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VALUATION TRIBUNAL FOR ENGLAND 

 

 
 

 
Non Domestic Rating; Valuation Appeal; Local Government Finance Act 1988; Accuracy 

of RV in the List; Shop and Premises; Comparables; Local Rental Evidence; Zone A; 

Appeal allowed in part. 

 
RE: 37 High Road, Wood Green, London N22 6BH 

 

APPEAL NUMBER: 542019177310/537N10 
 
BETWEEN: 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

PANEL: 

 
KTS Pension Fund 

 

                                       And 

 

Mr M Dunlevey 

Valuation Officer 

 

 

Mr R White (Chairman) 

Mr P Careless 

 

 
Appellant 

 

 
 

Respondent 

 

 

SITTING AT: 

 

 

ON: 

 

Valuation Tribunal Offices, 2
nd

 Floor, 120 Leman Street, London E1 

8EU  

 

Tuesday 27 January 2015 

 

APPEARANCES:   
 
John Hoskins of Evans and Payne, Appellant’s Representative 

Mrs L Gresham, Valuation Officer’s Representative 

 

 
 
Summary of Decision 
 

1. Appeal allowed in part. 

 

2. The rateable value is reduced from £49,750 to £46,250 with effect from 1 April 2010. 

 

Introduction 

 

3. This appeal has been brought in respect of the following: The appeal arose out of a 

proposal made on 20 January 2012 seeking a reduction to £1 rateable value with effect 

from 1 April 2010 on the grounds, “That the entry should describe the correct extent of 

the hereditament and the entry is unfair, incorrect and/or bad in law”. 
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4. 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 having been overlooked by the panel. 

 

5. The appeal property is a terraced shop in a parade of shops on High Road, Wood Green; 

it has a total area of 84.95 m
2
 of which 81.75 m

2
 is air conditioned, which was agreed at 

£7 per m
2
 to give an addition of £572.  It is currently assessed at £49,750 based on £940 

per m
2
 Zone A. 

 

Issues 

 

6. The issue before the panel was the appropriate Zone A price to adopt to assess the 

property. 

 

Evidence and Submissions 

 

7. Mr Hoskins referred to his statement of cases and provided appendices including; a map, 

a goad plan of the parade, photographs of the appeal property and two comparable 

properties, a schedule of rental evidence, a further plan showing the analysed Zone A 

prices for the appeal property and seven other units and his valuation.  He also included 

an e-mail to the Valuation Office Agency confirming the lease renewal on 35 High Road 

at £42,000 from June 2008 which equated to £810 per m
2
, and a further e-mail from 

Mr D Sendorowich of Evans and Payne confirming that while he had signed an 

agreement form at £875 per m
2
, in respect of 35 High Road, this had been at the 

instruction of the liquidators and he still considered the correct tone should be £810 per 

m
2
.  Referring to the rental evidence in the parade Mr Hoskins sought a revised rateable 

value of £42,750 based on a Zone A price of £810 per m
2
. 

 

8. Mrs Gresham provided the panel with a submission containing her case, a photograph of 

the property, a goad plan of the parade, her revised valuation of £46,250 based on £875 

per m
2
, a schedule of rental evidence, served under regulation 17 of the Valuation 

Tribunal for England (Council Tax and Rating Appeals) (Procedure) Regulations (SI 

2009 No. 2269), a schedule of assessment evidence, an appeal history, a copy of the 

proposal, and an economic timeline.  Mrs Gresham accepted the initial rateable value of 

£49,750 had been too high but based on the tone established by the rents and settlements, 

contended that her revised rateable value of £46,250 based on £875 per m
2
 Zone A was 

fair and asked the panel to confirm that figure. 

 

Decision and Reasons 

 

9. The panel gave careful consideration to all of the evidence presented and decided to 

allow the appeal to the extent of confirming the revised rateable value of £46,250 

proffered by the Valuation Officer. 

10. In arriving at its decision the panel had regard to all of the rental and settlement evidence 

and noted two strong pieces of rental evidence provided by Mr Hoskins, the lease 

renewal in respect of 35 High Road at £42,000 per annum from June 2008, which 

equated to £810 per m
2
, in terms of Zone A (ITZA) and 31 High Road, which was a new 

letting for £42,500 in May 2008, which Mr Hoskins had devalued to £940.50 per m
2
 

ITZA to allow for a rent free period; although Mrs Gresham had devalued this rent to 

£1,007.83 per m
2
.   

 

11. As regards the rest of the rental evidence; the panel found the rent on the appeal property 

from July 2012 to be too far after the antecedent valuation date (AVD) to provide useful 

evidence to the level of rents passing at the AVD.  The rent on Tesco at 1 – 3 High Road, 
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was agreed after the AVD in April 2009 and was for a much larger property, 29 High 

Road was agreed in February 2006, two years prior to the AVD and 21-23 High Road 

was again much larger and was agreed on review in September 2008 with a nil increase at 

£88,000, which equated to £682 per m
2
, the panel therefore attached little weight to these 

rents.  

 

12. Mr Hoskins had also included 39-41 High Road on his schedule, which had been agreed 

on review with a Nil Increase in February 2010 at £112,500, this equated to £873.31 per 

m
2
.  Mrs Gresham had also included the initial rent on this property on her schedule, 

which had been agreed from 1 March 2008 at £873.31 per m
2
.  Mrs Gresham had also 

referred to two rents in respect of 51-53 High Road but as these were in a different parade 

she attached little weight to them. 

 

13. On balance the panel considered the Valuation Officer’s rental evidence was, with the 

exception of 39-41 High Road, well in excess of £875 per m
2
 and although Mr Hoskins 

had relied heavily on the rent of 35 High Road the panel found this tainted to some extent 

by the agreement reached at £875 per m
2
.   Turning to the settlements, the panel noted 

that an appeal in respect of 27A High Road had been withdrawn leaving the Zone A at 

£940 per m
2
 and appeals in respect of 29, 33 and 37 High Road, which had been also 

been assessed at £940 per m
2
, had been dismissed, which now indicated that the revised 

tone of £875 per m
2
 offered by Mrs Gresham was not excessive.  Appeals in respect of 43 

and 45-47 High Road had been dismissed and appeals in respect of 49 and 57 had been 

withdrawn, all these properties had a Zone A price of £995 per m
2
, but were in a different 

parade. 

 

14. In conclusion, the panel noted that following the agreement in respect of 35 High Road at 

£875 per m
2
 Mrs Gresham was revising the tone of numbers 27A to 41, including the 

appeal property to that level. Although Mr Hoskins had sought a reduction to £810 per 

m
2
 the panel found insufficient other evidence to support a reduction to that level and 

found the reduction offered by Mrs Gresham, to £875 per m
2
, which produced a revised 

rateable value of £46,250,  not to be excessive and it allowed the appeal to that extent, 

 

Order 

 

15. 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 amend the entry for the appeal property to 

rateable value £46,250 with effect from 1 April 2010. 

 

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

weeks of the date of its making. 

 

Date: 23 February 2015 

 

Appeal number: 542019177310/537N10 

 
 
 


