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VALUATION TRIBUNAL FOR ENGLAND 
 

 
 

 
Non Domestic Rating Appeal; Accuracy of the Rateable Value in the Rating List; 
Showroom and premises; Tone; Comparable evidence; Preliminary issue to bar 
the Valuation Officer from taking part in the proceedings; Appeal allowed. 
 
RE: 194-204 Wellington Road South, Stockport, Cheshire SK1 3UF 
 
APPEAL NUMBER: 423524191098/538N10 
 
BETWEEN: 
  
 
 
 
 
PANEL: 

 
Dean House Plc 

                                       and 
Mr R Roberts 

(Valuation Officer) 
 
 
Dr J Johnson (Chairman) 
Mr D Jones 

 
Appellant 
 
Respondent 
 

 
SITTING AT: 
 
ON: 

 
Employment Tribunal Offices, Alexandra House, Manchester  
 
Wednesday 23 August 2017 

 
APPEARANCES:   

 
Mr M Shapcott – Appellant’s representative 
Mrs S Reid – Valuation Officer’s representative 

 

 
 
Summary of decision 
 

1. The appeal was allowed. The decision alters the rateable value from £123,000 to 
£98,000 rateable value with effect from 1 April 2010. 

 
Introduction 
 

2. This appeal has been brought in respect of the following: the appeal arose 
following a proposal made by Evans and Payne on behalf of the appellant 
ratepayer, Dean House Plc. At the date of the proposal, the existing assessment 
was £123,000 Rateable Value. On behalf of its client, the appellant’s 
representative sought a reduction in the appeal property’s assessment to 
£98,000 Rateable Value in his statement of case with effect from 1 April 2010. 
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3. Prior to the hearing, the Valuation Officer had failed to provide a statement of 
case within the time frame required by the Tribunal’s standard direction issued in 
accordance with Consolidated Practice statement for the Valuation Tribunal for 
England 2017 (as amended). As the Valuation Officer had not compiled with the 
practice statement at 4 weeks before the hearing, Mr Shapcott, the appellant’s 
representative, invited the panel to bar the Valuation Officer from taking part in 
these proceedings.  
 

4. Mrs Reid, representing the Valuation Officer, explained that the Valuation 
Officer’s non–compliance with the practice statement at 4 weeks was due to 
“human error”.  
 

5. Following a short adjournment to consider the matter, the panel determined that 
the explanation of human error was not an acceptable excuse for non-
compliance and the respondent’s evidence was excluded. However, the panel 
did not bar the Valuation Officer from these proceedings. The respondent’s 
representative was therefore able to participate in these proceedings but was not 
able to put forward any advocacy or expert valuation evidence. 
 

6. Whilst Mr Shapcott was unhappy with the panel’s decision not to bar the 
respondent, it is not an absolute rule that the Valuation Officer must be barred in 
the event of non-compliance. The panel, if it sees fit, can exercise its judicial 
discretion and impose a lesser sanction which it did in this case. Had the 
respondent been barred from these proceedings, the case may have had to be 
adjourned to enable an application to lift the bar to be considered by the tribunal. 
 

7. 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. 

 
Issue 
 

8. The issue in dispute concerned the level of value to be adopted for the 
showroom accommodation. The appellant’s representative sought a reduction in 
the main space from £200/m2 to £160/m² in his statement of case. At the hearing 
he put forward a lower valuation than what was contended for in his evidence. 

 
Evidence and submissions 
 

9. The appellant’s representative provided a bundle which included his statement of 
case, a site plan, photographs, details of valuation scheme reference 133464, a 
schedule of comparable assessments, copies of the Valuation Office Agency’s 
summary valuations for the appeal property and his comparable properties, a 
copy of the instigating proposal and reference to case law. In particular, he 
referred to Dawkins (VO) v Ash Brothers & Heaton [1969] and O’Brien v 
Heywood (VO) [2003] RA 244. 
 

10. The appellant’s representative invited the panel to determine a revised rateable 
value of £98,000 based on £160/m2 for the main space. At the hearing, he did 
invite the panel, if it wished, to determine an entry of £73,500 rateable value 
based on £120/m2. 
 



 

 3 

11. The appeal property was described as a showroom and premises situated on 
Wellington Road South. 

 
Decision and reasons 
 

12. The issue for the panel in this appeal was whether or not the evidence submitted 
to it by the appellant’s representative had shown that the existing entry in the 
2010 Rating List for the appeal property was excessive. The main issue in 
dispute concerned the level of value to be adopted for the showroom 
accommodation for the appeal property. 
 

13. The appellant’s representative contended that the appeal property’s list entry had 
increased between the 2005 and 2010 Rating List at a disproportionate level 
compared to other properties in the vicinity. 
 

14. The appellant’s representative referred to two properties adjacent to the appeal 
property.  
 

218 Wellington Road South was close to the appeal property. The level of 
value for this property at £120/m2 was almost half that of the subject 
property and had not changed between the 2005 and the 2010 List 
despite being in the same valuation scheme. 

 
214 Wellington Road South was a good quality car showroom next door to 
the appeal property. It was valued at £50/m2 less than the appeal 
property. The appellant’s representative could not see why the appeal 
premises should be valued at £200/m2 when this property was agreed at a 
value of £150/m2. 

 
15. The appellant’s representative contended that where assessments had been 

agreed and fully discussed they should carry more weight. He sought a revised 
assessment of £98,000 rateable value based on £160/m2. However, if the panel 
was minded to do so, he invited it to determine the entry at £73,500 rateable 
value based on £120/m2 which was in line with 218 Wellington Road South. 
 

16. Having heard the appellant’s representative’s evidence the panel determined that 
a revised assessment based on £160/m2 was reasonable and in line with similar 
properties within the immediate locality. The panel was not persuaded to lower 
the entry any further as it was not convinced that the appeal propert’s main 
space price should be in line with that adopted for 218 Wellington Road South, 
especially given the fact that the latter’s basis of assessment had remained 
unaltered between rating lists, which was unusual. 

 
17. In view of the foregoing, the panel determined a revised valuation of £98,000 

Rateable Value for the appeal property, effective from 1 April 2010. The appeal 
was therefore allowed. 
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Order 
 

18. Under the provisions of Regulation 38 (4) and (9) of The Valuation Tribunal for 
England (Council Tax and Rating Appeals) (Procedure) Regulations 2009, the 
Valuation Tribunal for England orders the Valuation Officer to alter the Rating List 
for 194-204 Wellington Road South, Stockport within two weeks from the date of 
this order to show a Rateable Value of £98,000 for the appeal property, with 
effect from the 1 April 2010. 
 

 
Date: Friday 15 September 2017 
 
Appeal number: 423524191098/538N10 
 
 


