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VALUATION TRIBUNAL FOR ENGLAND 

 

 
 

 
Non-domestic rating appeals; workshop; rental evidence; comparables; Valuation Officer 

notices; admissibility of Valuation Officer’s evidence; rental evidence justified a reduction 

in the price per square metre; end allowance for layout and lack of communication not 

supported; appeals allowed to the extent that the price per square metre was reduced in 

line with the appellant’s proposed valuation. 

 
RE: “Unit 12 & 13” and “Unit 12 13 & 11b”, Design and Engineering Centre Building, 2 

Ashtenne Business Centre, Radway Green, Crewe CW2 5PR 

 

APPEAL NUMBERS: 066018715449/541N10 and 066021894099/538N10  
 
BETWEEN: 

  
 

 

 

 

PANEL: 

 
Trilobyte Services Ltd 

                                       and 

Mr S Moss 

(Valuation Officer) 

 

 

Mr M Unees (Chairman) 

Mr B Lomax 

 

 
Appellant 

 
Respondent 

 

 

SITTING AT: 

 

ON: 

 

Alexandra House, 14-22 Parsonage, Manchester 

 

16 June 2015 

 

APPEARANCES:   
 
Mr J Hoskins (Appellant’s representative) 

Mr C Skerratt (for the Valuation Officer) 

 

 
 
Summary of Decision 
 

1. The appeals were allowed to the extent that the panel decided to reduce the adopted price 

to £29/m
2
, as sought by Mr Hoskins; but the panel also held that an end allowance was 

not warranted. 

 

Introduction 

 

2. These appeals have been brought in respect of the following assessments: 
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 Unit 12 & 13, Design and Engineering Centre Building, 2 Ashtenne Business Centre, 

Radway Green, Crewe CW2 5PR; “workshop and premises”; rateable value £30,250 

effective from 1 April 2010.   

 

 Unit 12 13 & 11b, Design and Engineering Centre Building, 2 Ashtenne Business 

Centre, Radway Green, Crewe CW2 5PR; “workshop and premises”; rateable value 

£39,000 effective from 31 December 2010.   

 

3. The second assessment arose from a merger of the first assessment with Unit 11b. 

 

4. Both appeals were against notices served by the Valuation Officer after altering the rating 

list.  The first proposal, dated 30 August 2011, disputed the officer’s alteration to the 

rating list on 2 August 2011.  The second proposal, dated 3 October 2012, disputed the 

officer’s alteration to the rating list on 4 August 2011.   

 

5. Both proposals sought a reduction to rateable value £1.  As the Valuation Officer 

disagreed with the list alterations proposed by the appellant, he referred the matter to the 

Tribunal under regulation 13 of the Non-Domestic Rating (Alteration of Lists and 

Appeals) (England) Regulations 2009 (SI 2009 No.2268). 

 

6. The Valuation Officer had subsequently altered the rating list again by further notices 

after the parties had submitted their respective statements of case in the instant appeals.  

The Valuation Officer had reduced the assessment to rateable value £23,250 from 1 April 

2010 and the assessment effective from 31 December 2010 had been reduced to rateable 

value £29,750.  The assessments had been reduced after discussions between the 

Valuation Officer and the landlord’s representative. 

 

7. At the hearing, Mr Skerratt was defending the rateable values described in the preceding 

paragraph.  Mr Hoskins sought a reduction in the assessments to rateable value £18,750 

from 1 April 2010 and rateable value £22,750 from 31 December 2010 

 

8. The panel consolidated the hearing of the appeals. In each case, the appellant and its 

representative were the same, as was the respondent’s caseworker. In addition, as the 

supporting evidence in the cases was very similar, the hearings were joined. 

 

9. The absence in this decision of a reference to any statement or item of evidence placed 

before it by the parties should not be construed as it being overlooked by the panel. 

 

Issues 

 

10. The issue in dispute concerned the price per square metre used in the rating assessments.  

The appellant sought a reduction of the Valuation Officer’s adopted price of £36/m² (used 

in his revised valuations) to £29/m². 

 

11. In addition, in the assessment effective from 31 December 2010, the appellant sought a 

5% end allowance for the layout, since there was no interconnection between the merged 

units. 

 

Evidence and Submissions 

 

12. To support a reduction in the assessments, Mr Hoskins provided a statement of case, 

proposal forms, valuations, comparable assessments, rental evidence, plans and 

photographs. 
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13. Mr Skerratt provided a statement of case, proposal forms, valuations, rental evidence, a 

schedule of comparable assessments, plans and photographs.   

 

14. The following legislation was referred to by the parties: 

 

 Schedule 6 to the Local Government Finance Act 1988 (as amended) 

 

 The Rating Lists (Valuation Date) (England) Order 2008 (SI 2008/216) 

 

15. During the hearing, the parties made reference to Lotus and Delta Ltd v Culverwell 

(Valuation Officer) and Leicester City Council [1976] RA141. 

 

16. At the beginning of the respondent’s case presentation, Mr Hoskins objected to the 

inclusion of a schedule of rental evidence in respect of “Unit 12 13 & 11b”, the 

assessment effective from 31 December 2010, because the evidence had not been served 

upon him.  The panel excluded the evidence after it found that the rental evidence had not 

been included in the respondent’s statement of case. 

 

17. Further, Mr Hoskins objected to the respondent’s inclusion of three pages of comparable 

assessments, the majority of which were settled appeals, on the grounds that he had not 

seen the evidence in advance.    

 

18. Mr Skerratt argued that the case had moved on since the appeals were originally listed for 

hearing back on 21 November 2012 and 20 December 2013, particularly as he had 

subsequently had full discussion with the landlord’s representative for the estate.  Mr 

Skerratt stated that the evidence was fundamental to the Valuation Officer’s case and 

requested an adjournment and/or direction, in the interests of justice, to permit him to 

disclose the evidence to Mr Hoskins. 

 

19. After retiring to consider the matter, the panel decided to refuse the application for the 

adjournment and direction.  In reaching that conclusion the panel noted that notice of this 

hearing had been sent to the parties on 8 May 2015, which was ample time to serve the 

additional evidence, and that this was the sixth listing of the appeals.  Although some 

general discussions had taken place, the appellant’s representative had effectively been 

ambushed at the hearing.  Mr Hoskins was not in a position to investigate why particular 

appeals had been settled. 

 

20. In addition, the panel also had regard to the interests of justice.  With this in mind the 

panel was aware that an adjournment would increase the waiting time for other parties 

wishing to have their cases heard at this Tribunal, increase the workload and costs of the 

Tribunal and cause prejudice to the appellant and its representative in delay, cost and 

time. 

 

21. On receiving the panel’s decision on this preliminary matter to refuse the application for 

adjournment, Mr Skerratt expressed his concern.  After he had insisted that his concern 

was recorded, the hearing of the appeal continued. 

 

Decision and Reasons 

 

22. The term ‘rateable value’ is defined in Schedule 6 to the Local Government Finance Act 

1988 (as amended): 

 

“The rateable value of a non-domestic hereditament (none of which consists of 

domestic property and none of which is exempt from local non-domestic rating) shall 
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be taken to be an amount equal to the rent at which it is estimated the hereditament 

might reasonably be expected to let from year to year on these three assumptions –  

 

(a) the first assumption is that the tenancy begins on the day by reference to 

which the determination is to be made; 

 

(b) the second assumption is that immediately before the tenancy begins the 

hereditament is in a state of reasonable repair, but excluding from this 

assumption any repairs which a reasonable landlord would consider 

uneconomic; 

 

(c) the third assumption is that the tenant undertakes to pay all usual tenant’s rates 

and taxes and to bear the cost of the repairs and insurance and the other 

expenses (if any) necessary to maintain the hereditament in a state to 

command the rent mentioned above”. 

 

23. In respect of an appeal against an entry in the 2010 rating list, the Rating Lists (Valuation 

Date) (England) Order 2008 (SI 2008 No.216) required the rental levels to be taken as the 

antecedent valuation date (AVD) of  1 April 2008.   

 

24. The Lands Tribunal judgment in Lotus and Delta provided binding guidance on the 

weight to be attached to rental and assessment evidence.  The rent on the subject property 

was considered to be the correct starting point but, where available, rents on similar 

properties were also to be taken into account.  The assessments on other comparable 

properties may also be relevant.  All of the evidence could then be weighted. 

 

25. The panel held that the strongest evidence was the rent in respect of Units 12 and 13 with 

effect from 14 September 2006, 18 months before the AVD.  This was £18,375 per 

annum, which devalued to £28.35/m
2
. 

 

26. Mr Hoskins also provided the rent from December 2010, after the appellant had acquired 

Unit 11b; this averaged at £28.63/m
2
 based on an average of the rent over three years.  

Arguably, it might further support Mr Hoskins’ case but the panel found it less persuasive 

because it was agreed in a different economic climate than existed at the AVD. 

 

27. The panel found two other rents of use.  The first related to Unit 21a Building 9, 

Ashtenne Business Centre, but the panel noted that the rent was a little further away from 

the AVD.  The rent was £30,950 per annum from 5 June 2006, which equated to 

£27.44/m
2
 overall, or £29.61/m

2
 in terms of main space (ITMS). 

 

28. The second was in respect of Unit 9a, Building 9, which was let from 1 July 2006 at 

£18,550 per annum; this devalued to £27.92/m
2
 overall or £28.63/m

2
 ITMS. 

 

29. The panel found all four rents provided by the Valuation Officer to be less persuasive; all 

related to substantially smaller properties and one rent was from May 2009.   

 

30. In addition, Mr Skerratt was not able to rebut Mr Hoskins’ contention that the Valuation 

Officer had made an error in his analysis of the rent in respect of Unit 13 Building 2, 

since that rent included Unit 12 too.  Mr Hoskins believed that the wrong analysis may 

have impacted on the settlements. 

 

31. After consideration of the evidence, the panel held that £29/m
2 

proposed by Mr Hoskins 

was reasonable. 
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32. The only remaining issue was whether an end allowance was applicable for layout and 

lack of communication between the three units.  Mr Skerratt believed that only a minor 

alteration of creating a door way was needed; minor alterations could be contemplated 

within the framework of the rebus principle.  In the absence of any other evidence, the 

panel accepted the Valuation Officer’s argument. 

 

33. The panel noted that Mr Hoskins had provided one comparable to support the end 

allowance; the panel found that there was a lack of clarity why that property’s assessment 

had been given an allowance.  Ultimately, the panel was not persuaded that an allowance 

was warranted for the appeal property. 

 

34. In conclusion, the panel accepted Mr Hoskins’ proposed valuation at rateable value 

£18,750 in respect of Unit 12 and 13, with effect from 1 April 2010.  However, his 

argument for a 5% end allowance was rejected in respect of Unit 12, 13 and 11b.  

Excluding the allowance, his valuation for Unit 12, 13 and 11b totalled £24,119; say 

rateable value £24,000, effective from 31 December 2010. 

 

Order 

 

35. Under the provisions of Regulation 38(4) of The Valuation Tribunal for England 

(Council Tax and Rating Appeals) (Procedure) Regulations 2009, the Valuation Tribunal 

for England orders the Valuation Officer to reduce the assessment as follows: 

 

 Unit 12 & 13, Design and Engineering Centre Building, 2 Ashtenne Business Centre, 

Radway Green, Crewe CW2 5PR; “workshop and premises”; rateable value £18,750 

effective from 1 April 2010.   

 

 Unit 12 13 & 11b, Design and Engineering Centre Building, 2 Ashtenne Business 

Centre, Radway Green, Crewe CW2 5PR; “workshop and premises”; rateable value 

£24,000 effective from 31 December 2010.   

 

36. Under Regulation 38(9), the Valuation Officer must comply with this order within two 

weeks of the date of its making. 

 

Date: 7 July 2015 

 

Appeal numbers: 066018715449/541N10 and 066021894099/538N10 

 

 


