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The Inter-Bank Rating Forum is a client ratepayer forum representing the Financial Services industry within the UK comprising over 30 banks, Building Societies, etc. and the Royal Mail.  It was established to represent the interests of members in all Local Taxation matters and, specifically, within Business Rates and the funding of Local Government. 

Statistically, membership covers approx £1.2 billion of Rateable Value from approx 21,000 hereditaments with a total rates liability in excess of £500 million in the 2005 Rating List (Valuation Roll in Scotland).

The following comments are restricted to answering the seven specific questions raised in the Consultation document in the appropriate numerical order:

Question 1

Yes.  We consider that ratepayers should be given until 30 September 2006 to make a proposal to alter the 1995 Rating List for 31 March 2000 in respect of entries that have been split, merged or reconstituted with effect from 1 April 2000.


Due to the complexity of Transitional Relief and previous amendments to the appeal regulations, the current situation creates an inequitable enforcement upon the Valuation Officer which is both restrictive and prejudicial to ratepayers in those cases where the specific circumstances apply.

Question 2

Yes.  We consider that regulation 5 of the 2005 Regulations should be amended to allow a proposal to be made in the light of a Tribunal or Court decision at any time up to 6 months after the compilation of the next Rating List (30 September 2010).


We support this proposal on the understanding that it will not prejudice the usual right of appeal at any time during the life of the List based upon a Tribunal or Court decision.


Question 3 

Yes.  We consider that where the proposer is an interested person, they should be required to state the capacity in which their proposal is being made.


We believe this measure should be an essential requirement and are surprised that it is omitted from current regulations.  Not only will this assist the Valuation Officer in determining validity of proposals but it should also help to protect persons with a legal interest in the hereditament from any unscrupulous actions by "unauthorised" persons.

Question 4 


No opinion.  We have no specific comment in relation to the submission of rental details upon the Proposal form when making proposals under such grounds; it appears to us that this is merely correcting a previous drafting error contained within the current regulations.


We would question, however, the need for the present yearly rent to be recorded when making any proposal due to the potential for this figure to be mis-interpreted and, also, the possibility that this may create a question over the validity of the proposal. In addition the actual current passing rent (the more important and relevant rental figure) can already be obtained by the Valuation Officer upon the submission of a Rent Return. More specifically for some of the IBRF members, they have supplied & continue to supply such information electronically to the Valuation Officer at regular intervals under the voluntary Valuation Office Ratepayer Contact scheme (VORC); in these cases we consider that it is unnecessary to provide such information on the proposal.

Question 5 

No.

Question 6 


Yes.  We consider that the Valuation Officer should only be allowed to serve an invalidity notice on a proposer beyond the current four-week period with the agreement of that proposer.



We appreciate the legal, logistical and administrative problems that the current requirement can create but consider that the only fair and equitable solution would be that quoted above. In any case, the proposer would, ordinarily, have to provide proof of the right to appeal at Tribunal should there be any dispute; consequently we believe the above to be a common-sense answer.

Question 7 

No opinion.  Although we, as ratepayers, have no specific comment to make with regard to the interpretation of regulation 8(9) of the 2005 Regulations, we are aware that our respective consultants have highlighted this problem which has the potential to create a prejudicial situation for the proposer. 


It has always been the practitioners understanding that the date of the proposal is the date that it is made (i.e. the date that it is served upon and received by the Valuation Officer).  We were under the impression that previous documented case law had established this point beyond any doubt. Clearly we believe that this matter should be clarified accordingly.

I would be grateful if the above comments can be considered along with all others received in this respect.

Yours faithfully
R H Littlewood

On behalf of the Inter-Bank Rating Forum

2 March 2006 
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