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Executive Summary  
 

Introduction 

1. Optimal Economics has been appointed by the Scottish Government – Local 

Government and Communities Directorate - Planning and Architecture 
Division (PAD) to undertake an analysis of the responses to the public 

consultation on Proposed Changes to Pre-Application Consultation (PAC) 

requirements in planning. 

2. The aim of the consultation was to obtain the views and opinions of 

stakeholders on the proposed changes to the PAC regulations and other 
matters relating to PAC, including respondents experience of online 

consultation as a result of COVID-19, timing and transitional arrangements, 

guidance, PAC with disabled people and impact assessments. 

Approach 

3. The analysis was undertaken in three main stages: 

■ Stage 1 was a validation of responses to determine that they are 

relevant to PAC, whether there were any duplicate responses or 

campaign responses and the development of a typology to reflect the 

respondents and their relationship to PAC. 

■ Stage 2 was focused on establishing an appropriate coding framework 

for the analysis of open-ended questions. Main themes were identified 

with a further detailed coding of each main theme undertaken to allow 

responses to be grouped to reflect key issues/views by the typology 

developed in Stage 1. 

■ Stage 3 was the analysis of all questions and reporting of results which 

took account of client feedback at all stages of the reporting process. 

4. All responses to the “open” questions have been given an equal weighting, 

allowing every idea presented to be considered equally. Where possible we 

have used a number of simple bands to provide an indication of the frequency 

of an idea, although it is noted that this treats the response from an individual 

with the same weight as the response from a professional body which may 

have many members. Nevertheless, the following bands have been used to 

indicate the frequency with which a point was raised: 
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■ Few: up to 3 responses. 

■ Several: 4 to 9 responses. 

■ Many: 10 and over responses. 

Overview of Responses 

5. The consultation received a total of 109 responses which are shown below by 

group. 

Summary of Responses by Group 

 Yes % 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

2.8 

27.5 

14.7 

20.2 

15.6 

5.5 

13.8 

Total 109 100 

 

Proposed Changes to PAC Regulations 

6. A summary of the responses to the ‘closed’ questions are shown below. 
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 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Q1. Do you agree with the proposal to require 

PAC information which is to be made available 

to the public, to be available both by electronic 

means and in ‘hard copy’ format? 

102 4 2 1 

Q3. Do you agree with the proposal to make a 

second physical public event a minimum 

requirement of PAC? 

71 27 7 4 

Q4. Do you agree that a second physical public 

event required as part of PAC must include 

feedback to the public on their earlier 

engagement in PAC? 

85 15 5 4 

Q5. Do you agree with the proposed minimum 

time period between the required public events 

in PAC? 

62 30 13 4 

Q6. Do you agree with the proposed 

requirement for an additional newspaper notice 

for the second required public event? 

63 33 10 3 

Q7. Do you agree with the list of required 

content for PAC reports? 

89 9 7 4 

Q8. Do you agree with the PAC exemption being 

limited to the same applicant who made the 

earlier application? 

62 36 8 3 

Q9. Do you agree with the circumstances 

regarding an earlier application (withdrawn, 

refused etc.) in which a second application 

would be able to get exemption from PAC? 

54 39 10 6 

Q10. Do you agree with the approach linking the 

description of the proposal in the earlier 

application and that in the second application for 

the purpose of PAC exemption? 

67 29 9 4 

Q11. Do you agree that the exemption from PAC 

should be linked to the content of the PAN 

served in relation to PAC for the earlier 

application? 

68 18 16 7 

Q12. Do you agree with the proposed time limit 

on exemptions from PAC? 

60 33 13 3 

Q13. Do you agree with the proposed 

transitional arrangements for bringing the new 

PAC arrangements into force? 

61 19 24 5 



7 

Provision of Information  

7. There was considerable support for the proposal to require PAC information 

to be made available to the public by both electronic and ‘hard copy’ means. 

Community engagement was felt to be most effective when different means 
were used to reach different audiences, although it was recognised that not 

everyone is able to access electronic information.  

An Additional Public Event 

8. There was support for the proposal to make a second physical public event a 
minimum requirement of PAC across all groups except developers. Those 

supporting the proposal felt that it would provide an opportunity to see if 

feedback from the first event has been addressed, provide a second 
opportunity to attend an event which could increase community engagement 

and allow members of the public to follow up with the applicant on matters 

arising from information from the first event. 

9. Those not supporting the proposal felt that the second public event should be 

online rather than a physical event and this could provide scope for wider 
engagement. A degree of flexibility and discretion was also required on the 

second event with the context of the proposal, the type of development and 

the level of interest in the first event being considerations. 

Second Event to Include Feedback to the Public on Earlier Engagement 

10. There was considerable support for this proposal from all groups except 

developers. Providing feedback was important to improve the transparency of 

the process and ensure effective public engagement. It offers an opportunity 
for the public to hear how the developer intends to address, or not, the issues 

raised. 

11. Those not supporting the proposal felt flexibility was required in the provision 

of feedback. There can be circumstances when the issues raised at the first 

event will not be able to be addressed by the time of the second event e.g. 
when an EIA is required. 

Minimum Time Between Events 

12. The proposal for there to be a minimum period of seven days between the two 

public events was generally supported. Some respondents agreed with the 
seven days but would prefer a longer period. Some of the respondents 

disagreeing with the seven days also wanted a longer period. 

Additional Newspaper Notice 

13. There was general support for the proposal for an additional newspaper 
notice for a second public event across all groups except developers. In the 

main, the proposal was important to raise awareness of the event. Many 

supporters of the proposal qualified their support by suggesting a range of 
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channels should be used including local websites, social media and posters in 

local buildings. 

14. Many of the respondents who did not support the proposal questioned the 

effectiveness of newspaper adverts and suggested alternative methods are 
used. One notice for both the first and second event may also be sufficient. 

Prescribed Content of PAC Reports 

15. There was considerable support for the list of required contents for the PAC 

reports across all groups. Some very specific points were raised but it was felt 
that the proposed list would provide clarity and consistency in the report. 

There were also questions raised about the role of the local authority with 

respect to the reports and whether they would be required to comment on 
them. 

16. Those not supporting the proposals primarily raised points of detail regarding 
the proposed list. 

PAC Exemptions 

Who is Making the Application 

17. While there was majority support (from community councils and individuals) 

for the PAC exemption being limited to the same applicant who made the 

original application, other groups were more evenly split on the proposal and 
developers did not support it. Transparency and consistency were the 

reasons cited for restricting the applicant and the potential for a different 

applicant to have different views on the proposals and PAC. 

18. Those respondents not supporting the proposal suggested that exemptions 

should apply to the land as planning permission runs with land and 
exemptions should apply to the characteristics of the proposals. It was also 

suggested that there needs to be flexibility around company names to deal 

with certain legal/contractual matters. 

The Relationship Between the Development in the Earlier and Second 

Application 

19. Opinions were more divided on whether a second application could be 

exempt if the first had been withdraw, refused, appealed etc. There was 
overall support, but two groups (individuals and community councils) were 

firmly opposed to the proposal. While there was support for the proposal 

some qualifications were identified. 

20. Those opposing the proposal felt it prevented the public from having the 

opportunity to engage with the second application and there would be impacts 
on transparency and consistency. 
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The Link Between the Development in the Earlier Application and that in the 

Second Application 

21. The proposal to link the description of the proposed development in the earlier 

application to that in the second application was supported by all groups 
except individuals where opinion was evenly split. Supporters of the proposal 

raised points regarding issues of definition. Those opposing the proposal also 

raised issues over definition. 

The Relationship to the PAN  

22. There was support for exemption from PAC being linked to the content of the 

PAN served in relation to PAC for the earlier application across all groups. 

Those supporting the proposal suggested there should be an element of 
flexibility for minor changes in the second application. 

23. Those opposing the proposals felt that both applications should not be linked 
to the description in the PAN as some aspects or context may have changed. 

It was also suggested that there should be greater scope for proposals to alter 

between the PAN stage and the application being submitted. 

A Time Limit on the Period within which an Exemption Would Apply 

24. While there was overall support for the proposed time limit of 18 months on 

exemptions from PAC, some groups were less supportive (developers, 

individuals and consultants). Of those opposing the time limit, some felt 18 
months was too long and some felt it was too short. Others felt that flexibility 

is required. 

Other PAC Related Matters 

Alternatives to Public Events During COVID-19 

25. In general, respondents experience of online PAC during COVID-19 has been 

positive. Events were successful and felt to have better attendance and 
greater engagement. Social media had also generated considerable 

feedback. There were some respondents however, who felt engagement had 

been lower with online events. 

26. However, many respondents felt that face-to-face events are more effective, 

although online events were considered more convenient. Online events can 
exclude those without good internet access which may be the more 

vulnerable members of the community. A hybrid of both physical and virtual 

events would be welcomed. 

Timing and Transitional Arrangements 

27. There was overall support for the proposed transitional arrangements and the 

requirement for an application to be made within 18 months of the PAN. 

Although agreeing with the proposal, some respondents felt the time period 
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could be reduced to 12 months. Several respondents opposing the proposal 

also felt the time period could be reduced while a few felt it was too short. 

Engagement with Disabled People 

28. The consultation highlighted the importance of PAC with Access Panels and 

guidance will consider how best to achieve this. The PAC report should also 

show what consultation was done and how issues were considered in 
finalising proposals. There was considerable support for the proposed 

approach to PAC engagement with disabled people. 

29. While some respondents felt the full range of disabilities should be 

recognised, both in ways to notify disabled people and support them express 

views, other respondents felt that everyone should have equal access to 
engagement in the process and there should be no need for any 

differentiation.  

30. It was suggested that consultation with Access Panels should be a statutory 

requirement for PAC and disabled groups should have input to the guidance. 

Impact Assessment 

BRIA and Combined EQIA/CRWIA 

31. There were few comments on the BRIA and EQIA/CWRIA. The do nothing 

option in the impact assessment was not considered a viable option if an 
improvement in PAC procedures and mechanisms is to be achieved. The 

costs associated with the BRIA appear proportionate to deliver more effective 

community engagement. A number of suggestions were made for sources of 
additional information and it was suggested that there should be more 

publicity of the BRIA and combined EQIA/CRWIA. 

Island Communities Impact Assessment 

32. There were few comments on the island communities impact assessment and 
comments were mixed. There was both agreement and disagreement with the 

conclusion that a full assessment was not required. It was suggested that 

there was a need to work with island councils, community councils and local 
residents’ groups and that when an application is relevant to both mainland 

and island communities, the island community should have its own public 

event. 
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 Pre-Application Consultation  

1.1.1 Optimal Economics has been appointed by the Scottish Government – Local 

Government and Communities Directorate - Planning and Architecture 

Division (PAD) to undertake an analysis of the responses to the public 
consultation on Proposed Changes to Pre-Application Consultation 

requirements in planning.  

1.1.2 Pre-application consultation (PAC) with local communities on national and 

major developments was introduced in 2009 with the aim of making 

communities aware of proposals at an early stage so they have the 
opportunity to comment to the prospective applicant before the proposal is 

finalised and the planning application is made. 

1.1.3 The basic PAC requirements currently are that the prospective applicant 

must: 

■ Serve a proposal of application notice (PAN) on the planning authority 

describing the proposal, location and indicating what consultation they 

intend carrying out as part of PAC. 

■ Consult the community councils in whose area the proposal site is 

located or whose area adjoins the proposal site.  

■ Hold a public event. 

■ Publish a notice in a local newspaper indicating: where information on 

the proposal can be obtained; how to make views known to the 

prospective applicant; and the details of the public event (the notice must 
be published at least seven days prior to the public event. 

■ Carry out any further PAC measures required by the planning authority.  

1.1.4 The planning application to which the PAC relates cannot be submitted until at 

least 12 weeks have passed since the PAN was served on the planning 
authority. The application must be accompanied by a report on PAC, although 

the content of the report is the subject of guidance rather than a statutory 

requirement.  

1.1.5 There is currently no maximum time limit for the application for which PAC 

relates to be submitted. However, the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 
introduced an 18-month time limit for the application to be made to ensure 

that the views given during PAC are still relevant when the application is 

made.  
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1.1.6 Following an independent review of the Scottish planning system in 2016, 

concerns were raised that PAC could be a “tick box” exercise and that there 
was a lack of feedback to communities on their views in the pre-application 

phase. The review recommended an additional public event to allow for 

greater discussion of the proposals and subsequent consultation indicated a 
need for transparency and clarity around the process. There have also been 

concerns about the need for a second PAC where a developer seeks to make 

a subsequent application for the same basic development. 

1.1.7 Given these concerns about PAC, the following changes are being proposed 

to PAC regulations: 

■ To require information about the proposal to be available both in hard 

copy and electronic (online) versions. 

■ To hold an additional public event so there will be a minimum of two 

public events. 

■ To specify the requirements on the contents of PAC reports. 

■ For some applications to be exempt from PAC in certain circumstances. 

1.1.8 These proposed changes to the regulations and some other related matters 
formed the consultation on PAC requirements in planning. The consultation 

ran for twelve weeks from the 13th August 2020 to the 6th November 2020. 

The questions in the consultation can be divided into two sets: 

■ Detailed questions on the proposed changes to the PAC regulations to 

improve the PAC process; and 

■ A range of questions on other related matters including timing and 

transitional arrangements, PAC with disabled people, guidance and 
impact assessments. 

1.2 Methodology 

1.2.1 The approach to the analysis is shown in Figure 1. The first stage of the review 
was to validate the responses to determine that they are relevant to the PAC 

analysis and whether there were any duplicate responses or campaign 

responses. There were a number of responses to some questions where 
comments replicated the comments of another organisation’s response, but as 

other aspects of the submission were different, they are not being treated as 

campaign responses. 
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Figure 1: Methodology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2.2 The validation stage also developed a typology to reflect the respondent and 
their relationship to PAC in the planning system. This is set out in paragraph 

1.3.2 below. 

1.2.3 Stage 2 was focused on establishing an appropriate framework for the 

analysis. The consultation combined quantitative and qualitative methods of 

data collection and while the quantitative responses provided a good overview 
of opinion, it was the qualitative comments that provided a far greater depth of 

response.  

1.2.4 A coding framework was established of the main themes arising from the 

open-ended questions. The framework was kept under continuous review to 

ensure it was fit-for-purpose and that the responses mapped effectively on to 
it. After the initial themes were identified, a more detailed coding of each main 

theme was undertaken to allow responses to be grouped to reflect key 

issues/views by the typology developed in Stage 1. 

1.2.5 Stage 3 was the analysis of all questions and reporting of results which took 

account of client feedback at all stages of the reporting process.  

1.2.6 Almost all “closed” questions asked for a yes/no/no view answer and the 

analysis presents the number of responses by group providing yes/no/no view 
and those who did not answer the question. The overall proportion of 

responses answering yes/no/no view is also provided.  
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1.2.7 All responses to the “open” questions have been given an equal weighting, 

allowing every idea presented to be considered equally. Where possible we 
have used a number of simple bands to provide an indication of the frequency 

of an idea, although it is noted that this treats the response from an individual 

with the same weight as the response from a professional body which may 
have many members. Nevertheless, the following bands have been used to 

indicate the frequency with which a point was raised: 

■ Few: up to 3 responses. 

■ Several: 4 to 9 responses. 

■ Many: 10 and over responses. 

1.3 Overview of Responses  

1.3.1 At the close of the consultation period 91 on-line responses had been 

received with a further 18 responses submitted to PAD in an alternative 
format. These additional responses were input into the Scottish Government’s 

consultation hub which takes the total number of responses to 109. 

1.3.2 To assist with the analysis, respondents were categorised into the following 

groups: 

■ Community bodies: community groups such as community trusts, 

residents associations.  

■ Community councils: community councils who have a statutory role in 

PAC. 

■ Developers: applicants who pay for the application and who are 

responsible for the PAC. 

■ Individuals: individual members of the public. 

■ Planning authorities: planning authorities who have a role in deciding 
PAC exemption criteria and can specify if additional PAC measures are 

required. 

■ Planning/other consultants: consultants who may undertake the PAC on 

behalf of the developer or others who have general views on the 

planning system.  

■ Public and representative bodies: this includes statutory consultees, 

membership organisations and other respondents to the consultation. 

1.3.3 A summary of the number of responses by group is shown in the Table below 

with a list of respondents by group in Appendix A. 
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Summary of Responses by Group 

  % 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

2.8 

27.5 

14.7 

20.2 

15.6 

5.5 

13.8 

Total 109 100.0 
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2. Proposed Changes to PAC Regulations 
 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This section sets out the views and opinions of the respondents to the 
proposed changes to the PAC regulations and is organised as follows: 

■ Section 2.2: the provision of information – Q1  

■ Section 2.3: an additional public event – Q3 to Q6  

■ Section 2.4: content of the PAC report – Q7 

■ Section 2.5: exemption from PAC – Q8 to Q12 

2.2 Provision of Information  

2.2.1 Under the Development Management (DM) regulations1, the PAC newspaper 
notice is required to include “details as to where further information may be 

obtained concerning the proposed development” and this is understood to 
refer to a physical location and format. Included in the miscellaneous 

temporary provisions brought in during the COVID-19 emergency was the 
option to provide this information by electronic means. The consultation 
proposes that the DM regulations should be amended to allow the provision of 

information both in hard copy and by electronic means.  

Q1. Do you agree with the proposal to require PAC information, which is 

to be made available to the public, to be available both by electronic 

means and in ‘hard copy’ format? 

2.2.2 The table below shows whether respondents agreed with the proposal to 

require PAC information to be available by both electronic means and in hard 

copy format. There was substantial support with the majority (94%) of 
respondents agreeing with the proposal. There was support from all groups 

with a small number of individuals and planning authorities disagreeing with 

the proposal. 

                                                 

1 The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 

2013 – SSI 2013/ 155 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2013/155/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2013/155/contents
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Do you agree with the proposal to require PAC information, which is be 

made available to the public, to be available both by electronic means 
and in ‘hard copy’ format? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

3 

29 

16 

18 

16 

6 

14 

 

 

 

3 

1 

 

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  102 4 2 1 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

94.4 3.7 1.9   

 

2.2.3 There were 88 comments on the format of PAC information. Responses are 

considered separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing with the 
quantitative part of the question. The themes are described below in 

descending order of comments received. 

Agreed  

Important to Have Both Formats 

2.2.4 The majority of comments related to the importance of having both hard copy 

and electronic formats to allow access to the information. This was true 
across all respondent groups. Within this broad theme a number of points 

were made: 

■ Many respondents across all seven groups felt that community 

engagement is most effective when different means are used to reach 

different audiences and would like electronic and hard copy formats to 
be available to enhance access to information.  

■ Many respondents (community councils, planning authorities, public and 
representative bodies, developers) believe having an electronic format 

will ensure the widest access to information and encourage community 

engagement and participation in the PAC process through easy access. 

■ Many respondents (particularly individuals) noted that while having an 

electronic format helps access, it is important to recognise not everyone 
in the community has access to online technology or the ability to use 

this format so both formats are necessary. 
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■ Several developers responded with a request that hard copy documents 

should be phased out over time to reduce the overall cost of the planning 
process, while recognising the need to be inclusive. 

Other Comments 

2.2.5 A number of other comments were made, including: 

■ Several (public and representative bodies, developers) suggested further 

streamlining of the planning system including reducing the requirement 

for hard copies over time and using local targeted media in place of 
newspaper notices. 

■ A few developers added that they would welcome consideration of how 
the planning system can continue to support the digitalisation agenda 

including the digitalisation of the Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) 

process.  

■ A few respondents (community bodies, public and representative bodies) 

suggested planning authorities should regulate the quality of the 
information provided regardless of the format. 

■ One planning authority noted moving to online information may reduce 
the numbers attending physical events which could lead to less 

understanding of the development and less discussion with the 

developer. 

■ One consultant felt clarification is required on whether a fee could be 

charged to those requesting hard copies of information which is 
otherwise available electronically.  

Disagreed 

Electronic Format Only 

2.2.6 A few respondents (individuals, planning authorities) felt that the PAC 

information should only be available electronically. Hard copies are not 

required as most people have online access. It was suggested having 
electronic format would mean the information is likely to reach a wider 

audience. 

Disagree with PAC Generally 

2.2.7 One individual disagreed with the concept of PAC generally and felt it adds to 
the time and cost of planning applications. It was suggested that it would lend 

focus to the process if the public were made aware at the time of the PAC the 

local authority’s likelihood of approval or refusal and its reasons.  
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2.3 Additional Public Event 

2.3.1 There were four questions related to holding an additional public event. 

Second Physical Public Event 

2.3.2 The Scottish Government is proposing a requirement for two public events as 
a minimum statutory requirement for PAC. The second (or final) event would 

be a physical event. 

Q3. Do you agree with the proposal to make a second physical public 

event a minimum requirement of PAC? 

2.3.3 The table below shows whether respondents agreed with the proposal to 

make a second physical public event a minimum requirement of PAC. Across 

all respondent groups (except developers) there is general support for the 
proposal. Overall, a considerable majority of respondents (68%) agree with 

the proposal. While there is some disagreement from all groups, the majority 

of developers oppose the proposal.  

Do you agree with the proposal to make a second physical public event 

a minimum requirement of PAC? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

24 

3 

17 

14 

4 

7 

1 

4 

12 

3 

2 

2 

3 

 

2 

 

2 

1 

 

2 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

3 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  71 27 7 4 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

67.6 25.7 6.7   

 

2.3.4 There were 96 comments on the requirement for a second physical public 

event to be a minimum requirement of PAC. Responses are considered 

separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing with the quantitative part 
of the question. The themes are described below in descending order of 

comments received. 
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Agreed  

Opportunity to See if Feedback from First Event Has Been Taken On Board 

2.3.5 Many respondents (community councils, planning authorities and individuals) 
felt that a second event would allow feedback from the first event to be 

considered and the applicant would be able to provide an explanation of how 

such feedback has been taken on board and influenced the proposal. 

Need to Increase Awareness of and Participation in Event 

2.3.6 Many (planning authorities, public and representative bodies, consultants) 

suggested that provision should be made for online engagement to be used 

as well as the physical events to ensure the PAC process is accessible to as 
many people as possible and to encourage engagement. It is noted the 

particular importance of this should COVID-19 restrictions remain for some 

time. 

2.3.7 Several respondents (particularly community councils) felt that newspaper 

notices are not the most effective method of alerting the public to meetings 
and are often missed. It was suggested that the event should be advertised 

on social media and the planning authority’s website and that appropriate 

notice should be given. See also the responses to Q6 on the proposed 
requirement for an additional newspaper notice. 

Gives a Second Opportunity to Attend 

2.3.8 Many respondents (community councils, planning authorities, individuals) felt 

that a second event would give an alternative to those who could not attend 
the first event and could offer an opportunity to increase community 

engagement in the PAC process. It was suggested that the two events should 

be advertised at the same time to avoid possible confusion over a second 
notice. 

Opportunity to Ask Questions 

2.3.9 Several respondents (community councils, community bodies, individuals) 

noted the importance of a second event in allowing members of the public 
time to gather information from the first event, consider and prepare questions 

and organise a community response. 

Other Comments 

2.3.10 Several respondents (community councils, planning authorities, public and 
representative bodies) noted that the second event would only be useful if 

sufficient information is provided at the first event. It is felt that the applicant 

would need to clearly set out the purpose of the first event to ensure the 
second event is meaningful. 
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2.3.11 Several respondents across a variety of groups made the point that physical 

events are important to ensure those who do not have access to online tools 
can participate. It was noted that this can be particularly the case in remote 

rural areas and where there is significant poverty. 

2.3.12 A few respondents (community councils, developers) raised concerns over 

the potential for over-consultation or consultation fatigue, particularly in areas 

of significant developer interest. To avoid this, it is suggested that there could 
be exemptions in place, for example, where it can be clearly demonstrated to 

the planning authority that there was little or no interest in the first event.  

Disagreed 

Should be an Online Event Rather Than Physical 

2.3.13 Many respondents (developers, public and representative bodies, community 

councils, planning authorities) felt that a second physical event could end up 
as a tick box exercise and if a second event becomes mandatory it is felt that 

an online event would provide scope for wider engagement and reduce the 

potential for consultation fatigue.  

Flexibility and Discretion Required on Appropriateness of Second Event 

2.3.14 Many respondents argued for a degree of flexibility in the requirement for a 

second physical event: 

■ Several respondents (developers, community councils) felt the decision 

to hold a second event should be dependent on the context of the 

proposal or feedback from the initial physical event and should be 
judged on a case-by-case basis. 

■ Several respondents (public and representative bodies, planning 
authorities, consultant) suggested that the statutory requirement for one 

event should remain in place with the addition of a second event being a 

discretionary requirement to be determined by the planning authority. 
The determinations could be based on the type of development, the level 

of interest in the development (from the PAC report) and the likelihood of 

changes being made to the application. 

Cost Benefit Considerations 

2.3.15 Several respondents (developers, consultants, individual, public and 

representative body) responded noting that a second event would add costs 

and delays to the project with little added benefit given their experience of 
poor attendance at physical events. 

Other Comments  

2.3.16 A number of other issues were raised including: 
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■ A few respondents reported that a second physical event was 

unnecessary given the PAC processes already in place i.e. the PAC 
report. 

■ A community body noted that the Covid-19 situation may make a second 
physical event impossible. 

■ A community council felt a second meeting may cause confusion with 
the public who may see it as an opportunity to make comment on the 

original proposals rather than an update. It was suggested the second 

meeting should occur after the planning application has been submitted 
to allow discussion of the application and to inform the public on how to 

comment on the submitted application. 

Second Event to Include Feedback on Earlier Engagement 

2.3.17 The consultation states that it is intended that the second event should occur 

later in the PAC process with the aim of providing feedback to the public on 
the views received in the earlier stages of PAC. Any additional views raised at 

the second (final) event would be responded to via the finalised application 

and related PAC report. 

Q4. Do you agree that a second physical public event required as part of 

PAC must include feedback to the public on their earlier engagement in 

PAC? 

2.3.18 The table below shows that there was strong support for the proposal for the 

second physical event to include feedback to the public on views raised in the 

earlier PAC stages. A substantial majority (81%) of respondents agree with 
the proposal. In fact, there was majority support across all groups with the 

exception of developers where the majority of respondents from this group 

disagreed with the proposal. 

Do you agree that a second physical public event required as part of 
PAC must include feedback to the public on their earlier engagement in 

PAC? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

3 

27 

5 

19 

16 

5 

10 

 

1 

9 

2 

1 

1 

1 

 

1 

2 

1 

 

 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

3 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  85 15 5 4 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

81.0 14.3 4.8   
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2.3.19 There were 89 comments on the requirement for the second PAC event to 

include feedback to the public on their earlier engagement. The themes are 
described below in descending order of comments received, with responses 

considered separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing with the 

quantitative part of the question. 

Agreed  

Importance of Feedback to Ensure Public Engagement and Transparency 

2.3.20 Many respondents across all groups agreed with the proposal and felt that 

providing feedback would improve the transparency of the process and help 

ensure effective public engagement. Where feedback has not resulted in a 
change it is believed that the reasons for this should be clearly explained. 

Community councils and planning authorities in particular provided comments 

under this heading. 

Importance of Feedback to Hold Developers to Account 

2.3.21 Many respondents (particularly community councils and planning authorities) 
felt that the requirement to include feedback to the public on their earlier 

engagement in PAC was important in order to hold developers to account and 

offer an opportunity for the public to hear how the developer intends to 
address, or not, the issues raised. It would allow the developer to show how 

comments raised in the first event had been properly considered. This point is 

also raised under Q7 (content of the PAC reports). 

Written or Online Feedback Should also be Required 

2.3.22 Several respondents across a few groups, but particularly community 

councils, thought feedback should be given in the form of a written report 
published online. This should correlate comments made at the first public 

event with changes to the proposal. This point is also raised under Q7 

(content of the PAC reports). 

Other Comments  

2.3.23 A few community councils raised concerns that the minimum seven days 

between events could be too short to collate information in some cases. This 
theme is explored further in Q5 below. 

Disagreed 

Need for Flexibility in Requirement to Provide Feedback 

2.3.24 Several respondents who disagreed with the proposal thought that the 

guidance should be flexible as, in some cases, it may be more important to 
address a specific issue rather than provide feedback on issues already 

discussed at the first event. It was noted that some of the issues raised in the 

first event may only be able to be addressed through an EIA and it would be 
unfair to expect an applicant to address these issues at a second event.  
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Disagree with a Second Event 

2.3.25 Several respondents (developers, individuals, consultant, planning authority) 

restated their opposition to holding a second physical public event. It is felt the 

second event would lead to additional costs and delays to the timescale. As 
above, it is felt that the PAC report addresses feedback thereby negating the 

need for a second event.  

2.3.26 A few respondents also felt that holding a second event, specifically to provide 

feedback on the initial comments may unduly raise expectations in 

communities as to what the prospective applicant is willing to consider by way 
of changes to a proposal. 

Minimum Time Between Events 

2.3.27 The draft regulation specifies a minimum of seven days between the first and 

second public events. This is proposed, not to be prescriptive, but to avoid 
events being held too close together merely to meet the requirements.  

Q5. Do you agree with the proposed minimum time period between the 
required public events in PAC? 

2.3.28 The table below shows that overall, there was support (59%) for the proposal 
to have a minimum time period between the two public events in PAC. Within 

this, public and representative bodies, developers and consultants had a 

much larger proportion of respondents agreeing with the proposal while 
opinion was more evenly split for community councils and individuals.  

Do you agree with the proposed minimum time period between the 
required public events in PAC? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

13 

12 

9 

13 

5 

8 

1 

13 

2 

8 

4 

1 

1 

 

4 

1 

5 

 

 

3 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

3 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  62 30 13 4 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

59.0 28.6 12.4   
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2.3.29 There were 76 comments on the proposal to have a minimum time period 

between events of seven days. The themes are described below in 
descending order of comments received, with responses considered 

separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing with the quantitative part 

of the question. 

Agreed 

Agree with Seven-Day Time Period 

2.3.30 Many respondents (from all groups except individuals) reported that they were 
happy with the proposal to have a seven-day minimum period as a 

requirement. It was felt that this would avoid significant delays to the PAC 

process while still allowing for a longer period where required.  

Agree with Minimum of Seven Days, but Would Prefer Longer 

2.3.31 Many respondents (from all groups except consultants) agreed that the 

seven-day period suggested could be a minimum, but that more time might be 

more appropriate to allow both developers and communities time to prepare 
and reflect upon the first PAC event.    

Other Comments  

2.3.32 One developer supported the proposal to retain the credibility of the process, 
but felt it was essential that local planning authorities do not place additional 

restrictions beyond the seven-day minimum period. 

Disagreed  

Seven Day Minimum Time Period is Too Short  

2.3.33 Many respondents (across all groups) disagreeing with the proposal thought 

that the seven-day minimum period was too short. It was felt that the 

proposed time period would be insufficient to allow applicants to prepare a 
meaningful PAC report that considers the public’s responses and make any 

required changes to proposals. A longer period would also allow interested 

parties in the community time to consult and consolidate public views.  

2.3.34 Many of the respondents disagreeing with the proposal also suggested an 

alternative minimum time period: two weeks was the most suggested 
timescale, but three and four weeks were also proposed. 

Additional Newspaper Notice 

2.3.35 The draft regulation also specifies a requirement for a further newspaper 
notice to be issued for the second statutory event to include similar details to 

the first notice relating to the proposal and PAC. 
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Q6. Do you agree with the proposed requirement for an additional 
newspaper notice for the second required public event? 

2.3.36 The table below shows that overall, there was support for the proposed 
requirement for an additional newspaper notice for the second public event 

from 59% of respondents. Within the groups, individuals, community councils 

and planning authorities were more likely to agree with the proposal while 
developers were clearly opposed to the proposal. 

Do you agree with the proposed requirement for an additional 

newspaper notice for the second required public event? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

21 

2 

18 

12 

3 

5 

1 

6 

11 

2 

4 

3 

6 

 

3 

3 

2 

1 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  63 33 10 3 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

59.4 31.1 9.4   

 

2.3.37 There were 88 comments on the proposal to have an additional newspaper 
notice for the second public event. The themes are described below in 

descending order of comments received, with responses considered 

separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing to the quantitative part of 
the question.  

Agreed  

General Support of Proposal to Raise Awareness 

2.3.38 Many respondents (across all groups) stated their support for the proposal to 

require an additional newspaper notice. In the main, this was recognised as 

important to ensure the public are made aware of the event and it was felt that 
a newspaper notice would reach those not accessing online information. It 

was felt to be important that the second event is effectively communicated to 

all parties and not just those who participated in the first event.  
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Various Means of Notification Required 

2.3.39 Many of those respondents agreeing with the proposal qualified their support 

by stating that a range of channels should be used including local websites, 

social media and posters in local buildings/locations. It was felt that there 
should be a requirement for an online notice in addition to a newspaper 

notice. This point was made by respondents in all groups except developers 

and public and representative bodies.  

Other Comments 

2.3.40 Several respondents noted that the time interval between events would have 

a bearing on this and it was suggested that in cases where there is a short 

time period between the first and second event there could be one public 
notice for both events. 

2.3.41 A public and representative body also suggested that the regulations could 
include required text for a press advert to help ensure adverts are 

standardised and more concise thereby reducing the cost. 

Disagreed 

Newspaper Notice May Not Be the Most Effective Method 

2.3.42 As with some of the respondents agreeing with the proposal, many 

respondents (across all groups except individuals) questioned the 
effectiveness of newspaper adverts and suggested alternative means of 

notifying the public about events. Alternatives included social media, a greater 

role for community councils through their websites or community magazines 
and use of posters locally. The high cost of advertising in newspapers was 

noted compared to the perceived limited benefit in terms of reaching the 

public. Developers and public and representative bodies made these points 
most often. 

One Notice for Both Events Sufficient 

2.3.43 Several respondents (across all groups except community bodies and 

individuals) felt that one notice for both events would be sufficient although it 
is recognised that this is dependent on the dates for both events being known 

at the outset.  

Other Comments 

2.3.44 Several respondents felt that there should be more targeted publicity for the 
second event including invites to those who participated in the first event and 

other relevant parties. 
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2.4 Prescribed Content of PAC Reports 

2.4.1 The content of PAC reports is currently covered by guidance2, but in order to 

improve the transparency and consistency of the reports, it is proposed to 
specify the content in the regulations. In addition to reporting what has been 

done to comply with PAC requirements, the proposed additional requirements 

are: 

(a) the dates on which and places where public events were held. 

(b) a description of any additional steps taken by the prospective applicant to 

consult with members of the public as regards the proposed development. 

(c) a list of bodies, groups and organisations who were consulted by the 

prospective applicant. 

(d) evidence of the prospective applicant carrying out the activities described 

under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) and (c). 

(e) copies of —  

i. any materials sent to consultees, 

ii. any materials provided to those attending a public event, and  

iii. any visual presentation shown or displayed at a public event.  

(f) photographs of any display boards or models at public events. 

(g) confirmation as to whether consultees and attendees at public events 

were informed that pre-application consultation does not remove the right 
or the potential need to comment on the final application once it is made 

to the planning authority. 

(i) a summary of – 

i. the written responses to consultations, and  

ii. views raised at public events,  

(j) an explanation of how the prospective applicant took account of views 

raised during the pre-application consultation process. 

(k) an explanation of how members of the public were given feedback on the 

prospective applicant’s consideration of the views raised during the pre-

application consultation process. 

                                                 

2 Circular 3/203 Development Management Procedures 
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Q7. Do you agree with the list of required content for PAC reports? 

2.4.2 The table below shows whether the respondents agreed with the proposed list 

of required content for PAC reports. There was substantial support, across all 

respondent groups, with almost 85% of respondents agreeing with the 
proposed content. A small number of community councils, developers, 

individuals and planning authorities did not agree with the proposal.  

Do you agree with the proposed list of required content for PAC 

reports? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

3 

26 

11 

15 

16 

6 

12 

 

3 

1 

4 

1 

 

 

 

1 

3 

2 

 

 

1 

 

 

1 

1 

 

 

2 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  89 9 7 4 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

84.8 8.6 6.7   

 

2.4.3 There were 81 comments on the proposed content of the PAC reports with 
most of the comments made by respondents who were in agreement with the 

proposals. The themes are presented in descending order of comments 

received for those in agreement and those disagreeing with the proposed list. 

Agreed 

Specific Issues in relation to Proposed Content 

2.4.4 Respondents agreeing with the proposed list of required content made a 
number of specific points relating to the content described in paragraph 2.4.1 

above: 

■ Point (c): with respect to the list of bodies, groups and organisations 

consulted, several respondents suggested further detail including: 

-  Whether the planning authority suggested there should be 

engagement beyond the statutory minimum and if so, how this was 

addressed (community councils, public and representative bodies). 
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-  Details of who attended each event (online, physical) and number of 

people commenting (planning authorities). 

-  Confirmation from consultees that they were consulted and the form 

the consultation took (community councils). 

■ Point (g): a planning authority suggested it would be helpful to know the 

number of written responses received. 

■ Point (i): with respect to the summary of written responses and views, 

several respondents suggested further detail. For example, a summary 
of views was not considered sufficient with respondents suggesting that 

all comments should be listed/itemised (community councils, public and 

representative bodies). A community council also suggested that written 
responses from the relevant community council should be published in 

full and another suggested that interested parties should be allowed to 

address events with a formal record kept. 

■ Point (j): with respect to explaining how the applicant took account of 

views during the PAC process, a few respondents (planning authorities, 
consultants) suggested that the report should make clear how plans 

have evolved, particularly if a second event becomes statutory. The PAC 

report should set out what changes were suggested, which have been 
accepted and why and why other changes were not accepted. 

Comments raised at a second event should be reported in the PAC 

report (public and representative bodies) with stakeholders (e.g. 
community councils) given an opportunity to comment on the PAC 

report. This would help to ensure that the report reflects the views 

submitted.  

■ Point (k): a few respondents (developers and consultants) stated that 

they agreed with the proposed content except for point (k). This is the 
requirement to explain of how members of the public were given 

feedback on the prospective applicant’s consideration of views raised 

during the PAC process.  

Consistency and Transparency 

2.4.5 Several respondents (planning authorities, public and representative bodies, 

consultants, developers) felt that the proposed list will provide clarity and 

consistency in the report format which is in the interest of transparency and 
accountability. It should enable local representatives to better understand and 

appreciate how their contributions have been assessed and their influence on 

outcomes.  

2.4.6 Several individuals also highlighted that the proposed content should provide 

greater transparency. One respondent suggested further information should 
be made available to local people (e.g. risk assessments and impact 

information) to equip them to challenge planning applications. 
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Role of Local Authority  

2.4.7 Several respondents raised issues regarding the role of the planning authority 

and what they are required to do with the information in the reports. One 

planning authority questioned if there would be a need to consider the quality 
of the consultation or just note it had been done while another felt that 

planning authorities were not using the authority they already have. A few 

respondents (individual, community bodies, developers) felt that planning 
authorities should be required to comment on the quality and outcome of 

consultations and depth of engagement.  

Presentation of Materials  

2.4.8 A few responses (individuals, community councils and public and 
representative bodies) raised a number of issues concerning the material 

presented as part of the consultation. It was suggested that applicants for 

major developments should provide clear summaries and guides to the 
information presented to allow better understanding by the general public. The 

guidance should specify what is presented at consultations and it should be a 

clear and accurate representation of the proposal. Requiring the PAC report 
to contain copies of any visual content would ensure that the quality of the 

presentation materials is accurate and accessible for communities, particularly 

if the content is online. 

Move from Guidance to Regulation 

2.4.9 A few responses (developers, public and representative bodies) commented 

on the content of the reports moving from guidance to regulations. However, 

there were differing views within groups with one developer supporting the 
move from guidance to regulations while another felt that retaining the 

requirements as guidance would allow flexibility. Retaining the requirements 

as guidance was felt to be appropriate as the majority of people engaging with 
the planning system are not legal experts.  

Other Comments  

2.4.10 A few community councils highlighted the need to specify the information 

required. One suggested that the regulations should specify minimum details 
of the proposed development to be included in an exhibition and report (e.g. 

principal types and scales of development) while another felt that all 

information should be specified so there is a standard format with all 
applications having the same input.  

2.4.11 A few planning authorities and a consultant felt that guidance should provide 
more detail on the requirements. For example, providing links to good practice 

examples 
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Disagreed  

Specific Issues in Relation to Proposed Content 

2.4.12 Of the eight comments made by respondents answering “no” to the 
quantitative question, half the comments were supportive of the proposed list 

but felt additional information should be provided. In particular: 

■ (i) -parts (i) and (ii) – evidence should be kept to validate the summary of 

the written responses and views raised.  

■ (j) – should include why they did not take account of views raised and 

present any proposed adaptations/alterations. 

■ (k)- should record the response of the public. 

■ There should be an additional requirement allowing planning authorities 
to request specific items for inclusion in the PAC. 

■ There should be a list of people/organisations invited to the physical 
event(s) as well as a list of those who attended. This would allow the 

level of engagement to be measured. 

2.4.13 Other comments from those not in agreement with the list of required content 

include: 

■ The report should include the original proposal (presented at Stage 1) 

and the amended (Stage 2) proposal to allow the planning authority to 

see any changes made. 

■ A senior representative from the applicant should be present who can 

revise the application based on engagement with the public. Although 
made in response to Q7, this response is about PAC in general rather 

than the content of the reports. 

2.5 Exemptions from PAC Requirements 

2.5.1 There are some reasons why an applicant will want to make a second 

application for the same or amended version of the same basic proposal that 

was the subject of PAC and an application. In these cases, it is likely that a 
prospective applicant would only be considering a limited range of changes, if 

any, to the previously finalised proposal. In these situations, it would be 

excessive to require the second application to go through the PAC process 
again.  

2.5.2 In terms of defining the cases where a PAC exemption would apply, the 
proposals cover five elements: 

■ Who is making the application. 

■ The circumstances in which a second application is being made. 
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■ The relationship between the development in the earlier application and 

that in the second application. 

■ The relationship between the development in the second application and 

the proposal described in the PAN submitted for the earlier application. 

■ A time limit on the period within which an exemption would apply. 

2.5.3 The draft regulations propose that all five of these elements would need to be 

met to qualify for exemption from PAC. Each of these elements is considered 

below. 

Who is Making the Application? 

2.5.4 It is proposed that PAC exemption for a second application would apply only 

to the applicant who made the earlier application (and so also conducted the 

PAC). 

Q8. Do you agree with the PAC exemption being limited to the same 

applicant who made the earlier application? 

2.5.5 The table below shows whether the respondents agreed with the PAC 

exemption being limited to the same applicant who made the earlier 
application. The majority (59%) of respondents agreed with the exemption 

being limited to the same applicant. Community councils and individuals were 

particularly supportive of the proposals. The majority of developers opposed 
the proposal with opinion more evenly split across the other groups.  

Do you agree with the PAC exemption being limited to the same applicant 
who made the earlier application? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

23 

5 

14 

10 

3 

5 

1 

5 

9 

5 

7 

3 

6 

 

2 

1 

3 

 

 

2 

 

 

1 

 

 

 

2 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  62 36 8 3 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

58.5 34.0 7.5   
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2.5.6 There were 71 comments on whether the PAC exemption should be limited to 

the same applicant who made the earlier application. Responses are 
considered separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing with the 

quantitative part of the question. The themes are described below in 

descending order of comments received. 

Agreed 

Different Applicant, Different Views 

2.5.7 Several respondents (individuals, planning authorities and community 

councils) felt that the exemption should be restricted to the same applicant 
because a different applicant will have different proposals (e.g. designs and 

views of the site), different approaches to PAC and different consultation 

materials.  

2.5.8 One planning authority raised the issue of definition of ‘same applicant’, 

particularly in relation to company structures. A few developers highlighted the 
need for flexibility around the setup of different limited companies/joint 

ventures for some development projects. This was also made by several 

developers who disagreed with the proposals (paragraph 2.5.10 below). 

Transparency and Consistency  

2.5.9 Several respondents (individuals, community councils, planning authorities) 

felt that it was necessary to restrict exemptions to the same applicant to 

ensure that there is consistency and transparency in the process. Restricting 
the exemption to the same applicant would ensure that the consultation 

remains valid. It would prevent subsequent applications by different applicants 

avoiding PAC where there could be contentious issues and ensure 
modifications to schemes which are proposed by different applicants are 

brought to the attention of the community. 

Disagreed  

Exemption not Restricted to Same Applicant 

2.5.10 Many responses were received disagreeing with the exemption being limited 

to the applicant who made the earlier application. These responses covered 
three main themes: 

■ Exemption should apply to the land: many respondents across all groups 
(except community bodies and consultants) felt that the exemption 

should apply to the land. The main reason being that planning 

permission applies to land, therefore the exemption should also apply to 
the land. 
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■ Exemption should apply to the proposals: related to the point above, 

many respondents (planning authorities, public and representative 
bodies, developers and consultants) felt that the exemption should apply 

to the characteristics of the proposal. It is the scale and nature of the 

changes and amendments being proposed which are important, not 
whether it is the same applicant. 

■ Flexibility required around company names: several respondents (mainly 
developers and one public and representative body) felt that there are 

legal/contractual circumstances where it is necessary to amend the 

name of the applicant while the project team and the proposed 
development remain substantially the same. There can also be 

circumstances where part of a site with planning permission can be sold 

(e.g. too another housebuilder) and the new owner submits a planning 
application to make minor changes (e.g. to the house design). In these 

circumstances, a new PAC would not be proportionate. 

No Exemptions 

2.5.11 Several respondents (individuals, community bodies and community councils) 
felt that there should be no exemptions. Reasons cited include PAC being the 

only chance the public have to question any proposal prior to an application 

and concerns over abuse of the exemption by developers. 

The Circumstances Regarding an Earlier Application (withdrawal, 

refusal etc.) which have led to a Second Application 

2.5.12 It is proposed that, depending on what happened to the earlier application, an 

exemption cannot apply where the planning authority has declined to 
determine the earlier application3. This means that an earlier application could 

have been withdrawn, granted, refused, appealed, called-in or be awaiting 

determination and a second application could qualify for PAC exemption 
(depending on the other criteria being met). 

Q9. Do you agree with the circumstances regarding an earlier 
application (withdrawn, refused etc.) in which a second application 

would be able to get exemption from PAC? 

2.5.13 The table below shows whether the respondents agreed with the 

circumstances of the earlier application enabling a second application to get 

exemption from PAC. A slight majority (52%) of respondents agreed with the 
proposal. Community councils and individuals were the groups least 

supportive of the proposals.  

                                                 

3 Note that a planning authority is required to decline to determine an application where there is a 

failure to comply with PAC regulations. 
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Do you agree with the circumstances regarding an earlier application 

(withdrawn, refused etc.) in which a second application would be able to 
get exemption from PAC? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

11 

8 

5 

15 

5 

8 

1 

17 

1 

16 

1 

 

3 

 

1 

5 

 

1 

1 

2 

 

1 

2 

1 

 

 

2 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  54 39 10 6 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

52.4 37.9 9.7   

 

2.5.14 There were 67 comments on the circumstances regarding an earlier 

application in which a second application would be able to get exemption from 
PAC. The themes are described below in descending order of comments 

received, with responses considered separately for those agreeing and those 

disagreeing with the quantitative part of the question. 

Agreed 

Qualification to Proposals 

2.5.15 Many responses across all groups (except individuals and community 

councils) agreed with the proposal but identified some qualifications to the 

proposed exemptions including: 

■ The second application should be essentially for the same development 

(planning authorities, community council, public and representative 

body). This should include no material changes to the application, no 
fundamental changes in the circumstances in which the application is 

being made and where a second PAC would not result in a different 

outcome. 

■ Some PAC should still be required (e.g. a third event) to ensure the 

community is kept informed of progress, any minor changes, updated 
information (planning authorities, individual). 

■ Providing there is a time limit (e.g. six months) (individual, planning 

authorities) 

■ Only under appeal conditions (community body). 
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Other Comments  

2.5.16 Other comments were made regarding the circumstances of an earlier 

application in which a second application would be able to get exemption 

including: 

■ If all the proposed criteria for exemption are met, it is considered 

appropriate to grant an exemption. This would avoid PAC which would 
add little value and could lead to consultation fatigue for communities (a 

few planning authorities). Concerns were noted with this approach in 

certain circumstances e.g. where there has been significant opposition to 
a development that was subsequently approved. 

■ Guidance should be clear on what is an exemption from the PAC 
process and governance on exemptions should rest with the planning 

authorities rather than the applicant (consultants, community councils). It 

was also suggested that planning authorities should confirm that an 
exemption applies at the outset of any discussions to avoid applicants 

progressing with a repeat application only for a planning authority to 

decline to determine the application under Section 39 of the Act. 

■ There was agreement for the proposal on the basis that it aligns with the 

requirements for a second application to be exempt from a fee 
(consultants). 

Disagreed  

Public Consultation Required 

2.5.17 Many respondents (primarily from individuals and community councils) 

disagreed with the exemption being available to second applications where 

the first application had been withdrawn, refused etc. It was felt that by 
allowing an exemption, it prevented the public from having the opportunity to 

engage with the second application. Concern was expressed that if an 

application had been refused, withdrawn etc. it was for good reason and 
therefore further community consultation would be useful. 

Transparency and Consistency 

2.5.18 Several respondents (individuals, community councils, public and 

representative bodies) felt that allowing exemptions would impact on 
transparency and consistency. There was concern that the exemptions may 

be open to abuse and important impacts (e.g. environmental) may not be 

addressed. There was also concern that it becomes difficult for the 
public/communities to follow the progress of the application.  

Other Comments 

2.5.19 Other issues raised included: 
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■ A few individual and community council respondents felt that the 

grounds for exemption are too complicated and confusing. 

■ A few individual and community council respondents felt that there was 

an issue over definition. There was concern that it was not possible to 
define when a second application was ‘similar’ to an earlier application 

and more clarity was required on what is meant by ‘no significant 

change’. 

The Relationship Between the Development in the Earlier Application and that 

in the Second Application 

2.5.20 There must be a link between the proposal in the earlier application and that 

in the second application to justify an exemption from PAC, but it is not 
practical to define specific aspects of a development and the extent to which 

they can change across the full range of development types. 

2.5.21 It is proposed to use the concept from the Town and Country Planning 

Regulations4 such that the proposal in the second application must be for 

“development of the same character or description as development to which 
an earlier application relates and to no other development” and where “the 

application relates to the same site as that to which an earlier application 

related, or to part of that site, and to no other land except land included solely 
for the purpose of providing a different means of access to the site”. Hence, 

both criteria need to be met. This description of the proposal allows for some 

changes to be made, but the development proposal is basically the same. 

Q10. Do you agree with the approach to linking the description of the 

proposal in the earlier application and that in the second application for 
the purpose of PAC exemption? 

2.5.22 The table below shows whether the respondents agreed with linking the 
description of the proposal in the earlier application with that in the second 

application. A clear majority (64%) of respondents agreed with the proposal to 

link the description in the earlier application with that in the second 
application. Indeed, there was majority support across all groups except 

individuals.  

                                                 

4 Town and Country Planning (Fees for Applications and Deemed Applications) (Scotland) 

Regulations 2004, Regulations 7(a) and 8(c). 
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Do you agree with the approach to linking the description of the 

proposal in the earlier application and that in the second application for 
the purpose of PAC exemption? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

16 

10 

10 

16 

5 

8 

1 

10 

4 

10 

1 

1 

2 

 

3 

 

2 

 

 

4 

 

1 

2 

 

 

 

1 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  67 29 9 4 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

63.8 27.6 8.6   

 

2.5.23 There were 63 comments on linking the description of the development in the 

earlier application and the second application to justify an exemption from 
PAC. The themes are described below in descending order of comments 

received, with responses considered separately for those agreeing and those 

disagreeing to the quantitative part of the question. 

Agreed 

Issues relating to Definition 

2.5.24 Many respondents from all groups (except community bodies) raised a 
number of issues which related to the definitions in the proposed criteria for 

granting an exemption. These included: 

■ Several respondents (individuals, planning authorities, consultants) 

highlighted the need for clarity on “development of the same character or 

description of development”. For example, a proposal of the same 
character and description on the same site could have significantly 

different aspects (e.g. access, drainage) with different environmental or 

amenity impacts. It was suggested that further clarity could be provided 
by broadening the definition to cover the consideration of a similar level 

of environmental or amenity impact. 

■ Without clear guidelines, the description in the PAN may be very broad 

to ensure that a prospective applicant does not miss out on being 

exempt from repeating the PAC process at a later stage.  
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■ A few planning authorities raised questions about applications for part of 

a site covered by a PAN and how they would be dealt with, 

■ Contrasting views were also provided by a planning authority and a 

developer around the circumstances where the community should be 
informed of the second application. The planning authority suggested 

that the community should be able to comment on a residential 

development of the same description but with a new layout or different 
aspects. However, a developer felt that it was essential that any remixes 

in a housing development to address market circumstances should be 

exempt. 

■ A few developers identified that as it is at the discretion of the planning 

authority to consider whether the proposal is of “the same character or 
description to which an earlier application relates”, the applicant and 

planning authority must be able at the outset to formally screen whether 

the second application is exempt from PAC. 

■ A public and representative body recognised that a development 

description can remain relevant in a generic sense, but that an important 
component part of the associated detail could be materially altered within 

the same description. It was suggested that the link should be between 

the description of the development and the component parts of the 
scheme. 

Keeping the Community Informed 

2.5.25 A few respondents (individuals, community councils) felt that if the proposal 

changes at all, the local community should have the chance to comment 
again. Changing the means of access could be a major change and should be 

subject to consultation. 

Disagreed  

Concern over Definition 

2.5.26 Several respondents (community councils, individuals, public and 

representative bodies) felt that the wording is too vague, particularly whether 

the definition is sufficiently clear to determine whether the development 
proposal is basically the same as the previous proposal. The definition was 

felt to be open to interpretation and therefore a matter of judgement. Concern 

was raised that it could lead to a lack of trust in the process from members of 
the public and stakeholders. 
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2.5.27 On the other hand, a few developers felt that adhering too rigidly to the 

description of the first application may have negative effects. For example, it 
could negate the inclusion of land for mitigation, compensation or 

enhancement or hinder the introduction of new innovations in the design 

process. It is noted that a potential implication of this is that the PAN and PAC 
could be drafted vaguely. Concern was also expressed about placing 

additional weight on the description of the development in light of the recent 

“Finney decision” with the potential for legal challenges around the regulation 
of the description. 

2.5.28 A planning authority also questioned whether the approach should allow a 
degree of flexibility for some minor changes such as slight alterations to red 

line boundaries or site changes which are part of larger masterplans. 

Keeping the Community Informed 

2.5.29 Several respondents (individuals, community council, consultants) felt that the 
community should have the opportunity to engage with a second PAC even 

for small changes. “Alternative means of access” and other changes to the 

proposal (e.g. turbine height or output) could result in significant implications 
for a community so restricting the need for a second PAC would not be in the 

interest of communities near these developments. This point was also made 

by some respondents agreeing with the application. 

No Exemptions 

2.5.30 Several respondents (community bodies, community councils, individuals) felt 

there should be no exemptions. 

The Relationship to the Proposal of Application Notices (PAN) 

2.5.31 It is proposed that the proposals in both applications must also be within the 
scope of the description of development contained in the PAN for the PAC for 

the earlier application. 

Q11. Do you agree that the exemption from PAC should be linked to the 

content of the PAN served in relation to PAC for the earlier application? 

2.5.32 The table below shows whether the respondents agreed with the proposals 

that both applications must be within the scope of the description of 

development contained within the PAN. A clear majority (67%) of respondents 
agreed with the proposal with support from all groups. There was some 

opposition from respondents in all groups except for planning authorities.  
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Do you agree that the exemption from PAC should be linked to the 

content of the PAN served in relation to PAC for the earlier application? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

2 

20 

8 

8 

16 

5 

9 

1 

6 

5 

4 

 

1 

1 

 

2 

2 

9 

 

 

3 

 

2 

1 

1 

1 

 

2 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  68 18 16 7 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

66.7 17.6 15.7   

 

2.5.33 There were 61 comments on the proposals in both applications being within 

the scope of the description of development contained in the PAN for the PAC 

for the earlier application. The themes are described below in descending 
order of comments received, with responses considered separately for those 

agreeing and those disagreeing with the quantitative part of the question. 

Agreed 

Flexibility Required 

2.5.34 Several respondents (planning authorities, public and representative bodies 

and developers) felt that it would be helpful for there to be an element of 
flexibility for minor changes in the second application. A few respondents 

suggested a minor amendment to the wording of Regulation 4A 2(a)(iii) to 

allow minor changes to the site boundary including extensions outwith the 
original site boundary. 

General Comments 

2.5.35 A few respondents (community councils and public and representative bodies) 

did not feel that the proposed changes set out how applications which only 
cover part of the full site set out under PAN would be treated. This point was 

also raised under Q10 (paragraph 2.5.24) 

2.5.36 A number of benefits were identified by respondents including: 

■ It will ensure that the PAC exercise is still relevant to the application 
(community councils and planning authorities). 
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■ It requires the description of the development to be fairly precise and this 

should be set out in the regulations (community council). 

■ It will provide greater awareness of the PAC history and provide easier 

access to all information relating to one application (community council). 

Disagreed  

Context may have Changed 

2.5.37 Several respondents (community councils, individuals, public and 
representative bodies, developers) felt that both applications should not be 

linked to the description of development in the PAN as specific aspects of the 

second application or the context may have changed. It was suggested that 
for certain types of proposals (e.g. renewables projects) the PAN is often 

undertaken at an early stage when the context may still be quite vague. 

2.5.38 A few developers also felt that the consultation should consider greater 

opportunities for proposals to alter between the PAN stage and an application 

being submitted. These changes could reflect compensatory habitat 
restoration or changes to accommodate additional technologies. It was also 

suggested that as the purpose of PAC is to gather public opinion on 

development proposals, there should be scope to change the proposals in 
light of public feedback received. 

2.5.39 Concern was expressed from a developer that there could be variation 
between authorities in what is deemed acceptable in terms of the description 

and that each case should be considered on its own merits. This latter point 

was also made by a community council which felt that all PAC submissions 
should stand on their own merit. 

General Comments  

2.5.40 A few specific points were made by community councils: 

■ If a second application is made for a site where a previous application 

has been refused, the second application should provide good evidence 

that the reasons for refusal have been rigorously addressed and that the 
concerns expressed for the previous application have been satisfactorily 

resolved. 

■ A second PAN should be required including a request for PAC 

exemption and stating the grounds for exemption. The planning authority 

should decide whether to agree to the exemption. 

No Exemptions 

2.5.41 Several respondents (community bodies, community councils, individuals, 

consultants) felt there should be no exemptions. 
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A Time Limit on the Period within which an Exemption would Apply 

2.5.42 It is proposed that any exemption from PAC for a second application is time 

limited. That is, it cannot be divorced in time too much from the PAC on the 

earlier application. The consultation proposes allowing an exemption from 
PAC for a second application up to 18 months from the date of the earlier 

application i.e. from the validation date5. 

Q12. Do you agree with the proposed time limit on exemptions from 

PAC? 

2.5.43 The table below shows whether the respondents agreed with the proposed 

time limit on exemptions from PAC. A majority (57%) of respondents 

supported the proposed time limit. While there was support across all groups, 
the majority of community councils and planning authorities agreed with the 

proposed time limit. The majority of consultants opposed the time limit with 

opinion split amongst community bodies, developers and individuals.  

Do you agree with the proposed time limit on exemptions from PAC? 

 Yes No No View Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public and representative Bodies 

1 

19 

6 

8 

16 

2 

8 

1 

8 

7 

9 

1 

4 

3 

1 

2 

2 

5 

 

 

3 

 

1 

1 

 

 

 

1 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  60 33 13 3 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

56.6 31.1 12.3   

 

2.5.44 There were 68 comments on whether respondents agreed with the proposed 
time limit for exemptions from PAC. The themes are described below in 

descending order of comments received, with responses considered 

separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing with the quantitative part 
of the question: 

                                                 

5 Regulation 14 of the DM Regulations 
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Agreed  

18 Months is Appropriate 

2.5.45 Many respondents across all groups felt that 18 months was an appropriate 
timescale for a second application to be able to get exemption from PAC. 

While agreeing with the proposed timescale in the quantitative analysis in the 

table above, several respondents (individuals, community councils and 
planning authorities) suggested that 18 months may be slightly long and that 

12 months may be more appropriate. 

Disagreed  

18 Months is Too Long 

2.5.46 Many respondents (community councils, individuals, planning authorities, 

public and representative bodies) felt that 18 months was too long for a 
second application to be able to get exemption from PAC. There was concern 

that circumstances may have changed significantly within 18 months. Many of 

the respondents felt that twelve months would be an appropriate timescale. 
Twelve months should allow adequate time for investigations/reports and may 

encourage proposals to be brought forward more quickly. One individual 

thought that six months was reasonable for an exemption, given the other 
requirements. 

Need for Flexibility  

2.5.47 Several respondents (developers, consultants) felt that there was a need to 

be flexible with the time limit. It often takes planning authorities more than 18 
months to determine an application, particularly major applications, and it 

would not be fair to penalise the applicant in these circumstances. 

Clarification was also requested on whether a developer would have to rerun 
PAC in full if an application is submitted just before the proposed 18-month 

deadline, but it is then judged to be invalid. Respondents felt the deadline 

should be extended in these circumstances. 

18 Months Too Short 

2.5.48 Several respondents (developers and consultants) felt that 18 months was too 

short a period and a few respondents suggested 24 months. The longer time 

period was suggested to allow for factors arising that were outside the control 
of the developer (e.g. unforeseen technical constraints) and to allow sufficient 

time for assessments which may have arisen out of the previous planning 

application to be addressed (e.g. nature conservation). 
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3. Other PAC Related Matters  

3.1 Introduction 

3.1.1. The consultation included several questions on other matters relating to PAC, 

but which do not relate to the proposed changes to the legislation. These are 

considered in the following sub-sections: 

■ Section 3.2: details of experience using online alternatives to public 

events during the COVID-19 emergency – Q2. 

■ Section 3.3: timing and transitional arrangements – Q13. 

■ Section 3.4: pre-application engagement with disabled people – Q14. 

■ Section 3.5: guidance – Q15. 

■ Section 3.6: general comments – Q20. 

3.2 Alternatives to Public Events During COVID-19 

3.2.1. The requirement for a public event has been temporarily suspended during 

the COVID-19 emergency. Guidance was issued to allow for digital or online 

alternatives and the consultation is seeking to evaluate how well these 
alternatives have operated.  

3.2.2. While the proposed changes to PAC legislation require the second public 
event to be a physical event, the Scottish Government will consider including 

in guidance suggestions as complementary online approaches. To this end, 

the consultation asks for feedback from stakeholders in the PAC process who 
have been involved in online public events for PAC in order to understand the 

levels of engagement and views on which approaches worked well and which 

did not work so well. 

Q2. Please give us details of your experience using online alternatives to 

public events during the COVID-19 emergency. 

3.2.3. There were 101 comments on using online alternatives to public events during 

COVID-19. 

Online PAC Experience Has Been Positive 

3.2.4. Many respondents across the groups reported that their experiences of using 

online alternatives to public events for PAC had been positive. 
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3.2.5. Many developers felt that their experience of using online alternatives during 

the COVID-19 emergency period was that the online events had been equally, 
if not more beneficial than a face-to-face public event. The online events are 

reported to have increased attendance and widened participation in many 

cases. The public can be given access to review information over a longer 
time period using digital methods. 

3.2.6. Several planning authorities, while having had relatively limited experience of 
online alternatives for PAC, felt that those online events that had been held 

were successful. In addition to online events, the public had often been 

directed to websites to view further details of proposals and submit comments. 
There was a general feeling that these methods had been successful in 

increasing public participation. 

3.2.7. Several public and representative bodies reported that their members’ 

experiences of using alternatives to public events had been very positive. 

They had seen an increase in attendance at events and greater engagement. 
The ability to have online sites remaining live after the online event gives the 

public time to consider information even if they were unable to attend the 

event.  

3.2.8. A few planning/other consultants reported that use of social media had 

generated significantly more feedback than many physical events in the past. 
The use of online messaging systems to facilitate a “Live Chat” allowed all 

members of the project team to view questions submitted and channel specific 

questions to the relevant member of the team and the public have responded 
positively to the option to obtain instant feedback from applicant teams. 

3.2.9. A few community councils have welcomed the information available on 
consultation websites that is perceived to have been more comprehensive 

and detailed than that given at physical events.  

No Experience of Online PAC Event 

3.2.10. Many respondents across the groups reported that they had not had any 
experience of online alternatives so could not comment further on their 

effectiveness. 

No Online PAC Experience, But Positive Experience of Online Events 

Elsewhere 

3.2.11. Many respondents stated that they had not had experience of online 

alternatives for PAC, but had positive feedback on online alternatives used in 

other settings.  

3.2.12. Several community councils reported that they had been successfully using 

online tools such as Zoom, Skype or Microsoft Teams to hold their meetings. 
These methods have been proven to work well to facilitate discussion and 

debate when chaired well. 
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3.2.13. Several public and representative bodies stated that they had found using 

online platforms to be a positive experience and that a wider audience had 
been attracted. Online events had been found to have enhanced audience 

contributions and the anonymity that can be provided from online engagement 

had been appreciated by some parties as had the ability to post questions 
directly to speakers. 

Face-to-Face Events Are More Effective Than Online 

3.2.14. Many respondents felt that online events are not as effective as physical 

events and the ability to ask questions and hold discussions face-to-face is 
seen as important. It was felt that virtual events held during the COVID-19 

emergency did not give developers or community members the same 

opportunity to interact with one another as would have been the case with a 
physical public event. This theme was particularly important to individuals and 

community councils.  

Online Format Is More Convenient and Effective 

3.2.15. For many respondents spread across the groups, the use of online events and 
consultation methods was regarded as a more convenient and effective 

means of public engagement. These methods were regarded as being more 

convenient for rural locations and those members of the public who may find it 
difficult to attend a physical event and helps overcome barriers to 

participation. The publication of background information online has been seen 

as positive as it has allowed more detailed information to be presented that 
would not have been practical to present during a physical event.  

Online Events Need to Use Effective Technology and Be Accessible 

3.2.16. Many respondents felt that were online alternatives to be used, it should be 

ensured that the technology and access arrangements are effective and the 
event is widely advertised. Furthermore, it was felt that online meetings where 

there are large numbers of participants risk being impractical unless very 

carefully managed. It was suggested that there should be a requirement for 
developers to record events and publish the information for the public to view 

after the event. This theme was particularly important to community councils.  

Poor Internet Access or Technological Ability a Barrier 

3.2.17. Many respondents (including several community councils) raised concerns 
that online alternatives excluded those without online access or where 

broadband speeds were limited. It was noted that some people lack the 

confidence or knowledge to participate in online consultations. There was 
concern expressed that the economically challenged and vulnerable members 

of the community could face exclusion from participation.  
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Would Like to See A Hybrid of Both Physical and Virtual Events in Future 

3.2.18. Several respondents across a range of groups reported a desire to see a 

combination of both physical and virtual events going forward. It was felt that 

physical events allow for a more proactive approach in engaging the public 
whilst online engagement can potentially allow for a greater amount of 

information to be provided in a more accessible format to a wider audience. It 

was suggested that a hybrid approach that mixes digital and physical 
consultation would be welcomed as a positive change to the PAC process. 

Online PAC Event Had Lower Engagement Level  

3.2.19. Several respondents (community bodies, developers, planning authorities and 

consultants) felt that their experience had showed a lower engagement level 
in online alternatives compared to the traditional physical events. Evidence 

suggests that in some cases more people engaged with online platforms after 

the virtual event than participated in the event itself. 

Other Views Relating to Online Events 

3.2.20. One public and representative body stated that they were aware of a number 

of planning authorities working creatively to make the best use of online 

platforms to support enhanced digital engagement and highlighted work to 
share best practice and experiences.  

3.2.21. Another public and representative body made the point that not all applicants 
have the ability to undertake online consultation and may have to outsource 

this to an external company. It was felt that the potential increased costs to 

applicants should be considered. 

3.2.22. A further public and representative body raised the point that there could be a 

risk that an online event be dominated by parties who are not local to the area 
and the participation of the local community should be monitored to ensure 

representation. 

3.3 Timing and Transitional Arrangements 

3.3.1 Currently there is no time limit to submit an application following a PAC. The 

Scottish Government proposes to bring into force the requirement for an 

application to be made within 18 months of the PAN. It is proposed that this 
requirement will come into force at the same time as the other changes set 

out in the consultation paper.  

3.3.2 It was proposed that this time limit and the other new requirements will apply 

to an application where the PAN is served on or after the date the legislation 

comes into force. 

3.3.3 With regard to the time limit, in order to ensure parties who have started PAC 

– i.e. served the PAN on the planning authority, prior to the proposed changes 
being introduced are not disadvantaged, they will have 18 months from the 

changes coming into force to make an application. 
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Q13. Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for 

bringing into force the new PAC requirements, including the time limit 
for making applications to which PAC requirements apply? 

3.3.4 The table below shows that within most of the respondent groups there was 
general support for the proposed transitional arrangements for the PAC 

requirements. The majority of respondents answering the question (59%) 

agree with the proposal.  

Do you agree with the proposed transitional arrangements for bringing into 

force the new PAC requirements, including the time limit for making 
applications to which PAC requirements apply? 

 Yes No No 

View 

Not 

Answered 

Total 

Community Bodies 

Community Councils 

Developers 

Individuals 

Planning Authorities 

Planning/Other Consultants  

Public & Representative Bodies 

1 

15 

8 

10 

15 

3 

9 

1 

5 

4 

4 

1 

3 

1 

1 

7 

4 

8 

 

 

4 

 

3 

 

 

1 

 

1 

3 

30 

16 

22 

17 

6 

15 

Total  61 19 24 5 109 

% respondent answering 

question 

58.7 18.3 23.1  100.0 

 

3.3.5 There were 50 comments on the proposed transitional arrangements for 

bringing into force the new PAC requirements. The themes are described 
below in descending order of comments received, with responses considered 

separately for those agreeing and those disagreeing to the quantitative part of 

the question. 

Agreed 

Proposal Seems Reasonable  

3.3.6 Many respondents agreed with the proposal and felt that the introduction of a 
time limit for submission of an application of 18 months was reasonable and 

appropriate. This was true across all groups except individuals. 

Proposal Seems Reasonable, But Time Period Could be Shorter  

3.3.7 Several respondents also agreed with the proposal but felt that the time limit 
could be reduced from 18 months to 12 months. 
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Other Points Relating to Transitional Arrangements 

3.3.8 One respondent agreed with the proposal, but felt that the time limit could be 

extended to 24 months as a one-time only extension for PANs submitted 

before the ‘coming into force date’ in cases where there are extenuating 
circumstances preventing submission within the timeframe. 

Disagreed 

18 Months is Too Short 

3.3.9 Several respondents across a range of groups disagreed with the proposed 

time limit of 18 months and felt that it was too short and did not take into 

account factors outwith the control of the developer, such as unforeseen 
technical or conveyancing issues. A few respondents suggested that a period 

of around two to three years was more appropriate. 

18 Months is Too Long 

3.3.10 A few respondents disagreed but felt that the proposed time limit of 18 months 
was too long and that 6-12 months would be reasonable, given that the 

proposal should be sufficiently developed by the time it reached the PAC 

stage. 

Other Points Relating to Transitional Arrangements 

3.3.11 . There was concern from a community body that the proposed transition 

period before the new regulations come into force is too long, particularly 

given the passage of time since the 2019 Act came into force. The time 
associated with consultation should have allowed developers sufficient time to 

adjust to the new requirements. 

3.3.12 Several respondents disagreed with the proposal and felt there should be no 

time limit. A community council felt that as consultation with the public and 

interested parties is necessary, time should be made for consultation 
regardless of the timing of the application and the new requirements and a 

developer felt that there should not be a requirement to reconsult on the same 

proposal merely because a time period regulation were breached but where 
the proposal has not changed. A public and representative body also 

suggested there should be no time limit because each development is 

different and there are different issues/constraints to overcome.   

3.3.13 One respondent felt that while they thought 18 months was too short a period, 

should the timescale be introduced, they agreed that parties should have 
18 months from the changes coming into force to avoid being disadvantaged. 

It was also suggested that there should be no transitional arrangements 

(individual). 
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3.4 Engagement with Disabled People 

3.4.1 The consultation proposed guidance on the importance of PAC with Access 

Panels. It is proposed that the guidance will highlight how this might best be 
achieved. The PAC report should then indicate what was done and how any 

issues raised were considered in the finalisation of the proposal. 

Q14. Please give us your views on the proposed approach to pre-

application engagement with disabled people. 

3.4.2 There were 82 comments on the proposed approach to PAC with disabled 

people. The themes are described below in descending order of comments 

received: 

Agree with Proposed Approach 

3.4.3 The majority of the comments (around 70%) provided across all groups were 

in general support of the proposed approach to PAC engagement with 

disabled people. Many respondents noted the importance of ensuring the 
views of disabled people are taken into account in development proposals to 

provide an expert view that might impact upon the design. Several 

respondents felt it was especially important as new developments and 
changes to the environment can adversely affect those with disabilities to a 

much larger extent than the general public in terms of accessibility. 

Range of Disabilities and Needs Should Be Taken into Account 

3.4.4 Several respondents across the groups pointed out that the full range and 
diversity of disabilities should be recognised, both in ways to notify disabled 

people and to support them in expressing their views. It was noted that while 

the move to digital consultation methods and materials will improve 
accessibility for some, for others such as those with visual impairment or 

learning disabilities this might not be an accessible format. Alternative formats 

should be made available to ensure disabled people do not face barriers to 
engagement.  

Equality of Access with No Differentiation Required  

3.4.5 Several respondents felt that everyone should have equal access to 

engagement in the process and there should be no need for any 
differentiation. There was a feeling that developers should be taking an 

inclusive approach to consulting on their proposals with a wide range of 

groups (e.g. community groups and special interest groups) and disagreed 
with identifying disabled people as a specified group for PAC. 

Should Be a Statutory Requirement 

3.4.6 Several respondents offered the view that consultation with the disabled 

community via Access Panels should be a mandatory statutory requirement 
for PAC. 
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Disabled Groups Should Have Input to Guidance 

3.4.7 It was suggested by several respondents that guidance should be developed 

in consultation with disability groups and organisations to ensure specific 

needs and requirements are built into the guidance. 

Other Points Relating to PAC with Disabled People 

3.4.8 A community council felt that there must not be too great a burden placed on 

the applicant to provide consultation documents in specific formats such as 

Braille or large print. 

3.4.9 A developer wanted clarity on how wide ranging the consultation should be 

and how specific engagement with disabled groups should be made. It was 
felt that without defined guidance there is a risk for applicants that they could 

unintentionally fail to meet the criteria for PAC. 

3.4.10 A consultant felt that developers should state in the PAN what they intend to 

do to engage people with disabilities as leaving it to the PAC report is too late. 

It was suggested that not enough emphasis is put on making sure the PAN is 
appropriate for the development.  

3.5 Guidance  

3.5.1 The intention is for the Scottish Government to produce guidance to support 
the revised PAC arrangements. The guidance would include the following 

matters:  

■ engagement with Access Panels; 

■ issues for consideration when holding and scheduling public events;  

■ approaches to engaging local communities dependent on the nature of 

those communities;  

■ the use of information technology in support of statutory requirements.  

3.5.2 It is intended that reference would be made to existing good practice guidance 

on effective community engagement. The consultation asks respondents to 

identify issues they think should be covered in the PAC guidance.  

Q15. Please tell us what issues you think should be covered in guidance 

for PAC. 

3.5.3 There were 80 comments on the issues that should be covered in PAC 

guidance, with each respondent suggesting multiple issues. The main themes 
are described below in descending order of comments received: 

Social Access and Inclusion Issues 
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3.5.4 Around a quarter of the responses across the groups contained reference to 

social access and inclusion issues. Many respondents felt the guidance 
should include information on selecting a suitable venue for public events to 

ensure accessibility. Several respondents would like to see guidance on how 

to engage with harder to reach groups including young people, the elderly and 
disabled members of the public. 

The Suggested List of Issues is Reasonable 

3.5.5 Around one in five responses stated that the respondent was generally happy 

that the suggested list of issues in the consultation was reasonable. Several 
respondents then went on to add additional specific issues that are covered in 

the other themes described. 

Community Feedback Mechanisms 

3.5.6 Many respondents across the groups (with the exception of developers) felt 
that there should be guidance on the mechanisms within PAC for community 

feedback. This included guidance on summarising and accurately reflecting 

community views, to clarify that the purpose of the second PAC meeting is to 
provide feedback to the community on how views are being taken into 

account, and to stress to the public that commenting during the PAC is not the 

same as commenting on the actual planning application.  

Reference to Best Practice in Community Engagement 

3.5.7 Many respondents across the groups confirmed that they felt it important that 

the guidance must make reference to existing best practice guidance on 

effective community engagement. Specific reference was made to Successful 
Planning = Effective Engagement and Delivery6 (SP=EED) and The Scottish 

Land Commission’s Transparency of Ownership and Land Use Decision-

Making. It was suggested that case studies and examples of good practice in 
effective consultation could be included in the guidance. 

Guidance on Timescales 

3.5.8 The issue of timescales was identified by many respondents across the 

groups as something to be included in guidance for PAC. This included 
guidance on when PAC events should occur in relation to the time after 

adverts have been published and in relation to the overall PAC timeline. It 

also included guidance on giving appropriate notice to the public of events. 

Use of Technology 

3.5.9 Across the groups, many respondents felt that guidance should highlight the 

use of digital technology to enhance the PAC process and it was felt that 

                                                 

6 SP=EED is a practical guide to engagement in planning 
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learning from the COVID-19 emergency period should be taken into account 

when producing guidance. 

Community Engagement 

3.5.10 Many respondents agreed that the issue of community engagement should be 
central to the guidance. It was felt that the guidance should emphasise the 

importance of engaging with everyone in a local community and could 

encourage early involvement of Community Councils or other relevant 
community groups in the project development process.  

Clear Guidance and Expectations 

3.5.11 Several respondents made the point that the guidance should be clear and 
concise and easy to follow. This included the guidance itself being written in 

plain English and guidance for PAC reports to be written in plain English. The 

provision of a checklist setting out the steps that applicants must comply with 
for an effective PAC was suggested as a tool that could provide clarity for 

applicants and transparency for the public. It was felt that guidance should set 

out reasonable expectations of all parties involved in the PAC process.  

What Should be Published/Included 

3.5.12 Several respondents thought that the guidance should specify a minimum 

level of detail expected in PAC materials and guidance on when and how this 
should be published. This could include quality standards for graphics and the 

inclusion of information relating to the impact of the proposals on access and 

traffic levels and on local amenities and services. 

Advertising 

3.5.13 Several respondents felt that there should be guidance relating to the 

advertising of public events, with recommendations to advertise more widely 
than in the local newspaper to have a wider reach and in recognition that 

publication timescales for local press may not fit with the PAC schedule. 

Other Points Relating to Guidance 

3.5.14 A few respondents thought the guidance should set out flexibility around the 

PAN notice to allow for unforeseen changes to the venue or event process 
without the necessity of resubmitting the PAN. This could also apply to 

changes in the named party on the application, for example where a 

developer has submitted a PAN in advance of a contract being in place with a 
landowner. 

3.5.15 A community council would like to see penalties put in place when the 
applicant misleads the public during PAC events as it is felt that guidance 

could be too easy to intentionally misinterpret by applicants without legislation 

in place to enforce requirements. 



56 

3.5.16 A planning authority thought there should be separate guidance for applicants 

and the public. 

3.5.17 A public and representative body would like the guidance to advise applicants 

to contact the relevant body as an integral part of the PAC process where 
there are statutory protection matters at stake. 

3.6 General Comments 

Q20 Please give us any general comments on the PAC proposals or 
related issues not covered by earlier questions 

3.6.1. There were 61 general comments received across a wide variety of topics 
although many comments did replicate points made earlier in the consultation. 

The comments have been grouped into three broad categories reflecting 

positive themes, negative themes and general points. Most points were made 
by only one or two respondents. As a result, these points are not made in 

order of the number of comments received. 

Comments which are generally supportive of proposals  

3.6.2. Support for the PAC proposals was made by many respondents across all 
respondent groups. The main points are detailed below: 

Emphasise benefits 

3.6.3. PAC is very important in encouraging local communities to be actively 

involved in developing a proposal from the earliest stages and the second 
public event should encourage greater collaboration and better outcomes in 

terms of the proposed development (planning authority). 

3.6.4. Effective community engagement can help developers improve their 

proposals and deliver development that works for everyone. The proposed 

changes to community engagement should be promoted as a means of 
achieving a culture where PAC is of genuine benefit to all involved 

(consultant). 

Clarify Expectations 

3.6.5. Engagement and consultation with communities is vital, but there should be 
clarity around the expectations of PAC, particularly if the development site in 

question has been allocated in the Local Plan. In these circumstances, PAC 

events are about the shape of things going forward (developer). 

Balance Benefits and Costs  

3.6.6. A few respondents highlighted the need to balance the aim of increasing 

public engagement in the planning process with potential adverse effects. For 

example, the additional costs to prospective applicants, increased 
responsibilities for planning authorities, poor engagement or applicants 
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circumventing the PAC process by taking a piecemeal approach to 

development (planning authority and consultant). 

Comments which were less supportive of proposals 

3.6.7. There were many comments across all groups (except planning authorities) 

which expressed some reservations about the PAC process. In particular: 

Lack of Trust/Waste of Time 

3.6.8. Views were expressed concerning a lack of trust between communities and 
the planning authority and between communities and developers. The 

proposals were not seen as being able to build these relationships (individual, 

consultant).  

3.6.9. There was concern that local community views no longer matter when large 

developments proceed in the face of widespread opposition. Given the need 
for authorities to facilitate development to contribute to sustainable economic 

growth and communities cannot appeal against council decisions, a second 

PAC event is a waste of time and money (consultant). 

3.6.10. PAC is used by applicants to gauge opinion to their proposals so that they can 

address potential objections which is perceived as creating an unfair process 
where developers have numerous opportunities for a “right of reply” while the 

public have only one chance (community council). 

3.6.11. Experience of PAC suggests it is a waste of time and money as any changes 

by developers have been token and done to show the planning authority that 

they have been through the consultation process. Planning authorities have 
also ignored local community responses at this stage and only accepted those 

responses made after the planning applications have been submitted 

(community body). There is a lack of evidence of applications where the 
process has had a significant impact on design proposals (individual). 

3.6.12. A few respondents expressed concern that there could be over-consultation 
and consultation fatigue (individual and developer). A specific concern was 

raised with respect to infrastructure where engineering is usually the driver of 

design (developer). 

General Points  

National and Major Development 

3.6.13. PAC is relevant to national and major developments, but clarification is 
required as to whether this covers applications under S36 of the Electricity 

Act. It was noted that PAC was usually undertaken for these applications as a 

matter of best practice (developer). A respondent also questioned the 
definition of major development, particularly in relation to the size of a 

community and the need for a proportionate standard. There was concern that 
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the impact of a development in a small community may not be covered by the 

legislation (individual). 

3.6.14. Major applications are not as frequent as “local” applications therefore 

communities may not be familiar with the procedures and need strong clear 
guidelines and support to feel confident and trust PAC engagement. 

PAN 

3.6.15. A number of points were raised with respect to the PAN:  

■ There is not enough emphasis on making sure the PAN is appropriate 

for the development and it was suggested that linking the PAN to the 

levels in the SP=EED tool would improve the quality of applications 
(consultant). 

■ Once the PAN is submitted, applicants should be encouraged to 
circulate the PAN to interested parties e.g. local community councils, 

neighbours of the proposed development, MPs and MSPs etc. 

(consultant). 

■ PAN’s are often submitted without specifying the date or venue for the 

public event. These can be accepted subject to the information being 
provided, but an alternative would be to specify a timescale by which this 

information should be provided (planning authority). 

Guidance 

3.6.16. Clear guidance is required to cover the emerging PAC requirements and 
ensure the applicants and authorities are fully aware of the minimum 

requirements. This should be linked to S35B of the Act which allows a 

planning authority to request a prospective applicant to undertake additional 
consultation if appropriate rather than making a second event mandatory 

(public representative body and consultant). 

Timing 

3.6.17. It was suggested that there should be a minimum time between the second 
PAC and submission of the application to ensure the community has 

adequate time to consider the proposal and developers have time to consider 

any responses received. A minimum period of 14 days is proposed. 

3.6.18. The two public events should be held within the 12-week PAN period, but 

developers should not be allowed to wait until week 10 for their public event 
and submit the application shortly after. 

3.6.19. The PAC process must include adequate time for meaningful consultation and 
consideration of how to respond to women’s views, including those who 

require more proactive outreach e.g. those with caring responsibilities, 

intimidating behaviour in community spaces, physical and mental health 
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issues. Where developers have not secured meaningful input from these 

groups, the regulations should have an additional requirement to demonstrate 
the steps taken to engage with these groups. 

Role of Local Authority at Public Events 

3.6.20. A local authority planning officer should be present at public events for 

applications for allocated sites. This would allow balanced discussions and 
provide the community with an understanding of how the public and private 

sectors approach development. While there would be a cost associated with 

this, it would show the community that the planning authority are driving 
delivery of their development plans. It would reduce the perception of 

developer versus community conflict and highlight the importance of 

communication in good planning. 

Quality of PAC Materials  

3.6.21. The quality of PAC notices sent to community councils should be upgraded 

and clearly show the location map and red line boundary. The descriptions 

should be clear and the layout should be user friendly. Reference to Scottish 
Government information on PAC should be included. 

3.6.22. The presentation materials used at public events should be of a good quality 
standard. Drawings and graphics representations should be fair with no 

deceptive angles of view and complete information should be provided e.g. 

elevations from all four directions, not just the best ones! Even with the 
proposals, there was concern that applicants could deliver biased or 

unsatisfactory PAC. 

3.6.23. There is no mechanism for checking whether the feedback in the PAC report 

reflects the actual views expressed at the event which could be rectified by 

allowing community councils to comment on the PAC report and feeding back 
to both the developer and the planning authority. 

Digitisation of PAC 

3.6.24. The move to electronic documentation is welcomed, but a significant amount 

of work within the planning system is required to implement these changes 
and consistency is required across authorities to ensure changes associated 

with digitisation are consistently implemented across Scotland. 

3.6.25. Online events offer the potential for women (and other marginalised groups) to 

participate, but careful consideration of online platforms is required to ensure 

there is no harassment or unwanted communications. There should be 
guidance and standards on participant privacy and safety. 

Transparency 

3.6.26. Consultation for major developments is very important to give communities a 

voice, but it must be transparent. The developer should be responsible for 
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organising the consultation, but the planning authority should be responsible 

for obtaining and collating responses from the community and publishing 
these responses. Local public opinion must be taken into consideration in 

planning decisions and noted in the decision with reasons if they are not 

implemented. 

3.6.27. There is a need to ensure that PAC information is still available at the time of 

the actual application as the information may not be in the application and it is 
sometimes necessary to refer applications back to data given in PAC. 

Broader Range of Statutory Consultees 

3.6.28. Current legislation requires consultation with community councils, but there 

could be merit in extending this to other important community organisations by 
making this a legislative requirement where the planning authority advises it is 

appropriate. 

Other Points 

3.6.29. Other points included: 

■ The applicant should be required to carry out a Health Impact 

Assessment (HIA) at the same time as PAC as HIAs are meant to fully 
involve the local community. 

■ Will there be a “fast track” process through determination if consultation 
was increased and a project met all the criteria with little material 

objections? 

■ Reference to Equal Rights of Appeal is an important concern in 

communities. 
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4. Impact Assessments 

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1. The consultation included four questions on impact assessment which are 
analysed in the following sub-sections: 

■ Section 4.2: the partial Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment 
(BRIA) and the combined Equality and Child Rights and Wellbeing 

Impact Assessment (EQIA/CRWIA) – Q16 and A17 

■ Section 4.3: the screening paper on Island Communities Impact 

Assessment – Q18 and Q19. 

4.2 BRIA and Combined EQIA/CRWIA 

4.2.1. The partial BRIA examined the costs and benefits of the proposed changes to 

PAC. The proposed changes will help to improve engagement with the public. 

They will mean increased costs for prospective applicants, but there will also 
be exemptions in some circumstances. The estimated overall annual net cost 

of the changes is £3.5 million. 

4.2.2. Doing nothing in the face of the concerns over PAC which emerged in the 

planning review is not considered tenable. Hence, the proposals are 

considered to represent a proportionate response to the concerns. 

Q16. Please give us any views you have on the content of these partial 

BRIA and EQIA/CRWIA? 

4.2.3. There were 19 comments received on the content of the partial BRIA and 

EQIA/CRWIA. Some specific comments were made in relation to each of the 
impact assessments which are summarised below. 

BRIA 

4.2.4. A number of points were made in relation to the costs associated with the 

BRIA: 

■ The costs appear to be proportionate to deliver better and more effective 

community engagement (planning authorities and developer). A planning 
authority also felt there could be some additional savings to developers 

with some added minor flexibility on PAC exemptions. 

■ The BRIA should consider the wider costs associated with PAC as a 

result of the applicant augmenting or changing a development proposal 

as a consequence of PAC (public and representative bodies). 
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■ The summary cost of the proposals is inconsistent between the detailed 

costs in the main text of the assessment for the cost of an additional 
public event. This implies that the total cost should be £3.5 million rather 

than £3.2 million (public and representative bodies). 

■ It would be useful to have an indication of the costs and benefits of the 

temporary emergency COVID 19 measures regarding online consultation 

to help inform the proposed approach which requires two public events 
(planning authority).  

EQIA/CRWIA 

4.2.5. A number of points were made in relation to the EQIA/CRWIA: 

■ The proposed changes will help to address how different sectors of 

society can be empowered to better engage with the planning process 

(planning authorities). 

■ The commitment that guidance will cover complementary approaches to 

engagement is welcomed and it is hoped that prospective applicants 
take a more inclusive and considered approach to meeting the 

procedural requirements (public and representative bodies). 

■ It would be useful to develop the guidance on other aspects of diversity 

and establish practical ways it can be brought into the PAC process e.g. 

recommending having diversity statements at PAC events, non-technical 
statements about the process and development and the potential for 

online language translation (planning authorities). 

4.2.6. A few respondents (community councils and public representative bodies) felt 

that the “do nothing” option is not viable if an improvement in PAC procedures 

and mechanisms is to be achieved. 

Q17. Do you have or can you direct us to any information that would 

assist in finalising the BRIA and EQIA/CRWIA? 

4.2.7. There were 9 comments made in response to the request for additional 

information that would assist in finalising the BRIA and EQIA/CRWIA. 
Additional information may be available from: 

■ Organisations representing developers may be able to assist with BRIA. 
Applicants submitting relevant applications during 2019 may also be able 

to help. 

■ Organisations representing different elements of diversity in communities 

may be able to help with practical options for inclusion. 

■ Planning authorities could provide an estimate of any additional costs for 

the authority in dealing with the new PAC requirements. 
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■ A company providing modular changing places toilets. 

■ European rights of the child. 

4.2.8. A few suggestions were made for additional research. Some recent major 
applications across a number of authorities should be examined to understand 

how they were handled. This could provide the basis for “best practice” for the 

final impact assessment process. It was also suggested that applicants should 
revisit their developments once they are complete to establish if what was 

proposed has been delivered. 

4.2.9. It was also suggested that there should be more publicity of the BRIA and 

EQIA/CRWIA material e.g. it could be available in schools, church halls etc. to 

maximise awareness of any PAC. Community councils could also publicise 
the material or call a public meeting to inform residents.  Note: This appears to 

assume such documentation accompanies applications rather than being 

assessments of the legislative changes. 

4.3 Island Communities Impact Assessment  

4.2.10. The consultation also includes a screening paper on Island Communities 

Impact Assessment. The proposed changes to PAC are not considered to 
have a significant impact on island communities in particular. 

Q18. Please give us your views on the Island Communities Impact 
Assessment screening paper and our conclusion that a full assessment 

is not required. 

4.2.11. There were 17 comments on this question. Several respondents (individuals, 

community councils, developers and public and representative bodies) agreed 

with the conclusion that a full assessment is not required, although a number 
of responses were qualified as the respondent did not live on an island and 

therefore felt they may not be best placed to comment. Online events may be 

preferred for some participants in some remoter areas although online 
connectivity can be an issue in these areas.  

4.2.12. A few respondents (community councils) disagreed with the conclusion that a 
full assessment is not required. Reasons to require a full and comprehensive 

impact assessment included the impact on small fragile communities could be 

disproportionate given the island environment, no area (island or otherwise) 
should be excluded from a full assessment and issues relating to broadband, 

mobile signals, remoteness etc. should be resolved in an inclusive way. Note: 

again it is not clear that some respondents may have thought this assessment 
related to individual proposals rather than the legislative changes. 

4.2.13. One respondent highlighted the benefit of e-consultation in providing wider 
access to communities who may not be able to travel to physical events. 

However, the challenges of e-consultation should be recognised (e.g. 

connectivity issues) and consultation in island communities was 
recommended via a letter drop. 
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Q19. If you considered that a full Islands Communities Impact 

Assessment is required, please suggest any information sources that 
could help inform that assessment. 

4.2.14. There were five comments in relation to information sources that could help 
with a full assessment. A few community councils suggested that there was a 

need to work with island councils, community councils and local residents’ 

groups. Population and demographic surveys were suggested to determine 
the long-term viability of the communities and the need for housing.  

4.2.15. It was also suggested that when an application is relevant to both mainland 
and island communities, the island community should have its own public 

event. This would be additional to the mainland event and could take the form 

of a mobile exhibition touring the island. 
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Appendix A 

List of Respondents by Group 

Community 

Bodies 
Access Panel 

Grassmarket Residents' Association 

Thornhill Community Trust 
 

Community 

Councils  
Ardross Community Council 

Auchterhouse Community Council 

Auchtermuchty & Strathmiglo CC 

Balmerino, Gauldry, Kilmany and Logie Area Community Council 

Bishopton Community Council 

Bridge of Weir Community Council 

Broom, Kirkhill and Mearnskirk Community Council, Glasgow G77 

Cramond & Barnton Community Council 

Cults, Bieldside and Milltimber Community Council (Aberdeen City) 

Dalkeith and District Community Council 

Dowanhill Hyndland and Kelvinside Community Council 

Dunkeld and Birnam Community Council 

Eaglesham & Waterfoot community Council 

Fairlie Community Council 

Fairmilehead Community Council, Edinburgh 

Fossoway and District Community Council 

Giffordtown and District Community Council 

Gilmerton and Inch Community Council 

Helensburgh Community Council 

Joint Forum of Community Councils in West Lothian 

Lochmaben and District Community Council 

Meigle & Ardler Community Council 

Mount Vernon Community Council 

Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council 

Queens Cross / Harlaw Community Council Aberdeen 

Royal Burgh of Wigtown & District Community Council 

Shotts Community Council 

Southside Community Council (Edinburgh) 

Udny Community Council 

West Kilbride Community Council 
 

 
 

Developers Banks Group 

Barratt David Wilson Trading Limited 

EDF 

ERG UK Holding Ltd. 

Mineral Products Association Scotland 

Persimmon Homes Limited 

Red Rock Power Limited 

Scottish Power Renewables 

Scottish Renewables 

Springfield Properties Plc 
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SSE Renewables 

Statkraft UK Ltd 

Stewart Milne Homes 

Taylor Wimpey 

Ventient Energy 

Whiteburn Projects Ltd 

 
 

 
 

Local/ 

Planning 
Authorities 

Aberdeen City Council 

Aberdeenshire Council 

Argyll and Bute Council 

City of Edinburgh Council 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 

Dundee City Council 

East Renfrewshire Council 

Falkirk Council 

Fife Council 

Glasgow City Council 
Loch Lomond & the Trossachs National Park 

Authority 

North Ayrshire Council 

North Lanarkshire Council 

Renfrewshire Council 

The Highland Council 

West Dunbartonshire Council 

West Lothian Council 
 

Planning/Other 
Consultants  

Aurora Planning Limited 

Facilitating Change 

Geddes Consulting 

Highland Environmental Law 

Invicta Public Affairs 

Scott Hobbs Planning 
 

Public and 

Representative 

Bodies  

Engender 

Fisheries Management Scotland 

Heads of Planning Scotland (HOPS) 

Homes for Scotland 

Law Society of Scotland 

PAS (Planning Aid Scotland) 

Planning Democracy 

Royal Town Planning Institute Scotland (RTPI) 

Scottish Civic Trust 

Scottish Land & Estates (SLE) 

Scottish Land Commission 

Scottish Planning Consultants Forum 

Scottish Property Federation 

The National Trust for Scotland 

Transport Scotland 
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