
LG/01/13/A

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

AGENDA

13th Meeting, 2001(Session 1)

Tuesday 1 May 2001

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 1

1. Items in private: The Committee will consider whether to take items 3 and 4 in
private

2. Non-domestic rates: Consultation on a relief scheme for small businesses:
The Committee will take evidence from—

Forum of Private Business

Federation of Small Businesses
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FEDERATION OF SMALL BUSINESSES IN SCOTLAND

RESPONSE TO:

SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE

RATES RELIEF FOR SMALL BUSINESSES CONSULTATION
PAPER

The Federation of Small Businesses welcomes the opportunity to respond
to this consultation paper.

BACKGROUND

The need for a rates relief scheme to remove the disproportionate rates
burden from small businesses has been fully accepted, by both the Scottish
Executive and Scottish Parliament.

This was stated in the Scottish Executive consultation paper (November
1999) on Transitional Relief and endorsed by the Scottish Parliament
Local Government Committee during their inquiry into business rates last
year.

The Federation of Small Businesses in Scotland has campaigned for many
years for the abolition of the current rates system and its replacement
with a fairer system for small businesses.

The inequity of the Non-Domestic Rates (NDR) burden is highlighted by
the fact that small businesses pay on average 10 times more than larger
businesses in terms of profit and turnover. As a percentage of overheads,
the impact of NDR creates a significant discrepancy between small and
large businesses. On average, a small business' rates bill is 13.7% of its
overheads, compared to a large business whose rate bill is approximately
only 3% of its overheads.

Our business manifesto for the first elections to the Scottish Parliament in
1999 ‘Think First, Think Business ’ stated;

‘The existing rating system should be scrapped in favour of a
method of assessment which incorporates the ability to pay. This
should be undertaken as part of a complete review of local
government finance’.

This is still our overall policy position.

However, it was very clear that changing the complete theory and ethos
behind the current Scottish rating system (from a property to business
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tax) was not part of the Scottish Executive’s programme during the first
session of the Scottish Parliament.

The FSB therefore decided to take a pragmatic approach to the issue and
concentrate on the introduction of a rates relief scheme, within the current
rating system, which would remove part of the rates burden on small
businesses. This was in line with our manifesto, which also stated that;

‘In the interim, the Scottish Parliament should introduce a
banding system which will address the current rates burden on
Scottish small businesses’.

Our guiding principle was a simple and deliverable scheme which would
give rates relief to as many small businesses in Scotland as possible.

The Federation’s first proposal for a rates relief scheme was submitted to
the Scottish Executive and Scottish Parliament in November 1999.

The proposal was simple in its framework and administerability. The
proposal was to give 50% rates relief for properties with a rateable value
up to £5,000 and 25% rates relief for properties with a rateable value up to
£7,500. This would have helped remove a significant part of the rates
burden from 47% of small businesses in Scotland.

We gave evidence on our proposal to the Local Government Committee in
November 1999. The Committee issued their final report on a rates relief
scheme in June 2000.

Whilst various bodies gave evidence to the Committee, the conclusions
ultimately reached by the Committee centred mainly on the Federation of
Small Businesses' proposal, but were critical of the thresholds which they
felt would create anomalies in rates bills - a point that was brought out by
many committee members during the inquiry.

The Committee also felt that the objectives of any relief scheme should
focus on reducing the incentive for businesses to appeal against their
rateable value in the hope of obtaining benefit, and also encourage small
businesses to grow without the risk of steep increases in their rates bill.
The Committee reinforced the need for a multi-banded or tapered scheme,
and that any relief scheme should be self-financing through an increase in
the Scottish Non Domestic Rates poundage.

The Federation of Small Businesses accepted the criticism of its initial
scheme and in has taken on board the Committee’s suggestion of a tapered
scheme. We presented a modified proposal in November 2000, which we
believe satisfied all of the criteria put forward by the Local Government
Committee.
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The FSB analysis of the 2001 valuation roll clearly showed that 70% of
non-domestic properties in Scotland have a rateable value of less than
£10,000, and who contribute less than 12% of the total rates payable.

This new FSB proposal was for a tapered relief scheme that introduced
rates relief at a level of 50% for all properties with a rateable value up to
£5,000, tapering (40% relief at £6,000 RV, 30% relief at £7,000 RV) to
arateable value limit of £10,000.

The self-funded cost of the FSB rates relief scheme would be £66 million
(3% of rateable income) which would increase the Scottish Business Rate
by 1.9p to 47.7p.

The current Executive proposal for a permanent small business rates
relief scheme was announced in January 2001.  The FSB specific
comments on the proposal follow.
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RATES RELIEF FOR SMALL BUSINESSES:  CONSULTATION
PAPER

PART 1

 GENERAL RATE RELIEF SCHEME FOR SMALL BUSINESSES

1.2 The FSB is in general agreement with the findings of the Local
Government Committee Report issued in June 2000.

We do not however believe that the objectives of any scheme of rates
relief should have within it any incentive for businesses not to
appeal against their rateable value. That is after all a statutory
right.

Most small rate-payers do not use professional surveyors, as they
simply cannot afford the cost and as a result lodge appeals on their
own account, often without fully understanding the mechanics of
the appeal process.

We believe that if the level of rates charge is reduced, removing part
of the rates burden, then there will automatically be a reduction in
the number of appeals purely on economic and practical grounds.

1.3 We note that the Scottish Valuation and Rating Council considered
the issue and felt that the Rating Relief Scheme should be labelled
as relating to small properties, rather than small businesses.
Business rates are a property tax and we therefore consider there
may be merit in retaining this particular “label” to avoid any
misunderstandings.

1.4 The Scottish Executive proposes to introduce a tapered rate relief
scheme with thresholds below that suggested by the Federation of
Small Businesses.  We are concerned that these thresholds are
inconsistent with the thresholds extended to the rural rates relief,
and for clarity we take the view that these two schemes should be
merged, with the question of thresholds, being a matter for further
debate.

1.5 Costs of the Scheme:

The FSB accepts that the cost of any relief scheme should be
self-financing.
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1.6 Concentrating relief on businesses most in need.

The FSB fully accepts that not all small properties are occupied by
small businesses, but to target relief purely by rateable value is a
simple and cost efficient process requiring no other input in terms of
scrutiny of, for example, national insurance records or accounts. We
also accept that this could mean that small properties occupied by
plcs will benefit.

It should be noted that elsewhere in this Consultation Paper
reference is made to rural communities where no such
discriminatory criteria is required for relief to be granted and
mention is made of relief for automatic teller machines, presumably
owned by large financial institutions.

The Federation believes that if relief is triggered purely on rateable
value and a plc derives benefit, then that benefit might mean the
difference between the property, particularly in a rural, remote or
even socially excluded area remaining open or closed. Closure would
result in the loss of the service to the community, loss of revenue to
the Local Authority and of course, a loss of jobs. We believe there
will be a large number of such cases.

1.7 Grounds for Qualifying for Relief:

We believe we have answered this point in our response above.

1.9 Renewal of Relief:

This again would be completely superfluous if rateable value were
used.  The Assessor, who is completely independent, would pick up
changes in value to the property  in the normal course of their
duties and no additional paperwork, personnel, or costs would be
incurred.

1.13 Interaction with other rates relief

We have already stated that we believe there should be a
simplification to any relief granted throughout the country, which
would mean clarity in terms of interaction between any individual
proposals.  We fully endorse that, any property, eligible for relief by
any scheme should always receive the maximum relief possible.
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PART 2

RATE RELIEF FOR NEW FARM DIVERSIFICATION
ENTERPRISES.

The Federation welcomes this proposal. It has been obvious for some time
that our agriculture industry has been experiencing severe problems and
there has been a need to encourage diversification among agricultural
businesses. The current foot and mouth crisis has compounded a problem
that was already present in hard-pressed rural and remote economies.

Our only issue of concern is the movement of commerce away from town or
village centres and into farm yards, in order to lessen rates charges. There
is already some abuse of agricultural de-rating taking place and our
concern would be that this could exacerbate the problem.

It is essential that we get the right balance between encouraging the
enterprise of individual businesses and our efforts to re-generate rural and
remote communities and the environment.

PART 3

EXTENSION TO THE PROVISON FOR RURAL RATES RELIEF:

The Federation welcomes this provision.  We note that the thresholds are
in fact slightly above those proposed by the FSB’s rates relief, and we
question whether or not to simplify matters, there should be one scheme
with the threshold set at 50% up to £5,000 of rateable value, and a top
limit of £10,000.  It may be possible to extend a 2p reduction in the non
domestic rate between £10,000 and £12,000 of rateable value.

The consultation paper specifically mentions public houses, garages and
petrol filling stations as well as the village shop.  All of these businesses
are suffering severe downturns in trade and require financial assistance.
In addition many village pubs may be tenanted from a pub estate
company, although the tenant will be liable for the rates.  It is important
therefore to differentiate between an owner and an occupier, the latter
having the responsibility for meeting the actual rates cost.

We believe that it is not necessarily fair to be so discriminatory as to
single out the specific uses for rural relief, as there may be a number of
small privately owned shops operating as part of a family business such as
a baker, butcher, etc., who provide an important community service within
a rural economy and yet cannot receive relief, as the main shop in the
town may qualify as the sole general store.
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The Federation feels that again the test of rateable value should be
adequate to grant relief to all, and that rather than part of this relief being
discretionary, it should be mandatory under a sliding scale, similar to that
already proposed by the Federation.

CONCLUSION

The Federation is delighted that the Executive is considering various
options for rating relief. But we have a degree of concern that there is a
lack of clarity and elements of contradiction between threshold levels and
schemes.

We believe that there should be a single rates relief scheme for Scotland
and if there were to be any discrimination, it should only be on the basis of
urban to rural.  This could be done by postcode, as such statistics already
exist within the Scottish Executive and it could be that different
thresholds apply in towns to those in the rural area.

The simpler approach, however,  is as we have suggested to have a flat
rates relief scheme which applies to both urban and rural areas.

In conclusion, the Federation would still wish to see their most recent
proposals adopted, namely:-

1. Targeting businesses occupying small properties

2. 50% relief up to a rateable value of £5,000 and tapered relief
thereafter up to £10,000

3. The properties that should be excluded would be:-

- Contractors’ principal valuation properties (public sector
buildings)
- Automatic Teller Machines  (unless they are within a rural
postcode)
- Advertising hoardings
- Telephone masts and aerials
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CBI ScotlandConfederation of British
Industry
16 Robertson Street
Glasgow
G2 8DS
Telephone: 0141-222-2184
Facsimile: 0141-222-2187
Email:
shelley.riddex@cbi.org.uk

Director
Iain M McMillan

CBI SCOTLAND WRITTEN EVIDENCE TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT
COMMITTEE OF THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT REGARDING
SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE CONSULTATION PAPER ‘RATES RELIEF FOR
SMALL BUSINESSES

Note: CBI Scotland is currently preparing its full response to the Scottish Executive’s
consultation paper.  However, to inform the Committee in advance of CBI Scotland’s
oral evidence session on 1 May, this paper sets out the main points which will be
contained in the CBI Scotland formal response.

Our priorities for Scotland’s economy

Like all those involved in debates around economic policy in Scotland, CBI Scotland
wants to see a successful Scottish economy.  In various documents, we have argued
that two priorities should underlie Scottish economic policy:

• Raising productivity levels, since in the long run productivity levels determine
average standards of living in Scotland

• Improving the long term employment growth record

Growth-orientated SMEs has a key role in achieving these priorities

We agree with those who say that small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) are
vital to achieving these priorities, through innovation, and identifying and exploiting
market opportunities.  However, we would distinguish between a minority of SMEs
with significant growth aspirations and growth potential, and the larger number of
‘lifestyle’ small firms (where the business reflects the owner’s desire to be self
employed and to run a small independent business).

• Growth orientated SMEs are responsible for much of the net job creation and
innovation in the SME sector.

• In contrast, ‘lifestyle’ firms, have less economic impact.

It seems unlikely that the proposed rates relief would help ‘growth SMEs’
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Since the proposed relief is indiscriminate, most of it would go to ‘lifestyle’ firms,
who would be unlikely to increase employment as a result.  But it would be of little
value to growing small firms.  The turnover of such firms is unlikely to be at the very
low level (less than £100,000 a year according to the 1995 DETR report) where rates
relief would be significant.  Our work with our own growth SME members suggests
that the real barriers to growth experienced by these firms are different and include:

• ‘Red tape’  which due to the various small firm exemptions escalates as firms
grow

• Access to informal and formal venture capital
• The unreasonable complexity of schemes such as the Enterprise Investment

Scheme and the Enterprise Management Incentive
• The Land Use Planning system, which can frustrate the ability of growing firms to

access appropriate premises in commercial timescales
• The inherent difficulty in moving from one owner/manager to a management team
• Cashflow constraints as firms seek to invest

We believe that a more effective approach would be to target measures on these
growth firms.  Many of the issues relate to reserved powers, and so the CBI has
successfully campaigned, for example, for capital allowances for small firms and for
R&D tax credits.  We continue to lobby at Westminister on a range of detailed
taxation issues to help growing SMEs.

At the Scottish level, the measures which we believe would specifically boost growth
SMEs would include:

• Grants and support targeted on growing firms to compensate them for new
regulation

• A reform of the planning system (CBI Scotland will publish proposals on this in
the Summer)

• An expansion of the Scottish Enterprise Business Mentoring scheme

Forcing up rates bills for medium and large firms to pay for the scheme is
unacceptable

Ministers appear to believe that medium and large firms can shrug off the £59m
increase in their rates bill which these proposals would cost.  We cannot accept that.
The loading of the cost of the scheme onto these businesses (which include not just
large firms but medium size firms and ‘many typical small businesses…cafes,
opticians...hotels’ (Letter from Gerry Dowds, Director FPB Scotland, in The Herald,
March 6)) is wrong because:

• The business tax burden is already too high.  Scottish firms are paying £500m
more in tax each year than they were in 1996-97.

• Business rates in particular are too high.  In Scotland, business rates amount to
about 1.3% of GDP.  In France, the equivalent figure is 0.5%, in Ireland 0.4% and
in Germany, 0.3%.  The priority must be to reduce business rates for all
businesses, not to raise the bills for some firms in order to cut those for others.



• Medium firms, in particular, tend to face higher pressures than their smaller
brethren.  Medium sized firms tend to operate in wider markets, and so are more
exposed to competition; they are more likely to export, and so more affected by
the strength of sterling; and, as the DETR research shows, their profit margins are
lower than for small firms.

• For larger firms, business rates are obviously a small proportion of turnover.  But
it is a mistake to assume that costs can then be added to such firms with no ill-
effect.  For many large firms, margins can be wafer-thin.  Recent events have
demonstrated starkly that even the largest companies are not immune to cost
pressures and market conditions.  And the Scottish Executive’s own research
suggests that employment in large firms is more likely to be affected by adverse
economic conditions than employment in small firms (IRIS Unit report on
regulation)

The Executive argue that the proposed small firms relief is a key part of their small
business strategy.  However the scheme was to be funded, we would still question its
efficacy as we do earlier in this paper.  But it is Ministers’ determination not to pay
for the scheme themselves and to load the cost onto other firms that makes it
unacceptable to us.  If the scheme is as vital as Executive’s paper implies, the
proposal should have been to fund it from the Executive’s budget as with any other
small business initiative.

CBI Scotland
April 2001
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SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT
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NON-DOMESTIC RATES:
CONSULTATION ON A RELIEF SCHEME FOR SMALL BUSINESSES

A response from the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors in Scotland

Agenda item 2

Local Government
Committee

1 May 2001



LG/01/13/5

26 April 2001 SPPA/REPORT 01 (16)

26 April 2001

Craig Harper
Assistant Clerk to the Local Government Committee
The Scottish Parliament
EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

Dear Craig

Non-Domestic Rates: Consultation on a Relief Scheme for Small Businesses

Thank you for your letter of 6 April 2001, addressed to my colleague Davina, inviting the RICS
in Scotland to provide written evidence to the Local Government Committee’s Inquiry into the
Scottish Executive’s proposals to introduce a rate relief scheme for small businesses.

As you will be aware, the RICS in Scotland has a keen interest in all matters relating to
business rates, representing both Assessors and rating advisors within its 9000-strong
membership.  The Institution has been following the debate on a relief scheme for small
businesses for some time now and welcomes the opportunity to contribute written evidence
to the Local Government Committee.  Should the Committee wish to receive more in-depth
information, the RICS in Scotland would be delighted to provide oral evidence in addition to the
following comments.  These comments relate simply to Part 1 of the consultation paper,
which concentrates on the General Rate Relief Scheme for Small Businesses.

Question 1: should relief be directed towards businesses occupying small
properties?

The RICS in Scotland agrees that any relief scheme should primarily assist genuinely small
businesses.  In this respect, the Institution has previously voiced concerns that a rate relief
scheme targeted at small properties may not be targeted simply at small businesses, but
rather, may incorporate large national multiples, occupying small premises.

However, on further reflection, the RICS in Scotland recommends that a rateable value
threshold should be retained, as this is by far the simplest method of administering the
scheme.  While we fully appreciate that not all small properties are occupied by small
businesses, targeting relief purely by rateable value is a simple and cost effective process.
Requiring other input in terms of scrutiny of national insurance records, or accounts could
result in a significant increase in costs.

In addition, while it might be argued that national multiples do not require the benefit of rate
relief, they are, in many instances, providing an important local service.  In this respect, if they
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can demonstrate that they do require assistance to remain viable in a particular area, then
they too should be eligible.

Question 2: or should additional criteria be applied to target small businesses more
closely?

Notwithstanding our support for the retention of rateable value, the RICS in Scotland fully
appreciates the desire to target assistance to those who genuinely need it.  In addition, the
Institution appreciates that there is a danger, if properties are not targeted more closely, that
the “compliance cost” of £59 million could be exceeded, placing an additional burden on
properties that do not qualify for relief.  However, we have the following observations on the
proposed criteria:

• Turnover is not a measure of profitability and, therefore, not an appropriate condition.
• Employment numbers also present an inaccurate assessment, particularly if

employees include those who work away from base.
• Numbers of properties in one occupation is a doubtful criterion.  A satellite office in a

large village with a rateable value of £1400, occupied by one full-time secretary, with a
turnover of £60,000, might not qualify for relief, but nevertheless provide an essential
service in a rural community.

 
 On balance, the RICS in Scotland would therefore suggest that rateable value should be the
principal criterion.  Nevertheless, to ensure that relief can be targeted, we would agree that
businesses could be asked to apply for relief, justifying why they require it, instead of it being
automatically given.
 
 Question 3: if the former, what are your views on the proposal for a threshold of

£10,000?
 
 The Institution is concerned that the thresholds are inconsistent with the proposals relating to
the other rates relief schemes referred to in the consultation paper.  We would suggest that
the introduction of a standard threshold for all forms of relief may make it easier for all
concerned.  One proposal which merits consideration would be the introduction of 50% relief
up to a rateable value of £5000 and tapered thereafter up to £10,000.
 
 Question 4: if the latter, which tests should apply, including alternatives to the ones

illustrated?
 
 As outlined above, the scheme should be based on rateable value and application.
 
 Question 5: which types of property or occupiers should be excluded or included?
 
 Careful consideration will have to be given to which type of properties or occupiers should be
excluded or included.  At this stage, the RICS in Scotland would suggest that the following
should be excluded:
 

• Local Authority and Government buildings
• Automatic teller machines
• Advertising Hoarding
• Telephone Masts and Aerials
• Public Utilities’ buildings
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Question 6: any other matter discussed in Part 1

The Institution has already stated that there should be a simplification in relation to the levels
of rate relief granted throughout the country, which would mean clarity in terms of interaction
between any individual schemes.  If, however, this recommendation is not taken on board, we
would fully endorse the proposal that any property eligible for relief by any scheme should
always receive the maximum relief possible.

While the RICS in Scotland agrees that the objectives of a relief scheme should be to reduce
the incentive for businesses to appeal against their rateable value, it is essential in our view
that the statutory right to appeal must be retained.  That said, the Institution does
acknowledge that if the rates liability of small businesses is reduced, this may well lead to
fewer appeals.

Finally, although the RICS in Scotland is aware that the suggested increase in rate poundage
for “large businesses” will not prove popular, we agree that any scheme should be self-
financing.

Conclusion

The RICS in Scotland welcomes the publication of the Scottish Executive’s consultation
paper.  In order to ensure that the proposed rate relief scheme is simple to administer and
cost effective, the Institution would firmly recommend that it be based on a rateable value
threshold.  However, it should be the responsibility of businesses to apply for relief and, in so
doing, to demonstrate a real need.  In addition, we would suggest that serious consideration
be given to introducing a standard threshold for all the schemes, both currently available and
proposed.

On behalf of the RICS in Scotland, I hope the above comments are of assistance to the
members of the Local Government Committee.  The Institution will be issuing a response to
the Scottish Executive’s consultation paper in due course, which, in addition to the above
comments, will cover (i) rate relief scheme for new farm diversification projects; (ii) extending
the terms of the existing rural (village shops) rates relief scheme; and (iii) extending
agricultural exemption to farm buildings used for machinery rings, contract and share farming
enterprises.  Copies of this submission will be forwarded to Committee Members in due
course.

In the meantime, should you wish any further information on the comments detailed in this
particular paper, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

LYNNE RAESIDE
Head of Public Policy
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                 SVRC

Craig Harper Esq
Assistant Clerk to the Local Government Committee
The Scottish Parliament
EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

Professor Gordon S Milne FRICS, Hon FRIAS
Chairman
Scottish Valuation and Rating Council
Flat 15
101 Greenbank Drive
EDINBURGH
EH10 5GB

26 April 2001

NON-DOMESTIC RATES:  CONSULTATION ON A RELIEF SCHEME FOR SMALL
BUSINESSES

Thank you for your letter of 6 April inviting the Scottish Valuation and Rating Council to submit
written evidence to inform the Local Government Committee response to the Scottish Executive's
consultation on a rate relief scheme for small businesses.  The consultation paper was discussed at
the Council's meeting on 23 April, and I welcome the opportunity to report members' views in the
attached paper.

Yours sincerely

PROFESSOR GORDON MILNE
CHAIRMAN
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE RESPONSE TO THE SCOTTISH
EXECUTIVE CONSULTATION PAPER ON RATE RELIEF FOR SMALL
BUSINESSES:  SCOTTISH VALUATION AND RATING COUNCIL EVIDENCE -
1 MAY 2001

Part 1:  General Rate Relief Scheme for Small Businesses

1. The Council believes that relief from rating should continue as at present, with
a reduction in the poundage for businesses occupying property with a rateable value
of £10,000 or less.  However, relief should be more explicitly stated as relating to
small properties rather than small businesses.

2. The Council has reservations about the four premises on which this section of
the consultation document is based:

a. that rates account for a disproportionate proportion of the costs of small
businesses.  In reality, those costs are often passed on to the customer.

b. that rates subsidy promotes economic growth.  The Council notes that in
practice any increased profitability as a result of rates relief will lead to increased
liability for Income Tax, National Insurance and Corporation Tax for the businesses
concerned, thus limiting the benefit of the relief to businesses.  In addition, there is a
presumption that increased profits will result in increased investment.  However, it
could equally lead to increased consumption and/or increased indebtedness.  The
Council considers that, if the scheme is pursued, account should be taken of the
increase in yield of the other taxes mentioned above to the benefit of central
government in calculating the costs of the scheme that would fall to be funded by
other businesses.

c. that medium and large businesses can afford to pay for the scheme.  The
Council notes that, for example, businesses occupying properties valued on the
contractors' principle currently pay 9% more in rates due to the higher poundage in
Scotland.  If they are then to meet the costs of the scheme, this would result in a
further 2.7% premium, based on current figures.

d. that a property-based tax should be used in a redistributive way.  The Council
remains opposed to redistributive taxation.

3. The Council considers that the threshold for the scheme should not be
increased from the rateable value figure of £10,000.  There may be an increase in the
number of businesses, both large and small, that will appeal at the next revaluation if
the scheme is implemented.

4. In the past, rates have been simple to administer and inexpensive to collect.
The proposed scheme would involve considerable costs of administration and
policing, particularly in view of the requirement for businesses to apply for the relief
and then reapply on an annual basis.  There would also be adverse cost implications
for Assessors.
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Part 2:  Rate Relief for New Farm Diversification Enterprises

5. Since agricultural property is currently exempt from rates, buildings for which
relief may be applicable under the proposed scheme may not be included in the
valuation roll at present.  The scheme would therefore have practical implications for
both local authorities and the Assessors as extra valuations are required.  However,
the Council welcomes the proposal that this relief should be available for a fixed five
year period from the date the legislation comes into force.

6. Care should be taken to ensure that the terminology used is consistent with
that used in England.

Part 3:  Extension to the Provisions for Rural Rates Relief

7. It is difficult to define the type of business providing important local services
to help sustain communities and reduce social exclusion.  In some villages, for
instance, a hardware shop might be considered essential.

8. There should be harmonisation of rating of ATMs throughout the UK.

Part 4:  Extending the Agricultural Exemption from Non-Domestic Rates to
Farm Buildings Used for Machinery Ring, Contract and Share Farming
Enterprises

9. The Council's view is that this proposal should be effected only if it is being
effected in the rest of the UK to ensure harmonisation of rating practice.

Conclusion

10. In summary, in relation to all the specific proposals in the consultation paper,
the Council believes that harmonisation with the rest of the UK is of paramount
importance to ensure that businesses north and south of the border can operate on a
level playing field.

11. It is also important that each of the rate relief schemes adopted is fair and
open, and does not result in businesses being involved in unfair competition.

12. The Committee is asked to note that John Sharp representing the Federation of
Small Businesses (FSB) declined to contribute to the Council's discussions in view of
the fact that John Downie of the FSB is to give oral evidence to the Committee on this
subject.

Scottish Valuation and Rating Council
April 2001
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The Scottish Assessors’ Association
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