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1. Executive summary 

Purpose of the consultation 

1.1 In July 2022, the First Minister and the Leader of Plaid Cymru announced 

plans to introduce a statutory licensing scheme for all visitor accommodation 

in Wales. Building on these plans, Alma Economics was commissioned by 

the Welsh Government to analyse the responses to a public consultation 

seeking views on the aims, design, and operation of a statutory licensing 

scheme. 

1.2 The consultation consisted of 31 open-format questions with free-text fields 

and 33 closed-format questions. It received 1,595 responses in total, of 

which 1,133 were complete and 462 were partial responses. Respondents 

included local authorities, visitor accommodation providers, tourism 

representative bodies and residents of Wales. 

Overarching themes 

1.3 Several recurring themes were regularly reflected across multiple 

consultation questions. The most common overarching themes were: 

 The view that the proposed statutory licensing scheme would create 

significant administrative and financial burden. 

 The suggestion that the visitor accommodation market is highly 

competitive and thus already operates efficiently.  

 General disagreement with any form of statutory licensing, without 

offering any further explanations for this view. 

1.4 Across most questions, the degree of agreement was consistently split 

between demographics. Large tourism organisations and local authorities 

were more likely to agree with the proposals, while visitor accommodation 

providers and residents most often disagreed.  

1.5 A summary of the responses to the consultation by topic area is presented 

below. 
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Proposed aims and benefits of a statutory licensing 
scheme 

1.6 Most respondents (65%) disagreed with the proposal for a statutory licensing 

scheme for all visitor accommodation providers, on the basis of the high 

administrative and financial burden, and concerns regarding the necessity 

and effectiveness of the scheme. The respondents agreeing with the 

proposal typically did so because it was viewed as likely to promote 

compliance with standards and a level playing field across providers. 

1.7 Respondents most frequently (47%) disagreed with the proposal for a 

registration scheme, although it was generally preferred to a licensing 

scheme due to the perceived lower administrative and financial burden. The 

reasons for and against were similar to those cited for a licensing scheme. 

1.8 The majority of respondents (61%) disagreed that the introduction of a 

statutory licensing scheme would ensure a level playing field for 

accommodation providers in Wales, because there were believed to be 

considerable differences among providers in terms of size, type, and 

turnover. Those who agreed with the statement most commonly advocated 

for a registration scheme instead of a licensing scheme. 

1.9 Respondents most commonly (48%) disagreed with the proposal for a 

register of visitor accommodation providers for the Welsh Government, citing 

the potential adverse impact on the Welsh economy, the current availability 

of the information concerned, and the ability of the market to self-regulate. 

The majority of respondents in favour of the proposal viewed that the register 

would help ensure high quality, health, and safety standards for visitor 

accommodation.  

1.10 Respondents most commonly (48%) disagreed with the proposal for a 

comparable register for local authorities. Most disagreeing respondents 

advocated for only the Welsh Government to have access to a register. 

Amongst those agreeing, most suggested a register would allow local 

authorities to leverage their knowledge of the local context, and make 

targeted interventions in the local visitor accommodation market.  
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1.11 Most respondents (63%) did not view the licensing scheme would be an 

effective platform for communication, due to the high administrative and 

financial burden involved. Amongst those who agreed, most did so under the 

condition that a registration scheme would be used instead of licensing. 

1.12 Most respondents (64%) disagreed that the proposed licensing scheme 

would ensure enhanced confidence in visitor accommodation and providers, 

due to the perceived fact the market is successful in self-regulating. As a 

result, it was suggested that only providers of high quality remain in the 

market, ensuring confidence in the remaining providers amongst visitors. Of 

those who agreed, most did so on the basis that the scheme would increase 

confidence in visitor accommodation and providers by ensuring compliance 

with standards.    

National or local delivery 

1.13 The majority of respondents disagreed (57%) with the proposed hybrid 

delivery of the scheme, where elements such as registering providers would 

be delivered nationally, and enforcement locally. Most respondents preferred 

a fully national approach to ensure consistency across local authorities. Most 

of those in favour suggested the proposed hybrid delivery would be an 

effective enforcement mechanism. 

Accommodation types in scope 

1.14 Most respondents disagreed (56%) with considering all visitor 

accommodation providers within the scope of the scheme, with these 

respondents typically suggesting that smaller providers should receive a 

lighter touch approach. Among those agreeing with the statement in 

question, it was viewed that including all providers would ensure a level 

playing field. 

1.15 Of those respondents offering suggestions on which accommodation types 

should be excluded from the scope of the licensing scheme, the majority 

mentioned accommodation used exclusively for holidays, and those provided 

in private homes. 

1.16 Respondents most frequently (47%) disagreed that whoever is responsible 

for the letting of the accommodation on caravan and/or camping sites should 
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be required to obtain a licence. Instead, most suggested park owners should 

be responsible. Amongst those in favour of the statement, most viewed that 

it would ensure consistent application of the standards. 

1.17 Most respondents offering additional comments on a licensing scheme for 

the caravan and camping sector argued that caravans should not be 

licensed at all, due to the perceived high administrative and financial burden 

of compliance.      

Operating period 

1.18 The majority of respondents (61%) disagreed that a licence should be 

required even if the visitor accommodation is operating infrequently, with 

these respondents commonly arguing this would generate a 

disproportionately high administrative and financial burden on such 

providers. Those agreeing with the suggestion, did so for reasons of 

consistency and fairness across providers.  

Limited licence for one-off or annual events 

1.19 Respondents most commonly (45%) disagreed with the need for a limited 

licence for one-off or annual events, and most of them cited their general 

disagreement with any form of licensing as the main reason. Those agreeing 

with the limited licence, advocated for a two-tier licence separating 

accommodation for one-off or annual events from the rest, and believed this 

would lead to a level playing field. 

Scheme requirements 

1.20 The majority of respondents (55%) disagreed with the proposed 

information/documentation visitor accommodation providers would be 

required to provide to evidence their compliance with the licensing 

requirements. Most of them expressed general disagreement without 

offering any reasons. Of those respondents elaborating on their views, most 

disagreed because of their view that the documentation suggested in the 

proposal is already available through other lists. Most of those in favour 

mentioned the proposal would help enforce standards.  
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Compliance and enforcement 

1.21 Most respondents (50%) disagreed with the proposed approach to carrying 

out inspections, as most of them doubted the need for a licensing scheme, 

and by extension of any associated inspections. Most respondents in favour 

of the proposed approach mentioned it would promote safety for visitors and 

fairness among accommodation providers, by ensuring all standards are met 

by all providers. 

1.22 Respondents most commonly (42%) disagreed with non-compliant providers 

being subject to enforcement measures, due to disagreement with the 

licensing scheme and enforcement measures in general. The most common 

theme among those agreeing was that the proposal would ensure 

compliance.   

Fit and Proper Person test 

1.23 The majority of respondents (55%) disagreed with the inclusion of a fit and 

proper person test or similar as part of the scheme requirements. The 

majority of them did so because of the subjectivity of the term “fit and proper 

person”. Most respondents agreeing, mentioned the test would increase the 

safety of visitor accommodation. 

Licence fees 

1.24 Most respondents (74%) preferred a scaled fee as opposed to the same 

standard fee for all accommodations. The most commonly preferred scaling 

factor was the size of the accommodation (46% agreed with scaling based 

on size). 

1.25 Respondents most commonly (38%) disagreed with providers being able to 

apply for a one-off licence at a reduced cost. The most common reason for 

disagreeing was the administrative and financial burden for accommodation 

providers of one-off events associated with the application and compliance 

with the proposed scheme. Of those agreeing, most did so under the 

condition the approach would be proportional to the size and turnover of 

each event. 
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Frequency of application 

1.26 The majority of respondents (61%) preferred visitor accommodation 

providers to be required to renew their licence every 5 years, as this 

frequency was viewed as more practical and beneficial to workload, given 

providers would need to evidence their compliance less often.  

1.27 Respondents most frequently (48%) disagreed with requiring visitor 

accommodation providers to do an annual review if the frequency of renewal 

is less than annual. Most of them disagreed due to the administrative and 

financial burden associated with reviewing the documentation necessary to 

evidence compliance. Most of those who agreed highlighted an annual 

review would align with other timescales, such as gas inspections, thus 

lowering the burden of evidencing compliance. 

Transparency and access to information 

1.28 The majority of respondents (59%) disagreed with their information being 

shared with key authorities and partners. Most of them expressed concerns 

about data security. On the other hand, most of the respondents in favour of 

the proposal mentioned it would encourage compliance with standards. 

Displaying licence numbers 

1.29 The majority of respondents (53%) disagreed with visitor accommodation 

providers being required to display their licence numbers. Most of them were 

concerned it would create a high administrative and financial burden, mostly 

due to updating advertising and marketing material. The most common 

theme amongst those in favour of the proposal was that it would ensure 

compliance with the scheme’s requirements, as visitors would be able to 

quickly identify and choose providers of proven quality. 

1.30 Respondents most frequently (50%) disagreed that online travel agents, 

travel trade organisations, other booking and social media channels, 

marketing platforms, and self-catering agencies should display the licence 

number of the accommodations they are promoting. Most of the respondents 

disagreeing with this statement did so because of the administrative and 

financial burden of complying with the scheme in order for providers to get a 

licence number. The respondents in favour most often believed the proposal 
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would promote transparency, as everyone would be aware of which 

providers are licensed. 

Final comments 

1.31 The majority of respondents were of the opinion that a statutory licensing 

scheme would have no effect on the Welsh language. Among those 

mentioning negative effects, the most common theme was adverse effects 

on small Welsh businesses and communities. The respondents raising this 

theme believed Welsh businesses and communities are reliant on the 

tourism sector, which would be adversely affected by the scheme. Among 

those identifying positive effects, the most common theme was a positive 

impact on the housing stock, as local authorities would be better able to 

balance residential and visitor accommodation.  

1.32 Most respondents offering evidence from other countries and similar 

schemes identified adverse effects on the tourism sector and the overall 

economy.  
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2. Introduction 

Background to the consultation 

2.1 The Welsh Government has an ambition to establish a statutory licensing 

scheme for all visitor accommodation in Wales. In July 2022, the First 

Minister and the Leader of Plaid Cymru announced plans to introduce a 

statutory licensing scheme for all visitor accommodation in Wales, including 

short-term holiday lets. The proposal is to make it a requirement for 

providers to obtain a licence to operate, which would help raise standards 

across the industry, ensure visitor safety and provide a level playing field for 

all operators. 

Form of the consultation 

2.2 In December 2022, the Welsh Government launched a public consultation, 

running for 13 weeks, to collect views on its proposal to establish a statutory 

licensing scheme for all visitor accommodation providers in Wales.  

2.3 The consultation sought insights on the design, scope, and purpose of a 

statutory licensing scheme. These included, for instance: (i) the proposed 

aims and benefits of a statutory licensing scheme, (ii) preferences for 

national or local delivery, (iii) accommodation types that should be in scope, 

and (iv) the impact on the Welsh language. 

2.4 The consultation consisted of 31 open-format questions with free-text fields 

and 33 closed-format questions, including 25 questions on a proposed 

statutory licensing scheme, and 8 questions on respondent demographics. 

2.5 The consultation received 1,133 complete and 462 partial responses. The 

complete responses included 1,050 responses submitted electronically as 

part of the main survey, and 83 hard-copy responses received via email and 

post in response to the main survey. All responses were treated equally 

regardless of how they were submitted. 
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3. Approach and Methodology 

Data processing 

3.1 Before the manual review of responses, we used automated text analysis 

algorithms to screen responses that were part of an organised campaign or 

that were clearly intended as offensive, abusive or explicitly vulgar. Our 

approach uses fuzzy matching in Python to quantitatively identify “clusters” 

of responses using highly similar language or sentence structure. During our 

manual thematic analysis, we further examine responses for potential 

duplicates or campaign responses. Through this process, identified a small 

number of campaign responses1, although these were not deemed material 

enough to skew the findings, so no adjustment was made. 

Approach to quantitative analysis 

3.2 After merging all datasets to include all responses from all sources, we 

undertook descriptive and segmentation analysis. The analysis is presented 

in charts and tables, summarising responses as a percentage of consultation 

respondents who answered each question. More detailed segmentation of 

responses by type is presented in Appendix A. 

Approach to qualitative thematic analysis 

3.3 To analyse the free-text responses, we followed an approach that combined 

manual and automated coding. Our approach entailed: 

 Developing an initial codebook of themes based on the consultation, 

an understanding of the policy context and wording of specific questions 

(the deductive phase), with further themes added as part of the review 

process (the inductive phase). 

 Initial manual coding of a sample of 150 free-text responses for each 

open-format question. This sample included a combination of responses 

from key stakeholders, more detailed responses, and a random sample of 

remaining responses. This approach ensured that a representative 

sample of respondents was considered, whilst simultaneously ensuring 

we reviewed the responses with the most information. 

                                            
1 Maximum of 1% for each individual question, and an average of 0.2% across all questions, 



 

10  

 Automated text analysis to replicate the process of manual coding, 

assigning rankings to the prevalence of each theme. This approach 

followed a three-step process:  

― Firstly, we applied a supervised algorithm in Python to extrapolate the 

themes identified in the sample of free-text responses to “label” all 

other responses to the question. This approach consists in identifying 

keywords for each theme raised in the initial manually read sample, 

and then using the keywords to apply themes to the “unlabelled” 

responses.  

― Secondly, we reviewed the automatically-labelled responses and 

provided feedback on which responses were correctly or incorrectly 

labelled. 

― Thirdly, this feedback was used to adapt the algorithm to produce an 

updated set of theme “labels” for responses. 

Thematic analysis 

3.4 For each open-ended question, we reported the key themes emerging from 

the integrated manual reading and automated text analysis. The identified 

themes reflect views raised across the main survey, and hard copies. While 

it is difficult to objectively provide accurate counts of responses allocated to 

each theme, themes are presented in the approximate order of frequency for 

each question. 

3.5 Quotes from respondents have also been used to illustrate the narrative 

supporting specific themes. Since the majority of respondents (65%) chose 

to stay anonymous, any potential identifiers (such as the name of a specific 

organisation) have been removed from those quotes.  
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4. Summary of findings  

Profile of respondents 

4.1 This section presents the breakdown of consultation respondents by 

respondent type, type of accommodation, and size of business. All analysis 

includes responses to the full survey, partial responses, and hard copies.2 

Respondent type 

Table 1. Distribution of respondents by type 

Type of respondents 
Percentage of 
respondents 

Visitor accommodation providers 82% 

Residents (of Wales) 59% 

Booking platforms, online travel agents, travel trade 
organisations, other booking and social media 
channels, marketing platforms 

9% 

Self-catering agencies 4% 

Tourism associations 2% 

Local authority representatives 2% 

Tourism representative bodies 1% 

National park authorities 1% 

Other 30% 

Note: Overall, 1,106 respondents answered this question, representing 69% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.2 Most of the respondents to this question (82% or 906 respondents) identified 

as visitor accommodation providers.3 The second most prevalent type of 

respondent was Welsh residents (59% or 653 respondents), followed by 

booking platforms (9% or 95 respondents), and self-catering agencies (4% 

or 49 respondents). 

                                            
2 As the segment questions allowed respondents to select more than one option, the percentages quoted do not sum to 100% and 

thus are not cumulative.  

3 This type of respondent was calculated as the sum of all respondents that selected at least one option in the question regarding 

accommodation type (see Table 2). 
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4.3 A significant proportion of respondents (30% or 336 respondents) also 

viewed the existing types did not accurately describe them and selected 

“Other”.  

Respondents by type of accommodation 

Table 2. Distribution of respondents by type of accommodation 

Type of accommodation 
Percentage of 
respondents 

Self-catering accommodation, short term-lets  

(houses, cottages, chalets and apartments) 
70% 

Bed and Breakfast (B&B) 8% 

Campsite or camping park 5% 

Glamping accommodation 5% 

Guest house 5% 

Farmhouse 4% 

Hostel style accommodation 3% 

Hotel 3% 

Restaurant (with rooms) 2% 

Holiday park 2% 

Individual caravan  

(including those that sub-let on a holiday park) 
2% 

Touring park 1% 

Campus accommodation <1% 

Canal boats, narrow boats, house boats <1% 

Cruise ship <1% 

Holiday village <1% 

Note: Overall, 906 respondents answered this question, representing 57% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.4 The most common accommodation type among respondents was self-

catering accommodation and short-term lets, representing 70% (or 634 

respondents) of all respondents to the question. The following most common 

types of accommodation providers responding to the consultation were Bed 

& Breakfast (8% or 71 respondents), campsite or camping park (5% or 49 
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respondents), glamping accommodation (5% or 45 respondents), and guest 

house (5% or 42 respondents). 

Respondents by size of businesses 

Figure 1. Distribution of respondents by size of businesses 

 

Note: Overall, this question was answered by 925 respondents, 

representing 58% of all consultation respondents. 

4.5 The vast majority of respondents to this question (93% or 857 respondents) 

indicated their business was of micro size, having fewer than 10 employees. 

The second most common business size (4% or 36 respondents) was small, 

representing businesses of 10-49 employees. Medium and large size 

businesses were the sizes selected less frequently, in 1% (or 10 

respondents) and 2% (or 22 respondents) of occasions respectively.  
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Overarching Themes 

4.6 This section presents commonly recurring themes raised by respondents 

across multiple questions, regardless of their relevance to the particular 

question.  

High administrative and financial burden 

4.7 Many respondents mentioned that the proposal will involve significant 

administrative burden for accommodation providers, as well as monitoring 

and enforcement procedures for the Welsh Government and local 

authorities. In most cases, respondents did not identify specific requirements 

or aspects of the proposal that would result in administrative burden for 

providers. This theme was often related to concerns about disproportionate 

impact on small accommodation providers, which don’t have the ability to 

absorb the costs of the scheme. Respondents often highlighted that these 

administrative tasks would divert time and resources from helping visitors 

and improving services. 

Market efficiency negates the need for a licensing scheme 

4.8 A significant number of respondents highlighted that there is no need for 

intervention by the Welsh Government. These respondents typically 

indicated that the visitor accommodation market is highly competitive, and 

thus can effectively self-regulate. For instance, these respondents 

mentioned the market will naturally exclude providers not complying with 

regulations and not meeting standards, through the use of customer reviews. 

As a result, the respondents raising this theme generally considered any 

form of government interference distortionary and thus unnecessary.  

General disagreement with a licensing scheme 

4.9 Several respondents opposed the whole scheme as they considered it to be 

a regulatory overreach, adding unnecessary regulations to the market. 

These respondents typically did not elaborate further on their views.  

4.10 Although they explicitly disagreed in the case of a statutory licensing 

scheme, some of these respondents argued that they could support the idea 

of keeping all providers in scope if the proposal was a voluntary registration 

scheme.  
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Proposed aims and benefits of a statutory licensing 
scheme 

4.11 This section seeks views on the degree of agreement with establishing a 

licensing scheme, a registration scheme, and their proposed aims and 

benefits. 

Question 1: Do you agree or disagree with establishing a licensing scheme 

as described for all visitor accommodation in Wales? 

Figure 2. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with establishing 

a licensing scheme for all visitor accommodation in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,424 respondents answered this question, representing 89% 

of all consultation respondents 

4.12 The majority of respondents to this question (65% or 927 respondents) 

disagreed with establishing a licensing scheme as described for all visitor 

accommodation providers. Disagreement was highest among tourism 

representative bodies (77%), and visitor accommodation providers (68%). 

4.13 Respondents from national parks had the highest agreement (75%) among 

all respondents, followed by local authorities (67%). 

4.14 The most commonly mentioned reasons for the respondents’ views are 

presented in the thematic analysis below. 
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Themes against a licensing scheme 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.15 The most prevalent theme among respondents opposing a licensing scheme 

was concern regarding the administrative burden due to the scheme, as 

mentioned in the overarching themes section. Some respondents also 

expressed concerns about the potential negative impact on visitor 

accommodation providers, and the tourism sector as a whole, often 

emphasising its importance for the Welsh economy.  

“It is an unnecessary new layer of pointless bureaucracy and will take up 

time and effort for owners of tourist accommodation. […]. It will also add 

costs which will make Wales a last choice for holiday makers.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“This is purely a matter of the burden that a licensing scheme may impose 

on accommodation providers, both in terms of the type and volume of 

supporting evidence that will be called for, and the cost of running such a 

scheme, which will obviously be impacted by the quantity of evidence to be 

checked, enforcement and staff requirements for this task, and will be 

reflected in the cost of the licence.” (Anonymous response) 

Doubts regarding the need for a scheme  

4.16 The second most common theme raised by respondents disagreeing with 

the proposal was doubts regarding the need and usefulness of the scheme. 

Respondents raising this theme most commonly mentioned that the visitor 

accommodation market is highly competitive, as a result it is effective at self-

regulating and excluding low-quality accommodation from the market. Some 

responses, including from tourism representative bodies, also highlighted 

that there are already existing lists and accreditations that accomplish the 

goals of the proposed scheme. Lastly, other respondents mentioned that the 

scheme is not needed since the visitor accommodation sector is already 

meeting standards and is of high quality. 

“Most holiday let platforms advertising short stay holiday lets already have 

strict legislation in place, and due to customer feedback any properties that 
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fall below a certain standard are automatically removed from advertising on 

such sites.” (Resident of Wales) 

“[…]. Currently all these [i.e. targets] are achieved, very effectively, by the 

letting agents [..]. The agencies require the relevant gas safety, water 

testing, risk assessments etc already and the online reviews [redacted] force 

owners to take action if any aspect of their accommodation is unsatisfactory. 

[..].” (Anonymous response) 

Doubts regarding the effectiveness of the scheme for the Welsh 
Government’s objectives 

4.17 The third most frequently mentioned theme against a licensing scheme was 

doubts regarding its effectiveness. Respondents indicated that the proposed 

licensing scheme would not achieve the Welsh Government’s objective to 

increase housing affordability. Furthermore, concerns were raised regarding 

the effectiveness of the monitoring, reporting and enforcement processes. 

“[…] I cannot see it making many homes available to local people to buy or 

live in, it will just open up more homes to rich people from away to buy and 

live in pushing those born in the area out.” (Resident of Wales) 

“[…] it is very unlikely that the authorities tasked with licensing will have the 

resources or expertise to do the job quickly and efficiently. Providers will 

have to face long delays, endless form filling and additional expense - which 

will have to be passed on to visitors” (Anonymous response) 

Disproportionate impact on smaller providers and rural areas 

4.18 The fourth most common theme raised by respondents in opposition to the 

statement in question was concerns that the proposed licensing scheme 

would disproportionately affect certain groups. The majority of the 

respondents raising this theme were concerned about the impact on smaller 

accommodation providers, since they were believed to be unable to cope 

with the administrative and financial burden of compliance. A few responses 

also suggested that the proposal would be unfair to rural areas, that receive 

fewer visitors and are more dependent on the tourism sector. 
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“Small businesses are finding it hard enough at the moment to be profitable 

without the additional costs and administration involved in such a scheme.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“[…]. Our concerns stem from the potential unintended consequences of a 

licensing scheme, which could create barriers to entry for small or new 

accommodation providers, making it more difficult for them to compete with 

larger chains.” (Tourism representative body) 

“There is a real demand for visitor accommodation in Wales, often rural 

areas would be completely discounted to a visitor due to its lack of available 

accessible accommodation/hotels etc.  There is a clear need for more 

affordable and flexible accommodation options.  This offering encourages 

visitors to areas, particularly rural ones.” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of a licensing scheme 

Positive effects on providers’ compliance with the scheme’s standards 

4.19 The majority of respondents in favour of a licensing scheme mentioned the 

scheme would ensure compliance with safety and quality standards. The 

responses indicated that the scheme would provide incentives to 

accommodation providers to comply with standards of safety and quality, as 

well as enforcement powers to the Welsh Government and local authorities 

to ensure compliance.  

“It will bring greater alignment on health and safety standards and overall 

standards available to customers, which has to be positive for the industry.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“I agree that a licensing scheme would be good to keep high standards of 

safety and give a level playing field between holiday homes and hotels. […]. 

As long as those that are found not complying are being investigated and 

heavily penalised.” (Anonymous response) 

Promotes a level playing field among providers  

4.20 The second most frequently mentioned theme among respondents in favour 

of the proposal was the view it would lead to a level playing field among 

providers. Respondents raising this theme, including local authorities, 
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emphasised the importance of national implementation of the scheme to 

ensure consistency in standards of health, safety, and quality. As a result, 

visitor accommodation providers would operate on a level playing field, 

where everyone follows the same standards.   

“Wales needs a consistently applied set of standards to assure guests of the 

quality of visitor accommodation they are booking – customer care should be 

the primary reason for the scheme. This will also ensure that operating 

businesses maintain their own standards to achieve and retain accreditation. 

The follow on effect of that will be for Wales to have a level playing field for 

all accommodation providers – a statutory scheme will ensure that there is 

no space for unlicensed operators to undercut those who comply with the 

scheme’s requirements.” (Local authority) 

Question 2: If you disagree with the proposal to establish a licensing 

scheme, do you agree with the creation of a registration scheme for all visitor 

accommodation in Wales? 

Figure 3. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with establishing 

a registration scheme for all visitor accommodation in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,266 respondents answered this question, representing 79% 

of all consultation respondents.  

4.21 Respondents answering this question most often (47% or 599 respondents) 

disagreed with the proposal to establish a registration scheme for all visitor 
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accommodation in Wales. While agreement was higher compared to the 

proposal for a licensing scheme (38% compared to 23%), respondents in 

favour remain a minority. 

4.22 The respondent type with the highest disagreement was residents of Wales 

(50%).  

4.23 Respondents from tourism associations had the highest agreement (58%) 

among all respondents, followed by national parks (50%). 

4.24 The respondents to this question that offered justifications for their views, 

mentioned similar topics as the previous questions, indicating they did not 

view a licensing scheme as significantly different from a registration scheme. 

In particular, respondents to this question mentioned the following themes. 

Themes against a registration scheme 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.25 As mentioned in the previous question, the majority of respondents 

expressed concerns the proposal would lead to significant administrative and 

financial burden for accommodation providers. This was also believed to be 

the case for a registration scheme. 

“This proposal will generate unnecessary bureaucracy and paperwork, and 

will result in a waste of public and private money and time” (Resident of 

Wales) 

Doubts regarding the need of a registration scheme 

4.26 Similarly to Question 1, respondents to this question disagreed with a 

registration scheme because they believed there are existing lists and 

accreditation achieving the Welsh Government’s aims, and that the visitor 

accommodation market is effective at self-regulating. 

“All visitor accommodation is already registered, there are multiple platforms 

that can be used, where the visitors go to book. Which includes thorough 

checks, verifications and reviews.” (Business owner) 

“The business is already self regulated otherwise it results in the business’ 

demise. Interference from the local authority will damage the hospitality 
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business in Wales. […]. In my view it’s a business that looks after itself.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“[…] we already have sufficient legislation to make sure that we are offering 

safe accommodation and the reviews market […] ensure that only high 

standard accommodation is viable.” (Anonymous response) 

Doubts regarding the scheme’s effectiveness in achieving the Welsh 
Government’s objectives 

4.27 The third most common theme against the proposal in question was 

disagreement with the proposal because it would not achieve the Welsh 

Government’s aims. The responses indicated that a simple register would 

not give the Welsh Government or local authorities sufficient monitoring and 

enforcement powers.  

“[…] A simple list of names self-identifying as accommodation businesses 

without a licence to operate would not meet the policy aim.  Entry on a 

statutory register would require evidence of compliance with agreed 

minimum health and safety elements and further for these to be identifiable, 

achievable and proportionate.” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of a registration scheme 

Positive effects on providers’ compliance with standards 

4.28 The majority of respondents in favour of a registration scheme highlighted 

the scheme would ensure compliance with safety and quality standards. The 

responses indicated that a registration scheme would allow the Welsh 

Government and local authorities to account for registered visitor 

accommodation providers and monitor compliance with safety and quality 

standards. 

“[…] I support a registration scheme that allows our business to complete a 

Statutory Registration Form that indicates we are compliant in all key legal 

aspects of our business - e.g. fire risk assessment, public liability insurance, 

etc. so that a complete National Register is compiled of safe and legal 

businesses.[…]. This will ensure a level of quality and trust and develop safe 

and legal practice and deter bad actors who are not operating within the law 
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and who may be trading uncompetitively.” (Lettings and property 

management agent)  

Improves data reliability 

4.29 The second most common theme raised by respondents agreeing with the 

statement in question was the positive effect on the quantity and quality of 

data. The responses highlighted that a registration scheme would provide 

the Welsh Government with a comprehensive list of visitor accommodation 

providers, as well as accurate information on their safety and quality ratings. 

Some responses also mentioned this information would facilitate future 

regulation and measurement of the impact of the tourism sector. 

“To understand and develop clear data around the positive and negative 

impacts of visitor accommodation.  This is a vital tool in establishing what or 

how we need to move forward around this area.” (Anonymous response) 

“This would create an accurate database of the numbers and type of 

accommodation, which in turn could be used as a marketing tool to 

encourage visitors.” (Anonymous response) 
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Question 3: Do you agree or disagree that introducing a statutory licensing 

scheme as described will ensure a level playing field for all accommodation 

providers operating in Wales? 

Figure 4. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that introducing a 

statutory licensing scheme will ensure a level playing field for all 

accommodation providers in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,392 respondents answered this question, representing 87% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.30 The majority of respondents to this question (61% or 854 respondents) 

disagreed that the introduction of a statutory licensing scheme would ensure 

a level playing field for all accommodation providers in Wales. Disagreement 

was most prevalent among self-catering agencies (69%), visitor 

accommodation providers (65%), and respondents identifying as “other” 

(64%). 

4.31 Most respondents from local authorities viewed the introduction of a 

licensing scheme as beneficial to ensuring a level playing field across 

accommodation providers, given 58% of them agreed with the statement in 

question.  
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Themes opposing the suggestion that a statutory licensing 
scheme would ensure a level playing field among 
accommodation providers 

Variation across providers  

4.32 Most respondents to this question mentioned that a level playing field should 

not be among the Welsh Government’s objectives, as there are significant 

differences among visitor accommodation providers. It was argued that the 

sector is unequal by nature, due to differences in size, market segments, 

and areas. Some respondents also disputed the existence of an unequal 

playing field across visitor accommodation providers, since there are already 

health and safety and quality requirements they have to comply with. A few 

of these respondents requested carrying out additional research to provide 

evidence of the unequal playing field mentioned.  

“You cannot have a level playing field for completely different 

accommodation options that provide totally different services to a vast range 

of different types of visitors with a huge range of needs and budgets.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“The primary ‘level playing field’ aim of the scheme is not relevant: we meet 

the various standards identified in the consultation document through 

compliance with our insurance requirements.” (Sports club / climbing club) 

Disproportionate impact on small and lawful providers 

4.33 The second most prevalent reason for disagreeing with the statement in 

question was that forcing a level playing field would disproportionately affect 

smaller visitor accommodation providers. Respondents raising this theme, 

including some tourism associations, raised concerns that small providers do 

not have the personnel and financial capacity to comply with the required 

standards. Some respondents also mentioned that the proposal might 

disproportionately burden compliant providers, while others will use 

loopholes to avoid the scheme and its requirements. 

“It will force small private properties making a modest income to compete 

with hotels who can absorb the inevitable costs of whatever licencing 

agencies will demand of accommodation providers” (Resident of Wales) 
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“There will still be individuals offering holiday accommodation, without the 

local council being aware of them. They will not incur the costs of the 

registration scheme, whereas legitimate businesses will have to increase 

costs to cover this additional cost, therefore making them less attractive to 

potential customers.” (Anonymous response) 

Efficient market negates the need for intervention  

4.34 The last prevalent theme against the proposal in question was that the visitor 

accommodation market is highly competitive, and thus effectively self-

regulates. As mentioned in the overarching themes section, respondents 

raising this theme were typically against any form of government 

intervention. 

“The market in holiday accommodation is a free market, it should not be 

controlled or manipulated by the Government or State. If holiday 

accommodation is not of a good enough standard then owners will not get 

bookings and better quality accommodation will be booked instead. It is so 

easy now to review holiday accommodation online or via social media that 

the need for the State to get involved is not necessary.” (Anonymous 

response) 

Themes supporting the suggestion that a statutory licensing 
scheme would ensure a level playing field among 
accommodation providers 

Conditional agreement  

4.35 Most respondents agreeing with the statement in question, did so only if 

certain conditions were met. The most commonly suggested condition was 

the implementation of a registration scheme instead of a licensing scheme. 

The respondents raising this theme mentioned that a registration would 

provide all the benefits of a licensing scheme, without the administrative 

burden. The second most frequently mentioned condition was 

implementation on a national scale, to ensure consistent implementation 

across areas. The third most common condition was making registration 

mandatory, to ensure all visitor accommodation providers would comply with 

the scheme’s requirements. Other less common conditions included making 

the scheme state funded, and having regular audit checks. 
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“We oppose a licensing scheme. However we believe that the creation of a 

low cost, light-touch, digital-friendly REGISTRATION scheme for all visitor 

accommodation in Wales would level the playing-field between traditional 

providers like B&Bs and accommodation on online platforms, the latter 

currently being unfair competition based on non-compliance with safety 

regulations and cost saving.” 

“I think that any scheme should apply across Wales, and not differ from 

authority to authority. I agree that there should be a mandatory registration 

scheme applicable across the WHOLE of Wales, as I believe that this would 

ensure that the quality of accommodation provided was safe and legal” 

(Anonymous response) 

Ensures enforcement of standards among providers  

4.36 The second most common reason for agreeing with the statement in 

question was that the licensing scheme would be an effective way of 

enforcing standards. The responses highlighted that ensuring a level playing 

field among accommodation providers would be achieved only if all of them 

had to comply with the same requirements. This theme was particularly 

prevalent among local authorities.  

“It is desirable that accommodation providers should be asked to show that 

they can meet a set of basic safety standards regardless of the size/ type of 

accommodation provided and the frequency under which the 

accommodation is offered, whether that is via licensing or via registration.” 

(Anonymous response) 
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Question 4: Do you agree or disagree that the Welsh Government needs a 

register of visitor accommodation providers in Wales to know who is 

operating in the industry? 

Figure 5. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that the Welsh 

Government needs a register of visitor accommodation providers in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,393 respondents answered this question, representing 87% 

of all consultation respondents 

4.37 Most often (48% or 669 respondents) respondents to this question disagreed 

that the Welsh Government needs a register of visitor accommodation 

providers to know who is operating in the industry. Disagreement was 

highest among residents of Wales (51%).   

4.38 Respondents in favour of the statement in question included tourism 

associations (67%), national parks (63%), local authorities (58%), and 

tourism representative bodies (54%). 

Themes opposing the suggestion that the Welsh 
Government needs a register of visitor accommodation 
providers 

Adverse effects on the Welsh economy 

4.39 Most respondents against the statement in question highlighted that any 

form of register would have negative effects on the Welsh economy. These 
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respondents emphasised that the proposal puts too much pressure on visitor 

accommodation providers, especially smaller ones, which risks forcing them 

out of the market. As a result, these respondents were concerned there 

would be a decline in the supply of available accommodation, which would 

negatively impact the Welsh tourism sector, and the Welsh economy as a 

whole, which was viewed as highly dependent on tourism. 

“Tourism brings a huge revenue to a country that needs that to prosper. If 

the government makes it difficult for the tourist industry, holiday letters will go 

elsewhere” (Anonymous response) 

Current availability of requested information 

4.40 The second most common theme opposing the statement in question was 

that any information the Welsh Government might need is already available 

through other lists and databases. Respondents raising this theme generally 

urged the Welsh Government to collaborate with departments and 

organisations that were believed to possess this information to avoid 

duplication of paperwork and enforcement powers. In particular, these 

respondents believed the information should be available through council 

taxes, tourism associations , insurance certificates, and the Valuation Office 

Agency. 

“It’s my understanding that the Welsh Government already has this 

information, my suggestion would be a greater understanding of the 

information that is currently being collected, and where additional information 

is required understanding how to receive this in the current framework. 

(Visitor accommodation provider) 

Efficient market negates the need for intervention 

4.41 As discussed in the overarching themes section, some respondents also 

mentioned that the Welsh Government does not need any information, as it 

should not intervene in a highly efficient, self-regulating market.  

“Operators are already bound by statutory regulations that ensure 

accommodation is generally of a suitable standard and the open 
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market/internet provides perfectly adequate details to tourists who want to 

visit Wales” (Anonymous response) 

Themes supporting the suggestion that the Welsh 
Government needs a register of visitor accommodation 
providers 

Ensuring standards among visitor accommodation providers 

4.42 Most respondents in favour of the proposal mentioned that the register would 

facilitate enforcement of safety and quality standards in the sector. 

Respondents mentioned that the Welsh Government, to achieve its policy 

goals, must ensure consistent standards are applied and enforced across all 

accommodation providers. To that end, the responses, including a significant 

share of local authorities, agreed that a register of visitor accommodation 

providers was necessary.    

“Possibly, to ensure that best practise is being upheld. Certain aspects 

(electrical safety/gas safety) should always be adhered to.” (Resident of 

Wales) 

“To ensure all holiday lets are operated safely and correctly.” (Booking 

platform4)  

Promoting understanding of visitor economy 

4.43 The second most common theme in agreement with the statement in 

question was that a register would allow the Welsh Government to 

understand the state and operation of the visitor accommodation market. 

This understanding was viewed as necessary to facilitate future market 

regulation, investment, and planning in tourism. 

“To be able to control/monitor a) size of the tourism sector relative to 

infrastructure b) to understand growth patterns c) to be more competitive as 

a destination d) to improve its infrastructures in towns to cater for a known 

market and make and effort to attract/grow it if it is legislated.” (Anonymous 

response) 

                                            
4 The full respondent type is “Booking Platform/Online Travel Agent/Travel trade organisations, other booking and social media 

channel, marketing platforms”. Thereafter referred to as “booking platforms” for simplicity. 
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4.44 A considerable share of respondents requested additional clarifications on 

the underlying reasons the Welsh Government might need such a register. 

Some respondents expressed concerns that the purpose for requesting this 

information would not benefit the tourism sector.  

“Why does the Government need this? What useful purpose can it serve?” 

(Anonymous response) 

“Well, they may need it “to know who is operating in the industry”.  But why 

do they need to know this in the first place.” (Anonymous response) 

Question 4a: Do you agree or disagree that local authorities need a register 

of visitor accommodation providers in Wales to know who is operating in the 

industry? 

Figure 6. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that local 

authorities need a register of visitor accommodation providers in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,384 respondents answered this question, representing 87% 

of all consultation respondents.  

4.45 Respondents to this question most often (48% or 667 respondents) 

disagreed that local authorities need a register of visitor accommodation 

providers in Wales to know who is operating in the industry. Residents of 

Wales disagreed with the proposal most often (51%). 
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4.46 However, some types of respondents were more likely to agree with the 

proposal. Respondents from local authorities had the highest agreement 

(68%) among all respondents, followed by tourism associations (65%). 

4.47 The respondents mentioned similar themes in this question and the previous 

one, suggesting the Welsh Government and local authorities would have 

similar reasons for needing a register of visitor accommodation providers.  

Themes in disagreement with the suggestion that local 
authorities need a register of visitor accommodation 
providers 

Only needed at a national level 

4.48 The most common reasons for opposing the statement in question was the 

view that a register is only needed at the national level. Respondents raising 

this theme generally highlighted that only the Welsh Government might need 

to know who is operating in the industry. Some respondents were concerned 

that involving local authorities in the scheme might create inconsistencies, 

undermining the aim of a level playing field across providers.  

“Because the Wales Government will have that information […].  It should be 

on a national database and open to public scrutiny.” (Anonymous response) 

“Any schemes must be operated solely at a national level. If the aim is to 

create a level playing field across the industry, then there must be one 

standard across the entire country. Allowing local authorities any say in how 

schemes are administered or applied will inevitably create variations from 

region to region and destroy the entire principle of a 'level' field across the 

country.” (Anonymous response)  

Current availability of requested information 

4.49 The second most prevalent theme against the statement in question was 

that local authorities can identify who is operating in the industry through 

other lists and databases. The respondents raising this theme believed that 

local authorities already are in possession of the information a register would 

offer, through non-domestic rates classifications, council tax lists, and local 

tourist associations. 
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“Local authorities already have this information as they know which 

properties have a business rate classification.” (Anonymous response) 

“That information is generally available through the local tourist boards of 

which many small businesses are connected.” (Anonymous response) 

Adverse effects on the Welsh economy 

4.50 Some respondents mentioned that a register would have negative effects on 

the Welsh economy. These respondents typically expressed concerns that 

the proposal would entail significant administrative and financial burden for 

visitor accommodation providers, especially smaller ones. As a result, these 

respondents emphasised there would be an adverse effect on the tourism 

sector, and by extension the Welsh economy.  

“This will inevitably burden small business with extra bureaucracy and further 

associated costs for the property owners.” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in agreement with the suggestion that local 
authorities need a register of visitor accommodation 
providers 

Leveraging knowledge of local context and circumstances 

4.51 The majority of respondents who agreed with the proposal mentioned that 

local authorities need a register of accommodation providers to better 

understand and regulate the local tourism sector. These respondents 

indicated that local authorities are better placed to utilise the information 

from the register because they possess a unique understanding of the local 

circumstances and economy. It was also suggested the register would then 

allow local authorities to make tailored interventions to the tourism sector. 

“Local authorities would better understand the facilities required and impacts 

on the local community” (Anonymous response) 

“This information is best held locally, so local issues can be resolved. It is 

rare for a national scheme to solve local issues.” (Anonymous response) 

“The local authorities have more local knowledge of the letting environment 

and thus should be aware of what is happening in their area.” (Anonymous 

response) 
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Ensuring a level playing field across providers 

4.52 The second most common reason for agreeing with the statement in 

question was the view it would ensure a level playing field across local 

accommodation providers. These respondents typically indicated local 

authorities could use the register to monitor and ensure compliance with the 

scheme’s health and safety and quality standards. 

“So there is a level playing field for all tourism and hospitality businesses and 

for businesses to apply to the appropriate legislation, planning permission, 

health and safety, hygiene etc.” (Tourism representative body) 

Question 5: Do you agree or disagree that introducing a statutory licensing 

scheme will ensure an effective platform for communication between the 

Welsh Government and local authorities and providers of visitor 

accommodation in Wales? 

Figure 7. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that introducing a 

statutory licensing scheme will ensure an effective platform for 

communication between the Welsh Government and local authorities and 

providers of visitor accommodation in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,373 respondents answered this question, representing 86% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.53 The majority of respondents to this question (63% or 859 respondents), 

disagreed that introducing a statutory licensing scheme will ensure an 
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effective platform for communication between the Welsh Government and 

local authorities and providers of visitor accommodation in Wales. The 

respondents who disagreed most often were booking platforms, residents of 

Wales, and visitor accommodation providers (all disagreeing in 65% of 

cases).  

4.54 On the other hand, most respondents from local authorities were in favour of 

the proposal (53%). 

Themes opposing the suggestion that the licensing scheme 
would be an effective communication platform 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.55 The most common reason for disagreeing with the statement in question 

was the perceived increase in administrative burden and financial costs. 

Respondents to this question expressed concerns that the burden of 

compliance with the scheme would lead to rediverting resources from 

effective communication. Some respondents also highlighted the wider 

impacts of the burden on smaller providers, the tourism sector, and the 

Welsh economy more generally. 

“[…]. In fact, the experience of licensing in Scotland at present has had the 

opposite effect: it is overly complicated and burdensome for all parties, and 

lacks clarity because of its fragmentation.” (Anonymous response) 

“I think it is essential not to create a stranglehold on businesses. The 

margins can be small in some of these businesses and bringing in visitors 

can be absolutely vital to the local economy and provision of services.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Existing communication channels 

4.56 The second most prevalent theme raised by respondents opposing the 

statement in question was around the necessity of a scheme given the 

existence of other communication channels. These respondents, including 

some local authorities, highlighted that the Welsh Government could instead 

communicate with local authorities and providers though organisations such 

trade bodies, the Valuation Office Agency, Visit Wales, Business Wales, and 

regional tourism agencies. 
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“Trade bodies exist to provide for this currently.” (Anonymous response) 

“It is perfectly possible to set up effective communication without this. At the 

moment - it should be possible to contact all holiday lets via the valuation 

office […].” (Resident of Wales)    

Concerns about the efficiency of government communication 

4.57 The last most prevalent theme among respondents opposing this statement 

was the view that the Welsh Government is inefficient at communicating. 

The responses indicated that the Welsh Government has proven ineffective 

in the past in communication both across its departments, and with external 

organisations. As a result, the responses doubted that the scheme would be 

effective in facilitating any communication involving the Welsh Government. 

“is there ever an effective platform for communications between government 

and council authorities? They don't have a decent track record.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“This itself will not address any perceived communication problems that 

currently exist.” (Anonymous response)    

Themes supporting the suggestion that the licensing scheme 
would be an effective communication platform 

Preference for registration instead of licencing scheme 

4.58 The most frequently mentioned theme in support of the statement in 

question was that an effective communication platform could be achieved 

but only through a registration scheme. The respondents, including some 

tourism associations and representative bodies, mentioned that a 

registration scheme would allow all stakeholders to effectively communicate, 

without the administrative and financial burden associated with a licensing 

scheme. 

“Registration would be a less expensive and less onerous approach […].” 

(Anonymous response) 
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“A light-touch registration scheme would mean less burden for all parties, but 

still collate the data that is required and at the heart of this consultation.” 

(Anonymous response)  

General agreement 

4.59 A significant share of respondents agreed with the statement in question, 

without offering any explanation for their views. 

Requests for clarifications 

4.60 Lastly, some respondents viewed that the proposal was unclear, and 

requested additional clarifications on the matter. Respondents raising this 

theme were not generally against the proposal in principal, but needed more 

information to express an opinion. The most common request for 

clarifications concerned the purpose and content of communication, while 

other responses inquired about how this communication channel would work 

in practice.  

“I don't see what the purpose of this communication would be.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“You need to specify how that effective communication will be ensured.” 

(Anonymous response) 
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Question 6: Do you agree or disagree that introducing a statutory licensing 

scheme will ensure enhanced confidence in visitor accommodation and 

accommodation providers in Wales? 

Figure 8. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that introducing a 

statutory licensing scheme will ensure enhanced confidence in visitor 

accommodation and accommodation providers in Wales 

 

Note: Overall, 1,382 respondents answered this question, representing 87% 

of all consultation respondents.  

4.61 The majority of respondents to this question (64% or 891 respondents), 

disagreed that introducing a statutory licensing scheme will ensure 

enhanced confidence in visitor accommodation and accommodation 

providers in Wales. Visitor accommodation providers (67%), self-catering 

agencies (67%), and booking platforms (66%) were most often against the 

statement in question. 

4.62 However, the majority of respondents from local authorities (63%) were in 

favour of the proposal. 

22%

64%

14%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Agree Disagree Neither agree or disagree

S
h

a
re

 o
f 

re
s

p
o

n
d

e
n

ts



 

38  

Themes opposing the suggestion that a licensing scheme 
would enhance confidence in visitor accommodations and 
its providers  

Market efficiency ensures visitor confidence  

4.63 The majority of the respondents opposing the statement in question believed 

that the market already ensures confidence among visitors due to its 

efficiency. As described in the overarching themes section, the responses 

indicated that given the market’s efficiency the government should not 

intervene. 

“Visit Wales ratings and guest reviews of properties are likely to provide 

potential visitors with more confidence that a registration or licence will.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“We have an accommodation industry that has been functioning very well 

without such a scheme. Visitor confidence in accommodation is evident by 

reviews and footfall.” (Anonymous response)  

Adverse effects on tourism and the Welsh economy 

4.64 The second most frequently mentioned reason for disagreeing with the 

proposed scheme enhancing confidence was the negative impact on the 

sustainability of accommodation providers and the tourism sector. 

Respondents raising this theme generally emphasised that a licensing 

scheme would entail significant administrative and financial burden, which 

could result in (i) a lower supply of visitor accommodation, (ii) higher prices, 

or (iii) reduced quality. It was mentioned that any of those outcomes would 

reduce the confidence of visitors in the accommodation. 

“Your current level of accommodation in Wales in respect to cost, location, 

comfort and suitability for varying party sizes is great without any central 

intervention which will encourage unnecessary costs to yourselves that 

inevitably will be passed on to the visitor thus reducing numbers and 

therefore business losses.” (Anonymous response) 

“This will likely be at the expense of smaller providers struggling to meet new 

standards, will require additional work to meet standards and thus costs that 

will need to be passed on to visitors and have a net detriment to the number 
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of accommodation offerings in the short term without appropriate support for 

smaller providers.” (Anonymous response) 

Doubts regarding the scheme’s usefulness for visitors  

4.65 The third most common theme among respondents disagreeing with the 

statement in question was that a licensing scheme would not be useful to 

visitors. Most of the respondents raising this theme expressed concerns that 

visitors would not be aware of the scheme, while others mentioned that even 

if they are aware, they would not use the register for decision-making. The 

latter respondents mentioned that visitors choose accommodation based on 

cost and customer reviews, thus the scheme would not be of any use to 

them. A few respondents also highlighted that the scheme would likely be 

too complicated for the visitors to understand, further limiting its usefulness 

in enhancing confidence.     

“I do not believe people will be more likely to book because there is a 

statutory scheme in place - most holiday makers will be unaware of the 

existence of any such scheme.” (Anonymous response) 

“It will do nothing to ensure enhanced confidence in visitor accommodation 

and accommodation providers. People who book holiday accommodation 

regularly do so based upon the quality of advertising (often via the booking 

services providers), cost, personal recommendation and experience.” 

(Booking platform) 

“Current review sites provide confidence for visitors. Visitors will not 

necessarily understand the licensing system and therefore will not enhance 

confidence.” (Anonymous response) 

Visitors do not lack confidence on accommodation and its providers 

4.66 The last most prevalent theme among respondents disagreeing with the 

statement in question was that visitors already have confidence in Welsh 

accommodation and accommodation providers. These respondents typically 

indicated that visitors’ confidence is evident by their systematic preference of 

Wales for tourism over the past years, leaving good reviews, and returning 
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for subsequent visits. A few responses asked the Welsh Government to 

provide evidence if there is a lack of confidence among visitors in Wales. 

“I have visitors who come back and back again. I have a rating of 4.96 out of 

5. I have families that visit from Europe, the US and Australia.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“Where is the evidence that visitors do not have such confidence?  Before 

you identify a solution, you need to show that there is a problem and you 

need to show that the proposed solution will solve that problem.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Themes supporting the suggestion that a licensing scheme 
would enhance confidence in visitor accommodations and 
its providers 

Ensuring standards among providers 

4.67 The majority of respondents agreeing with the statement in question 

highlighted that the licensing scheme would facilitate enforcement of safety 

and quality standards in the sector. These respondents typically indicated 

that visitors’ confidence in accommodation and its providers is dependent on 

the health and safety and quality standards put in place. As a result, the 

respondents highlighted that visitor’s confidence would be increased through 

the improved compliance with all standards. 

“Possibly it may add to visitor confidence if they were visiting a licensed 

property. It would probably be taken for example, as a proof that the property 

met all safe standards such as gas and electric checks etc.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“It should do yes because it should ensure standards.” (Resident of Wales)   

Preference for a registration scheme  

4.68 The second most common theme raised by respondents in agreement was 

the view that visitors’ confidence will only be enhanced through a registration 

scheme. The respondents raising this theme generally emphasised that a 

registration scheme would also ensure compliance with standards, without 

the administrative burden that would divert resources form the quality of 
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provision. As a result, it was viewed that visitors would feel confident all 

standards are met, while enjoying high-quality services. 

“A robust Statutory Registration scheme, well publicised by Visit Wales, 

would be more than sufficient to explain to visitors that all registered self-

catering in Wales was safe and legal.” (Visitor accommodation provider) 

Ensuring level playing field among providers 

4.69 The last prevalent theme in favour of the statement in question was the view 

that a licensing scheme would enhance visitors’ confidence by ensuring a 

level playing field across providers. Respondents raising this theme typically 

highlighted that a scheme would force all visitor accommodation providers to 

comply with the same standards, thus promoting “fair competition”. 

Respondents viewed that currently many providers do not adhere to any 

standards of safety or quality and avoid the associated costs, thus lawful 

providers are at a competitive disadvantage. It was explained that high-

quality providers might be forced off the market, thus reducing visitors’ 

confidence. 

“So there is a level playing field for all tourism and hospitality businesses and 

for businesses to apply to the appropriate legislation, planning permission, 

health and safety, hygiene etc.” (Tourism representative body) 

“Established visitor accommodation will feel like it is a fair playing field. At 

the moment those businesses that are established as visitor accommodation 

businesses and have the right checks/insurances/quality are competing with 

[i.e. unregulated providers] and cannot match the prices they are offering.” 

(Tourism representative body)   
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National or local delivery and administration  

4.70 This section seeks views on which aspects of the statutory scheme should 

be delivered and administered locally and which on a national scale. 

Question 7: It is our view that a statutory scheme should be delivered on a 

hybrid basis, taking a national approach to core elements such as registering 

providers and processing applications, with enforcement to be undertaken by 

local authorities as required. Do you agree or disagree with this? 

Figure 9. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that a statutory 

scheme should be delivered on a hybrid basis as described 

 

Note: Overall, 1,350 respondents answered this question, representing 85% 

of all consultation respondents.  

4.71 The majority of respondents to this question (57% or 775 respondents), 

disagreed that a statutory scheme should be delivered on a hybrid basis.5 

Disagreement was most prevalent among respondents from national parks 

(63%), booking platforms (62%), and visitor accommodation providers 

(59%).  

                                            
5 The proposal was for the statutory scheme to be delivered nationally in elements such as registering providers and processing 

applications, as well as locally in enforcement by local authorities. 
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4.72 Respondents from local authorities had the highest level of agreement 

(47%), although the majority still disagreed. 

Themes against a hybrid scheme delivery 

Preference for fully national delivery  

4.73 The most common theme raised by respondents opposing the statement in 

question was that the scheme should be delivered fully nationally. The 

respondents raising this theme typically viewed that a hybrid or local delivery 

would create significant disparities across regions in terms of monitoring, 

enforcement, and fees. As a result, these respondents generally indicated a 

strong preference for the Welsh Government to deliver the scheme 

nationally, ensuring a consistent and fair application.  

“Since the stated aim of such a scheme is to create a 'level playing field' 

across Wales it MUST be delivered on a consistent national basis. Any 

hybrid operation that allows local authorities to make variations to that 

national scheme completely undermines the intention to create a level field 

and will lead to inequality across the country as each local authority pursues 

its particular agenda.” (Anonymous response) 

Resource concerns for local authorities 

4.74 The second most frequently mentioned theme against a hybrid scheme 

delivery was concern regarding the resource implications for local 

authorities. Most respondents raising this theme expressed concerns that 

the proposed hybrid delivery approach would place significant administrative, 

monitoring and enforcement responsibilities on local authorities. These 

respondents also highlighted that local authorities may lack the required staff 

and funds to handle these responsibilities.  

“Local authorities cannot cope with the extra work or expense.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“It will not be enforced since there will be no capacity to undertake 

enforcement.” (Resident of Wales) 
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Preference for fully local delivery 

4.75 The last prevalent theme among respondents opposing a hybrid delivery 

was a preference for a fully local delivery. These respondents indicated that 

a hybrid or national delivery would not be able to account for local needs or 

circumstances. As a result, it was suggested that a fully local delivery should 

be chosen instead, leveraging local authorities’ knowledge of the local 

context.  

“I think we need to look at the specifics of a region in relation to holiday 

accommodation. Certain areas of Wales have their own issues.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“Local Authorities understand their geographic and business areas the best.” 

(Resident of Wales) 

Themes in favour of the hybrid scheme delivery 

Effective enforcement of standards 

4.76 The majority of respondents in favour of a hybrid scheme delivery mentioned 

it would be effective in enforcing standards of safety and quality. These 

respondents generally agreed that a hybrid scheme would be the most 

effective way to ensure compliance, as the Welsh Government could set 

consistent rules, with local authorities then enforcing them in their local 

areas.   

“It is important the application process is centralised to ensure consistency in 

its interpretation and the way it is processed. Whilst support and 

enforcement should be carried out by local authority, providing sufficient 

funding has been provided from the Government so as not to deplete 

already short funds.” (Anonymous response) 

Promotes fairness among regions 

4.77 The last prevalent theme raised by respondents in favour of the hybrid 

scheme delivery was the view it would promote a level playing field across 

regions. These respondents generally indicated that the proposed approach 

would provide a fair balance between consistency, and local adaptations to 

account for area-specific circumstances.  
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“I think this sounds a sensible approach. There has to be a national pan 

Wales approach to introducing this, but localised information will support 

enforcement etc.” (Anonymous response)  
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Accommodation types in scope 

4.78 This section seeks views on visitor accommodation that should be 

considered within the scope of a statutory scheme, as well as potential 

exemptions. 

Question 8: It is proposed that all visitor accommodation is considered within 

the scope of a statutory scheme. Do you agree or disagree with this? 

Figure 10. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with considering 

all visitor accommodation providers within the scope of a statutory scheme 

 

Note: Overall, 1,357 respondents answered this question, representing 85% 

of all consultation responses. 

4.79 The majority of respondents to this question (56% or 754 respondents), 

disagreed that all visitor accommodation should be considered within the 

scope of a statutory scheme. Visitor accommodation providers (57%) and 

residents of Wales (56%) were more likely to disagree among respondents 

to this question.  

4.80 Respondents from local authorities (56%) and tourism representative bodies 

(54%) were typically more in favour of the statement in question. 
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Themes against including all visitor accommodation 
providers 

Differentiate between large and small providers 

4.81 Most respondents who were against the statement in question mentioned 

that such a scheme would impose disproportionately large overheads on 

small accommodation providers. These respondents typically argued that 

large hotels or professionals running multiple holiday lets, and people who 

share spare rooms with guests should not be treated alike, otherwise, the 

scheme would be unworkable, and too expensive for small operators. 

“Scheme must be fair and recognise smaller businesses can't pay the same 

as larger ones.” (Resident of Wales) 

“The overhead for small enterprise, […] , is too high for it to be equitable. 

Only larger businesses (above a certain level of turnover) should be 

included.” (Anonymous response)  

Suggestions on sectors to be excluded 

4.82 The second most common reason for disagreement was advocating for 

specific sectors to be excluded, such as motor homes, caravans, mountain 

club huts, or campsites. These respondents generally advocated for these 

sectors remaining unregulated as they offer affordable options for many 

vulnerable groups and families. Some respondents also argued that 

accommodation available only for short-term renting should be treated 

differently than year-round accommodation. 

“The hut provides subsidized accommodation to members and cheap 

accommodation to groups such as scouts, DofE and youth/school groups. 

This will add an admin and cost burden that we cannot afford.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“Some accommodation is only available short term. This should be treated 

differently from year-round accommodation.” (Anonymous response) 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.83 Many respondents, including several visitor accommodation providers, 

complained about the high administrative and financial cost of the proposal 
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in question. A few respondents further argued that sectors such as caravan 

parks or campsites are already covered by licensing schemes and should be 

excluded to avoid duplication of regulations and penalties. 

“If it meant that we would need to pay more than a small amount to be 

registered/licensed it would very adversely affect our finances.” (Resident of 

Wales) 

“Campsites and caravan sites, and any accommodation on them should not 

be included in any scheme. It’s already licensed.” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of including all visitor accommodation 
providers 

Promotes a level playing field among providers 

4.84 Among those who agreed that all visitor accommodation should be 

considered within the scope of the scheme, the majority argued that an all-

encompassing regulation would avoid potential legal loopholes, ensuring a 

level playing field. 

“A level playing field, currently too many loopholes and providers not 

addressing health and safety.” (Anonymous response) 

“Exclusions would lead to the continued two-plus tiered system.” (National 

Park Authority) 

Question 9: Can you identify any visitor accommodation that should be 

exempt from a statutory scheme and what are the reasons for your answer 

(e.g. accommodation that is used solely for education purposes or 

vulnerable groups)? 

4.85 This question sought views on whether any type of accommodation should 

be exempt from a statutory licensing scheme. The sections below present 

the most common themes among those who provided suggestions on which 

accommodation should be exempt.  
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Undermines the level playing field across providers 

4.86 The majority of respondents to this question did not believe any visitor 

accommodation should be exempt from the scheme. As mentioned in the 

previous question, these respondents emphasised that all sectors should be 

in scope to avoid loopholes, ensure fairness, and provide high quality 

accommodation across the board. 

“All should be included to be fair and to ensure high standard and legitimate 

accommodations. Otherwise, there will be another loophole for dodging the 

scheme and paying taxes.” (Anonymous response) 

“Irrespective of the purpose of the visitor accommodation be it for holiday, 

education, work or vulnerable people purposes the occupants need the 

protection/safeguards provided by the safety certificates.” (Resident of 

Wales) 

Exempting accommodation exclusively for holidays and 
those provided in private homes 

4.87 The second most frequently raised theme was the view that dwellings used 

only for holiday purposes should be exempt from the proposed scheme. The 

respondents raising this theme highlighted that these dwellings cannot be 

used as residential, consequently, they are not affecting local housing 

availability. Additionally, some respondents mentioned that accommodation 

offered in private homes, and those offered for short time periods, should 

also be excluded. These respondents indicated that the latter is especially 

important for families and local people trying to supplement their income.  

“Accommodation that is used solely for holiday purposes only. This type of 

properties cannot be used as residential and do not deprive local people 

from a home.” (Resident of Wales) 

“People letting rooms or annexes in their own accommodation should be 

exempt.” (Resident of Wales) 
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Exempting small businesses from the scheme 

4.88 The third most common theme was that small visitor accommodation 

providers should be exempt since they might not be able to bear the costs of 

the proposed scheme. Respondents specified that small providers could 

include those: (i) with only one or two properties, (ii) earning below £25,000 

per annum, and (iii) offering small-scale cabins. Some respondents 

highlighted that if small providers are also included, they should have a 

lighter-touch approach. 

“Small businesses or family run with few or no employees.” (Booking 

platform) 

“Whilst I don't think I could justify them being exempt from any scheme, I feel 

any scheme should be sophisticated enough to take a much less heavy-

handed approach for smaller operators.” (Other) 

Mountain clubs’ huts, campsites, and privately owned 
caravans 

4.89 The third most commonly raised theme was that mountain clubs’ huts should 

be considered out of scope. Respondents raising this theme typically 

highlighted that these accommodations are often run on a volunteer or 

membership basis, operate with limited resources, and are not available to 

the public. Similarly, some respondents argued that accommodation on 

registered campsites and caravan parks should also be excluded as it is 

meant for private or family use, and is already under formal planning 

permissions.  

“Privately owned caravans, tourers and statics where no one else is allowed 

to stay. How can you tax some for living in their own property when they’ve 

already paid thousands to stay there and VAT. They’ve already been taxed 

for their stay.” (Resident of Wales) 

“Campsites, in particular those that are already covered by a camping club 

licence (which includes monitoring adherence to standards and regulations).” 

(Anonymous response) 
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The scheme is especially important for accommodation for 
education purposes or vulnerable groups 

4.90 Lastly, there was a significant number of respondents who disagreed with 

the example of exempting accommodation for vulnerable populations and for 

educational purposes, which was suggested in the consultation document. 

Respondents mentioned that these groups are often particularly vulnerable, 

and their accommodation should be subject to particularly strict standards. 

These views were held by a significant share of visitor accommodation 

providers. 

“No. […] In fact the more vulnerable the guests the more protection there 

should be for them!” (Resident of Wales) 

Caravan and camping sites 

4.91 This section seeks views on the appropriate treatment of privately owned 

caravans which are sub-let on licensed parks.  

Question 10: We are proposing that whoever is responsible for the letting of 

the accommodation for holiday purposes on caravan and/or camping sites 

(i.e. the park owner or individual owner) should be required to obtain a 

licence. Do you agree or disagree with this proposal? 

Figure 11. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that whoever is 

responsible for the letting of the accommodation for holiday purposes on 

caravan and/or camping sites should be required to obtain a licence 
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Note: Overall, 1,154 respondents answered this question, representing 72% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.92 Respondents to this question most often (47% or 537 respondents) 

disagreed that whoever is responsible for the letting of the accommodation 

for holiday purposes on caravan and/or camping sites (i.e. the park owner or 

individual owner) should be required to obtain a licence. Respondents from 

booking platforms had the highest disagreement (52%) among all 

respondents to this question.  

4.93 Most respondents from local authorities and national parks (63% in both) 

agreed with the statement in question. 

4.94 The majority of respondents to this question offered views on whether 

caravans should be licensed, instead of who should be responsible for the 

licensing. The most prevalent themes among those who explicitly answered 

the question are presented below. 

Themes against requiring whoever is responsible for the 
letting of the accommodation to obtain a licence 

4.95 This section includes alternative suggestions on who should be responsible 

to obtain a licence.  

Park owners should obtain the licence 

4.96 Some respondents viewed that the owner of the site or park should be 

responsible of obtaining the licence. However, none of them offered specific 

reasons for their views. 

“I think for bricks and mortar that is fine, for caravan parks, I think camp 

owners should be responsible.” (Anonymous response) 

Third-parties to obtain licence 

4.97 A few respondents suggested greater third-party involvement, for instance 

from letting agents. The respondents raising this theme generally suggested 

that third parties are often handling the bookings, so they possess the 

required information. As a result, it was suggested these third parties should 

be the ones obtaining the licence.   
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“We are volunteers and the bookings are done through an online platform. 

No one person is responsible.” (Anonymous response)  

“I let via [i.e. booking platform]. They already collect this information re 

electrical test, fire, gas etc so where it’s a professional agency why not use 

them?” (Visitor accommodation provider) 

Themes in favour of requiring whoever is responsible for the 
letting of the accommodation to obtain a licence 

General agreement with the statement 

4.98 Among the respondents answering this question, most were in agreement 

that whoever is responsible for the letting should be responsible for obtaining 

the licence. The respondents raising this theme did not typically elaborate 

further on their views, apart from mentioning this was the most obvious 

solution. 

“Who else would be a better candidate?” (Anonymous response) 

“If a scheme is introduced the owner of the accommodation is best placed to 

obtain the licence.” (Anonymous response) 

Question 10A: Do you have any other comments or suggestions relating to a 

statutory scheme and the caravan and camping sector? 

4.99 The sections below list the most prevalent themes concerning a statutory 

scheme and the caravan and camping sector. 

Themes against the suggestion that the statutory scheme 
should involve the caravan and camping sector 

Doubts regarding the need for a licensing scheme  

4.100 The majority of respondents against including the caravan and camping 

sector viewed that an additional registration for caravan and camping sites 

was not necessary. The respondents raising this theme typically highlighted 

that the Welsh Government’s aims are already achieved by the current 

schemes and registrations. As a result, the proposed scheme was viewed to 

lead to duplication of administration and penalties, without offering any 

additional benefits.  



 

54  

“Our caravan members suggest that this licencing scheme is tantamount to 

double registration and thus unnecessary.” (Tourism association) 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.101 Some respondents also reiterated the point that the proposal would result in 

significant administrative and financial burden.  

“This type of government overreach leads to completely unnecessary cost 

and compliance burdens to small business owners.” (Anonymous response) 

General disagreement with a scheme 

4.102 As mentioned in the overarching themes section, a common theme across 

questions is general disagreement with the licencing scheme and hence, a 

scheme that includes the caravan and the camping sector. 

“I disagree with the proposal to introduce any licence scheme or fees.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Adverse effect on tourism 

4.103 The last prevalent theme against the statement in question concerned the 

impacts of a licensing scheme on tourism. These respondents generally 

indicated concerns about the threat to the competitiveness of visitor 

accommodation in Wales compared to those in England and Scotland. The 

respondents raising this theme typically emphasised that the licensing 

scheme would lead to increased costs for providers, which would either 

reduce the quality of accommodation or increase prices.  

“Will the licensing scheme plus tourism tax [i.e. visitor levy]6, deter people 

from holidaying in Wales if they can go across the border and it's cheaper? 

As a family who goes camping, I'm going for cheap and cheerful 

accommodation/field, so a statutory scheme does seem overkill for this 

sector.” (Resident of Wales) 

                                            
6 The Welsh Government consulted on the design and operation of a discretionary visitor levy for all visitor accommodation providers 

in Wales. Additional details available at: https://www.gov.wales/visitor-levy  

https://www.gov.wales/visitor-levy
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Themes in favour of the suggestion that the statutory 
scheme should involve the caravan and camping sector 

Ensures a level playing field among accommodation providers 

4.104 The most common theme in favour of the proposal in question was that it 

would ensure a level playing field across providers. Respondents to this 

question highlighted that all visitor accommodation should be subject to the 

same standards, to avoid discrimination against certain providers. 

“Any scheme should also be applied to accommodation provided on 

caravan/camp sites to ensure a level playing field amongst accommodation 

providers.” (Anonymous response) 

Conditional agreement 

4.105 The second most frequently raised theme in favour of the statement in 

question was that only certain caravans should be included. Respondents 

raising this theme generally viewed that licensing should be conditional on 

the type of use or frequency of operation. It was argued that caravans 

bought for purely commercial reasons should be included in the scheme, 

while those mainly used by their owners and only occasionally let out should 

be exempt. 

“I think the scheme should apply to people buying caravans […] purely for 

letting purposes and as a business for profit not an owner like us who lets 

occasionally to help cover maintenance but still pays the council tax on top.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Ensures enforcement of standards 

4.106 Lastly, some respondents mentioned that the caravan and camping sector 

should be included in the scheme to ensure a certain level of standards. 

Respondents raising this theme highlighted that including caravans in the 

scope of the scheme would force them to comply with the agreed health and 

safety standards, thus benefiting visitors staying in caravans and camping 

sites. 

“Caravans and camping sites should also have the same levels of hygiene, 

health and safety etc as other accommodation providers.” (Anonymous 

response) 
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4.107 A significant number of respondents expressed concerns regarding the lack 

of consideration for pop-up campsites. Respondents raising this theme 

typically highlighted that pop-up campsites were not explicitly addressed in 

the statutory scheme, while they are not currently being regulated and pose 

health and safety risks. Some respondents also expressed concerns about a 

potential increase in the practice of wild camping, due to providers 

transitioning to this sector after the introduction of the scheme. 

“To have stricter regulations on the 28day licence, the amount of “pop up” 

campsites around is ridiculous and is over crowding protected and wild 

areas.” (Anonymous response) 

“If informal camp sites close because new legislation is too onerous, there is 

likely to be more illegal wild camping as a result - which will benefit nobody.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Operating period 

4.108 This section seeks views on whether a statutory licensing scheme should 

apply to all operators, including those operating for only one night a year. 

Question 11: We are proposing that a licence is required even if the visitor 

accommodation is operating infrequently (including one night per year). Do 

you agree or disagree with this proposal? 

Figure 12. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that a licence 

should be required even if the visitor accommodation is operating 

infrequently (including one night per year) 
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Note: Overall, 1,132 respondents answered this question, representing 71% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.109 The majority of respondents to this question (61% or 691 respondents) 

disagreed that a licence should be required even if the visitor 

accommodation is operating infrequently (including one night per year). 

Disagreement was most prevalent among residents of Wales and visitor 

accommodation providers (61% in both cases).  

4.110 Most respondents from local authorities (56%) and tourism associations 

(52%) agreed with the statement in question. 

Themes against including infrequently used visitor 
accommodation 

General disagreement with a scheme  

4.111 The most common theme against including infrequently used visitor 

accommodation into the licensing scheme was general disagreement with 

the scheme and disagreement with the value it would provide. Respondents 

raising this theme expressed even greater opposition to the scheme when it 

concerns infrequent letters. 

“Doesn't matter how many nights, we do not agree with a statutory scheme.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“A licence requirement for one night's letting a year is a ludicrous notion.” 

(Anonymous response) 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.112 As mentioned in the overarching themes section, a considerable share of 

respondents were concerned about the high administrative and financial 

burden associated with the scheme. Regarding this question specifically, 

most respondents viewed that the proposal would disproportionately burden 

small and infrequent letters. 

“It adds nothing and yet there will be a substantial cost to small business 

owners, both in terms of their time and their money.” (Anonymous response) 
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Adverse effect on tourism 

4.113 The third most frequently mentioned theme against the statement in question 

was concern about the impact on visitor accommodation availability. These 

responses generally indicated the proposal would adversely affect the 

sustainability of providers, leading to a potentially insufficient supply of visitor 

accommodation. This was related to the view that these types of lets are 

mostly used during big events that cannot be covered by the usual let 

accommodation available. 

“If you are introducing a scheme and your reason is for increased confidence 

then I'm afraid that all providers should be included but the negative effect on 

the industry will be felt. […]” (Anonymous response) 

“I think the admin burden coupled with additional requirements may reduce 

the availability of some infrequently used but still quality accommodation. 

This would be a loss to the economy. […]” (Anonymous response) 

Enforcement concerns for infrequent letters 

4.114 Lastly, some respondents against the idea of including infrequently used 

visitor accommodation expressed doubts regarding the enforceability of the 

scheme. These respondents mentioned that enforcement of the licence 

would not be possible, as these types of letters would not comply with the 

scheme. 

“[…] Surely it is obvious that someone who only provides accommodation for 

a few nights a year is not going to register - so how will this unrealistic 

requirement achieve anything useful?” (Resident of Wales) 

“I see no problem with someone letting a room for say a week or so however 

the system would become impossible to regulate.” (Resident of Wales) 

Themes in favour of including infrequently used visitor 
accommodation 

Promotes consistency and fairness among providers 

4.115 The most common theme raised by respondents in favour of the statement 

in question was promoting consistency and fairness. A significant proportion 

of respondents mentioned that including all providers in the scheme would 
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help avoid loopholes, thus ensuring consistent application of standards and 

a level playing field. 

“Yes, if rules are to be introduced then the must be applied in a consistent 

and fair manner.” (Anonymous response) 

“If you have loopholes based on number of nights let etc then you make the 

scheme much more complex and provide ways for people who wish to play 

the system to avoid registration. This will have the impact of adding more 

bureaucracy for legitimate businesses and not levelling the playing field as 

per the stated aim.” (Local authority) 

Promotes safety standards 

4.116 The second most common reason in favour of including infrequently used 

visitor accommodation in the scheme was the enforcement of safety 

standards. Respondents raising this theme typically emphasised all 

accommodations should be held accountable to the same safety standards. 

A few responses also indicated that infrequent letters, especially, should be 

included in the scheme, as they are more inexperienced and more likely to 

be of lower quality.   

“The same duty of care exists whether for 1 night or for 365.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“If you truly want to improve visitor experiences and safety then it doesn’t 

matter whether it’s one night or 7 the same rules should apply- I would argue 

that inexperienced hosts are more likely to bend rules regarding numbers 

and safety as it’s a ‘one off‘ and is more likely to result in problems than an 

experienced host.” (Anonymous response) 

Preference for registration instead of licencing scheme 

4.117 The third most frequently mentioned theme in favour of the statement in 

question was that infrequently used visitor accommodation should be 

included in the scheme, but only if a registration scheme is chosen instead of 

a licencing scheme.  
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“A registration scheme that is easy to sign up for will allow all types of 

operator to adhere to the scheme which, in turn, will allow for greater 

compliance and a clearer picture of the tourism industry in Wales. […]” 

(Anonymous response) 

Tailored approach for infrequent letters 

4.118 Some respondents indicated that infrequent letters should be treated 

differently compared to the rest of the providers. The respondents raising 

this theme typically suggested that infrequent letters do not have the 

capacity to comply with the full scheme requirements, thus it would be unfair 

to treat them the same way. Some respondents suggested that these letters 

should receive lighter regulation, or lower fees, while others suggested 

setting a threshold that excludes very infrequent letters. 

“As stated above, people who let out part of their home or their whole home 

for less than 30 days during the year could enjoy a cheaper and lighter touch 

regime to encourage this form of supply of tourist accommodation that by its 

nature does not interfere with the supply of homes.” (Other) 

Limited licence for one-off or annual events 

4.119 This section seeks views on whether providers could apply for a limited 

licence at a reduced cost, if a one-off type event was held within a specific 

area with a shortage of available accommodation.  

Question 12: Do you agree with the need for a limited licence for one-off or 

annual events? 

Figure 13. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the need for 

a limited licence for one-off or annual events 
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Note: Overall, 1,115 respondents answered this question, representing 70% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.120 Respondents to this question most often (45% or 504 respondents) 

disagreed with the need for a limited licence for providers of accommodation 

for one-off or annual events. Disagreement was most widespread among 

tourism representative bodies (54%), local authorities (53%), and tourism 

associations (52%).  

4.121 While no type of respondent agreed with the suggestion by majority, 

respondents from self-catering agencies had the highest agreement (41%) 

across all respondents. 

Disagreement with any form of licensing 

4.122 Most of the respondents to this question expressed their general 

disagreement with applying any form of licensing for providers of 

accommodation for one-off or annual events. The most common reasons are 

presented below. 

Existing regulations for one-off events 

4.123 The majority of respondents disagreeing with any form of licence highlighted 

that accommodations for one-off or annual events are already regulated. As 

a result, it was viewed that any additional licensing would lead to duplication 

of efforts and would be ineffective.  

“Surely one-off events are covered by other licensing requirements such as 

entertainment/ alcohol licensing etc” (Anonymous response) 
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“They are already liable under Health and Safety and Public Liability 

regulations and are liable to prosecution for breaches” (Resident of Wales) 

Disproportionate financial cost for providers of accommodation for 
one-off or annual events 

4.124 The second most common reason for disagreeing with the statement in 

question was that the licensing costs would be disproportionately high for 

providers of one-off events. The respondents raising this theme generally 

highlighted that providers of such events are typically small and cannot bear 

the financial cost associated with licensing.  

“Larger businesses won't have a problem doing this scheme however you 

are penalising those families who rely on this income as a top up” 

(Anonymous response)  

Doubts around the scheme’s benefits for providers of accommodation 
for one-off or annual events 

4.125 Lastly, some respondents expressed concerns that any benefits from the 

proposed licensing will not be applicable to providers of one-off or annual 

events. The respondents raising this theme often highlighted that  

these providers do not operate long enough to receive any benefits from the 

licence, as there were viewed to take longer to be realised. 

“Fairness is not applicable for one-off licences as the service being provided 

would not be comparable. One-off licences would also have a great barrier 

to the market as there would be less market recognition.” (Other) 

Agreement with limited licence for one-off or annual events 

4.126 The second most prevalent theme was the view that there should be a two-

tier licence, separating providers of one-off events from the overall scheme. 

The main argument was that this would be a fairer and more proportional 

approach. Some respondents also highlighted this approach would promote 

health and safety and quality standards, compared to one-off events not 

being licensed at all. 

“A short term licence for specific events should be available at reduced cost, 

but this should not be extended for longer periods, such as covering the right 
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of landowners to promote camping on their site for a period of 28 days 

during a year without planning permission.” (Local authority) 

“A limited licence for an annual event would be appropriate for visitor safety 

and fairness reasons.” (Anonymous response) 

In favour of one common licence 

4.127 The third most common theme was advocating for a common licence for all 

respondents. The respondents raising this theme typically suggested that a 

level playing field among providers can only be achieved by enforcing 

common safety standards, thus promoting consistency and fairness. 

“Any licensing scheme should be introduced consistently or a level playing 

field can never be achieved. The safety risk remains the same for single and 

multiple nights. It is the fee that should vary, not the licence itself.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Additional clarifications needed 

4.128 The last prevalent theme raised was asking for more information on the 

proposal, with a significant share of respondents requested additional 

information on what constitutes a “one-off” event.  

“This depends on the scale and how much it is likely to impact the local 

community. Rock festivals, yes. Wedding reception or School Duke of 

Edinburgh's expeditions camping in someone's field, no. Probably yes for 

events involving >100 people.” (Anonymous response) 

“It's not clear to me what sort of "one off events" are envisaged. Presumably 

festivals already have rules and regulations to comply with, and could be 

subject to inspections within existing legislation.” (Anonymous response) 

Scheme requirements 

4.129 This section seeks views on the details and evidence requested by visitor 

accommodation providers to demonstrate compliance with the licensing 

scheme. 



 

64  

Question 13: We are proposing that a provider of visitor accommodation 

should supply the above information/documentation and be required to 

provide evidence/confirmation that they comply with the requirements as 

detailed above. Do you agree or disagree with this proposal? 

Figure 14. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the proposed 
information needed to evidence compliance 

 

Note: Overall, 1,133 respondents answered this question, representing 71% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.130 The majority of respondents to this question (55% or 623 respondents) 

disagreed with the proposed information and documentation visitor 

accommodation providers would be required to provide to evidence their 

compliance with the licensing requirements. Tourism representative bodies 

were the responses with the highest disagreement (67%), followed by 

residents of Wales (57%), and visitor accommodation providers (56%).  

4.131 On the other hand, most respondents from national parks (63%) and local 

authorities (60%) agreed with the proposed information needed to evidence 

compliance. 

Themes against the proposed information needed to 
evidence compliance 

General disagreement with licensing 

4.132 The most common theme against the statement in question was disagreeing 

with the idea of a licensing scheme in general, as discussed in the 
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overarching themes section. As a result, the respondents raising this theme 

generally did not want to provide any information to evidence compliance. 

“I disagree with the proposal to introduce any licence scheme or fees.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“we don’t need this scheme therefore we don’t need to provide additional 

information” (Anonymous response) 

Requested documentation is already being provided 

4.133 The second most common theme opposing the suggested documentation 

was that providers already share all the listed information through other 

channels. For example, some respondents mentioned that they need to file 

the same information for the planning permission, insurance, letting agents 

and non-domestic rates reviews. Some respondents suggested that the 

government should gather this information from the different departments, 

instead of having providers duplicate their efforts. 

“It is a concern that for official operators, much of this information is already 

in existence, often already within other local authority departments - and it 

seems unnecessarily onerous for operators to need to provide the evidence 

multiple times. The optimum solution would be for a scheme that can access 

the existing required proof and evidence and store it in a centralised 

location.” (Anonymous response) 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.134 As mentioned in the overarching themes section, respondents were often 

concerned with the high administrative and financial burden that the 

provision of the listed information would cause.  

“The extensive list of evidence proposed is exactly why licensing should not 

be implemented.  The bureaucratic burden would be immense, costly to 

administer, and provide poor value for money to the public and taxpayers.” 

(Anonymous response) 
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“Increase costs, is a detriment to the industry and is poorly timed during a 

cost of living crisis. This is a significant additional burden and not driven by a 

need for the industry or visitors.” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of the proposed information needed to 
evidence compliance 

Promoting enforcement of quality standards 

4.135 The most common theme in favour of the proposed information was that it 

will promote the enforcement of quality standards7. The respondents raising 

this theme typically highlighted that the requested information would allow 

the Welsh Government to monitor compliance with the agreed health and 

safety and quality and apply enforcement measures where needed. Some 

respondents also mentioned the enforcement of standards would help to 

ensure a level playing field across visitor accommodation providers. Some 

respondents raising this theme highlighted that lawful providers already 

provide this information, while others avoid this administrative burden.  

“All providers should provide the necessary information so holidaymakers 

are in safe secure accommodation.” (Anonymous response) 

"Will help to get all accommodation up to a high standard of safety” 

(Anonymous response) 

“We have invested heavily in the property we have as a holiday let (which we 

have now qualified for business rates) and conform to all building, fire safety 

requirements while you see many other local lets who haven't gone to the 

same lengths as us who are making the same kind of money but for less 

input.” (Anonymous response) 

General agreement with the statement 

4.136 The second most common theme in favour of the statement in question was 

general agreement, as the listed documentation was seen as reasonable 

and fair. 

                                            
7 Respondents in this theme might have meant safety standards, as quality standards are ensured through the Visit Wales Quality 

Assurance scheme. 
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“These all seem appropriate to evidence quality and compliance which has 

to be a positive for the tourism industry. [...]" (Anonymous response) 

Preference for registration instead of licencing scheme  

4.137 Some respondents agreed with the listed information but argued that the 

same documentation could be provided through a registration scheme 

instead of a licensing scheme. The respondents raising this theme generally 

emphasised that the registration scheme would achieve the Welsh 

Government’s policy objectives without the high administrative and financial 

burden associated with licensing. 

“I would still prefer a national registration where the info listed above is 

simply uploaded - you are given a number and the local authority can run 

spot checks.” (Anonymous response) 

Conditional agreement with the statement 

4.138 Lastly, some respondents in agreement with the proposed list argued that 

the approach should be tailored, as one size does not fit all. The most 

common concern held by this group was that the requirements could be 

onerous for small operators. Hence, they proposed lighter touch 

documentation requirements, depending on the size of the operator. 

“Gas safety certificates are a must in any property that is let but to request 

evidence of PAT tested appliances and fire risk assessments could be a 

significant cost to the business and risks the viability of small businesses in 

obtaining this evidence. This is punitive to small businesses, the vast 

majority bring responsible owners and this should be considered carefully. 

One size does not fit all. Evidence of adequate insurance should suffice.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Themes proposing modifications for the proposed 
information needed to evidence compliance 

Suggested additions to the proposed list of information 

4.139 The most commonly proposed modification was a range of additions to the 

required information. The addition most frequently requested was the EICR 

(Electrical installation condition report), with some people proposing to 

replace the PAT (portable appliance testing). The second most frequently 
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proposed addition was evidence for smoke detectors and carbon monoxide 

detectors. 

“Agree, but you have forgotten the 5 year EICR certificate that is required by 

my insurance. […]” (Anonymous response) 

“Resident LA would also need to know heating system/ number of smoke 

alarms as per Rent Smart Wales guidance […].” (Resident of Wales)  

Suggested subtractions from the proposed list of information 

4.140 The second most commonly raised theme across the proposed modifications 

was removing some of the proposed documentation. The most frequently 

requested subtraction was planning permission, as this is not currently 

required for many operators and would be too costly and time consuming to 

obtain. The second most commonly suggested removal from the 

documentation list was the PAT testing, which is not required legally and 

would add also add significant costs for the providers. Some respondents 

also proposed removing the fire risk assessment, as there were concerns 

about the necessary skilled work force to conduct all of these assessments.   

“I agree with the health and safety aspects. However, the lack of planning 

permission does not represent a health and safety risk. A number of 

businesses have been operating many for years without planning permission 

because it was not a requirement in the past. To make this a condition of 

trading now would be unfair. Evidence of operation over a period should be 

taken as evidence of planning permission. […]” (Anonymous response) 

“Tentatively agree. However, I suspect PAT testing would be an extra 

expense for many providers. […]” (Anonymous response) 

Compliance and enforcement 

4.141 This section seeks views on enforcement options, inspections, and 

sanctions. 

Question 14: We are proposing that inspections are carried out on a 1:50 

ratio using a risk-based approach and additional inspections in response to 
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customer complaints or other concerns brought to the attention of the 

licensing authority. Do you agree or disagree with this proposal? 

Figure 15. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with carrying out 

inspections on a 1:50 ratio using a risk-based approach and additional 

inspections 

 

Note: Overall, 1,111 respondents answered this question, representing 70% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.142 Half of the respondents to this question (or 560 respondents), disagreed with 

the proposed approach to carrying out inspections. Residents of Wales and 

visitor accommodation providers were the respondents most likely to 

disagree with the proposal (52% and 51% disagreement respectively). 

4.143 Respondents from local authorities were the only respondents agreeing with 

the proposal by majority (57%). 

Themes against the proposed approach to carrying out 
inspections 

Doubts regarding the need for a licensing scheme and inspections 

4.144 The most common theme among respondents opposing the statement in 

question was doubts regarding the need for a licensing scheme. As detailed 

in the overarching themes section, respondents generally mentioned that 

there is enough existing regulation, and that customer reviews as well as 

sources such as Visit Wales already cover the problems targeted by the 

licensing scheme.  
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“Question 13 suggests a list of documentation that is to be uploaded in 

support of an application, all of which can be examined and verified without 

need for an inspection of the accommodation. The imposition of a regular 

inspection regime, even at a low level, implies some form of quality control or 

additional, and as yet unspecified, requirements having to be met, the 

question being who, and with what knowledge/experience, will undertake 

these inspections? […]” (Anonymous response) 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.145 The second most frequently raised theme against the proposed form of 

inspection was concern about the high financial and administrative burden. 

This burden was associated with the overall licensing scheme, and 

specifically with the time and costs of inspections. 

“Inspections presumably come with a cost. Who will be footing this bill?” 

(Visitor accommodation provider) 

“If certification is provided why burden the owner with additional wasted time 

and expense which would be difficult to arrange due to visitor bookings.” 

(Other) 

The Welsh Government does not have capacity to carry out 
inspections 

4.146 Lastly, some respondents doubted the Welsh Government’s financial and 

administrative capacity to carry out the proposed inspections. The 

respondents raising this theme generally highlighted that the suggested form 

and frequency of inspections would require considerable staff time, training, 

and infrastructure that the Welsh Government does not possess.    

“[…] There will be significant costs incurred in setting up the means of 

applying for the statutory licence, training of enforcement officers will also be 

required and potentially the appointment of full time local enforcement 

officers within local authorities. Budgets and resources in local Government 

are already spread extremely thin so any extra burden would be placed on 

businesses applying for the scheme. […]” (Anonymous response) 
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Themes in favour of the proposed approach to carrying out 
inspections 

Promotes safety for visitors and fairness among providers 

4.147 The most prevalent theme in favour of the proposal was general agreement 

with the proposed approach to carrying out inspections. These respondents 

typically expressed their satisfaction with a risk-based and light-touch 

approach, promoting effectiveness, safety and fairness. 

“In order to make sure that the programme is reliable, I agree that there 

should be a reasonable level of inspection on a risk-based basis, with the 

information gathered being utilised to make any programme modifications. 

[…]” (Anonymous response) 

“This seems to be a practical solution to a challenging aspect of the 

scheme.” (Local authority) 

Conditional agreement 

4.148 The second most frequently raised theme in agreement with the statement in 

question was agreement under certain conditions. A considerable share of 

respondents agreed with the proposed approach to carrying out inspections, 

but preferred either a registration scheme or self-certification, to avoid a high 

administrative and financial burden on providers. The second most common 

condition was accounting for different accommodation types and sizes. 

However, there was no clear consensus among these respondents on who 

should be facing a lighter level of inspections. Some respondents expressed 

that small-scale providers would be penalised more by these inspections and 

should therefore face lighter regulation. On the other hand, others mentioned 

that larger providers such as hotels already have a high level of regulation, 

meaning they already adhere to the licensing conditions, while small-scale 

providers need more supervision. 

“We propose there would be no licence holders as no licence should be 

required.  Registered accommodation providers should be moderated with a 

similar model of regulation implemented without a licence.” (Anonymous 

Response) 
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“[…] I suspect these measures will likely penalise smaller providers most 

unfortunately. I think more onus should be placed on larger providers that 

make more money and are better equipped to be able to comply with any 

new requirements.” (Anonymous response) 

“I think there needs to be more weighting to the self catering sector as these 

are more likely to currently not be complying, Hotels and B&Bs will have had 

continuous inspections just because there are less of them and it is highly 

regulated.” (Anonymous response) 

Themes proposing modifications for the proposed approach 
to carrying out inspections 

Fewer inspections than proposed 

4.149 The most frequently suggested modification to the proposed approach was 

carrying out fewer inspections than suggested. The majority of respondents 

raising this theme proposed that inspections should only be carried out if 

there are complaints or known problems, instead of conducting random 

inspections. Respondents indicated that these modifications would promote 

efficient use of resources, and minimise the disturbance inspections will 

cause to the providers. 

“It would seem sensible for the focus to be on properties that receive 

complaints. To make best use of resources it would seem logical to focus on 

where the problems are rather than pick properties at random that haven't 

had any problems. […]” (Anonymous response) 

More inspections than proposed 

4.150 The second most commonly suggested modification to the proposed 

approach was conducting more inspections. In contrast with the previous 

theme, these responses indicated that every provider should be checked at 

least once, and that the 1:50 ratio is too low. The reasoning behind this was 

that the licence will not aid the Welsh Government’s objectives, including 

visitor health and safety and a level playing field across all providers.  

“I believe all properties should be inspected once during the term of the 

licence.  At the very least the ratio should be 1:10. Otherwise it makes a 
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farce of the licence scheme and does make it seem as though the scheme is 

more about creating revenue for the government than creating a level 

playing field for operators and ensuring safety and high standards for 

visitors.” (Anonymous response) 

Protection from false complaints 

4.151 Lastly, some respondents expressed concerns regarding the proposal to 

base inspections on complaints. The respondents raising this theme were 

worried about how false or vexatious complaints can affect the livelihoods of 

providers. To address this concern, it was proposed that providers should be 

able to respond to complaints and that there should be evidence for these 

complaints before an inspection is conducted.  

“I agree but I think caution should be taken for consumer complaints. 

Evidence should be required from any consumer complaint so that the 

system is not bogged down with frivolous complaints.” (Anonymous 

response) 
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Question 15: Do you agree with the principle that visitor accommodation 

providers that do not comply should be subject to enforcement measures? 

Figure 16. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the principle 

that visitor accommodation providers that do not comply should be subject to 

enforcement measures 

 

Note: Overall, 1,110 respondents answered this question, representing 70% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.152 Respondents to this question most often (42% or 462 respondents) 

disagreed with the principle raised in the question, with a considerable share 

of respondents (39% or 437 respondents) agreeing with the proposal in 

question. No type of respondents disagreed by majority with this proposal. 

4.153 The majority of respondents from tourism representative bodies (67%) 

agreed with the proposal, as did national parks (63%), and local authorities 

(60%), tourism associations (55%), and self-catering agencies (51%). 

Themes against the use of enforcement measures for non-
compliant providers 

General disagreement with a licensing scheme 

4.154 As mentioned in the overarching themes section, a significant share of 

respondents disagreed with a licensing scheme in general, and by 

extension, with any enforcement measures. 
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“If I don’t agree with registration and licences why would I agree with 

penalties for non compliance.” (Resident of Wales) 

Disagreement with enforcement measures 

4.155 The second most prevalent theme opposing enforcement measures was 

general disagreement with the suggestion. The respondents raising this 

theme did not typically disagree with the principle of a licensing scheme but 

viewed any enforcement measures as unnecessary and costly. 

Disagreement was particularly prevalent regarding any form of criminal 

prosecution as an enforcement measure. Some responses indicated that the 

documentation provided as part of the scheme requirements would 

adequately enforce health and safety and quality standards. 

“[…] I would assume that a licence would only be granted when all 

documentation is confirmed and up to date, and the fee has been paid, 

therefore the reference to penalties for non-compliance are irrelevant. […]” 

(Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of using enforcement measures for non-
compliant providers 

Increased compliance with the scheme’s standards 

4.156 The most common theme in favour of enforcement measures was the view 

they would ensure compliance with safety and quality standards. 

Respondents raising this theme generally doubted providers would 

voluntarily comply with regulations, so incentives and enforcement were 

deemed necessary. 

“Absolutely agree. If no enforcement measures exist, then the policy is 

essentially toothless.” (Anonymous Response) 

“If a property is dangerous then clearly the local authority needs to be aware 

of this and take action to ensure that accommodation is safe for visitors.” 

(Anonymous Response) 

Favour for light-touch enforcement measures 

4.157 The second most prominent theme in favour was requesting lighter touch 

enforcement. The respondents raising this theme generally agreed that 
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enforcement was necessary, but suggested starting with a more 

collaborative approach before any penalties are applied. The majority of 

respondents advocated for initially offering support and advice, as providers 

might face practical challenges in complying with regulations. The second 

most frequent suggestion was that non-compliers should first get a warning, 

and then be allowed enough time to address any issues.  

“The emphasis seems to be on punishment of accommodation providers. 

Rather than this, the first steps should be support, advice and guidance on 

how providers can adapt their offers in order to comply with any rules they 

are not complying with.  Issuing of fines, pursuing prosecutions for non-

compliance and applying for court orders should be absolute last resorts and 

by no means the first steps.” (Anonymous response) 

“As long as providers are given an opportunity to rectify the situation - some 

may have overlooked something or thought they had not needed something 

(especially new providers) but if they don't comply after a set timeframe then 

their registration should be suspended until these requirements have been 

met.” (Resident of Wales) 

“[…] By adopting a registration scheme that emphasises fair and balanced 

enforcement, the Welsh Government can ensure that businesses are held 

accountable for maintaining essential standards without facing undue 

hardships due to minor administrative issues. […]” (Tourism representative 

body) 

Favour for stricter enforcement measures 

4.158 The third most common theme was advocating for stricter measures such as 

sanctions, especially for serial offenders, those that have not been able to 

resolve their issues within a fair time frame, and breaches of safety 

regulations. The sanction that was mentioned the most was the revocation of 

the licence. The second most commonly suggested sanction was the 

introduction of fines. 

“[...] If they fail to comply within the time limit, their licence should be revoked 

and they would not be allowed to operate.” (Anonymous response) 
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“[...] Appropriate level of fines need to be imposed make this a meaningful 

deterrent.” (Tourism association) 

Favour for proportionate enforcement measures 

4.159 The last prevalent theme among respondents in favour of enforcement 

measures was adopting a proportionate approach. Respondents raising this 

theme generally agreed with the necessity of enforcement measures but 

stressed they must be proportionate to the type, frequency, and severity of 

the offence.  

“It would depend on the problem found. For example, if there was no carbon 

monoxide detector, it would be appropriate to shut the accommodation 

immediately until one is fitted. If the gas safety certificate had expired, the 

provider could be given 60 days to obtain a new one. The measures should 

be appropriate.” (Resident of Wales) 

Fit and Proper Person Test 

4.160 This section seeks views on whether a fit and proper person test or 

equivalent should be included in the scheme requirements. 

Question 16: Do you agree that a fit and proper person test or similar should 

be included as part of the scheme requirements for all visitor 

accommodation providers? 

Figure 17. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the inclusion 
of a fit and proper person test or similar as part of the scheme requirements 

 

Note: Overall, 1,102 respondents answered this question, representing 69% 

of all consultation respondents. 

24%

55%

21%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Agree Disagree Neither agree or disagree

S
h

a
re

 o
f 

re
s

p
o

n
d

e
n

ts



 

78  

4.161 The majority of respondents to this question (55% or 603 respondents) 

disagreed with the inclusion of a fit and proper person test or similar as part 

of the scheme requirements. Disagreement with this statement was most 

prevalent among tourism representative bodies (62%), booking platforms 

(58%), residents of Wales (56%), and visitor accommodation providers 

(56%). 

4.162 The only respondents agreeing by majority with the proposal were local 

authorities (56%). 

Themes opposing the establishment of ‘fit and proper 
person’ tests 

Concerns regarding the subjectivity of the term “fit and proper person” 

4.163 The most common theme amongst respondents disagreeing with the 

establishment of a fit and proper person test was the view that the term ‘fit 

and proper person’ was too subjective. Many respondents raising this theme 

were concerned that the phrase may be interpreted in different ways, 

resulting in considerable differences and complications across the 

implementation process. 

“The wording here is really subjective - what defines a fit and proper person 

and what impacts does this have on the above criteria”. (Resident of Wales) 

“The proposals under this section could be described as 'discriminatory' and 

it is not the place of a registration scheme to be judge and jury as to who and 

who should not operate an accommodation business.” (Visitor 

accommodation provider) 

High administrative and financial burden  

4.164 The second most commonly raised theme against the proposal was that 

conducting ‘fit and proper person’ tests would lengthen the licensing 

process, delaying its issuing and increasing the administrative burden for 

accommodation providers. 

“A “fit and proper person test” introduces a huge and unnecessary layer of 

burdensome bureaucracy into the process, so we are strongly opposed to it” 

(Resident of Wales)  
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Alternative suggestions regarding fit and proper person tests  

4.165 Respondents to this question also frequently suggested alternative 

approaches to fit and proper person tests. One of the most common 

alternative suggestions was that fit and proper tests should be used to judge 

the accommodation instead of the property owner. Some respondents stated 

that accommodation owners had little in-person contact with visitors as many 

processes were conducted remotely via online platforms. This limited 

interaction subsequently limited the usefulness of fit and proper person tests 

on the property owner. Other common alternative suggestions included the 

adoption of less lengthy measures, including checking existing law court 

records and using DBS checks. 

“The primary focus of any policy in this area should be on the quality and 

reliability of the visitor accommodations themselves, rather than the 

character of the individuals operating these establishments” (Anonymous 

response) 

“Most providers of holiday letting never meet their guests, with bookings and 

financial business transacted via an agency. The only people likely to come 

into contact with guests are cleaners (very briefly) and trades people 

carrying out any repairs needed.  It would be more appropriate to carry out fit 

and proper person tests on those individuals but then where would it end?” 

(Local authority) 

“I suppose if pushed to suggest a means by which the registration authority 

could decide who was fit and proper there is a DBS check which could be 

used or a declaration that they are not a criminal or sex offender. However, I 

am concerned by extra costs that may be incurred” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of the establishment of ‘fit and proper 
person’ tests 

Promotes safety for visitors 

4.166 The most common theme amongst respondents in favour of the 

establishment of ‘fit and proper’ tests was the view that it would enhance 

visitor safety. Respondents generally expressed particular concern around 
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individuals with previous sexual offence or violent crime convictions, seeing 

them as a danger to visitors.  

“The person (including company directors) should not have any criminal 

convictions and should not be on a criminal register - such as sex offender's 

register. The licensing authority should also be able to check if the applicant 

has changed his/her name”. (Anonymous response) 

Conditional agreement 

4.167 Most respondents agreeing with the statement in question, did so only if 

certain conditions were met. The most commonly raised condition was 

ensuring the implementation of the scheme would not be overly expensive or 

administratively burdensome. Another condition was that the starting 

assumption should be that all accommodation providers are fit and proper, 

and the burden of proof should be on establishing they are not.  

“If the scheme is to be introduced then some sort of checks are probably 

necessary but the starting point should be that the person is "suitable" and 

then they only become "unsuitable" under certain circumstances (e.g. having 

a criminal record for fraud etc). This would seem a far fairer approach than 

starting on the basis that they are "unsuitable" and then having to prove that 

they are "suitable". (Anonymous response) 
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Licence fees 

4.168 This section seeks views on the type of fee that should be applied, as well as 

the factors that should be considered when setting the fees. 

Question 17: We would like your views on whether all visitor accommodation 

providers should pay the same standard fee or should the fees be scaled 

(i.e. based on the type and size of the visitor accommodation)? 

4.169 The sections below present the most common themes raised by 

respondents on whether all visitor accommodation providers should pay the 

same standard fee or if it should be scaled. The themes also include views 

on which should be the scaling factors if a scaled fee is implemented. 

Preference for a scaled fee  

4.170 The most common theme raised by respondents was the view that visitor 

accommodation providers should pay scaled fees. Many respondents then 

proceeded to suggest the most effective ways to scale the fee.   

Fees scaled by size of accommodation 

4.171 The majority of respondents, including several tourist accommodation 

providers and representative bodies, stated that the fees should be 

determined by the size of the accommodation where the smallest visitor 

accommodations should be charged the lowest, rising to higher charges for 

larger providers. A sliding scale approach was deemed the fairest approach 

for avoiding penalising small property owners.  

“We think that fees should be proportionate bearing in mind the size of the 

business – which in the case of the smallest micro-enterprises should mean 

very low fees; this would seem to dictate a simple fee scale with lower 

charges for the smallest home-based operators, rising to larger charges for 

(eg) large hotels or holiday resorts” (Tourism association) 

Fees scaled by type of accommodation 

4.172 The second most frequently suggested scaling factor was by type of 

accommodation. Types of accommodation were frequently discussed in 

tandem with the size of accommodation, as specific types of accommodation 
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including hotels or holiday resorts were assumed to be larger than, for 

instance, apartments, cottages, and hostels. 

“If someone has one small cottage will they be expected to pay the same as 

a hotel with numerous rooms etc. are you trying to kill off the small 

independent holiday let. It will make renting unaffordable and unattractive. 

Thereby reducing choice for visitors!” (Anonymous response)  

Fees scaled by profitability 

4.173 The last prevalent scaling factor suggested was profitability. It was argued 

that larger businesses with higher profits and turnovers would be able to 

cover licensing costs more easily than those with lower profits. Discussions 

surrounding business profitability were also often conflated with 

accommodation size and type, given respondents assumed accommodation 

providers such as hotels were assumed to be larger in terms of their size 

and turnover.   

“Fee should be scaled - a 200-bedroom hotel has a larger turnover and 

budget than a 2 or 3 bedroomed B&B.  Charging the same for both 

establishments may be not cost effective for small micro sized businesses”.  

(Tourism representative body) 

Preference for the same standard fee  

4.174 Some respondents advocated for a standard fee being applied, as they 

expected it to be small in magnitude. A common reason for the 

establishment of low standard fees was that the work required to register 

and license a property was understood to be the same irrespective of its 

size, type, and turnover. Some respondents also suggested that a standard 

fee would be the fairest approach for all accommodation providers.  

“A registration scheme will be simple and cost effective to administer and 

therefore a standard small registration fee should be charged” 

(Accommodation provider) 
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“The information requested would not take more time to be provided or to be 

checked depending on the scheme. It appears to be a paperwork exercise 

and larger businesses should not be treated unfairly” (Self-catering agency) 

“Registration standards and compliance would be the same for all providers, 

and so the fee should be the same” (Resident of Wales) 

Disagreement with fees  

4.175 A considerable share of respondents expressed general disagreement with 

imposing any kind of fee. Respondents typically argued that any fees would 

have adverse impacts on residents and the local economy, with particular 

concern expressed for smaller businesses. These respondents indicated that 

the fees would increase costs for providers, which might force some 

providers out of the market. In response, several respondents suggested 

that the government should take responsibility for any fees to alleviate the 

financial burden on accommodation providers.  

“I don’t think there should be a fee at all. There are a lot of people who are 

running very small businesses which make little profit but allow them to 

survive in the area where they lived their lives”. (Anonymous response) 

“Tourism operators pay enough for business rates or council tax plus other 

taxes. More cost is my big objection to this, by the time Welsh Government 

add a Tourism Tax [i.e. visitor levy] Wales will be even less competitive in 

the UK market” (Visitor accommodation provider) 

“If the Welsh Government wants to bring in this legislation then they should 

pay for it, whether that be through the proposed visitor to Wales Tax or 

through the general taxes” (Anonymous response) 
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Question 17a: Do you agree that all visitor accommodation providers should 

pay the same fee? 

Figure 18. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with all visitor 

accommodation providers paying the same fee 

 

Note: Overall, 1,115 respondents answered this question, representing 70% 

of all consultation respondents.  

4.176 The majority of respondents to this question (74% or 828 respondents) 

disagreed with all visitor accommodation providers paying the same fee. All 

types of respondents apart from national parks disagreed by majority with 

the proposal. Disagreement was most common among residents of Wales 

(78%), visitor accommodation providers (75%), and tourism representative 

bodies (71%).  

4.177 While no type of respondent agreed by majority with the statement, 

respondents from local authorities had the highest likelihood of agreeing 

(21%) across all respondents. 

4.178 There are clear similarities between the analysis of responses to question 17 

and 17a, given many respondents provided similar explanations to both 

questions.  
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Preference for scaled fees 

4.179 Similar to question 17, the most common theme raised by respondents was 

agreement with scaled fees instead of a standard fee. 

 Fees scaled by size of accommodation 

4.180 The most frequently suggested scaling factor was by size of the 

accommodation. The majority of respondents suggested that larger 

accommodations should pay a higher price than smaller accommodations.  

“Notwithstanding our principled objection to the introduction of a statutory 

licensing scheme, it would not be fair for a small business providing 

accommodation to be subject to the same fee as a large one. Smaller 

businesses should be entitled to pay proportionately less, and larger ones 

required to pay proportionately more” (Anonymous response) 

Fees scaled by provider profitability 

4.181 The second most common scaling factor was by profitability and overall 

turnover. Accommodation providers with higher profitability and turnover 

were generally viewed as more able to absorb the cost of the licensing 

scheme.  

“Definitely there should be different fees for different types of providers.  

Clubs providing accommodation to their members on a not-for-profit basis 

should be treated differently to, say, a luxury hotel which could absorb the 

cost relatively easily” (Anonymous response) 

Fees scaled by locality of provider 

4.182 Some respondents stated that the fee should also be dependent on whether 

the accommodation was privately or commercially owned. It was deemed 

unreasonable to expect a local accommodation provider to pay the same fee 

as large-scale professional or commercial accommodation providers. Local 

accommodation providers were seen to sufficiently contribute to the local 

economy through their residence, in contrast to external business owners.  

“I don’t think people who live and work in Wales should have to pay a fee.    

There should be a limit - under a certain amount of profit pa should not have 
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to pay. A hotel chain and a local offering B&B in their own home should not 

be expected to pay the same” (Anonymous response) 

Preference for the same standard fee 

4.183 Similar to responses to question 17, fewer respondents preferred a standard 

fee compared to a scaled one. Among respondents preferring a standard 

fee, most cited reasons of fairness and equality, underscoring the 

importance of a level playing field.  Others argued that the registration 

standards and required information would be similar for all providers 

irrespective of their size, type, and profit. As a result, the enforcement of a 

standard fee was seen as reasonable.  

“Every accommodation provider should be required to register and pay at 

least a minimum registration fee. […]. Furthermore, it establishes a level 

playing field for all accommodation businesses, fostering fair competition 

within the tourism sector” (Anonymous response) 

“There should be a moderate fee associated with one registration - and this 

would be fair across the board. As set out in this consultation document, the 

same information would need to be provided for all accommodation 

providers falling within scope, whether they are offering one room, 100 

rooms or 100 pitches” (Anonymous response) 

General disagreement with any fee 

4.184 As with responses to question 17, some respondents expressed general 

disagreement with the establishment of any fee. Many respondents raising 

this theme viewed the implementation of fees as unfair. Instead, it was 

suggested that these fees should be paid by the government. If introduced, 

however, respondents emphasised that the fees should remain low and be 

paid in instalments to alleviate the financial burden on accommodation 

providers.  

“Don’t agree with anybody paying any fees. If you do this because you want 

to do it, then you pick up the cost. It should not be put onto the businesses” 

(Anonymous response) 
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“It should also be possible to pay in instalments, given that the primary 

reason for most small business failures is cash flow related” (Local authority 

representative) 

Question 17b: Do you agree that fees should be scaled based on the size of 

the visitor accommodation? 

Figure 19. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with scaling fees 

based on the size of visitor accommodation 

 

Note: Overall, 1,089 respondents answered this question, representing 68% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.185 The respondents to this question most frequently (46% or 504 respondents) 

agreed with scaling fees based on the size of the visitor accommodation. 

Agreement was most prevalent among local authorities (53%) and self-

catering agencies (53%). 

4.186 While no type of respondents disagreed with the proposal by majority, 

disagreement was most prevalent among respondents identifying as “Other” 

(38%). 

Themes in favour of scaling fees by size 

General agreement with scaling by size 

4.187 The most commonly suggested scaling factor was size. Many of these 

respondents saw scaling by size as the fairest approach to adjusting 
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licensing costs. Some respondents differentiated between size of the 

accommodation in terms of the number of units and the number of 

properties. These respondents typically highlighted that accommodation 

providers with more units should pay a higher price in comparison to 

accommodation providers with fewer units.  

“This appears to be the fairest way to determine the level of fees” (Local 

authority) 

“Fee should be scaled relative to the number of properties owned by each 

individual and the number of guests that can be accommodated at any one 

time” (Anonymous response) 

“It would be fairer to charge a fee according to the number of guests the 

accommodation caters for, not the size of the accommodation” (Anonymous 

response)  

Themes in opposition of scaling fees by size: Other scaling 
factors 

4.188 The majority of respondents who disagreed with scaling fees based on size, 

offered suggestions on alternative scaling factors. 

Fees scaled based on provider profitability 

4.189 The most common alternative suggestion was that fees should be 

determined by each provider’s profitability. It was argued that 

mountaineering huts could be defined as ‘large’ accommodations due to the 

high number of units, however, owners typically earned little profit due to the 

low price charged per unit. For this reason, scaling by size was deemed an 

unfair approach as it disadvantaged certain accommodations including 

mountaineering huts.   

 “A private club hut, operated on a not-for-profit basis solely for the benefit of 

the members of that club might have 30 beds in just 7 rooms and charge £4 

a night. Whilst it is a larger accommodation, the private, not for profit, club 

hut cannot be compared with a smaller, but more profitable commercial 

accommodation” (Anonymous response) 
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Fees conditional on locality of provider 

4.190 The next most common alternative suggestion was that fees should be 

scaled by whether the accommodation provider was owned by residents or 

larger external businesses. Similar to responses to question 17, it was 

deemed unfair to expect local accommodation providers to pay the same fee 

as external accommodation providers, given the former sufficiently contribute 

to the local economy through the tax system.   

“Welsh families already running legitimate businesses already pay taxes to 

fund the LA and Local Government including income tax, corporation tax, 

council tax, VAT etc etc there should be NO additional charging scheme for 

indigenous operators” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in opposition of scaling fees by size: General 
disagreement 

4.191 A significant number of respondents disagreed with the introduction of any 

fee, and by extension of a scaled fee. These respondents expressed 

concerns about its implications for the tourism industry.  

“It will be costly to run and bearing in mind the current tax legislation, general 

increase in costs to run a let (insurance, safety checks, repairs etc) + the 

proposed tourist tax that I may have to administer - it makes Wales look 

completely anti business, anti tourists and I'll just quit” (Anonymous 

response) 

Question 18: In Question 12, we asked about Limited licences for one-off or 

annual events. Do you agree or disagree that providers could apply for a 

one-off licence at a reduced cost? 

Figure 20. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that providers 
could apply for a one-off licence at a reduced cost. 
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Note: Overall, 1,073 respondents answered this question, representing 67% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.192 The respondents answering this question most commonly (38% or 405 

respondents) disagreed with providers being able to apply for a one-off 

licence at a reduced cost. However, a considerable share of respondents 

(31% or 333 respondents) agreed with the proposal, and a similar number of 

respondents (31% or 335 respondents) neither agreed nor disagreed.  

4.193 Disagreement was most prevalent among booking platforms (49%), and 

tourism representative bodies (45%). 

4.194 Respondents from tourism representative bodies also had the highest level 

of agreement (45%) across all respondents, followed by local authorities 

(41%), and self-catering agencies (40%). 

Themes in opposition of the suggestion on limited licences 
for one-off or annual events 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.195 The most common reason amongst respondents disagreeing with the 

establishment of limited licences for one-off or annual events was concern 

regarding the high administrative and financial burden for accommodation 

providers. As mentioned in the overarching themes section, respondents 

expressed concern about the implications for local businesses, particularly in 

rural areas. 

“This is creating unnecessary bureaucracy. Welsh Government will end up 

employing thousands of new staff at a cost to the taxpayer with no positive 
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benefit. It will lead to Welsh local businesses closing and increased 

unemployment in rural Wales”. (Anonymous response) 

Safety concerns  

4.196 The second most common theme raised by respondents disagreeing with 

the statement in question was safety concerns. The respondents raising this 

theme generally mentioned the proposed reduced cost of licences for one-off 

events would compromise the safety of events. As a result, it was suggested 

there should be a standard cost to enforce the same safety standards across 

all accommodation types.  

“The event should be safe and so reductions undermine this (Resident of 

Wales) 

“All accommodation providers need to be treated equally, and need to 

provide the same levels of safety / legality, therefore whether for 1 night or 

365 nights the registration process and fee should be the same” 

(Anonymous response) 

There are existing schemes for annual events 

4.197 The next most common theme raised by those disagreeing with the 

statement was the view that schemes were already in place for one-off and 

annual events. For example, some respondents emphasised that many 

events already have a licence requirement in place that could be extended to 

cover their accommodation, rendering the scheme redundant.  

“They shouldn’t need a licence. If they are holding a licensed event, they 

already pay for a TENS licence [i.e. Temporary Events Notice]8”. 

(Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of the suggestion on limited licences 
for one-off or annual events 

Approach proportionate with the size and turnover of providers 

4.198 The most commonly raised theme was agreement with the proposed 

scheme conditional on authorities enforcing a proportionate approach. These 

                                            
8 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/temporary-events-notice  

https://www.gov.uk/temporary-events-notice
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respondents, including several tourist representative bodies, typically viewed 

that the ‘reduced cost’ of the scheme should be priced depending on the size 

and turnover of the event in question. It was suggested that larger events 

should pay a higher price to avoid penalising smaller events that are less 

able to cover the licensing cost. Closely linked to this argument, it was also 

suggested by some that events that generated higher profits should also pay 

a higher price.  

“So, will there be a scaled approach to this? Because some one-off events 

can be huge and bring in a lot of revenue, so you’re saying they pay a 

reduced price! You’re bringing in unfairness to what could be a very 

complicated system, keep it simple and fair”. (Anonymous response) 

“The one-off income for an annual event such as The Green Man Festival 

can run to millions - why not look at annual income as well as size of 

accommodation” (Anonymous response) 

Promoting fairness  

4.199 The second most commonly raised theme in favour of the statement in 

question was the view that the implementation of a one-off licence at a 

reduced cost was the fairest approach. However, very few respondents 

provided an explanation for their answers.  

“Yes, it would seem fair to make a licence for a one-off event or limited 

timeframe lower in cost” (Anonymous response) 

Requests for more information 

4.200 A considerable share of respondents requested more information, 

particularly on the definitions of ‘one-off’ and ‘annual events’.  

“How do you define a one off or annual event? A wedding or funeral could be 

a one-off event for a family and a birthday party could be described as an 

annual event” (Anonymous response) 

“How would a 'one off event' be defined? Christmas, school holidays etc are 

annual events. Would this fall under an 'annual event' criteria?” (Anonymous 

response) 
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Frequency of application 

4.201 This section seeks views on how often visitor accommodation providers 

should be required to renew their licences. 

Question 19: How often should a visitor accommodation provider be required 

to renew their licence? 

Figure 21. Share or respondents preferring options for renewal frequency 

 

Note: Overall, 837 respondents answered this question, representing 52% 

of all consultation respondents.  

4.202 The majority of respondents answering this question (61% or 507 

respondents) preferred the visitor accommodation provider to be required to 

renew their licence every 5 years. The second most frequently selected 

option was every 3 years (16% or 134 respondents), followed by every year 

(15% or 124 respondents). 

4.203 Respondents from local authorities were the most likely (30%) to prefer an 

annual renewal frequency, while a biannual frequency was most common 

among tourism representative bodies (22%). Respondents from local 

authorities also selected a frequency of 3 years more frequently than the 

other respondent types (30%). The 5-year frequency was most prevalent 

among visitor accommodation providers (64%). 
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Themes in favour of 3-5 year frequency included: 

More practical 

4.204 The most frequently raised theme by respondents in favour of less regular 

renewals was the view that this time period was a more practical timeframe. 

Most respondents raising this theme viewed that less regular renewals would 

reduce the workload and hence, the administrative burden on 

accommodation providers.     

“This is the most realistic time frame to comply with” (Other) 

“So much bureaucracy. Nobody will want to offer accommodation if there is 

an unreasonable amount of paperwork” (Anonymous response)  

Incentive for compliance 

4.205 The next most frequently raised theme by respondents in favour of renewals 

from 3-5 year frequency was the view it would incite compliance amongst 

accommodation providers. Respondents generally argued that annual or 

more regular renewals could be seen as ‘off-putting’, disincentivising proper 

engagement and reducing the accuracy of the information available.  

“Annual registration may be an off-putting burden for some - better to require 

it less frequently to encourage more to do so” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of 1-2 year frequency included:  

Alignment with other timescales 

4.206 The most frequently raised reason for supporting more frequent renewals 

was that they would align with other annual checks required for the licensing 

process, including insurance, gas, and fire safety checks.  

“As most certificates are renewed on an annual basis, such as gas-safe and 

fire safety; along with insurance, therefore annual registration would make 

most sense”. (Anonymous response) 

“The premises need to be checked annually - such as businesses that have 

to have fire safety checks etc. unless this happens, standards can be 

neglected and deteriorate” (Local authority)  



 

95  

Accounts for socio-economic changes 

4.207 The next most commonly raised theme in favour of more regular renewals 

was the view that a period of 1-2 years would better reflect the rapid socio-

economic changes which may occur during this time. Some respondents 

expressed concern that accommodation standards may fall if there were 

long gaps between renewals with significant socio-economic changes, in 

turn, reducing the credibility of their licences.  

“A lot can happen in 12 months. Therefore, it is essential that the licences 

retain credibility by being administered annually” (Anonymous response) 

Suggestions on the renewal process  

4.208 Lastly, some respondents offered suggestions on the ways in which the 

length of the renewal process could be scaled in line with different factors. 

The most commonly cited factor was the risk level of the accommodation 

provider, followed by the scale of the organisation. For example, it was 

viewed by some that big businesses should have annual renewals, while 

smaller businesses should have less frequent renewals.  

“But again proportional to risk and volume. 300 caravan site could be annual. 

One self-catering unit for 2, every 3 years. Again reason why can’t be a level 

playing field!” (Anonymous response) 

“On average.  You could scale this - annually for big businesses e.g. hotels. 

For a single cottage, let it go for 3 (with the provisions in the following 

question)” (Anonymous response) 
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Question 20: If the frequency of renewal is less often than annual, do you 

agree or disagree that visitor accommodation providers be required to do an 

annual review i.e. upload up-to-date evidence/confirmation that they comply 

with their licence requirements? 

Figure 22. Share of respondents agreeing visitor accommodation providers 

be required to do an annual review if the frequency of renewal is less often 

than annual 

 

Note: Overall, 1,065 respondents answered this question, representing 67% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.209 Respondents answering this question most often (48% or 516 respondents) 

disagreed with requiring visitor accommodation providers to do an annual 

review if the frequency of renewal is less than annual. Disagreement was 

most common among residents of Wales and visitor accommodation 

providers, where approximately half of the respondents disagreed.  

4.210 The majority of respondents from local authorities agreed (53%) with the 

proposal, while half of the responses by national parks were also in favour. 

Themes against the establishment of an annual review 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.211 As mentioned in previous questions, a considerable share of respondents 

expressed concerns that the establishment of an annual review would lead 
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to significant administrative and financial burden for accommodation 

providers. Respondents expressed particular concern about the implications 

for smaller businesses with limited resources. 

“Too much admin work already. Far too onerous for small and micro 

businesses” (Anonymous response) 

Doubts regarding the need for annual reviews  

4.212 The second most frequently raised theme against the establishment of an 

annual review was the view that it was viewed as ‘unnecessary’ and 

overreach by the Welsh government. Some respondents viewed that there 

would be sufficient monitoring within the licensing scheme, given the random 

inspections. As a result, these respondents considered the annual reviews 

redundant.  

“If the licence scheme is run well (i.e. regular, proper random inspections 

and relevant enforcements), frequent renewals are not needed. In the above 

case "bad" accommodation providers will be found out reasonably quickly 

and the licence scheme will serve its purpose well, leaving the majority of 

licence abiding providers with running their business” (Visitor 

accommodation provider) 

Suggestions on form and frequency of reviews  

4.213 Lastly, some respondents offered suggestions for how the scheme could be 

improved. The most common suggestion was conducting the reviews on a 

less regular basis. It was typically suggested that said reviews should be 

conducted once every two years. The next most frequently mentioned 

suggestion was that the review should be scaled in line with the needs of 

different accommodation providers, particularly smaller ones.  

“Again, you can't use one rule for all... There are huge differences between 

providers and these should be reflected in any such process” (Anonymous 

response) 
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Themes in favour of the establishment of an annual review 

Alignment with other timescales  

4.214 The most frequently raised theme in favour of annual reviews was the view 

that they would align with checks such as gas certificates and insurance. As 

a result, it was deemed important that up-to-date information was provided 

on an annual basis. However, some respondents drew attention to the fact 

that the renewal of certain checks, such as insurance, may not coincide with 

the anniversary of the registration. It was hence suggested that the 

certificates were valid a year from upload rather than the initial date of 

registration.   

“Gas certificates and insurance expire annually so up to date copies should 

always be provided” (Self-catering agencies) 

Increased data accuracy  

4.215 The next most commonly raised theme in agreement with the proposed 

statement was the view that it would be beneficial to data quality and 

quantity. The respondents raising this theme generally highlighted that 

annual reviews would offer the Welsh Government up-to-date information on 

the number and compliance of visitor accommodation providers. This was 

viewed to be crucial for the integrity of the scheme in the long term.  

“To guarantee the accuracy of the data held and ensure the integrity of the 

scheme” (Resident of Wales) 
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Transparency and access to information 

4.216 This section seeks views on the list of key authorities and partners the Welsh 

Government and local authorities might share information and personal data 

with.  

Question 21: We are proposing that as part of the licence application 

process, accommodation providers are asked to give their consent to the 

information they supply being shared between key authorities and partners 

for the purposes of communication, safety, compliance, enforcement and 

implementation of a visitor levy. Do you agree or disagree with this 

proposal? 

Figure 23. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the Welsh 

Government and local authorities sharing information with key authorities 

and partners  

 

Note: Overall, 1,069 respondents answered this question, representing 67% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.217 The majority of respondents to this question (59% or 636 respondents) 

disagreed with their information being shared with key authorities and 

partners for the purposes of communication, safety, compliance, 

enforcement and implementation of a visitor levy. Self-catering agencies 

were the most likely respondents to disagree (65%), followed by visitor 

accommodation providers (62%), and residents of Wales (61%).  
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4.218 Most respondents from local authorities (62%) agreed with the statement in 

question, as did almost half of the respondents from national parks and 

tourism representative bodies. 

Themes against sharing information between key authorities 
and partners 

Data security concerns  

4.219 The most common theme raised by respondents against the sharing of 

information between key authorities and partners was concern regarding 

potential data breaches. The private and personal nature of the data shared 

was seen to increase the risk and in turn, repercussions of any security 

breach. Many respondents proceeded to describe the act as a breach of 

GDPR (General Data Protection Regulation) principles.  

“This creates an open-ended exposure and breach of Data Protection and 

GDPR rules. You cannot ask accommodation providers to give an open-

ended consent, to unnamed parties, where personal data is shared” 

(Anonymous response) 

Excluding specific recipients and information 

4.220 The next most commonly raised theme by respondents was the view that 

some recipients should be excluded from certain information or that some 

information should not be shared. Regarding the former, there was broad 

disagreement with any information sharing with third-party commercial 

entities, as many respondents expressed concern that their data may be 

sold for marketing purposes. In terms of the latter, respondents typically 

argued that the Welsh Government had access to sufficient information, 

questioning the need for any further information.   

“I do not want my data sold for marketing purposes to potential competitors 

with deep pockets. Authorities, yes, commercial entities, no” (Visitor 

accommodation provider) 

“Local authorities should already have all the information they need through 

Planning. Environmental health and business rates departments. You're just 
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trying to add more bureaucracy so you can lumber operators with fees” 

(Anonymous response) 

Disagreement with the purpose of sharing information 

4.221 The third most commonly raised theme by respondents against the proposal 

was the information shared should not be used for visitor levies. Many 

respondents expressed concern surrounding the implementation of visitor 

levies and its perceived negative financial ramifications for providers and the 

tourism sector. Several respondents requested more information on the 

policy and its aims, arguing that conversations surrounding visitor levies 

should be separated from the current consultation.  

“I totally disagree with any plans to create a visitor levy. It will mean tourists 

don’t stay the night and will visit other areas or stay in England. Wales needs 

to increase overnight stays of visitors, not penalise those that do” (Booking 

Platform) 

“I thought this was a registration/licensing issue not an implementation of a 

visitor levy. The visitor levy charge is a separate issue”. (Resident of Wales) 

Themes in favour of sharing information between key 
authorities and partners 

Encouraging compliance 

4.222 The most commonly raised theme amongst those respondents in favour of 

sharing information between key authorities and partners was the view that it 

would encourage compliance across different visitor accommodation 

providers.  

“We believe management and build of a registration scheme should be 

delivered by Welsh Government via Visit Wales. Standards should be 

maintained consistently across Wales by Welsh Government centrally to 

avoid individual Authorities have differing standards which could make one 

authority area more or less competitive over its neighbour. Compliance and 

enforcement should be monitored and managed by Local Trading Standards 

Officers”. (Anonymous response) 
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Displaying licence numbers 

4.223 This section seeks views on whether visitor accommodation providers 

should be required to display their licence number on advertising and 

marketing materials. The second section questions seeks views on whether 

all online travel agents (OTAs), travel trade organisations, other booking and 

social media channels, marketing platforms and self-catering agencies 

should be required to display the licence number of the visitor 

accommodation they are promoting. The questions also explore the potential 

for sanctions for those deliberately or negligently advertising unlicensed 

visitor accommodation. 

Question 22: Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that all visitor 

accommodation providers should be required to display their licence number 

on all advertising/marketing materials and at their visitor accommodation and 

be subject to penalties if they do not comply? 

Figure 24. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with all visitor 

accommodation providers being required to display their licence number on 

all advertising/marketing materials and at their visitor accommodation and 

being subject to penalties if they do not comply 

 

Note: Overall, 1,069 respondents answered this question, representing 67% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.224 The majority of respondents to this question (53% or 570 respondents) 

disagreed with the proposal. Visitor accommodation providers and residents 
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of Wales were the only respondent types expressing majority disagreement 

(55% and 54% respectively).  

4.225 The majority of respondents from local authorities (64%), national parks 

(57%), tourism associations (57%), and tourism representative bodies (55%) 

agreed with the statement in question. 

Themes in opposition to the suggestion that accommodation 
providers should be required to display their licence number 

High administrative and financial burden 

4.226 The most common theme raised by respondents disagreeing with visitor 

accommodation providers displaying their licence number was the view that 

the process would be too administratively and financially burdensome. This 

was most frequently raised with respect to updates to the advertising and 

marketing materials, with concern over the time and cost of changing 

marketing materials. 

Challenges with enforcement  

4.227 The second most common theme amongst respondents opposing the 

suggestion in question was the view it would be too difficult to enforce. 

These views were also related to the financial and administrative concerns 

raised in the previous theme. Other respondents drew attention to the fact 

that accommodation providers could forge their licence number in order to 

provide a false sense of reassurance to potential visitors.  

“Not sure how you would police this requirement due to the vast number of 

ways people can use technology, particularly as a clerical error could invoke 

a penalty” (Anonymous response) 

“People could easily make a number up & who would check” (Resident of 

Wales) 

Limited impact of displaying licence numbers 

4.228 The next most common theme amongst respondents disagreeing with 

visitors displaying licence numbers was the view that it would have limited 

impact. This was often linked to the view that visitors would neither care nor 
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be aware of the meaning of the licence number, hence, having limited impact 

on their decision-making when choosing where to stay.  

“I don't think a licence should be required. If it does come into place, what 

would be the purpose of displaying this? I don’t think the general public 

would care at all, so is this to look for opportunities to fine providers?” 

(Anonymous response) 

“This will add burden and the public would not know what this means 

considering other accreditation that already exists” (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of the suggestion that accommodation 
providers should be required to display their licence number 

Increased compliance with the scheme’s requirements 

4.229 The most common theme raised by respondents agreeing with the visitor 

accommodation providers displaying their licence number was the view that 

it would act as a clear demonstration of compliance. The display of the 

licence number was seen to reassure visitors that the accommodation in 

question was covered by the scheme and hence, met certain standards.  

“If all accommodations comply with conditions, then there should be no 

reason not to display their licence. This would give visitors confidence that 

the property is one that complies with certain conditions” (Booking platform) 

“Visitors will be confident when they book that the accommodation reaches a 

good standard and is safe.” (Booking platform)  

Protecting the interests of visitors and businesses 

4.230 The next most common theme raised by respondents in favour of the 

suggestion was the view that the scheme would protect the interests of 

businesses and visitors. Regarding the former, some mentioned it would 

promote fairness among visitor accommodation providers, given they would 

all need to follow the same standards. In terms of the latter, it was seen to 

promote confidence amongst visitors, as discussed in the previous theme.  

“This will be needed to create a level playing field and assist in consumer 

confidence in the accommodation sector. A business/property should not be 
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able to advertise on websites, or in printed form, without displaying the 

registration number”. (Anonymous response) 

“It holds them to account and gives visitors confidence when booking without 

them having to go looking for their licence status.” (Anonymous response) 

Question 23: Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that all online travel 

agents (OTAs), travel trade organisations, other booking and social media 

channels, marketing platforms and self-catering agencies should be required 

to display the licence number of the visitor accommodation they are 

promoting on their listings and/or adverts and be subject to sanctions if they 

deliberately or negligently advertise unlicensed visitor accommodation? 

Figure 25. Share of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the proposal 

that all OTAs, travel trade organisations, other booking and social media 

channels, marketing platforms and self-catering agencies should be required 

to display the licence number of the visitor accommodation they are 

promoting on their listings and/or adverts and be subject to sanctions if they 

deliberately or negligently advertise unlicensed visitor accommodation 

 

Note: Overall, 1,075 respondents answered this question, representing 67% 

of all consultation respondents. 

4.231 Around half of the respondents to this question (or 534 respondents) 

disagreed with the proposal in question. Majority disagreement was only 

expressed by residents of Wales (52%).  

32%

50%

19%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Agree Disagree Neither agree or disagree

S
h

a
re

 o
f 

re
s

p
o

n
d

e
n

ts



 

106  

4.232 Respondents from national parks had the highest agreement (57%) among 

all respondents, followed by tourism representative bodies (55%), and local 

authorities (47%).  

Themes in opposition to the suggestion that all online travel 
agents (OTAs), travel trade organisations, other booking and 
social media channels, marketing platforms and self-catering 
agencies displaying a licence number 

High administrative and financial burden  

4.233 The most common theme amongst respondents disagreeing that OTAs, 

travel trade organisations and other self-catering agencies should display the 

licence number was the view that it would increase the administrative and 

associated financial burden. This concern was especially prevalent with 

regard to smaller providers. 

“all this means for the holiday accommodation provider is more time spent 

on unnecessary administration and more cost for absolutely no gain 

whatsoever” (Anonymous response) 

General disagreement with sanctions  

4.234 The next most common theme was general caution against sanctions 

generally. The respondents raising this theme generally doubted the 

effectiveness of any imposition of sanctions, especially when considering the 

time and money invested in their implementation and monitoring. Some 

respondents also focused on the difficulties of imposing sanctions on online 

travel organisations that operate beyond Welsh borders.  

“I certainly do not accept that there should be sanctions for not displaying the 

licence number.  Again, I ask, what purpose will this have?  What problem 

(related to the stated justification of safety) is being solved and how will this 

solve it?” (Anonymous response) 

“Travel trade is international, and it would be difficult or even impossible to 

enforce such a requirement in all cases. Indeed, it may not actually be 

legally possible to do so” (Local authority) 
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Overreach by the Welsh Government 

4.235 The third most common theme amongst respondents in disagreement with 

the statement was that the scheme was considered to be overreach. More 

government control was seen as unnecessary and damaging to businesses 

and the Welsh economy. Instead, it was suggested that visitors should be 

responsible for assessing the standards of their accommodation.  

“Too much regulation. Let visitors make their own enquiries & take some 

responsibility for their own choices & decisions”. (Anonymous response) 

Well-established systems in place 

4.236  The next most common theme amongst respondents was doubts regarding 

the necessity of the scheme. Respondents raising this theme most 

frequently mentioned that there were already sufficient systems in place that 

accomplish the goals of the proposed scheme.  

“Why would these companies want to take on this task? They have their own 

checks and balance that hosts have to adhere to before they will advertise 

accommodation already” (Anonymous response) 

“Your scheme will be operating in Wales only.  Just doesn't work. [i.e. 

booking platforms] do their own checks already.  there are a number of 

hurdles that accommodation providers have to jump already.  You're just 

duplicating systems”. (Anonymous response) 

Themes in favour of the suggestion that all online travel 
agents (OTAs), travel trade organisations, other booking and 
social media channels, marketing platforms and self-catering 
agencies displaying a licence number 

Increased transparency of accommodation standards 

4.237 The most common theme amongst respondents who were in favour of the 

proposal was the view that the licensing information on all OTAs would 

promote transparency. The respondents raising this theme mentioned the 

proposal would increase the visibility of health and safety and quality 

standards, enabling visitors to make informed choices.  
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“The OTAs need to be brought into line, they are all geared towards visitors 

benefits not hosts and constantly change the rules! Making them comply with 

host registration number is a good step forwards”. (Anonymous response) 

Preference for fines as a sanction 

4.238 Regarding sanctions, fines were the most frequently supported sanction, 

followed by suspension of operation, to encourage compliance with the 

system. For some respondents, there was concern however, that the use of 

sanctions, in particular fines, could lead to OTAs withdrawing from the Welsh 

market, thus damaging the tourist sector.  

“By far the greatest majority of business is attracted via the OTA's.  Without 

their full compliance the scheme would fall apart. [...] Once again fines for 

non compliance but I can see this getting messy with the ultimate withdrawal 

of some OTA's when they don't have this unnecessary grief in other parts of 

the country” (Tourism association) 
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5. Final comments 

Question 24: We would like to know your views on the effects that a statutory 

licensing scheme for all visitor accommodation would have on the Welsh 

language, specifically on opportunities for people to use Welsh and on 

treating the Welsh language no less favorably than English. What effects do 

you think there may be? How could positive effects be increased, or negative 

effects be mitigated? 

5.1 This question sought views on the potential impact of the scheme on the 

Welsh language, the opportunity for people to use Welsh, and on treating the 

Welsh language no less favourably than English. However, the most 

common theme in responses to whether the scheme would have positive or 

negative effects on the Welsh language was that this scheme would have no 

effect. 

Limited impact on the Welsh language 

5.2 The majority of respondents viewed that the scheme would have little or no 

impact on the use of Welsh. Respondents generally argued that they do not 

see how a licensing scheme could affect opportunities for people to use 

Welsh. 

“This is all about improving the standards and safety of accommodation not 

driving Welsh language. It will have a neutral effect.” (Resident of Wales) 

“No effects. This is already covered in existing legislation and by customer 

demand.” (Anonymous response) 

Main themes among those who identified potential negative 
effects 

Adverse impact on Welsh small businesses and communities 

5.3 Most respondents who highlighted negative impacts on the Welsh language 

highlighted that the scheme could negatively affect the tourism sector. 

Respondents raising this theme generally highlighted that the negative 

effects on tourism might force many local businesses, which could be run by 

Welsh speakers, out of the market. A few respondents suggested that 
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mountaineering clubs’ huts would also be negatively affected. According to 

these respondents, these huts bring people to Welsh mountains who would 

otherwise not do so, promoting the Welsh language and culture. The latter 

theme was raised, mostly, by representatives of mountaineering clubs. 

“Small local businesses that are often run by local Welsh people will be 

pushed out the industry and only large companies and wealthy people 

moving from the cities will be able to afford to function here who are unable 

to promote the Welsh language.” (Self-catering agencies) 

“Mountain huts bring people into the mountains who would not be able to do 

so otherwise. It encourages guests to enjoy the Welsh Mountains and 

culture as well as promoting the Welsh language.” (Anonymous response)  

Reductions in cultural exchange 

5.4 A small number of respondents commented that statutory licensing would 

reduce the number of visitor accommodation operators, leading to fewer 

visitors and less cultural exchange between Wales and other countries.  

According to these respondents, the proposed scheme would reduce 

visitors’ likelihood of experiencing Welsh being used in daily situations and 

thus engaging with Welsh culture and language. Some suggested it would 

also have an adverse effect on visitors’ opinion of Wales as a country. 

“As statutory licensing will reduce the number of small operators, the 

opportunity for seeing Welsh used in a day-to-day situation will decrease.” 

(Anonymous response). 

Main themes among those who identified potential positive 
effects 

Positive effects on the housing market and communities 

5.5 The most common theme among respondents identifying positive effects 

was that authorities could better balance the supply of accommodation 

between holiday businesses and residential housing in their communities. 

These respondents often argued that licensing or registration schemes could 

return housing stock to the local housing market and increase opportunities 

for local people, who speak Welsh. 
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“If accommodation providers are priced out by licences, housing stock could 

potentially revert back to locals which could encourage the Welsh language.” 

(Resident of Wales) 

“Combined measures, including a registration or licensing scheme, may help 

bring together responsible accommodation owners and also hopefully 

educate many to realise the impact holiday homes can have on vulnerable 

communities in Wales, and the language.” (National Park Authority) 

Increased usage and visibility in public administration  

5.6 A few respondents mentioned that there might be additional benefits to the 

scheme if Welsh becomes its primary language and is used in any new 

administrative jobs created. These respondents typically mentioned that 

registration services, materials, and communications should also be 

available in Welsh. 

“Offer Welsh language registration service and published material.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“If there was an option to communicate in Welsh both verbally and in written 

form with the licensing authority, then Welsh language speakers would be 

treated equally with English speakers as they should be.” (Anonymous 

response) 

Question 25: Do you have any insight or evidence on the impact of any 

different type of schemes that are already running, or approaches taken 

elsewhere in the world, that you think the Welsh Government could learn 

from or implement? 

5.7 The sections below list the most prevalent themes among respondents 

offering insights or evidence on the impact of any different types of schemes 

that are already running, or approaches taken elsewhere in the world.  

5.8 A significant number of respondents did not directly answer the question, 

and offered evidence relating to visitor levies instead of statutory licensing 

schemes. 
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Adverse impacts on the Welsh economy  

5.9 The majority of respondents argued that visitor accommodation licensing 

schemes typically harm the economy and reduce the availability of tourist 

accommodation. Respondents raising this theme, including several tourist 

accommodation providers and representative bodies, mentioned the 

example of Scotland, where a licensing scheme negatively affected business 

confidence, costs, and operations. Other examples offered by respondents 

included: (i) Italy, where the number of businesses and visitors decreased, 

and (ii) France, where licensing schemes made it prohibitively expensive to 

operate as a small accommodation provider. 

“If you look at the recent issues that Scotland have had with their licensing 

scheme, you will find that it has lost all confidence from the owners - and 

according to recent surveys over 75% of business owners have found that 

the licensing was a significant or a medium threat to their business.” 

(Anonymous response) 

“The licensing scheme in Scotland seems to have been very badly thought 

through and implemented. Licence fees that are prohibitive and onerous 

requirements. Lack of tradespeople qualified to do the required testing.” 

(Resident of Wales) 

“In France, licensing makes it prohibitively expensive to run a small 

operation.” (Other) 

High administrative costs  

5.10 The second most common theme was that the proposed scheme is likely to 

increase the administrative burden of running visitor accommodation. 

Respondents argued that this has happened in Scotland, and also in the 

privately rented sector in Wales after the creation of Rent Smart Wales. 

Among those who pointed out the administrative costs of the proposed 

scheme, a majority of respondents identified as residents of Wales or 

booking platforms. Finally, some respondents mentioned successful light-

touch registration schemes implemented in Portugal and Greece. According 
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to these respondents, registration services in place in these countries are 

fully online and have lower administrative costs than the proposed scheme.  

“All this means for the holiday accommodation provider is more time spent 

on unnecessary administration and more cost for absolutely no gain 

whatsoever.” (Anonymous response) 

“Portugal has established a mandatory and easy registration system for STR 

hosts. The process for registering as an STR is the same nationwide and is 

100% online.” (Anonymous response). 

Examples of best practice across Europe  

5.11 The third most common theme in this question included specific countries in 

which similar schemes, visitor levies, or controls over foreign ownership 

were implemented successfully. These respondents generally explained that 

some degree of regulation or monitoring of visitor accommodation and visitor 

numbers has been implemented successfully in several countries. 

Respondents specified, amongst others, (i) tourist fees in Venice, which are 

used to fund new infrastructure, (ii) visiting fees or local taxes across Europe 

to make use of local services and facilities, and (iii) licensing schemes for 

online booking platforms in Canada and Spain. 

“Look what happens in Europe. Everyone visiting pays a local tax to make 

use of local bus services and get access to facilities. Make it an all round 

programme which doesn’t simply charge money but gives something back 

as well.” (Anonymous response) 

“Licensing is already used in Europe and it can only be a good thing.” 

(Anonymous response) 

Leverage existing systems for enforcement 

5.12 Lastly, a few respondents mentioned that existing systems, such as ratings 

and reviews on booking platforms, have proven to be effective forms of 

enforcing safety and quality standards.  

“I think the guest ratings of accommodations are a very simple way to risk 

assess providers.” (Second home owner) 
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“I think as long as the websites holiday let companies do their checks and 

have all visitors/providers information and identification there should not be 

any need for this scheme.” (Resident of Wales) 

Question 26: Do you have any other comments on the proposed statutory 

licensing scheme not covered in your answers to any of the above 

questions? 

5.13 This question sought additional views on the proposed statutory licensing 

scheme, and the following themes represent the most frequently mentioned 

views. 

High administrative and financial cost  

5.14 Most of the respondents used this question to reiterate that regardless of the 

operational details of the scheme, the associated financial and administrative 

costs should be kept at a minimum. The majority of respondents raising this 

theme expressed concerns regarding the fees, which could potentially push 

some providers out of the market. 

“Providing accommodation is a very competitive business, costs are high 

and margins are slim for most people so any fees to be paid for obtaining a 

licence should be kept to the absolute minimum.” (Resident of Wales) 

“Fee must be realistic, costs are rising and this must not be too much as it 

will cause some to hide, and others will close due to all the costs.” (Resident 

of Wales) 

Adverse impacts on the tourism sector  

5.15 The second most common theme was that the design and delivery of the 

scheme would possibly have negative effects on visitor accommodation 

providers, and by extension, the tourism sector and the Welsh economy. 

Some respondents considered the scheme to be unnecessary, damaging to 

the industry, and costly for the tourism and hospitality sector.  

“Far from introducing new fees and barriers to providing visitor 

accommodation, the Welsh government should be encouraging more of it 
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and therefore boosting the Welsh economy and provide more jobs, 

particularly in rural areas.” (Visitor Accommodation Provider) 

“This is discouraging a really valuable industry and will result in extra costs 

and effort.  It will discourage smaller providers and damage the industry, 

restricting growth in areas dependent on tourism.” (Anonymous response) 

Views against statutory licensing  

5.16 As discussed in the overarching themes section, a significant number of 

respondents disagreed with the scheme as a whole, regardless of the 

operational details. However, some respondents were in favour of a 

registration scheme, instead. Other respondents doubted the effectiveness 

of either scheme regarding the Welsh Government’s objectives. As a result, 

it was suggested that different strategies should be explored to solve 

housing market problems, including second home ownership, and housing 

stock availability and affordability. 

“Overall, I totally disagree with the licencing scheme.” (Visitor 

Accommodation Provider) 

“A registration scheme would be simple, cheap and be of real value.  

Licensing would be expensive and complex and there don't appear to be any 

real benefits for either operators, guests, or councils.” (Resident of Wales) 

“If the real aim is the supposed reduction in second home ownership and 

making Welsh homes for local Welsh people, there are other ways to 

achieve this (new builds with restricted covenants, tied houses to 

employment sector).” (Other) 

Specific consideration for small businesses, low-income 
families, and rural areas 

5.17 The fourth most common theme was that the scheme could harm small 

businesses, low-income families, and rural areas. Respondents raising this 

theme, including several visitor accommodation providers and Welsh 

residents, generally expressed concerns that the aforementioned groups are 

highly dependent on the visitor economy, and would be disproportionately 

affected by the proposed scheme.  
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“Don’t create a huge new tourist accommodation monitoring empire which 

will cost the public purse a fortune and harm local people’s small 

businesses. Running a holiday let is not easy - tourists have high 

expectations and to be successful you have to have consistent good reviews 

and high standards.” (Anonymous response) 

“Very important that you consider the viability of a scheme like this for 

smaller part-time accommodation providers too - both in costs (financial) and 

in time. They should not be penalised but in fact encouraged as variety, as 

well as more specialist accommodation.” (Anonymous response) 

Cooperation between the Welsh Government and industry 

5.18 The fifth most common theme was that the Welsh Government should 

cooperate and engage with private sector stakeholders to reconsider their 

approach. Some respondents deemed it important to agree on a sensible 

level of monitoring and enforcement, and a few of them proposed that 

compliant providers should receive benefits, as non-compliant ones receive 

penalties.  

“I urge the Welsh Government to liaise with tourist organisations such as the 

Wales Tourism Alliance and other stakeholders before coming up with 

further consultation documents.” (Anonymous response) 

“The Welsh Government must listen to the sector […] whilst enabling a 

series of comprehensive impact assessments to be carried out into the 

economic, social, cultural and environmental impacts of all the changes 

being implemented.” (Resident of Wales) 

Question 27: Is there anything else you wish to say which you think would 

help the Welsh Government proceed with their proposals? 

5.19 The following themes represent the most frequently mentioned views on 

what would help the Welsh Government proceed with their proposals. 
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Adverse impacts on the Welsh economy and accommodation 
providers 

5.20 The most common theme was that the proposed scheme would harm 

accommodation providers, the tourism sector, and by extension the Welsh 

economy. Many of these respondents did not disagree with the scheme in 

principle, but they claimed that the proposal could be damaging for small 

businesses, communities, and rural areas. According to these respondents, 

small providers operate with limited resources in a competitive environment, 

and respondents feared this scheme could negatively affect their operations.    

“The tourism industry is suffering, many of us have greatly lowered our 

nightly rates just to make ends meet and having yet another 'bill' hit the 

doormat could be extremely detrimental. People will then be clouded by what 

is a good idea and focus more on how much it will cost them.” (Anonymous 

response) 

“Bear in mind that not all people want to stay in hotels and b and b's.  People 

with families and pets need self catering accommodation so it worries me 

that the new laws regarding minimum bookings and availability are causing 

selfcatering businesses to close in less touristy areas.” (Anonymous 

response)  

“It is a good idea as long as it does not burden the small business either with 

cost or paper work.” (Anonymous response) 

Distinguishing between holiday property owners and second 
homes 

The second most frequently raised theme was that the Welsh Government 

should make a clear distinction between holiday properties and second 

homes. According to the respondents, including several visitor 

accommodation providers and tourism representative bodies, holiday lets 

provide attractive visitor accommodation, which brings year-round economic 

benefits, while second homes might not.   

“It does not take into account the clear distinction between the benefits of a 

holiday property (that brings year-round economic benefits to an area), 
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versus a second home (that is only used by an individual a few times a 

year).” (Anonymous response) 

“The government needs to acknowledge that professional holiday lets form 

part of the tourism industry in Wales and contribute to the national and local 

economy.” (Holiday cottage business owner) 

General disagreement with licensing 

5.21 Lastly, many respondents reiterated their objection to a licensing scheme, 

arguing that this would be a harmful policy in an already highly competitive 

sector. As discussed as part of the overarching themes at the beginning of 

this report, many respondents felt this would be a regulatory overreach, and 

they believed the government should refrain from intervening in the 

economy. However, several respondents highlighted a registration scheme, 

instead of a statutory licensing one, could be an effective, less intrusive, 

alternative, and a few of them said it would be a useful tool to scope the 

state of the sector. 

“I think it is a bad idea in a very competitive field.” (Anonymous response) 

“Over regulation does not help. What we need is enforcement of existing 

custom and practice and resourcing of local authorities so these can be 

policed. There are rules and regulations in place which we comply with now, 

unfortunately good compliance is not rewarded and bad compliance is 

inadequately policed.” (Resident of Wales) 

“Invite registration as a first step to determine the scale, scope and 

composition of the sector.” (Resident of Wales) 
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6. Appendix A – detailed segmentation analysis 

Figure 26. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with 

establishing a licensing scheme for all visitor accommodation in Wales 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

National park 75% 25% 0% 

Local Authority 67% 33% 0% 

Tourism association 32% 64% 5% 

Booking platform 30% 64% 6% 

Self-catering agencies 29% 65% 6% 

Resident (of Wales) 25% 67% 8% 

Other 24% 62% 14% 

Tourism representative body 23% 77% 0% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 21% 68% 12% 

Figure 27. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with 

establishing a registration scheme for all visitor accommodation in Wales 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tourism association 58% 42% 0% 

National park 50% 33% 17% 

Local Authority 47% 40% 13% 

Self-catering agencies 47% 40% 13% 

Booking platform 45% 48% 7% 

Tourism representative body 42% 42% 17% 

Resident (of Wales) 38% 50% 12% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 37% 49% 14% 

Other 32% 50% 18% 
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Figure 28. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that 

introducing a statutory licensing scheme will ensure a level playing field for 

all accommodation providers in Wales 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 58% 37% 5% 

National park 38% 25% 38% 

Tourism association 32% 50% 18% 

Booking platform 29% 59% 13% 

Resident (of Wales) 25% 62% 14% 

Tourism representative body 23% 31% 46% 

Other 23% 64% 13% 

Self-catering agencies 22% 69% 8% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 21% 65% 14% 

Figure 29. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that the 

Welsh Government needs a register of visitor accommodation providers in 

Wales 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tourism association 67% 29% 4% 

National park 63% 38% 0% 

Local Authority 58% 42% 0% 

Tourism representative body 54% 38% 8% 

Self-catering agencies 49% 43% 8% 

Booking platform 44% 49% 6% 

Other 40% 45% 16% 

Resident (of Wales) 39% 51% 11% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 38% 50% 12% 
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Figure 30. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that local 

authorities need a register of visitor accommodation providers in Wales 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 68% 26% 5% 

Tourism association 65% 22% 13% 

National park 50% 50% 0% 

Tourism representative body 50% 25% 25% 

Self-catering agencies 44% 44% 13% 

Booking platform 43% 43% 14% 

Other 37% 46% 17% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 36% 49% 15% 

Resident (of Wales) 36% 51% 13% 

Figure 31. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that 

introducing a statutory licensing scheme will ensure an effective platform for 

communication between the Welsh Government and local authorities and 

providers of visitor accommodation in Wales 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 53% 41% 6% 

Tourism association 43% 48% 10% 

Tourism representative body 31% 54% 15% 

National park 29% 29% 43% 

Self-catering agencies 26% 63% 11% 

Booking platform 23% 65% 12% 

Resident (of Wales) 22% 65% 13% 

Other 19% 59% 22% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 19% 65% 16% 
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Figure 32. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that 

introducing a statutory licensing scheme will ensure enhanced confidence in 

visitor accommodation and accommodation providers in Wales 

 Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 63% 32% 5% 

National park 38% 38% 25% 

Tourism association 30% 48% 22% 

Booking platform 30% 66% 4% 

Self-catering agencies 27% 67% 6% 

Resident (of Wales) 23% 66% 12% 

Tourism representative body 21% 43% 36% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 20% 67% 13% 

Other 19% 63% 19% 

Figure 33. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that a 

statutory scheme should be delivered on a hybrid basis as described 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 47% 47% 7% 

Tourism representative body 38% 38% 23% 

Self-catering agencies 31% 58% 10% 

Tourism association 29% 57% 14% 

Booking platform 28% 62% 10% 

Other 27% 54% 19% 

National park 25% 63% 13% 

Resident (of Wales) 24% 58% 18% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 22% 59% 19% 
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Figure 34. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with 

considering all visitor accommodation providers within the scope of a 

statutory scheme 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 56% 44% 0% 

Tourism representative body 54% 46% 0% 

National park 50% 25% 25% 

Tourism association 45% 36% 18% 

Booking platform 38% 53% 9% 

Self-catering agencies 38% 50% 13% 

Resident (of Wales) 35% 56% 10% 

Other 33% 55% 12% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 32% 57% 12% 

Figure 35. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that 

whoever is responsible for the letting of the accommodation for holiday 

purposes on caravan and/or camping sites should be required to obtain a 

licence 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 63% 37% 0% 

National park 63% 38% 0% 

Self-catering agencies 49% 43% 9% 

Tourism association 48% 44% 8% 

Tourism representative body 38% 38% 23% 

Booking platform 38% 52% 11% 

Resident (of Wales) 37% 48% 15% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 34% 46% 20% 

Other 33% 44% 23% 
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Figure 36. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that a 

licence should be required even if the visitor accommodation is operating 

infrequently (including one night per year) 

 Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 56% 44% 0% 

Tourism association 52% 43% 4% 

National park 50% 38% 13% 

Tourism representative body 46% 46% 8% 

Self-catering agencies 41% 57% 2% 

Booking platform 35% 56% 9% 

Other 31% 56% 13% 

Resident (of Wales) 29% 61% 10% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 27% 61% 12% 

Figure 37. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the 

need for a limited licence for one-off or annual events 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Self-catering agencies 41% 46% 13% 

Tourism association 38% 52% 10% 

Booking platform 36% 47% 17% 

Local Authority 33% 53% 13% 

Resident (of Wales) 33% 46% 21% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 31% 44% 25% 

Other 30% 41% 30% 

National park 25% 50% 25% 

Tourism representative body 15% 54% 31% 
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Figure 38. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the 

proposed information needed to evidence compliance 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

National park 63% 38% 0% 

Local Authority 60% 33% 7% 

Tourism association 48% 52% 0% 

Self-catering agencies 40% 52% 8% 

Booking platform 35% 52% 13% 

Tourism representative body 33% 67% 0% 

Resident (of Wales) 32% 57% 10% 

Other 32% 50% 18% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 30% 56% 13% 

Figure 39. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with carrying 

out inspections on a 1:50 ratio using a risk-based approach and additional 

inspections 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 57% 29% 14% 

Self-catering agencies 48% 31% 21% 

Tourism association 45% 41% 14% 

Tourism representative body 38% 38% 23% 

National park 38% 38% 25% 

Booking platform 34% 48% 17% 

Resident (of Wales) 31% 52% 17% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 30% 51% 19% 

Other 28% 47% 24% 
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Figure 40. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the 

principle that visitor accommodation providers that do not comply should be 

subject to enforcement measures 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tourism representative body 67% 25% 8% 

National park 63% 38% 0% 

Local Authority 60% 27% 13% 

Tourism association 55% 36% 9% 

Self-catering agencies 51% 36% 13% 

Booking platform 49% 41% 10% 

Other 41% 36% 23% 

Resident (of Wales) 40% 44% 16% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 38% 42% 20% 

Figure 41. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the 

inclusion of a fit and proper person test or similar as part of the scheme 

requirements 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 56% 44% 0% 

Tourism representative body 38% 62% 0% 

National park 38% 38% 25% 

Self-catering agencies 32% 53% 15% 

Tourism association 32% 55% 14% 

Resident (of Wales) 26% 56% 18% 

Booking platform 25% 58% 16% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 23% 56% 22% 

Other 22% 53% 26% 
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Figure 42. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with all 

visitor accommodation providers paying the same fee 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 21% 68% 11% 

Tourism association 13% 65% 22% 

Self-catering agencies 12% 65% 22% 

Booking platform 11% 70% 19% 

Other 10% 71% 19% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 9% 75% 16% 

Resident (of Wales) 9% 78% 13% 

Tourism representative body 7% 71% 21% 

National park 0% 50% 50% 

Figure 43. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with scaling 

fees based on the size of visitor accommodation 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 53% 27% 20% 

Self-catering agencies 53% 36% 11% 

Resident (of Wales) 50% 33% 16% 

Tourism association 50% 23% 27% 

Booking platform 47% 30% 23% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 47% 35% 18% 

Tourism representative body 46% 31% 23% 

Other 42% 38% 20% 

National park 38% 0% 63% 
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Figure 44. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing that 

providers could apply for a one-off licence at a reduced cost. 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Tourism representative body 45% 45% 9% 

Local Authority 41% 41% 18% 

Self-catering agencies 40% 38% 21% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 30% 37% 33% 

Resident (of Wales) 30% 41% 29% 

Other 29% 36% 34% 

Booking platform 28% 49% 23% 

National park 25% 25% 50% 

Tourism association 22% 39% 39% 

Figure 45. Breakdown of respondents preferring options for renewal 

frequency 

  Annually 
Every  
2 years 

Every  
3 years 

Every  
4 years 

Every  
5 years 

Local Authority 30% 20% 30% 0% 20% 

Tourism representative 
body 

22% 22% 22% 0% 33% 

Booking platform 19% 13% 21% 1% 46% 

Resident (of Wales) 15% 8% 17% 2% 58% 

National park 14% 14% 29% 0% 43% 

Other 13% 8% 15% 1% 64% 

Visitor Accommodation 
provider 

12% 7% 16% 1% 64% 

Tourism association 12% 18% 29% 0% 41% 

Self-catering agencies 9% 14% 29% 3% 46% 

 

  



 

129  

Figure 46. Breakdown of respondents agreeing visitor accommodation 

providers be required to do an annual review if the frequency of renewal is 

less often than annual 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 53% 26% 21% 

National park 50% 13% 38% 

Tourism association 48% 33% 19% 

Tourism representative body 44% 33% 22% 

Self-catering agencies 36% 49% 15% 

Booking platform 32% 47% 20% 

Resident (of Wales) 32% 49% 19% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 29% 50% 20% 

Other 25% 50% 24% 

Figure 47. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the 

Welsh Government and local authorities sharing information with key 

authorities and partners 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 62% 38% 0% 

National park 50% 38% 13% 

Tourism representative body 50% 50% 0% 

Tourism association 38% 48% 14% 

Booking platform 31% 60% 9% 

Self-catering agencies 26% 65% 9% 

Resident (of Wales) 26% 61% 13% 

Other 23% 57% 20% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 22% 62% 16% 
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Figure 48. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with all 

visitor accommodation providers being required to display their licence 

number on all advertising/marketing materials and at their visitor 

accommodation and being subject to penalties if they do not comply 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Local Authority 64% 21% 14% 

National park 57% 14% 29% 

Tourism association 57% 33% 10% 

Tourism representative body 55% 27% 18% 

Booking platform 39% 48% 13% 

Self-catering agencies 38% 44% 18% 

Resident (of Wales) 33% 54% 12% 

Other 31% 49% 20% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 30% 55% 15% 

Figure 49. Breakdown of respondents agreeing or disagreeing with the 

proposal that all OTAs, travel trade organisations, other booking and social 

media channels, marketing platforms and self-catering agencies should be 

required to display the licence number of the visitor accommodation they are 

promoting on their listings and/or adverts and be subject to sanctions if they 

deliberately or negligently advertise unlicensed visitor accommodation 

  Agree Disagree 
Neither agree 
nor disagree 

National park 57% 14% 29% 

Tourism representative body 55% 36% 9% 

Local Authority 47% 33% 20% 

Tourism association 43% 48% 9% 

Booking platform 34% 50% 16% 

Resident (of Wales) 33% 52% 15% 

Other 31% 44% 25% 

Visitor Accommodation provider 30% 51% 19% 

Self-catering agencies 30% 50% 20% 
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