourage
individuals from undertaking necessary work to preserve historic and heritage
structures, leading to potential illegal works without proper consent.

e Many believe that listed buildings contribute to the national culture and
heritage, and thus, maintaining a no-fee policy serves the greater good by
ensuring these assets are preserved.

e |t was suggested that fees should be proportional to the size and complexity
of the scheme, with consideration for reducing or removing pre-application
fees.

e A few respondents recommended further research is required to determine
the true cost of LBC and CAC applications and the potential impact of
introducing fees.

Government response to Question 16

The feedback indicates a consensus on the need for a balanced approach to fees for
LBCs and CACs. While there is recognition of the financial and resource challenges
faced by LPAs, the importance of facilitating the preservation of heritage structures
without imposing prohibitive costs is equally emphasised. We are grateful to all
respondents who provided evidence of costs and information on staffing resources,
volume of applications, and financial data. CADW can set fees for LBCs and CACs
under the Historic Environment (Wales) Act 2023. Responses to the consultation will
be forwarded to CADW to decide on whether to introduce fees for these applications
in the future.

Question 17: Do you consider that a fee should be charged for
applications relating to Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs)?

A total of 51 respondents answered this question. A range of views were expressed
for this question, 55% agreed that fees should be introduced for TPOs, 20%
disagreed and 25% did not know. Frequently expressed views were:

e TPO applications can draw substantial resources and require specialist input
not covered by the current fee structure. Applications for works to trees
protected by a TPO may involve considerable administrative costs and
expertise, particularly in evaluating the impact of tree works on the local
environment and conservation efforts. A fee for TPO applications could be
appropriate if it helps to cover the expenses related to expert assessments,
consultations, site visits, and publicity. Fees could also help support existing
Tree Officers or be used to recruit new ones.
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e Proposed fees for those in support varied from a minimal administrative fee of
£25-£85, extending up to £200 to reflect processing costs. Some respondents
recommended further investigation to establish FCR for these applications
prior to implementing any fees is essential.

e Several stakeholders argue against the imposition of fees, asserting that TPO
designations serve the public interest, and any fees could act as a deterrent to
proper application and adherence to conservation efforts. For instance,
imposing fees might lead landowners to undertake unauthorised works
without the necessary consent or advice, potentially resulting in the loss of
important TPOs or the execution of insensitive works on protected trees.
Some also believe that TPOs, like Listed Buildings, should remain a free
service to ensure broader public benefits are maintained without additional
financial burdens on stakeholders. The potential risk to nature and landscape
character could outweigh the benefits.

e Should a fee be introduced for TPO applications, a more conservative, small
flat fee is likely to be more appropriate to minimise the risk to nature and
landscape. There was concern that excessive fees might deter applications,
potentially leading to increased planning enforcement.

Government response to Question 17

The feedback indicates a consensus on the need for a balanced approach to fees for
TPOs. While there is recognition of the financial and resource challenges faced by
planning authorities, the importance of facilitating the preservation of trees without
imposing prohibitive costs is equally emphasised. We are grateful to all respondents
who provided evidence of costs and information on staffing resources, volume of
applications, and financial data.

After careful evaluation of the responses received, we are not proposing to introduce
fees for TPOs at this time. Further work is required in this area. The responses and
information received will be used to inform future proposals for TPO charging, which
will be considered in a subsequent review of fees.

Question 18: Are there any application types for which fees are not
currently charged but which should require a fee?

A total of 42 respondents answered this question, of which 38% of respondents
made suggestion. Frequently expressed views were as follows:

e The “free go” should be removed. It discourages applicants/agents from
engaging in the pre-application process as they can test poor submissions
through the formal planning application process with the confidence that a
resubmission following refusal would not attract a fee. This practice
undermines the principle of submitting well-prepared applications with robust
information upfront. Therefore, resubmissions should be subject to the full fee.
It was suggested by some respondents that the minimum fee should be least
50% of the full fee.

e Periodic reviews of mineral planning permissions should incur fees due to the
significant resources required. The consideration and determination of a
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periodic review of a mineral permission is a huge drain on the LPA resources.
Many are required to be accompanied by an Environmental Statement and
the resultant decision is a new development consent which the LPA needs to
produce with no fee.

e Applications affected by the removal of permitted development rights through
planning conditions or Article 4 Directions.

e Applications for hedgerow removal.

e Fee exemptions for disabled developments should remain, but the discount
for Town/Community Councils should be removed.

e Requests for screening/scoping opinions.

e Variation of s106 agreements often involve significant administrative and
specialist input. A modest fee (equivalate to a householder application) would
help recover such costs.

Government response to Question 18

We welcome all the responses and suggestions made which will be used to inform a
future review of fees.

Question 19: Do you consider that the additional income arising
from proposed fee increases should be ringfenced for spending
within LPA planning departments?

A total of 56 respondents answered this question. There was considerable support
where 84% of respondents agreed in principle that planning application fees should
be ringfenced, 5% disagreed and 11% did not know.

Question 20: What are the current challenges/barriers to the
ringfencing of planning fees in planning departments?

A total of 38 respondents answered this question providing views and suggestions in
relation to the barriers to ringfencing planning fees.

Question 21: Do you consider that to support LPAs in ringfencing
planning fees, Welsh Government should only implement fee
increases where there has been a written commitment from an LPA
to do so?

A total of 53 respondents answered this question and a range of views was received.
49% of respondents agreed that WG should only implement fee increases where
there has been written commitment to do so, 36% of respondents disagreed and
15% didn’t know.
Commonly expressed views as part of questions 19 to 21 are as follows:

¢ Ringfencing is essential for enabling the recovery of planning services from

the current baseline, and to ensure their ongoing resilience. Fee increases
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should be ringfenced to ensure funds directly support improvements in
performance and accountability, resourcing, staffing, and service delivery.
LPAs must be required legislatively to ringfence application fees for the
improvement of that service and to face sanctions if this does not happen.
Planning fee income should be transparently reported, compared to previous
averages, and detailed explanations should be provided on how it has been
reinvested.

LPAs have different structures and measure the costs of development
management services differently. Implementing ringfencing would be complex
due to various interlinked and financial factors. It is noted that some LPAs are
already ringfencing their fees either whole or in part. It was noted that even
with the planned fee increases, not all LPAs will be achieving FCR and will
still require subsidy from wider LPA budgets. On this basis flexibility is
essential.

Ringfencing may pose challenges due to fluctuating application volumes and
financial reporting complexities. There is a risk that LPAs will be expected to
be fully self-sufficient in terms of funding and the amount of fee income per
year can fluctuate substantially. Each LPA would also need to agree to this
change in their standing orders/constitution through the S.151 Officer and it is
unlikely to be supported as extra planning fee income is sometimes used to
bolster other services.

The Welsh Government should support LPAs in ‘rolling over fees’ as work on
applications often span financial years. While some LPAs practice this, not all
finance teams facilitate such discussions. This approach is beneficial during
profitable years but delays in recruitment pending an upturn can harm the
service.

There is a risk that ringfencing planning fee income could result in LPAs
reducing the planning function’s future budget, meaning that after the fee
increases there is in fact very little extra money available to improve the
service.

If ringfencing is to be mandated, then Welsh Government must publish clear
guidelines on this matter including defining what ‘the DM service is’.

Welsh Government should trust LPAS to ringfence fees. A two-tier fee
structure where only those LPAs who formally commit to ringfencing receive
fee increases, could lead to confusion and regional inequalities/economic
disadvantage. Fee increases should be uniformly applied across Wales.

The key role of the Head of Planning should be to provide advice to the LPAs
on the spatial and place-based implications of decisions and investments in
the short, medium, and longer term. Strong Heads of Planning can assist in
championing ring fencing of fees.

Government response to Questions 19 to 21

It is clear from the responses that while there is broad support for the principle of
ringfencing planning fees, it is recognised that there are challenges, in practice, of
implementing this approach and these issues came across strongly in the
consultation responses.
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We expect LPAs to reinvest planning fees back into their planning services and have
been clear that fee increases and any measures to create resource within LPAs
must be matched by a demonstrable increase in performance. However, we
acknowledge that it will take time for the impact of fee increases to translate into
improved resources and performance from the current baseline.

Following the careful consideration of the response received, we will not legislate to
ringfence planning fees at this time. We will continue to monitor the situation closely
and will consider the risk and benefits of all available options in relation to the
ringfencing of application fees.

To evaluate the impact of current and future proposals aimed at improving the
effectiveness, resilience, and capacity of planning services, and to ensure that
performance is effectively monitored, the Performance Framework has been re-
introduced from 01t April 2025. We will change the performance framework to
ensure that LPAs report on planning application fees within APRs submitted in 2027.
(See our response to the specific questions relating to performance monitoring). If
data provided by the framework indicates that planning fees are not being used to
improve the planning service, we will consider introducing legislation to ring fence
fees.

Question 22: Do you agree that appellants should pay a fee to
submit an appeal?

A total of 54 respondents answered this question. There was broad support for the
principle of appeals charging where 61% of respondents agreed, 19% disagreed and
20% did not know. Respondents from various sectors have expressed different
opinions regarding the introduction of appeal fees. Generally, LPAs were broadly
supportive, however many in the business sectors such as housing developers,
housing associations, and the energy developers and minerals industries expressed
reservations. The most commonly expressed views were as follows:

e Respondents noted the strain on PEDW and suggested that income from
appeals, if reinvested, could improve resources, discourage baseless appeals
and reduce the burden on the taxpayer.

e Respondents believe that charging a fee to appeal undermines access to
natural justice. They highlight issues with fairness, especially for appeals
against non-determination (where the appellant has not received the service
they paid for) or appeals against refusal decisions made contrary to officer
recommendation (often politically motivated) at planning committee. Many
respondents suggested these categories should be exempt from appeals
fees.

Concerns were raised regarding the impact on smaller developers, individuals
and communities. It was argued that high fees might deter public participation,
limiting challenges to those with financial resources and undermining
democratic involvement. Balancing administrative costs with access to justice
is a crucial consideration.

e There should be ‘refund’ clauses if appeals are not processed in a timely
manner. If appeals charges are introduced, then there must checks and
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balances to ensure that the performance of PEDW is adequate and appeals
are determined on time without delay. It was noted that a paid service must
demonstrate a significant improvement of service to that currently.

e Some responses suggested refunding fees for successful appeals or where
the LPA failed to determine an application on time.

e |If appeal fees are introduced its impact on the appeal costs regime and the
standards for unreasonable behaviour related to the application fee should be
reviewed. (Responses in relation to the cost system are covered under
guestion 23)

e LPAs incur costs for appeals, including specialist advice, legal representation,
and attendance at Hearings or Inquiries. They must respond to PEDW
gueries, suggest conditions, and address information from appellants, often
requiring input from planning ecologists. Some respondents suggested
reimbursing LPAs for appeal-related expenses like venue hire, translation,
and audio equipment. An additional fee for in-person appeal hearings or
inquiries could be implemented to cover these costs.

e There were concerns regarding the impact on energy developments which
can be contentious and often end up at appeal. Reference was also made to
recent changes where <60MW projects will be determined by LPAs following
implementation of the Infrastructure (Wales) Act 2024. There were concerns
that if planning and appeals fees collectively are much higher in Wales than
Scotland and England then this may deter energy development in Wales.

e Consideration needs to be given to the combined impact of doubling the fee
for retrospective applications and introducing a fee to appeal a decision on a
retrospective application.

Question 23: Do you agree that the ‘costs’ system provides a
suitable mechanism to recover costs, which may include the appeal
fee, following unreasonable behaviour by any party?

A total of 52 respondents answered this question. There was broad support for the
principle of the costs system where 54% of respondents agreed, 17% disagreed and
29% did not know. Frequently expressed views were as follows:

e Many respondents agreed that on balance there should be a penalty for
unreasonable behaviour and the costs system was the most appropriate
mechanism for this. It was suggested that the costs system ensures that
parties behave reasonably and do not engage in unnecessary delays or
obstructions, such as pursuing appeals without merit or causing unnecessary
procedural issues. By making parties accountable for their behaviour, it
encourages more responsible and well-reasoned decisions and actions during
the planning and appeals process. The system allows for the recovery of
costs, including the appeal fee, if the behaviour of any party is deemed
unreasonable. This can provide compensation for the party that has been
subjected to unreasonable actions or delays. Determining what constitutes
"unreasonable behaviour" can be subjective, however, on balance the costs
system can provide a suitable mechanism to recover costs.

e Those who disagree argue that the threshold for costs related to
‘'unreasonable behaviour' is excessively high for both appellants and LPAs,
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resulting in infrequent use of this option. It was suggested that generally only
those cases centred on procedural compliance, rather than 'planning balance,
are deemed worthwhile. Some suggested that there is also a reluctance by
some LPAs to make a costs application because of how that may appear to
the public and due to the additional time required to make the application. The
costs procedures should not be used to compensate for appeal costs in cases
where a refusal was a justifiable decision.

e Some respondents suggested the cost system was overly complex and often
avoided by developers due to the impact on relationships with LPAs.

e There was some support for amending the definition of ‘unreasonable
behaviour’ and ‘lowering the bar’. Some respondents suggested that the costs
system fails to disincentivise unjustified refusals and requires overhaul.

e Some LPAs were concerned about losing a costs award due to ‘unreasonable
behaviour,” which would result in them paying the appeal fee through costs
claim. They suggested that planning appeal fees should not be recoverable
through the costs regime unless the fee is significantly lowered or only
partially applied. Some respondents had the opposite view and stated that
having the ability to recover the appeal fee could have the advantageous
effect of LPAs thinking carefully about refusals or delaying approvals where
such fee costs could be recharged

Question 24: Do you agree that a percentage of the planning
application fee is the best way to set fees for planning appeals?

A total of 51 respondents answered this question. There was general support for the
percentage approach to appeals charging where 63% of respondents agreed, 18%
disagreed and 20% did not know. Frequently expressed views were as follows:

e The “percentage approach” is seen as proportionate, sensible, fair and
reasonable and would align with the annual inflationary uplift in fees. It is
considered transparent and clearly shows how the appeal fee would be
calculated.

e Others disagreed and suggested that this approach is too simplistic. It was
argued that appeal fees should be related to the procedure followed to reflect
the cost differences between written reps, hearings and inquiries.

e Some respondents suggested that the complexity of an appeal doesn't always
match the original fee. Simple appeals can have high fees due to the
application size, creating a cost versus effort mismatch.

e Alternative suggestions include fixed fees, scaling based on appeal type or
complexity, or a tiered system

e Additionally, it was suggested by some respondents that in-person appeals
should incur an extra fee to cover costs like venue hire, translation, and PA
systems borne by LPAs.

Question 25: Do you agree that 50% of the original planning
application fee is fair and proportionate charge for planning
appeals?
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A total of 52 respondents answered this question. There was general support for
50% of the original application fee as the basis for appeals charging. 52% of
respondents agreed, 23% disagreed and 25% did not know. A range of views were
submitted and those frequently expressed are summarised as follows:

A fixed percentage fee offers a predictable cost structure for applicants, but a
50% charge can be too high for smaller developments. Small businesses or
individual homeowners may find this fee unaffordable, discouraging legitimate
appeals. The appeal process's complexity may not match the original
application, making the 50% fee disproportionate in some cases. While
reasonable for larger projects with higher fees, it could heavily burden smaller
ones, reducing appeal system accessibility.

Many respondents agreed that a figure between 25% and 50% is appropriate,
emphasizing that the fees should not exceed full cost recovery and should
only cover a portion of the costs. Some suggested that a tiered fee structure
might be more appropriate to ensure fairness, especially for smaller
developers.

Some suggested that 50% of the appeal fee would generate very little for
PEDW budgets and that the anticipated appeal fees received (300k per
annum) was very unlikely in practice to have a demonstrable impact on
resources or performance. The benefits of appeals charging were therefore
‘questionable’ when considered against the many disadvantages relating to
natural justice.

Some stakeholders suggested implementing a cap on the maximum appeal
cost to prevent disproportionate fees.

Some respondents suggested that further work is required akin the ARUP
study to fully determine the most appropriate fee levels in Wales rather than
an ‘arbitrary percentage’.

Some respondents felt that fees should reflect the effort required for different
types of appeals, considering the complexity and cost of the original
application.

Consideration should be given to the relationship between appeals charging
and the proposal to double the fees for retrospective applications.

Question 26: Do you agree with the proposed exceptions to a
Planning Appeal fee? Are there any other appeal types that could
be included as exceptions?

A total of 49 respondents answered this question. There was general support for the
proposed exceptions, where 55% of respondents agreed, 18% disagreed and 27%
did not know. A range of views were submitted and those frequently expressed were
as follows:

The exception to an appeal fee against Enforcement Notices (aside from
ground a) is generally supported.

General support (not unanimous) for the proposed exemptions.

Those that disagreed suggested that exceptions should also apply in cases
where elected members refuse permission contrary to planning officers'
recommendations and for non-determination appeals. This should also
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include exemptions for decisions made on development plan allocated sites
contrary to officer recommendation.
e Exemptions were also suggested in relation to nature conservation projects
e There should be no fees for ‘called in’ applications.

Question 27: Do you have any other comments in relation to
Planning Appeal Fees?

Only 16 respondents answered this question and many of the views expressed have
already been covered under the previous questions relating to appeals. On this
basis, they have not been duplicated here. Other comments relating to appeals are
as follows:

e Appeals should be dealt with in date order of submission and not in
accordance with any other priority system.

e If afee is charged, there should be a timescale set for registration and
determination. There should also be a mechanism for refund, or extension of
time as required for LPAs.

e Appeal fees should be exempt from the ‘costs system’.

Government response to Questions 22 to 27

We value the feedback received and a range of views have been submitted. We
acknowledge that while there is general support for our proposals in broad terms, the
responses received have highlighted the need to carefully consider the complexities
and implications before introducing appeals charging in Wales. It is essential that we
balance the key principle of providing access to justice with resourcing our appeals
service. ltis clear from the responses that there are numerous interconnected
objectives and complexities that require further evaluation and careful consideration.
On this basis we will give further consideration to the proposal to introduce an appeal
fee, including which exemptions should be included. To ensure the fee increases
referred to earlier in the document are not delayed, we will not be taking forward our
proposals at this time. The responses received will be used to develop further
proposals for appeals charging which will form part of a future review of fees.

Question 28: Do you agree that fee categories should be simplified
in the future?

There was strong support across all groups for the principle of simplification of fee

categories in the future. 53 respondents answered this question, 74% agreed, 5%
disagreed and 21% did not know.

Question 29: What are your views on the options proposed?
31 respondents answered this questions and provided views on the options

proposed for simplification. Commonly expressed views for questions 28 and 29 are
as follows.
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Generally, those in support of fee simplification suggested that the current changes
should ‘bed in’ before considering future reform. It was considered that a more
streamlined system could improve accessibility, ensuring that applicants understand
fees more clearly, leading to fewer errors or misunderstandings. By reducing
complexity, LPAs can allocate resources more effectively, speeding up decision-
making processes and enhancing overall efficiency

There was concern from some respondents that the current fee structure is well
understood and has worked well for many years and on this basis, it was
emphasised that simplification should not lead to oversimplification, which could
result in difficulties in accurately categorising fees.

No firm views were expressed on how fee categories should be simplified. There
was a slight preference for Option 1 as it includes a broader range of application
types, however Option 2 was seen as potentially easier to understand, but there was
concern that this could represent oversimplification.

There was a consensus from all groups that any future reform of fee categories
should involve the establishment of a multi stakeholder working group. This group
would be responsible for reviewing and refining fee categories based on robust data
and considering potential impacts across all fee categories.

Government response to Questions 28 to 29

We welcome the responses received which will be used to inform a future review of
fees.

Question 30: What is the current ‘gap’ in monetary/percentage
terms between revenue received from current fee levels to the
costs of running the development management service in your LPA
area?

Most LPAs answered this question and of those, 14 submitted costs data. Many
respondents highlighted the difficultly in both defining and quantifying the ‘fee gap’
on a consistent and accurate basis. This was noted as extremely challenging due to
the varying definitions of development management services, yearly changes in
application volumes, changes to staff costs, the impact of vacancies and what other
‘services and specialisms’ are included in the processing of applications. It was
clear from the responses that this differs across Wales.

The responses show that there are significant gaps in LPAs between the revenue
received from current planning application fee levels and the costs of running
development management services. Generally, there are more pronounced
differences in the fee gap between large urban, and smaller rural LPAs who do not
receive larger applications to subsidise the service. While the data is not directly
comparable for the reasons stated, the data received is summarised in the below
table. It is reasonable to draw the conclusion that most LPAs do not currently receive
sufficient finances from planning fees to fund Development Management Services
and in most cases the funding gap is significant.
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LPA Planning application fees received as a
proportion of the Development
Management Service

1. Urban £520,000 deficit

2. Urban 58% (2023/24), 50% (2024/25 forecast)
3. Urban 62%

4. Urban 60% (30% if ‘other services’ are included)
5. Urban 50%

6. Urban 50%

7. Rural 20-25%

8. Urban 25% (2023/24). 41% (2024/25 forecast)
9. Urban 40%

10.Rural 38%

11.Urban 30%

12.Rural 25%

13.Rural 23%

14.Rural 17%

Government response to Question 30

We value the feedback received and are grateful for those that submitted financial
data and costs. The resource situation in LPAs is critical. Our proposals for FCR and
regular annual fee updates aim to place LPAs on a more sustainable financial footing
moving forward which will help start the process of recovery from the current
baseline. Moving householder applications to FCR from ‘Day 1’ will positively impact
LPA resources, including rural areas, and will address the fee gap more quickly. The
responses received will inform the Regulatory Impact Assessment of the Fee
Regulations when published.

Question 31: What impact, positive or negative, will our proposals
have on the income received in monetary and percentage terms,
and the relationship to the costs of running a development
management service both now and in the next 3-5 years until FCR
is achieved?

Most LPAs answered this question and provided comments. A common response
was that it was difficult to fully cost and quantify the impacts of fee increases, and
that it would take time to improve from the current baseline. However, LPAs
responded positively, stating that increased fees would improve development
management services by ensuring financial sustainability, enabling better staff
retention and recruitment, ultimately enhancing performance. Of those that submitted
cost data, significant additional income was noted, for example, one urban LPA
projected an estimated £900K increase in three years, moving closer full cost
recovery (around 80%). Another LPA predicts an extra £200K per annum now, rising
to £320K in 3-4 years’ time, this would result in 54% of the development
management service being funded from fees. Other LPAs submitted data on how the
income will impact on ability to increase the number of posts. It was clear from the
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responses that fee increases will not completely close the fee gap in all LPAs.
Others suggested that ring fencing is fundamental to ensure money is reinvested.

It was commonly expressed that householder applications should be set at FCR from
Day 1 as this would have them most positive impact for all LPAs, especially those
that are smaller and more rural. Others suggested the pathway could be shortened
for all fee categories which would have positive impacts on LPA budgets in the short
term.

Government response to Question 31

We value the feedback received and are grateful to those that submitted financial
data and costs. Our proposals for FCR and regular annual fee updates aim to place
LPAs on a more sustainable financial footing moving forward. This will help the
process of recovery from the current baseline. Moving householder applications to
FCR from ‘Day 1’ will positively impact LPA resources, including rural areas, and will
address the fee gap more quickly. The responses received will inform the Regulatory
Impact Assessment of the Fee Regulations when published.

Question 32: In relation to householder applications, what are the
current costs associated with a “typical” householder application
vs fee income (including officer time, admin time (registration,
validation, comms), statutory notices etc)?

Of the 19 LPAs that answered the question, the majority were content that the
proposed householder fees set out in the ARUP Report provides a robust reflection
of the costs associated with processing householder applications. All who
responded consider that the current fee level of £230 was too low and nowhere near
FCR.

Government response to Question 32

We value the feedback received and the responses will inform the Regulatory Impact
Assessment of the Fee Regulations when published.

Question 33: For applicants using planning services, do you
consider that our proposals will improve service delivery?

45 respondents answered this question, providing a range of views. There was
general agreement among all groups that the proposals will have a positive impact
on service delivery: 53% agreed, 9% disagreed, and 38% did not know.

Question 34: For applicants using planning services, what are your
general views on the impacts, either positive or negative, of our
proposals?

30 respondents answered this question. Many of the comments submitted are
already covered under the specific proposals they relate to and have not been
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duplicated here. The most frequently expressed views as part of question 33 and 34
can be summarised as follows:

e Generally, there was support across all groups for the move to FCR, which
will place LPAs on a more resilient and sustainable financial footing, enabling
LPAs to recruit and retain staff. This should lead to speedier decision making,
benefiting all users of the system and communities.

e Applicants generally welcome the proposals for fee increases, provided that
genuine improvements are realised. Generally, applicants expect that in
return for fee increases, there must be demonstrable improvements to
performance over time and that planning fees must be ringfenced and
reinvested back into planning services. It was acknowledged that it will take
time for services to recover from their current baseline.

e Planning application fees make up a small portion of total development costs
for both house extensions and major developments. Despite the fee
increases, they remain lower than fees for other professions like building
control, surveyors, and estate agents. It was considered that the increases will
have minimal impact on applicants.

Government response to Question 33 and 34

We value the feedback received and the responses received will inform the
Regulatory Impact Assessment of the Fee Regulations when published.

PART 2: The Performance, Resilience and Capacity of Local
Planning Authorities

Question 35: Do you agree with that the Planning Performance
Framework should be re-introduced?

A total of 52 respondents answered this question. There was strong support for the
re-introduction of the Planning Performance Framework across all groups where
83% of respondents agreed, 2% disagreed and 15% did not know. A range of views
were submitted and those frequently expressed were as follows:

e |t will take time for any benefits from additional fee income to show in
performance from the current baseline and it is important that expectations
are managed.

e The data collected as part of the Performance Framework is appreciated and
that reviewing and reflecting upon the data is essential to planning services to
help them improve and to consider performance/best practice amongst LPAs.

e Performance is not fully in control of the LPA as delays can be caused by
Statutory Consultees, or the application process itself such as assessing
viability; therefore, this should be monitored.

e Other issues within LPAs such as skill shortages, low morale and staff
shortages that impact performance was also raised as matters that should be
monitored.

e Some respondents were critical that the Performance Framework was paused
in 2020 and that a lack of up-to-date data is a significant weakness. Concern
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was also raised about data not being available until October 2026 with some
suggesting it should be brought forward to October 2025 to have baseline
data from 2024/25 to monitor fee increases.

There were criticisms that there are currently no formal procedures in place if
it is identified that the LPA is not meeting targets. Poor performance should
trigger an Improvement Plan.

Concerns were raised that the reintroduction of Performance Framework
could lead to ‘quick decision making’ which may lead to poor decisions and
lead to unnecessary refusals. Speed does not mean quality.

Question 36: Do you think that future planning application fee
increases should be specifically linked to performance?

53 respondents answered this question, 57% disagreed, 36% agreed, and 8% were
unsure about linking application fee increases to performance. LPAs generally
disagreed, while the business community supported the link. Various views were
submitted and are summarised as follows:

Fees alone will not improve performance

Fee increases will eventually improve performance, though not immediately
due to the time required for LPAs to recover from the current baseline and
responding to the wider planning complexities such as policy updates and
legislative change. Recruitment, training staff, implementing service
enhancements, and increasing resources will also take time because of
internal procedures.

Some respondents agreed with there being consequences for poor
performance but considered this should not be in the form of a financial
penalty. There should be a focus on positive action/intervention in relation to
resourcing, capacity, morale and training to improve performance.

There were concerns that reducing fees due to unsatisfactory performance
might lead to ongoing underperformance. Additionally, linking fees to
performance could exacerbate existing challenges faced by LPAs in
recruitment, salaries, and staff retention, as it was noted that private sector
salaries are more appealing.

Analysis is required to determine if there is a correlation between performance
and fee income.

Penalties and incentives

Underperforming LPAs should be penalised financially through fee
restrictions. LPAs should be incentivised to determine applications within
statutory timescales, as a developer’s ability to deliver is linked to LPA’s
determination speed.

The Welsh Government should offer a centralised service where applicants
can submit applications instead of to the failing LPA.

Additional fees could be justified for an efficient and speedier service. If there
are no improvements as a result of fee increases, further increases would not
be supported by applicants.
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Applicants already have the option to gain a refund if the application is past
the statutory determination date without an extension of time, serving as a
penalty to performance.

Poor performance should trigger an Improvement Plan.

Question 37: Do you have any comments on the proposed content
of APRs?

40 respondents answered this question providing a range of views which are
summarised as follows:

Some respondents expressed satisfaction with the current indicators and
noted that reaching a consensus on new ones could be time-consuming. The
current format of APRs was deemed broadly acceptable, is widely understood
and contains relevant information. Any efforts to change or add indicators
should be carefully considered and agreed by relevant parties.

Changes to APRs should not result in duplication with other processes.
There was some support for assessing performance separately for major
applications and non-major/smaller applications. It was considered that
assessing performance across a wider range of application types would
reflect the different complexities and issues. Comments were also expressed
regarding statutory determination periods which do not currently reflect the
complexity of some applications. 8 weeks may not be sufficient for complex
applications.

Indicators relating to ‘satisfaction with the service’ should be introduced.
Concerns that focussing on speed of decision making, rather than outcomes
could lead to target driven refusals.

Indicator 08 could be skewed by a few applications taking longer.

Indicator 06 should focus on the LDP housing trajectory and affordable
housing instead of 5-year land supply.

Indicator 07 should be split into subsections for large-scale applications and
Section 106 agreements.

Indicator 16 needs reconsideration due to officers working from home.

A range of other suggestions were provided.

Additional suggestions have been summarised under the relevant questions relating
to the content.

Question 38: What are the key indicators which you think the
performance of authorities should be measured against?

46 respondents answered this question providing a range of views summarised as
follows:

Many respondents were broadly content with the current indicators.
Concerns were raised that the indicators only focus on speed, not the quality
of development, the quality of the service provided or added value.
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Around 40 suggestions were made for indictors linked to LDPs, applications
and service efficiency, appeals, enforcement and administrative/validation
matters. Many of the suggestions are included within the current APR format.

Question 39: What are your views on the current performance
bands - Improve (red), Fair (yellow) and Good (green)? Do you think
they should be changed?

43 respondents answered this question. 56% of respondents believed that the
current bands are suitable and should remain unchanged, 19% thought that changes
should be made, and 26% were unsure. The commonly expressed views are as
follows:

The current content performance bands are simple, effective and easily
understood.

It is recommended that bands should be reviewed annually to ensure
relevance.

Bands should be used in a supportive way and to highlight where resources
are needed, not just to put pressure on or penalise staff.

Trend indicators were suggested to show improvement or decline over time.
There must be a mechanism to explain why an LPA is in the ‘red zone’.

There should be a rewards scheme for high performing ‘green band’ LPAs.
An additional ‘excellent’ band should be included.

It was questioned as to whether 60% of applications being decided within time
periods could be classed as “good”. Similarly, it was raised that the word “fair”
is open to interpretation.

The Head of Planning for each LPA should have an annual review interview to
consider performance.

Question 40: Are there any quantitative metrics not included which
should be?

42 respondents answered this question. Views were mixed on whether new
guantitative metrics should be included, 29% agreed, 29% disagreed 42% did not
know. Frequently expressed views are as follows:

Several respondents considered that further metrics were not required and
were content with the current measures.

The metrics should be considered in a further review.

Quantitative data can be misleading, where sample sizes are small, and
where outliers can distort performance especially when presented out of
context.

Around 35 suggestions were made for quantitative metrics relating to
applications, service efficiency, appeals and enforcement. Many of the
suggestions are included within the current APR format.

Question 41: Are there any qualitative metrics not included which
should be?
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42 respondents answered this question. Views were mixed on whether new
guantitative metrics should be included, 50% agreed, 24% disagreed 26% did not
know. Frequently expressed views are as follows:

Further metrics were not required and were content with the current
measures.

Some considered that the metrics should be considered in a further
consultation.

It was suggested that to properly understand ‘satisfaction’ or ‘customer
experience’ a survey could be used, however caution should be expressed as
the results could be skewed by an applicant that got their desired outcome
instead of evaluating the service.

Several qualitive metrics were suggested relating to quality of advice,
consultation methods, design and placemaking, sustainable development,
feedback and communication (compliments and complaints), flood risk,
Community Council satisfaction.

Question 42: Do you think the current targets and indicators are the
correct ones in relation to the performance of the development
management service?

43 respondents answered this question. Views were mixed on whether the current
targets and indicators are sufficient for the development management service, 37%
agreed, 24% disagreed 37% did not know. Frequently expressed views are as
follows:

Some respondents were content with the current targets and indicators which
are well established having been developed with POSW and the Welsh
Government.

Some considered the metrics to be reasonable to use for now, or useful to
build up data until a review takes place. It is considered that while there are
weaknesses in the current approach, they generally give a good reflection of
performance.

Concerns were raised that the indicators only focus on speed, not the quality
of development, quality of the service, or added value. However, it was noted
that it has been difficult to agree a measure in the past. Research by the RTPI
suggested that LPAs could measure place making aspirations and social,
environmental and economic value.

The value of timescale-based indicators was questioned because the
determination process has become more complicated since the timeframes
were introduced and negotiations and responses from consultees can delay
decisions.

Additional metrics were suggested such as some related to flood risk, appeals
dismissed, and affordable housing delivery.

Question 43: Do you think the current targets and indicators are the
correct ones in relation to the performance of the development plan
service?
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42 respondents answered this question. Views were mixed on whether the current
targets and indicators are sufficient for the development plan service, 37% agreed,
29% disagreed 36% did not know. Frequently expressed views are as follows:

e Most respondents considered the current targets and indicators to be broadly
acceptable, understandable, relevant, and fair.

e A smaller number considered further engagement, and consultation is needed
to agree new targets and indicators for LDPs. This consultation is
development management focussed, and the plan making part of the planning
service needs to be looked at in more detail.

e Some respondents suggested additional indicators such as data about S.106
agreements in relation to plan requirements and the cost of producing a
development plan.

e LDPs have been significantly delayed across Wales and Indicator 01 should
be updated to state whether a review of the LDP is overdue and the likelihood
of a replacement being in place before the current plan expires.

e Several respondents raised that Indicator 06 needed amending due to the
cancellation of TAN1. This should be replaced with the monitoring of housing
delivery against the LDP trajectory.

e Additional indicators should be included in relation to SDP preparation and
LDP Lites.

Question 44: Do you agree that the performance of local planning
authorities for speed of decision-making should be assessed on
the percentage of applications that are determined within the
statutory determination period i.e. excluding extension of times and
Planning Performance Agreements?

52 respondents answered this question and a range and mix of views were
submitted, 42% agreed, 48% disagreed 10% did not know. Frequently expressed
views are as follows:

e Evaluating decision speed against statutory timeframes can accurately reflect
service delivery and enhance efficiency.

e Statutory timescales need looking at to reflect the complexity of application
times.

e PPAs and Extensions of Time (EOT)s are seen to benefit both the LPA and
applicant, and the LPA should not be penalised for extending the period to
achieve better outcomes, speed does not guarantee quality.

e The role of PPAs as an important tool for more complex schemes was
highlighted.

¢ Respondents also highlighted that EOT agreements can be required for
reasons outside of the LPAs control. (e.g. lack of sufficient information
submitted with the planning application, to deal with new issues that arise,
lack of pre-app engagement, the scheduling of planning committees, and
delays in responses from statutory consultees)

e Concern was raised that removing these mechanisms from performance data
would lead to quick refusals to meet a statutory deadline, where negotiated
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solutions could have been found, having the adverse outcome of resulting in
more re-submissions and appeals.

e Conversely others were of the opposing view where it was considered that
poor performance can be hidden through EOTSs, and this provision should be
removed.

Question 45: Do you think that introducing resilience measures into
APRs is a useful addition to performance reporting?

There was strong support in all groups for including reliance measures into APRs. 47
respondents answered this question, 74% agreed, 2% disagreed and 23% did not
know. Frequently expressed views are as follows:

e Reporting of fee income and resilience measures should be a requirement of
fee increases and embedded in the performance framework.

e Many respondents raised that introducing resilience measures would provide
more context and help other parties understand value for money, staffing,
resource challenges and the impact of fee increases on service delivery.
However, it was the preference that this should not be linked to performance
and used more for information and contextual purposes.

e Respondents in support suggested that any measures required further
development and regular review to ensure clarity and consistency across
LPAs due to the dynamic nature of planning. This could be achieved through
a working group or additional discussions to address issues such as
capability, availability of specialist skills, support systems, and external
consultee inputs. Some respondents noted that the data should be sensible,
understandable, and easy for the LPA to collect without complicating the
process.

e Additionally, gaps in recruitment and the resilience of specialists such as
those in highways and drainage which support the planning service could be
evaluated.

e Some respondents noted that identifying broader issues affecting LPA
performance could highlight areas for improvement, aiding in budget
decisions. Understanding resilience matters would help the Welsh
Government provide necessary support and resources.

e Some respondents reported that it would be difficult to collect and compare
this information and each LPA would be different.

Question 46: Do you agree with the broad measures proposed? If
not, why and what others should be included?

There is general support with the measures proposed where 63% agreed, 7%

disagreed and 30% did not know. The views expressed here have already been
covered under previous questions.

Government response to Question 35 to 46.

We value all the comments submitted in relation to the re-introduction and content of
the Performance Framework. We acknowledge the strong support for the
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Performance Framework which has been formally introduced from 015t April 2025.
We recognise that LPAs will need time and resources to adjust to the reintroduction
of the Framework and any new or revised measures. To mitigate this, we have
proposed a two-stage approach. The first stage is that for those reports covering the
period 015t April 2025- 315t March 2026, submitted to Welsh Ministers in October
2026, they will be prepared under the existing format. The feedback from this
consultation will help us develop new indicators, targets, and guidance with
stakeholders. The revised guidance will apply to APRs published in 2027, covering
the period from 01 April 2026 to 31 March 2027.

Question 47: What do you consider to be the greatest skills and
expertise gaps in local planning authorities and what impact is this
currently having on service delivery?

54 respondents answered this question a wide range of views were expressed.

e There are expertise gaps in several specialist areas which is causing delays
to applications and the delivery of development. Skills and expertise gaps
were identified in several specialist areas such as renewable energy, ecology,
legal support for Section 106, valuers for viability assessments, urban design,
place making, conservation/ heritage, climate change/sustainability,
phosphates, landscape, trees, environmental health, enforcement and
highways. Difficulty in recruiting Welsh speaking planning officers was also
highlighted.

e Respondents noted that appointing consultants for specialist advice involves
additional cost, and this may affect public perception of the consistency and
impartiality of the advice.

e Some respondents noted that skills and experience are being lost to the
private sector, while others highlighted that officers are retiring, and fewer
planners are joining the profession.

e Respondents noted challenges in recruiting experienced officers with
leadership skills. This shortage reduces the number of officers available for
major applications, stretching the service and causing delays and reduced
decision-making quality.

e Respondents noted concerns about students entering the profession without
presentation, communication, report writing, project management, and
negotiation skills, causing a training burden on the LPA. Additionally, planning
schools are not adequately teaching development management and
enforcement.

e Some respondents mentioned that junior staff members lack experience due
to remote working arrangements.

Question 48: What do you consider to be the main barriers faced by
LPAs in recruiting and retaining staff?

54 respondents answered this question, and a wide range of views were expressed
which are summarised as follows:

35



e Respondents indicated that public sector salaries are uncompetitive, and that
budget and structure constraints within LPAs prevent the creation of career
graded positions.

e Some respondents raised that LPA benefits have been reduced while the
private sector offers a better salary, bonuses, company car and health
insurance. The private sector now offers home working and flexible working,
which in the past was one of the benefits of working for an LPA. Several
respondents mentioned that young planners prefer the private sector for these
reasons. In addition, RTPI fees are not always paid in LPAs.

e Some respondents also raised concerns that there is a limited pool of
planners to recruit from which is decreasing. LPAs often compete for staff
both with each other and with other areas of the public sector such as PEDW
and Welsh Government and other bodies.

e Respondents indicated that high workloads adversely affect the profession,
leading to pressure and burnout. This is attributed to staff shortages and a
lack of specialist officers and departments, which direct consequences of
budget cuts, recruitment and training challenges. Furthermore, the necessity
of dealing with councillors and the political nature of the role poses an issue,
as aligning decision-making with political directives restricts staff's ability to
perform their duties effectively. This situation may influence staff decisions to
seek positions elsewhere. Additionally, some respondents noted that public
sector bureaucracy and processes diminish creativity and negatively impact
staff morale.

e Some respondents noted that working in the public sector is perceived
negatively compared to the private sector. They mentioned negative views of
the profession, high public scrutiny, and poor media coverage. Complaints
and conflicts are exacerbated by social media. It was noted that the private
sector does not face the same level of complaint and scrutiny. The
confrontational nature of the work was also highlighted as impacting morale,
job satisfaction and wellbeing. It was raised by some respondents that officers
face significant complaints, FOI requests and GDPR challenges while trying to
meet statutory deadlines. Some respondents outlined that due to this staff
often feel unsupported and stressed and these pressures and work demands
cause staff to move to the private sector or change industry.

e Budget constraints prevent LPAs from recruiting apprentices and students
which prevents the growth of staff internally. It was also raised that university
courses are not equipping students to enter the workplace as they do not fully
understand the planning system. Additionally, less individuals are gaining
planning qualifications and instead go to ‘linked careers’.

e Several respondents raised concerns that the office environment and IT
systems are often poor which causes constraints to staff, with others stating
that it does not encourage staff to be in the office. There were concerns that
homeworking is causing low morale which is considered to prevent graduates
and new recruits from gaining experience from colleagues.

Question 49: Are current salaries and career structures sufficient to
retain planning staff?
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49 respondents answered this question, where 69% were of the view that current
salaries and career structures are insufficient to retain planning staff, no respondents
disagreed and 31% did not know. Many of the views expressed have been covered
under question 48 and have not been repeated here. Additional comments relating to
retention of staff challenges are summarised as follows:

e Career structures are limited for senior officers due to rigid staffing structures
and budget constraints in LPAs.

e There are limited positions within LPAs generally, and therefore staff often
move to the private sector or other areas of the public sector where there are
more opportunities.

e Larger LPAs typically provide higher salaries compared to their smaller
counterparts. Smaller and more rural LPAs frequently encounter significant
recruitment challenges.

e A decline in annual pay awards due to public sector austerity.

e A ‘good pension’ is not always sufficient to offset lower pay.

Question 50: Does your LPA currently offer opportunities for early
career planners? Have you had success in retaining staff?

22 respondents answered this question. Several LPAs reported having opportunities
for early career planners such as student placements and one-year graduate roles.
Some have successfully retained planners through internal vacancies or budget
agreements, whereas others noted that they offered student placements but lacked
available positions after students completed their studies.

Some LPAs have utilised the Pathways to Planning program and successfully
recruited a graduate planner, while another did not receive any applications despite
participating. Some LPAs supported early career planners by funding courses,
offering day release to attend RTPI accredited courses, and covering RTPI
membership fees. It was observed that once planners achieved their qualifications
and gained experience, they often moved on due to limited career progression,
either to another LPA with better pay or to the private sector. Some LPAs mentioned
budget constraints or lack of funding, resulting in attempts to gain approval for posts
they previously had. Others indicated they were exploring apprenticeship or graduate
schemes due to the absence of current opportunities.

Question 51: In addition to increasing planning fees, in what other
ways could Welsh Government support greater capacity and
capability within local planning departments and pathways into the
profession?

37 respondents provided views and suggestions for several different methods to
improve capability:

Training, graduate, apprenticeship and student placements
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¢ Welsh Government funding and assistance for new student placements,
graduate and apprenticeship roles within LPAs and to allow existing staff to
undertake a course on day release.

e RTPI accredited routes should be made easier and more accessible, and it
was suggested that the RTPI should also offer their own apprenticeships.
Some also suggested that there need to be planning courses which allow part
time study or distance learning while working in a planning role.

e LPAs should have a scheme of secondment so officers can move between
LPAs for experience.

e Funding should be made available for the professional development and
training of existing professional staff to improve skills and morale. This could
include areas such as biodiversity and placemaking.

e EXxisting non-professional staff should be trained so they can progress into
planning or linked specialist areas.

Fee requlations

e Income from fee regulations should be carried forward to balance years with
positive and negative income. This would enable additional employment
e through short-term contracts and hiring graduates.

Image

e The profession should be promoted in a more positive manner due to its
negative image, especially within the media. Role models could help change
perceptions and that employers or professional bodies could engage with
schools to inform children about the role of planning in addressing climate
change and environmental issues.

Policy, legislation and guidance changes

e Policy and guidance should be simplified so all LPAs act in a standardised
manner and there needs to be training and guidance when new legislative
requirements are introduced.

e Recommended changes such as national schemes of delegation, national
development management policies, national pre application forms and the
improvement of the national scheme of validation so all applications are
submitted with the correct information.

Question 52: Do you have any other ideas to help resource the
planning system?

37 respondents provided views and suggestions. A summary of the views submitted
that have not been covered under previous questions are as follows:

e The private sector could be used in the short term to assist with application
backlogs while the impacts of FCR are yet to be fully realised.

e Research should be undertaken to identify resource efficiencies to improve
the planning system in terms of how officer time could be optimised.
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e LPAs face unnecessary costs, such as newspaper adverts, therefore these
should be identified and removed or amended to reduce costs.

e The preparation of LDPs involve significant staffing and financial resources.
Plan making requirements and the Manual should be reduced and national
development management policies created to streamline the process.

e PPAs could be used more regularly with more Welsh Government guidance
issued around their use.

e Some respondents recommended changes to regulations and permitted
development rights to reduce planning applications and streamline the
planning process. Additionally, a respondent from an LPA considered that the
validation scheme should be updated so applications are submitted with the
correct evidence and that improvements are made to IT systems to allow
validation and more effective and efficient working through Al.

e Some respondents raised that the resources of statutory consultees and other
relevant bodies in the planning system also needed to be considered.

e Another suggested that if FCR not successful, delegation to Town and
Community Councils may be beneficial.

Question 53: Is there demand for undergraduate/post graduate
bursary schemes in Wales? If responding on behalf of an LPA how
many individuals would you wish to put forward and how often?

43 respondents specifically answered this question. 49% of respondents agreed
there was demand for bursary schemes in Wales and 51% did not know. No
respondents disagreed.

Question 54: Is there demand for undergraduate/post graduate
apprenticeship schemes in Wales? If responding on behalf of an
LPA how many individuals would you wish to put forward and how
often?

42 respondents specifically answered this question. 50% of respondents agreed
there was demand for apprenticeship schemes in Wales and 50% did not know. No
respondents disagreed. Frequently expressed views for question 53 and 54 are as
follows:

e Bursary schemes should be prioritised to build capacity quickly and the
general view was that this should be funded by Welsh Government.

e Reference was made to the Pathways to Planning initiative which has been
successful and is supported.

e Most LPAs considered that there should be at least one individual annually,
other LPAs preferred two located in development management and policy.

e Some suggested that placements would be more effectively organised on a
regional basis.

e Others commented that flexibility was required as circumstances change over
time with another outlining more research was needed to understand how it
would work in practice.
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e Support should also be considered for other areas such as ecology, heritage
and landscape due to a lack of individuals being qualified in these areas.

e There should be support for Level 6 apprenticeships for A level leavers and
LPAs would need funding support due to budgets.

Question 55: Where do you consider additional staffing resources
secured via bursary/apprenticeship schemes should be directed to
have the most impact? For example, within LPA planning services
and or the delivery of CJC strategic and specialist planning
functions.

31 respondents answered this question. Most respondents considered that additional
staffing resources secured via bursary and apprenticeship schemes should be
directed into LPAs to improve recruitment issues, performance, Welsh language, and
fulfil statutory duties and Welsh Government ambitions. It was suggested that
planners recruited through bursary/ apprenticeship schemes are likely to be
inexperienced and are more suited to deal with minor applications. This will enable
more experienced officers to deal with larger and complex applications. Additionally,
it was suggested that ‘developing planners’ should be directed into LPAs to gain
experience in administration, development management, enforcement, urban design,
placemaking, ecology and strategic planning.

LPAs raised that it is likely that CJCs are likely to attract experienced planners away
from LPAs initially, therefore resources will need to be directed to LPAs. It was noted
that that planning staff currently stay at the same authority without the opportunity to
progress, therefore investing at a local level will create opportunities for staff to move
to more strategic positions such as CJCs.

Some respondents were of the opposite view and raised that there should be a mix
of resources going to LPAs and CJCs, where Welsh speaking planners and
specialists are needed. In addition, it was suggested the CJCs should be the focus to
develop knowledge on specialist matters such as renewable energy to enhance
capability and decision making at local and regional levels.

Government response to Question 47 to 55

We welcome respondents’ thoughtful contributions to questions on skills and
capacity within LPAs, including providing suggestions for ways that we can provide
support. We recognise the challenges that LPAs are facing and acknowledge there
is no simple answer to the challenges of resourcing the planning system.

We welcome the responses received relating the demand for bursary and
apprenticeship schemes. To increase the pipeline of new entrants entering the
planning profession, funding has been provided for Planning Bursaries via the
Pathways to Planning Scheme in the 23/24 financial year. This will be administered
on our behalf by the WLGA. We are also committed to funding bursaries this
financial year and are currently ascertaining demand within planning authorities.
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In North Wales we have responded to the regional initiative from the North Wales
Local Planning Authorities (LPAs), funding has been allocated to support two Senior
Planners within the North Wales Shared Planning Service. The initiative includes
establishing a planning skills hub or centre of excellence, to support the delivery of
strategic and large-scale infrastructure projects in North Wales. We would welcome
similar proposals from the other regions of Wales.

We have commissioned the RTPI to undertake a piece of work on ‘workforce
planning’ which will be published in the summer. In addition to the responses
received as part of this consultation, it will provide a detailed picture of the capacity,
resource and skills situation across public sector planning services.

We will continue to reflect on respondents’ valuable contributions and will carefully
consider the findings of the workforce research as we continue to develop a
programme of support moving forward.

Question 56: What are your views on merits and challenges of
establishing regional/larger than local shared services?

This question was answered by 46 respondents. While some respondents
emphasised the advantages of regional services, a significant number also
expressed concerns about the potential challenges that may arise.

Merits

Some respondents expressed support for measures that would provide specialist
skills at regional and national levels, due to local planning authorities experiencing a
current skills shortage. Several respondents also noted that this approach currently
functions effectively in relation to minerals and waste planning and other specialised
areas. Some respondents suggested that extending this approach to sectors such as
renewable energy and carbon capture could add value. It was further mentioned that
shared services could be beneficial for smaller LPAs, as this would result in
increased efficiency and cost savings.

Other reported benefits of shared services included the creation of larger teams,
improved career structures, and enhanced workforce planning. Additional
advantages included pooled evidence gathering and policy development, which are
essential for addressing cross-boundary issues.

Challenges

Some respondents had concerns that shared services could take resources or staff
away from LPAs, with others raising there is a lack of specialists available to put into
regional services. It was highlighted that without new entrants to assume the primary
responsibilities of LPAs, there is insufficient capacity for current staff to transition.
Concerns were also raised about workloads for staff, with them potentially having to
do local and regional work and considered that shared services may not necessarily
assist as the same resource and recruitment issues exist.

Additionally, several respondents from all groups raised concerns about governance
and funding. There were concerns about how demands for specialist advice by each
authority would be managed and how this would be provided equally to all
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authorities. Linked to this, a respondent raised that balancing different political
priorities can be challenging and another raised that the perception of local
democracy and accountability could be negatively impacted. Additionally, some
raised that travel could be difficult if officers are based over a large area.

Furthermore, some respondents raised concerns about officers in regional or shared
services lacking local knowledge which could lead to poor to decision making and
that local decision making is best.

Some respondents considered further research, and consultation is required to
consider the merits and challenges of regionalisation of services.

Question 57: Do you agree that planning skills hubs should be
located within CJCs?

43 respondents specifically answered this question and mixed views were
expressed. 16% of respondents agreed that planning skills hubs should be located
within CJCs, 23% disagreed and 60% did not know. Frequently expressed views are
as follows:

Support

e Skills hubs being located within CJCs could avoid the duplication of LPA work
and allow skills hubs to work on SDPs. Additionally, the sharing of resources
across authorities seemed logical and would be innovative allowing planning
officers and consultees to work across boundaries sharing skills and expertise
which may create additional capacity. However, it was noted that skills hubs
should build capacity and not stretch existing LPA resources.

e Some considered it may be more appropriate for skills hubs to be in CJCs for
smaller authorities, but it was raised that larger authorities already have a
range of skills.

Concerns

e Some noted that skills hubs do not necessarily need to be in CJCs. Reference
was made to the North Wales Minerals and Waste Shared Service which
works well under current arrangements.

e Several respondents suggested other methods such as shared services being
led by the Welsh Government or a shared resource for all LPAs on a national
level could be more appropriate.

e Concerns that the CJC approach could add bureaucracy and distance
planners from local communities. There were also concerns about duplicating
the functions of LPAs.

¢ Additionally, other respondents raised concerns about resources being taken
from LPAs due to a lack of planners with experience in the system.

e Some respondents commented that there could be issues with specialist skills
only being located within CJCs which could cause a lack of local knowledge
and reduce the speed and quality services. Some respondents outlined that
certain matters such as ecology and design need to be dealt with at a local
level.
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e Some respondents raised that further research is needed to consider how a
CJC skills hub would work in practice, and how conflicting demands would be
managed.

Question 58: How do you think a planning skills hub(s) could be
resourced considering governance, financial and staffing
requirements?

31 respondents answered this question. Suggestions in relation to the governance,
finance and staffing of planning skills hubs that have not already been covered under
the previous questions are summarised described as follows.

Some respondents mentioned the North Wales Mineral and Waste model, which
they believe is an effective method for addressing these issues. Several indicated
that the Welsh Government would need to fund the hubs since LPAs lack adequate
funding and staff due to limited resources and if LPAs provided the funding, this
would conflict with full cost recovery efforts. A respondent from an LPA stated that
funding should be based on the level of support required for each specific project,
and that the cost of using the resource would need to be balanced against managing
existing teams.

Some respondents suggested that resources could be allocated from each authority,
with some indicating that funding might come from the fee uplift. Another respondent
proposed that the core budget for statutory services may need to be increased, while
another considered that if the required costs are related to non-planning application
matters, public sector revenue should be identified.

Other respondents believe that additional research and consultation is necessary
and suggest the establishment of a working group. They expressed concerns about
the complexity of this area, which would require joint efforts from multiple authorities
and to address the challenges related to funding and resource of skills hubs.

Question 59: Do you agree that planning skills hubs could
potentially be funded by a proportion of fee income from each LPA
be used to resource the hub?

45 respondents answered this question, and a mix of views were received. 24%
agreed that skills hubs could be funded by fee income, 31% disagreed and 44% did
not know. Frequently expressed views are as follows:

Support

e Some respondents supported the idea, if services could still be delivered by
the LPA.

e Some in the business sector outlined they would only support this approach if
there was increased efficiency and reduced costs through shared services.

e Some LPAs questioned if this would be appropriate as they did not consider
that the hubs would be used for ordinary applications or enforcement matters
and that hubs would be more relevant for specialist applications to seek
advice from.
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Other interest groups supported the proposal as the hubs could have
renewable energy specialists to help LPAs contribute to zero carbon goals. In
addition, this approach could be appropriate for minerals and waste planning.
Further funding in the form of the Aggregates Levy would also assist this
approach.

Concerns and Fairness

Respondents from LPAs and the business’ sector raised concerns about
costs involved. It was highlighted that LPAs already have significant issues
with resources and tight budgets, therefore taking income from increased fees
was seen to be unproductive and would undermine efforts for FCR.

Concerns were also raised that the additional ‘governance burden’ would be
difficult to resource. There were also concerns about the public perception of
regional services. Some may see it as another layer of government with costs
and benefits while locals would prefer money to be invested locally.

There were also concerns from some in the business sector that fees may
have to be overly expensive to fund skills hubs, which could impact
development viability and that it would be more expensive than an in-house
officer.

Issues of fairness were also raised with an LPA stating that funding would
need to be equitable. A respondent outlined that LPAs are likely to raise
different amounts from fee income depending on size, therefore if each pays a
certain percentage it may be different to each LPA and could cause tension.

It was also raised that services should be based on demand, as not all LPAs
would use it to the same extent. Concerns that there was no guarantee that
the fee income would then be used to deliver planning services in the LPA it
was generated.

Several LPAs and individuals considered that there should be a national
allocation of funding instead. One LPA stated this is the most appropriate way
forward due to LPAs having increased workloads due to net zero, he
government to ensure that LPAs are appropriately resourced for this.

Further work needed

Several LPAs considered that this is a complex area which will take further
work, consultation and research to reach a conclusion. Other respondents
from the business and ‘other groups’ were also unsure of the approach and
noted there to be insufficient information to be able to answer this question as
present as it would depend on the structure and activities of the hub along
with the level of staff input.

Government response to Question 56 to 59.

We welcome respondents varied contributions to questions on the establishment and
funding of skill hubs.

We have commissioned the RTPI to undertake a piece of work on ‘workforce
planning’ which will be published in the summer. In addition to the responses
received as part of this consultation, it will provide a detailed picture of the capacity,
resource and skills situation across public sector planning services.
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We were pleased that as part of its consultation response a proposal from North
Wales LPAs to expand the North Wales Shared Planning Service to include strategic
and large-scale energy projects was submitted. We have provided funding for two
Senior Planner roles to work on infrastructure applications across the region. We
look forward to working with the Shared Service as this innovative and positive new
way of working develops.

We encourage all LPAs to grasp the advantages of regional services and skills hubs.
We consider that this the most effective way to address the skills challenges we
face. We are committed to collaborating constructively with LPAs and CJCs to
develop workable and viable proposals for our consideration. We will continue to
reflect on respondents’ valuable contributions and will carefully consider the findings
of the RTPI workforce research as we continue to develop proposals a programme
of support moving forward.

Question 60: Do you agree with our proposal to change the
statutory review period for LDPs from 4 to 6 years?

49 respondents answered this question, and a mix of views were received. 49% of
respondents agreed, 31% disagreed and 20% did not know. Generally, LPAs were in
support of extending the LDP review period, the business sectors disagreed, and
other groups were unsure. Frequently expressed views are as follows:

Agree

e A number of respondents agreed with extending the review period as it would
provide opportunities for the LPA to work on plan implementation, SPG and
guidance prior to the review process.

e LDP2s have increased in complexity and resources so an extended period
would be sensible.

e Some respondents outlined that resources would be freed up to support
regional planning, and an earlier review would not be prohibited if necessary.
Extending the period would also align with the 6-year period for the SDP.

e Also, some respondents from LPAs considered that AMRs are useful
documents to identify whether plans are up to date, therefore there is potential
to increase the review period to avoid unnecessary work on a new LDP.

e Some respondents stated that it would be more preferable to remove ‘end
dates’ of LDPs.

Disagree

e Most respondents from the business sector disagreed with extending the
review period. They raised concerns that this would disincentivise the LPA to
review plans when they are not achieving performance targets.

¢ Similarly, other respondents raised concerns that LDP reviews and the
preparation of SDPs take a long time currently and several concerns were
raised that if LDPs are reviewed less frequently there will be a policy vacuum
until the SDP is implemented.

e Some respondents raised that LDP reviews are likely to be prioritised over
SDPs.
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Several respondents considered that review period should remain as it is
currently, and proper funding provided to strategic planning.

Several respondents were of the view that longer review periods would result
in more out of date plans and policies that can be a barrier to the delivery of
national and local priorities (homes, jobs and net zero).

There were also concerns raised that the LPA may see this as an opportunity
to make savings within the planning policy service resulting in the loss of
experienced planners, that are already in short supply, causing issues when
reviewing and preparing new plans.

Question 61: Do you think that a shorter or longer review period
would be more appropriate?

39 respondents answered this question, and a mix of reviews were received
summarised as follows:

Retain existing period

Several respondents across all groups consider that the current review period
is appropriate. This ensures that LDPs are kept up to date. In addition, it was
suggested that the plan preparation process is already too long therefore
reviews should not be delayed further.

Concerns were raised that the evidence base which underpins the
development plan has a natural cut-off date, and if evidence was not reviewed
there could be delays to planning applications if new information comes to
light.

Several LPAs raised that it is unlikely that extending the period would free up
resources as staff in LPA policy teams are already small and would continue
work other projects to implement the LDP and the plan review process.

In addition to this, a respondent from an LPA raised that there could be
unintended consequences of changing the period to 6 years as the LPA may
see this as an opportunity to make savings within the planning policy service
which could cause the loss of experienced planners which are in short supply,
which will cause issues when a review takes place or new plan needs to be
prepared.

Longer period

Some respondents considered that the longer review period would allow work
on SDPs to take place with a respondent from an LPA raising that a 6-year
cycle would allow synchronisation with the SDP timeframe. Additionally, some
respondents agreed with the extension of the review period as this would
provide flexibility for resources and staffing while easing pressure upon LPAs.
It was suggested that the review period should be extended because of the
increasing complexity of LDPs, which demand more investment and
resources. Additionally, a respondent from an LPA noted staffing shortages
and competition for technical work from private consultants make the plan-
making process challenging. It was pointed out that if an AMR provides
evidence that the LDP is not achieving its goals, an earlier review would be
initiated.
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Question 62: What would be the resource implications, both
staffing and financial, if the statutory review period was changed to
6-year review period?

30 respondents answered this question, all comments received under this question
have been covered in the previous questions and have not been repeated here.

Question 63: To what extent would a six-year review period assist
LPAs in moving towards the regional delivery agenda?

32 respondents answered this question. Many comments received under this
guestion have been covered in the previous questions and have not been repeated
here. Generally, it was considered that SDPs need appropriate funding and staffing
in their own right as it will be difficult to deliver the LDP and the SDP given the
current resource situation. In addition, it was noted that regional delivery will depend
on the ability of the LPA to retain or attract qualified planners and specialists, and if
they have financial resources to progress an SDP. However, a respondent from an
LPA considered that staff and resources would be the responsibility of CJCs to
organise. Additionally, a respondent from an LPA raised that the loss of LPA
resource to regional work could cause a loss of expertise on local policy issues and
will not help with resilience. There were also concerns that focusing on regional
planning could cause communities to feel they do not have an input in planning for
the future. Although, some considered that if SDPs and LDPs could be coordinated
this may have some benefits to resources.

Government response to Question 60 to 63.

We are grateful for the responses received in relation to extending the LDP review
period. Based on the responses received, and the lack uncertainty that this would
support the move to regional planning, we will not be taking forward this proposal at
this time. We will continue to keep the matter under review as the SDPs are
progressed in the regions.

Question 64: What, in your opinion, would the likely effects of our
proposals have on the Welsh Language? We are particularly
interested in any likely effects on opportunities to use the Welsh
language and on not treating the Welsh language less favourably
than English?

Do you think there are opportunities to promote any positive effects?
Do you think there are opportunities to mitigate any adverse effects?
27 respondents answered this question and are summarised as follows:

Positive impacts
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The Welsh language is considered in planning applications in accordance with
relevant legislation, while LDPs set the framework for decision making, which
includes considering the Welsh language. However, the development of policies is
costly therefore fee increases may allow the sourcing of specialist expertise where
appropriate. It was also raised that a more financially resilient system will have better
provisions to deliver services in Welsh. Some also raised that training opportunities
through the apprenticeship and graduate schemes would help retain and gain Welsh
speakers in planning teams.

Negative impacts

Some respondents raised that moving to regional planning could have an adverse
effect. There were concerns that if Welsh speaking staff were moved from an LPA to
a regional office, English may be a more prominent language. It was suggested that
this could be overcome by grouping Welsh speaking staff in teams. It was also
raised that regional planning could reduce the attention the Welsh language receives
due to the varying prominence of Welsh in each LPA. A respondent from an ‘interest’
group raised it was important that the impact of the proposals upon Welsh family
farms were considered, because Welsh language in rural areas is underpinned by
thriving farms so any proposals impacting a farm negatively will impact Welsh
language.

Another respondent was concerned that focusing on Welsh language skills too much
could have a negative impact on recruitment in LPAs that border England, so it was
considered that all services and consultations need to be in both languages.

Question 65: In your opinion, could any of our proposals be
formulated or changed so as to:

- have positive effects of more positive effects on using the Welsh
language and not on treating the Welsh language less favourably than
English; or

- mitigate any negative effects on using the Welsh language and on not
treating the Welsh language less favourably than English?

18 respondents answered this question. Most respondents did not consider that
amendments needed to be made. A respondent from an LPA considered that the fee
structure and supporting information should make it clear when consideration has
been given to Welsh language standards and highlight the costs of a bilingual
service.

Some respondents indicated the importance of having Welsh speaking planners. An
LPA suggested that staff who speak Welsh can support those wishing to engage in

the service in Welsh and have a broader understanding of PPW which outlines how
planning can impact the Welsh language.

Another respondent suggested that Welsh speakers should be grouped in regional
hubs to encourage use to the Welsh language. Additionally, two Local Planning
Authorities and an interest group raised that having schemes for graduates and
apprenticeships would have a positive impact through creating opportunities to stay
in Wales and enhance provisions for using Welsh in planning. A LPA recommended
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that work to implement bursary schemes should be with Welsh academic
establishments to ensure the growth of Welsh skills. An interest group also
considered that a financially resilient system will have better provisions to deliver
services in Welsh.

A LPA recommended that resilience indicators to measure linguistic capacity be
introduced and that any electronic solutions for planning should have more language
opportunities.

Government response to Question 63-65

We welcome all the thoughtful responses received in relation to the impacts of our
proposals on the Welsh Language. We agree the Welsh language should be treated
no less favourably than the English language. We are pleased that that there is
general support for our proposals in relation to fee increases and note that this will
have a positive impact in broad terms. We also note that funding for bursaries and
skills will impact positively on the Welsh Language through the retention and
recruitment of staff in Wales. We note there are mixed views in relation to our
proposals in relation to the regional agenda. The responses received will be used to
inform Impact Assessments to support the Fee Regulations and other comments will
be taken account off as our proposals to improve the capacity and resilience of LPAs
develop.

Question 66: We have asked a number of specific questions. If you
have any related issues which we have not specifically addressed,
please use this space to report them:

26 respondents took the opportunity to raise other issues.

Other matters to consider

Some respondents raised that the challenges of statutory consultees should also be
considered due to their role in the planning system, with a respondent from the
‘business’ sector outlining that they can cause delays to applications. The resilience
of other connected disciplines was also raised as matters that needed to be
considered. A respondent from an LPA also raised that the extra work that
applications decided by PEDW generate should be considered.

Other changes to the planning system

Comments about making changes to the planning system were also made.
Suggestions included reducing the number of LPAs, overhauling the LDP process,
reducing the number of applications considered by planning committee and
reviewing the definition of major development. Another respondent raised that the
planning system needs to do more to address climate change.

Fees, income and resources

Some comments were made about the fee regulations. Respondents raised that the
‘free go’ should be removed, refund provisions should be removed, provision made
to roll fees over to the following year and the maximum fee limit should be removed.
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Other ways to gain income were also suggested such as landowners paying a fee to
assist LPA to promote sites in the LDP.

A respondent from a charity raised concerns that positive development, such as
conservation work, was not exempt from fees and instead would incur the same fees
as commercial development. Similarly, a respondent from the public sector raised
that the changes had not considered the context of retrospective applications,
permitted development rights and listed building consents for statutory undertakers,
with some development being exempt from fees but other development not.

An LPA, while agreeing with FCR, raised that consultants are needed to help with
the backlog of applications in specialists matters such as ecology. Additionally, some
respondents raised that there needed to be more resources for ecology such as
introducing ecological compliance officers and guidance for GI Assessment and
Biodiversity net gain. Further guidance for matters such as validation, fee refunds
and PPAs were also requested by some respondents to improve the planning
system.

A respondent from the ‘voluntary sector raised that as well as income solutions,
other solutions should be considered for staff shortages such as technology, training
and the sharing of good practice.

Impact assessment

Lastly, a respondent from an interest group raised concerns that an impact
assessment had not been undertaken in connection with the consultation so were
concerned about plans for increased fees being progressed.

Government response to Question 66

We are grateful for the responses received to this wide-ranging question. The
Government Response to the specific proposals sets out our position on many of the
matters raised. For those responses relating to wider matters, these will be
considered in future work and proposals.
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Annex A - List of respondents by category

No. Name of respondent Category

001 Presteigne and Norton Town Council Government Agency/Other Public Sector

002 Koru Ecology Associates Ltd Business/Consultant

003 Natural Resources Wales Government Agency/Other Public Sector

004 Carmarthenshire County Council Local Planning Authority

005 Design Commission for Wales Government Agency/Other Public Sector

006 Neath Port Talbot Council Local Planning Authority

007 Welsh Local Government Association Government Agency/Other Public Sector

008 Castle Green Homes Business/Consultant

009 Llanmoor Development Co Limited Business/Consultant

010 Wales Flood and Coastal Erosion Government Agency/Other Public Sector
Committee

011 RTPI Cymru Professional Bodies/Interest Groups

012 Cyngor Tref Llangollen Town Council Government Agency/Other Public Sector

013 Snowdonia National Park Authority Local Planning Authority

014 Llandysilio Community Council and Government Agency/Other Public Sector
Llandrinio & Arddleen Community
Council

*015 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual

*016 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual

*017 | Anonymous Businesses/ Consultants

*018 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual

019 FSB Wales Professional Bodies/Interest Groups

020 The MCS Foundation Professional Bodies/Interest Groups

021 Welsh Slate and Breedon Trading Ltd Businesses/ Consultants

022 Merthyr Tydfil County Borough Council Local Planning Authority

023 Jones Bros Ruthin Co Ltd Business/Consultant

024 RenewableUK Cymru Professional Bodies/Interest Groups

*025 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual

026 Barratt Redrow Business/Consultant

027 Swansea Council Local Planning Authority

*028 | Anonymous Business/Consultant

029 Cyngor Sir Ynys Mon Local Planning Authority

030 National Infrastructure Commission for Government Agency/Other Public Sector
Wales

031 Torfaen County Borough Council Local Planning Authority

032 Home Builders Federation Professional Bodies/Interest Groups

033 Centrica Other (groups not listed) or individual

034 One Voice Wales Professional Bodies/Interest Group

035 BT Group Business/Consultant

036 NFU Cymu Professional Bodies/Interest Group

037 Newport City Council Local Planning Authority

038 Bridgend County Borough Council Local Planning Authority

039 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd Business/Consultant

040 Cwmpas Voluntary Sector/Community Groups

041 Mineral Products Association Professional Bodies/Interest Group

042 Conwy County Borough Council Local Planning Authority

043 Gwynedd Council Local Planning Authority

044 Wind2 Limited Business/Consultant
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045 Nesta Voluntary Sector/Community Groups
046 Vale of Glamorgan Council Local Planning Authority
047 Powys County Council Local Planning Authority
048 Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Local Planning Authority
Authority
049 Penseiri Dobson:Owen Architects Businesses/ Consultants
*050 | Anonymous Businesses/ Consultants
051 Solar Energy UK Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
052 Wales & West Housing Voluntary Sector/Community Groups
053 Energy UK Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
*054 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual
055 Monmouthshire County Council Local Planning Authority
056 St. David’s City Council Government Agency/Other Public Sector
057 Associated British Ports (ABP) Businesses/ Consultants
058 Energy Saving Trust Businesses/ Consultants
*059 | Anonymous Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
060 Regen Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
*061 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual
062 Historic Houses Other (groups not listed) or individual
063 Network Rail Infrastructure Ltd Government Agency/Other Public Sector
064 Ceredigion County Council Local Planning Authority
065 National Trust Other (groups not listed) or individual
066 Coed Cadw - the Woodland Trust Voluntary Sector/Community Groups
067 Association of Local Government Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
Archaeological Officers (ALGAO) Cymru
068 RSPB Cymru Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
*069 | Anonymous Other (groups not listed) or individual
070 Brecon Beacons National Park Authority | Local Planning Authority
071 Caerphilly County Borough Council Local Planning Authority
072 CLA Cymru Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
073 Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Other (groups not listed) or individual
Council
074 Rhondda Cynon Taf County Borough Local Planning Authority
Council
075 Stride Treglown Businesses/ Consultants
*076 | Anonymous Professional Bodies/Interest Groups
077 Asda Stores Limited Business/Consultant
078 Cardiff City Council Local Planning Authority
079 CIH Cymru Professional Body
080 SP Energy Networks Business/Consultant
081 Flintshire County Council Local Planning Authority
Late responses included in the analysis but not within the statistical breakdown
082 Pembrokeshire County Council Local Planning Authority
083 Planning Officers Society Wales Government Agency/Other Public Sector

(*) Where respondents have asked for their details to be specifically withheld, they
will appear as ‘anonymous’ under the category. All private individuals who
responded are also listed as ‘anonymous’ to comply with the General Data
Protection Regulations.
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