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VALUATION TRIBUNAL FOR ENGLAND 
 

 

Referencer: 
 
Non-Domestic Rating – 2005 Rating List – Tone of Value – Valuation 
Scheme – Self-Storage Hereditament – Warehouse and Premises - Appeal 
Allowed. 

 
Re: Lock & Leave Ltd, 120-170 Stewarts Road, London SW8 4UG – Warehouse 
and Premises, Rateable Value £387,500, with effect from the 1 January 2008.  
 
Appeal: 596016149317/084N05   
 
Hearing on:  Wednesday 16 November 2011  
 
At:  Tribunal Offices, 2nd Floor, Black Lion House, 45 Whitechapel Road, E1 
1DU. 
 

 

Parties in attendance: 
 

Mr J Hoskins of Evans & Payne Ltd, representatives for 
Lock & Leave Ltd – Appellant  
Mr I Prevett for the Valuation Officer - Respondent  
 

 

Members: Mr A Ramsay (Chairman)  
Mr K Mann 
Mr J Pelta 
 
 

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 being overlooked by the panel. 

 
Introduction:  
 
1 The Chairman introduced the panel.  The independence of the panel was 

emphasised and the procedure to be followed during the hearing explained.   
 
2 The appeal before the panel resulted from a proposal received by the Valuation 

Officer on the 23 November 2009 from Evans & Payne Ltd, as the appointed 
representatives for the appellant, Lock & Leave Ltd, to alter the entry in the 2005 
Rating List for 120-170 Stewarts Road, London SW8 4UG to Rateable Value £1 
with effect from the 1January 2008.  The ground for this proposal was that “The 
alteration made by the Valuation Officer on 04/09/2009 is inaccurate”. The reason 
provided for this was “that the entry should describe the correct extent of the 
hereditament and the entry is excessive, unfair, incorrect and/or bad in law.”  

 
Appellant’s Case: 
  
3 Mr Hoskins provided the panel with a statement of his case along with evidence 

relevant to the issue in this appeal.  He then made an oral submission and, after 
introducing himself, he explained the reasons for this appeal.  This arose following 
an alteration to the rating list made by the Valuation Officer on the 4 September 
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2009 to insert an entry for the appeal property at Rateable Value £387,500.  Part 
of the property, 160-170 Stewarts Road, had previous been subject to an entry in 
this list which had initially been at Rateable Value £139,000, that being reduced to 
£93,000 from the 1 April 2005. 

 
4 Mr Hoskins then described the appeal hereditament, which is a self-storage 

facility.  The original building was constructed in the 1960‟s and was converted to 
its current use in the 1990‟s.  Mr Hoskins said this part of the building had been 
valued on the basis of the “tone for similar building by reference to the scale and 
Matrix applicable to the previous use”; it had been valued on the same basis as a 
multi storey factory.  The later building, which is the subject of the increase in the 
assessment now under appeal, is a purpose built self-storage facility and covers 
the remaindered of the site.  This means the ground and first floor are truncated to 
allow for parking and loading/unloading facilities.  The ground floor is also below 
the level of the yard and can therefore only be accessed for loading etc via the 
lifts, which serve the remaining floors in the property.  Mr Hoskins explained that 
there is no interconnection between the old and the new part of the property so 
access between them has to occur via the road, which, Mr Hoskins pointed out, is 
subject to traffic calming measures. 

 
5 Mr Hoskins said that Stewarts Road is a cul de sac, leading from Wandsworth 

Road, although the appeal property itself cannot be seen for this main road.  There 
is a mixture of residential and industrial properties in the cul de sac, along with a 
school opposite the appeal property. Plans and photographs in his submission and 
that of the Valuation Officer illustrated the location and layout of both parts of the 
appeal property. 

 
6 Mr Hoskins confirmed that, despite discussion on this appeal, the parties had been 

unable to agree and he understood the Valuation Officer would be seeking 
confirmation of a revised assessment of £287,500 while it was his contention that 
the entry should be altered to £197,000. 

 
7 Mr Hoskins then turned to the issue of valuation methodology and had included 

with his submission a copy of the Valuation Office Agency‟s (VOA) practice note 
on the approach to self-storage hereditaments.  He had highlighted in this 
document various parts he considered to be relevant to this appeal.  According to 
this document, the starting point should be the tone of value for modern 
warehouses units in a similar location, with the relevant point of the valuation 
“matrix”, using the gross internal area (GIA) of the ground floor of the hereditament 
being adopted.  This price is then discounted to 65% for the ground floor, 55% for 
the 1st floor, 35% for the 2nd floor, 25% for the 3rd floor and 20% for the 4th floor 
being applied.   

 
8 Mr Hoskins explained that the Valuation Officer had used a figure of £114.75 per 

m² from the matrix as his starting point and, along with applying 65% for the 
ground floor had made a further reduction of 2.5 % to reflect a lack of heating.  Mr 
Hoskins said he did not agree with the ground floor GIA that the Valuation Officer 
had used in deciding the starting point in the matrix, which he argued was neither 
factually correct nor within the spirit of the practice note.  For the new building the 
Valuation Officer had used the reduced area of ground floor caused by the need 
for the building to incorporate unloading/loading and parking facilities within this 
area because of the full use of the site.  The floor above this actually 'oversails' this 
covered area.  The Valuation Officer‟s approach does not therefore truly reflect to 
quantity of the building.  In Mr Hoskins‟s opinion it is the footprint of the building 
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that should be looked at, rather than the reduced ground floor area.  For the new 
building Mr Hoskins argued that, taking this footprint approach, the starting point 
would have provided for a basis of £111.38 per m2, adjusted by 65% for the 
ground floor to £72.39 per m² less 2.5% for the lack of heating, giving a rate of 
£70.59 per m².   

 
9 Mr Hoskins said, however, that the VOA‟s practice note referred to the GIA of the 

hereditament and that included the whole property, i.e. the old and the new 
building.  This, when looked at on the footprint basis, gives an area of 2,269.10m2, 
which fits into the matrix at a price of £104.63 per m².  At 65% this reduces to 
£68.00 per m² further adjusted by 2.5% for no heating giving a basis of £66.30 per 
m².  This, in Mr Hoskins‟s view, was the appropriate basis to be used in the 
valuation for this property under the Valuation Office Agency formula in the 
practice note. 

 
10 Mr Hoskins then turned to other factors he considered to be relevant in the 

valuation of the appeal property.  Firstly, he pointed out that there is no access 
between the two buildings which comprise this hereditament, even at ground floor 
level, with the upper floors in each building being at different levels. This requires 
there to be two reception/administration offices and two loading areas.  An end 
allowance should therefore be made for this and to support the level of 10% he felt 
appropriate for this, Mr Hoskins referred to three other assessments in the list 
where an allowance for this factor had been made: 

 
32 and 44-54 (inc 60-62) Stewarts Road, London SW8 4DF is a divided 
hereditament and an end allowance of 17.5% has been made in this property‟s 
valuation 
 
Units 4 and 2D Tideway Industrial Estate, 87 Kirtling Street, London SW8 5BX is 
a split site, with a 5% allowance made. 
 
6-12 Ponton Road, London SW8 5BA has a lack of interconnect, although there 
is access between the several modern units over a forecourt, and an allowance 
of 2.5% has been made in this case.  He contrasted this with the appeal property, 
where access between the buildings is along a public highway. 
    

11 In addition, Mr Hoskins referred to the ground floor in the new building at the 
appeal property being below the level of the loading/unloading area and this can 
therefore only be accessed via the lift.  The valuation officer‟s scheme makes an 
adjustment of about 15% for the first floor in self-storage hereditaments and Mr 
Hoskins suggested a similar allowance should be applicable to the ground floor in 
this case.  He had, however, moderated this to 10% in his valuation of the property  

 
12 In applying the basis of £66.30 per m² and the adjustments he had referred to 

above, Mr Hoskins arrived at a value for the appeal property of £244,214, say 
£240,000.  However he then took a 'stand back and look' approach to this figure 
and concluded that this was not correct.  It results, in his words, from a “slavish 
and blinkered following of the practice statement” and does not have regard to 
evidence of nearby settlements or properties occupied by competitors. 

 
13 Mr Hoskins referred to the relatively poor location of the appeal property as a self-

storage facility, as it is in a cul de sac with no „presence‟ to the main road.  Similar 
circumstances appertained to another property in respect of which Mr Hoskins‟s 
firm acted and, in this case, an end allowance of 10% was made for the “poor 
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location for self-storage”.  This is in a different part of London and an older 
property, but the allowance was made for the same factor that affects the subject 
property.  Mr Hoskins said he was not actually seeking such an allowance in this 
case but it highlighted the importance of location to the self-storage industry. 

 
14 Mr Hoskins then referred to settled appeals on three, modern, self-storage 

premises in the immediate vicinity of the subject property: 
 
248 York Road, London SW11 5SJ is a modern self-storage facility located on a 
main road about 1.75 miles from the subject hereditament.  The ground floor 
area for this property is 2975.16m² and the valuation basis is £47.78 per m². 
 
55 Lombard Road, London SW11 3RX is a modern self-storage facility located 
on a main road adjoining a small retail park and is about 1.5 miles from the 
subject hereditament.  The ground floor area for this property is 1464.74m², 
including a loading bay, and the valuation basis is £49.48 per m². 
 
4 Timbermill Way, Gauden Road, London SW4 6LY is a modern, self-storage 
facility in a similar location to the appeal property about half a mile away. The 
ground floor area for this property is 1696.29m², including a loading bay, and the 
valuation basis settled on appeal is £49.48 per m². 
  

15 Mr Hoskins stressed the relevance of these comparable properties and argued 
that they provided a much „safer approach‟ in valuing the subject property than the 
reliance on a formula contained in a practice note, which has no real basis in 
rental evidence.  Taking account of the appeal hereditament's poor location in a 
cul-de-sac, Mr Hoskins said the appropriate basis for the new build part of the 
hereditament was £47.78 per m², that being in line with the basis applied in the 
comparable hereditaments he had mentioned, subject to the allowances referred 
to above for the „ground‟ floor being below ground level and the poor 
intercommunication between the two parts of the hereditament. 

 
16  Mr Hoskins then turned to the approach of applying the „standard‟ formula, which, 

he understood, the Valuation Officer would be contending should apply and the 
relevance of the Valuation Tribunal decision on an appeal in respect of Shurgard 
Self-Storage, 750/758 Greenford Road, Greenford, Middlesex UB6 8QQ.  Mr 
Hoskins accepted certain comments and conclusions from this case but pointed 
out the need to stand back and consider whether the adoption of such a formula 
valuation has produced the right answer.  He argued that, in the present case, this 
was plainly not so as other comparable properties very nearby are each valued on 
a significantly lower basis than that proposed by the Valuation Officer for the 
subject property.  These are direct competitors for the ratepayer at the appeal 
property and to value the subject property on a higher basis would put the 
appellant at a commercial disadvantage.  The rental market for properties of this 
nature in this locality would be broadly the same, subject to adjustment for factors 
such as „visibility‟.  The valuation scheme may be useful but, in particular at this 
late stage in the „life of 2005 rating list‟ regard must be had to evidence from direct 
comparisons in the immediate vicinity.   

 
17 Mr Hoskins concluded that the appeal property should be assessed on the basis of 

a rate of £47.78 per m² for the new building.  A 10% allowance should be applied 
to the ground floor area of the new part of the property and a further 10% 
allowance on the overall assessment should be made because of the lack of 
intercommunication between the two parts of the building.  His valuation of the 
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appeal property gave a revised rateable value of £197,000 which he therefore 
requested the panel confirm with effect from the 1 January 2008.   

 
18 Mr Prevett asked Mr Hoskins a number of questions.  Mr Hoskins accepted that 

valuation schemes were a useful tool in valuing unusual properties but it was still  
necessary to stand back and look to see if the result was reasonable, which in this 
case it was not.  Mr Hoskins said established values in the locality could not be 
ignored at this stage in the life of this list, whatever the views of the Valuation 
Officer on the possible incorrect application of the scheme in some instances.  He 
did not consider that the principle of correctness over informality as confirmed in K 
Shoes Ltd v Hardy (Valuation Officer) and Westminster City Council [1983] RA26, 
CA undermined the approach he had taken in this case.  Mr Prevett challenged 
the accuracy of some of the assessments on the comparable properties Mr 
Hoskins had referred to, where there may have been factual errors in the 
valuations.  Mr Hoskins expressed surprise at the extent of the errors in the list the 
Valuation Officer suggested and said that pattern of values had been established 
in these comparables.   

 
19 Mr Hoskins was content with his valuation for the appeal property despite an 

apparent question over the percentage value adopted for the 4th floor area (he had 
used a rate of 25% for both the 3rd and 4th floor despite the reference during his 
submission to a rate of 20% for the 4th floor).  In response to questions about the 
use of the GIA or NIA area for the ground floor of the property, Mr Hoskins 
explained that the nature of the appeal property mean the technical NIA of the 
ground floor of the property fails to reflect the footprint of the property and the 
dimensions of the upper floors.  He had therefore looked at the larger footprint of 
the property when looking at the valuation by reference to the Valuation Office 
scheme matrix. This, he argued, was a common sense approach.  Mr Prevett 
asked about the valuation by reference to adding the new build part of the property 
to the value of the old part and whether it was therefore appropriate to look to the 
overall area in applying the matrix.  Mr Hoskins replied that the overall 
hereditament needed to be considered and the split site needs to be reflected in 
the valuation.   

 
20 Mr Prevett asked about the end allowance referred to in the valuation of 32 and 

44-54 (incl 60-62) Stewarts Road, which Mr Hoskins had mentioned.  Mr Prevett 
pointed out that this property is divided by the public highway.  Mr Hoskins 
responded that while the two parts of the appeal property adjoin each other access 
between the two is only via the highway.  Mr Hoskins did not accept that the 
allowances he was proposing, which the Valuation Officer suggested were 
standard for warehouse hereditament, were inappropriate for this type of property 
and by way of example referred to the need for two reception areas due to the split 
nature of the hereditament.   

 
Valuation Officer’s Case:  

 
21 Mr Prevett provided the panel with his bundle including copies of various 

documents, evidence and plans relevant to this appeal.  This included a copy of 
the VOA practice note for self-storage hereditaments and a copy of the Valuation 
Tribunal for England decision on an appeal in respect of Shurgard Self Storage, 
750-758 Greenford Road, Greenford, Middx.   

 
22 Mr Prevett outlined the history of this appeal, the issue in dispute and the agreed 

facts, which had also been referred to by Mr Hoskins in his submission.  Mr 
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Prevett referred the panel to a location plan and various photographs of the 
property in his bundle and briefly reminded the panel of the basis of valuation for 
rating purposes, confirming, in this regard, that for this appeal the „material day‟ 
was the 1 January 2008.   

 
23 Mr Prevett then referred the panel to his valuation of the appeal property, as 

contained in his bundle of documents.  The entry made in the list which was 
initially under appeal in this case was subject to a revised valuation for the whole 
property, including both the new and old parts.  After consideration of the hybrid 
nature of the property and the agreement on the valuation of the old part of the 
property that had been reached previously, Mr Prevett had revised his valuation.  
This now adopted the agreed overall value for the old building with an addition 
being made for the new part of the hereditament.  It was the value of this new part 
which was in issue in the appeal before the panel.  Mr Prevett explained that the 
old part of the hereditament was valued as a multi-floor, redundant industrial 
property, and as such was outside of the valuation scheme for self-storage 
facilities.  The new part of the property is, however, a purpose built, self-storage 
facility and does therefore fall to be valued by reference to the provisions of this 
scheme. 

 
24 Mr Prevett explained about the valuation scheme which has been established for 

the valuation of self-storage facilities and referred the panel to the extract of this 
from the rating manual as contained in his bundle. This, he argued, had generally 
been accepted by professional rating agents.  Further, it was accepted in the 
tribunal decision of Shurgard Self Storage, 750-758 Greenford Road, Greenford, 
Middx., as being a legitimate method of valuation for that property and was 
appropriate, when applied properly, for assessing the value of self-storage 
hereditaments in general. 

 
25 Mr Prevett outlined the provisions of this scheme and how this applied in his 

valuation of the new part of the appeal property.  To begin, a local tone of value is 
derived from rental evidence of modern warehouse units in a similar location.  The 
net internal area of the ground floor of the hereditament is then used to decide 
where the property enters on a matrix arranged in bands of size, with varying 
values being applicable to each size band.  Thus the ground floor area of the new 
building determines the size band into which this part of the property has been 
allocated and consequentially its base price. Mr Prevett stressed in this case he 
was only looking at the ground floor area for the new building as this is the only 
part of the hereditament being valued under the scheme.   

 
26 Mr Prevett had provided a copy of the matrix for industrial assessments in the 

postcode area SW8.  The ground floor NIA for the new building is 730.09 m² 
(74.04 m² office and 656.05m² warehouse), which falls into the 529-1000m2 
bracket in the matrix which, in turn, gives a basic price of £114.75 per m².  The 
scheme then allows for a 35% reduction to reflect the encumbered space and 
reduced height and a further 2.5% discount is made to reflect the lack of heating. 
The net value adopted for the ground floor area is therefore £72.72 per m².  The 
upper floors values are then derived from this figure at a rate of 85% of the first 
floor, 54% for the 2nd Floor and 39% for the third and fourth floors.  The office on 
the ground floor, which is heated, is valued at 130%, with no discount for a lack of 
heating. 
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27 Mr Prevett then referred the panel to evidence of the valuation on modern 
warehouse properties in this location, which have been valued by reference to the 
matrix at prices relevant to their sizes.  This showed the following: 

 

Address Size m²  Price£  RV Notes 

Units 10-19 Sth Bank BC, SW8 6BL  2,177.2 104.63 £262,500 Appeal W/D 

Units 20 Sth Bank BC, SW8 6BL  220.2 128.25 £41,000 Appeal agd 

Units 25&26 Sth Bank BC, SW8 6BL  639.0 114.75 £87,000  

Units 28-30 Sth Bank BC, SW8 6BL  1,389.2 111.33 £178,000 Appeal agd 

41-49 Battersea Park Rd, SW8 5AL  3,108.8 101.25 £350,000  

Units 2-4 Linford St BE, SW8 4UN 876.1 114.75 £76,000 Appeal agd 

26 Stewarts Road, SW8 4DQ 247.6 128.25 £47,750  

110-118 Stewarts Road, SW8 4UG 432.9 121.50 £66,000  

78 Silverthorne Road, SW8 3HE 2,812 101.25 £325,000 Appeal W/D 

 
28 Mr Prevett then took a “stand back and look” at his valuation of the appeal 

property and considered whether there were any disabilities that affect the 
property which would influence the rent it might be expected to achieve on the 
open market. 

 
29 Most of the ground floor of the new building is 0.87m below street level, this having 

been constructed as a self-storage facility taking into account the nature of the site 
and the adjacent building.  Because of the difference in floor levels on the ground 
floor two 3000KG capacity goods lifts opening directly into the loading/parking 
area and exiting directly into the main storage area have been installed.  In Mr 
Prevett's view therefore the difference in floor levels is not a disability.  He added 
that there is no differential in the levels between the floors on the upper parts of 
the new building. 

 
30 Mr Prevett then looked at the lack of interconnection between the old and the new 

buildings, because of the difference in respective floor levels.  Mr Prevett pointed 
out that it is the whole hereditament which is being valued and this is in use as a 
self-storage property and must be valued on that basis.  Mr Prevett considered the 
appellant had been incorrect in considering an allowance for fragmentation that 
might apply if the property were classed as an industrial/ warehouse property.  In 
his opinion, the lack of intercommunication between the buildings had been 
overcome by having loading bays and parking at the end of each building.  
Consequentially, there was no need for the buildings to be interconnected to 
operate as a self storage property.  While the appellant had referred to traffic 
calming measures on the road outside the appeal property being a disadvantage, 
Mr Prevett did not think that was a problem and there had been no other appeals 
in the locality on that basis.   

 
31 Mr Prevett then made comment on the properties Mr Hopkins had submitted as 

being comparable.  The property at York Road is under assessed as, while the 
scheme was adopted for the valuation of this property, the area of the whole 
property rather than just the ground floor had been used in determining the price to 
apply from the matrix.  A similar error had been made in the valuation of the 
property at Lombard Street. 

 
32 Mr Prevett stressed the relevance of the valuation tribunal‟s decision in the 

Shurgard case and said a number of the issues raised by the appellant in this case 
had been dealt with there.  He accepted, however, that the appeal property does 
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differ in that it is a „hybrid‟.  Mr Prevett closed by saying that the revised valuation 
for the appeal property, as contained in his written submission, at a rateable value 
of £287,500 was correct and he requested that the panel confirm that figure with 
effect from the 1 January 2008. 

 
33 Mr Prevett was asked by the panel how the area of car parking was dealt with in 

his valuation of the property.  He explained that the scheme took account of the 
provision of car parking and it is not added as a separate item in the valuation.  He 
confirmed that this area was not included in the calculation of the ground floor area 
for the purposes of identifying the appropriate price from the scheme. 

 
Decision and Reason:  

 
34 In deciding this appeal the panel considered it to be relevant to take account of the 

nature of the appeal property, which, as it was described during the hearing, was 
something of a „hybrid‟ property, comprising both an old and new buildings.  This, 
in itself, made it rather difficult to compare directly to other more tradition purpose 
built hereditaments. 

 
35 In examining the submissions and evidence presented by the parties, the panel 

found common ground between them on the basic valuation of the older building in 
this hereditament.  While it was acknowledged that the whole hereditament must 
be valued as one, the approach from both parties was to treat the individual 
buildings separately in their respective valuations and in doing so they had each 
given a value of £93,424 for the old building.  The panel was therefore content to 
accept this part of the valuation as agreed. 

 
36 The main issue in dispute rested on the basis of value to be applied in the 

valuation of the new building in the hereditament.  The panel carefully considered 
the approaches taken by the parties in dealing with this part of the property.  It was 
apparent that this new build part, in contrast to the older building, was specifically 
built for use for self-storage accommodation.  Mr Prevett had therefore 
approached the valuation for his part of the property on the basis of the scheme of 
valuation that had been drawn up for this type of property and to a rate for such a 
building as shown in matrix produced for this scheme relevant to this location and 
size of property.  The panel carefully considered this submission and the basis that 
it showed that would apply to the new building at the appeal property.   

 
37 The panel accepts that there is a place for assessments to be based on valuation 

schemes produced for specific types of properties.  It is important however, to 
have regard to the nature of the property being valued and in doing so to have 
regard to relevant evidence from comparable properties in the location in which 
that subject hereditament.  The panel therefore considered there was merit in Mr 
Hoskins‟s argument that, while not entirely disregarding the matrix price for this 
type of property in this location, regard must be had to the values being applied on 
comparable properties nearby.   

 
38 Mr Prevett appeared to question the reliability of the valuations on some of the 

comparable properties referred to by Mr Hoskins in his submission, but there was 
little actual evidence to show that these assessment had not been established 
values in the 2005 list and in the absence of any conclusive evidence to show 
these were unreliable the panel felt it must have regard to the evidence on the 
basis of how it was presented.  The panel accepts the principle of correctness over 
uniformity, but in the absence of any persuasive evidence to show that the settled 
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assessment on the comparable properties referred to by Mr Hoskins were in fact 
incorrect, the panel felt bound to accept this evidence as being relevant and 
applicable. In the panel‟s view, the evidence Mr Hoskins provided from 
comparable self-storage properties in the locality of the appeal property, having 
regard to the specific location of the appeal property, which would seem to be off 
the main highway, supported the basis he had applied in his valuation of the new 
building at the appeal property.   

 
39 In valuing a self-storage property, it seems the ground floor area of the property is 

a key determinate in deciding the basis that must be applied.  In considering this 
point the panel felt it right, as Mr Hoskins had submitted, to have regard to the 
whole hereditament that is being valued, rather than just the new building and also 
to include the overhung loading/car parking area. This provided a ground floor 
area for the appeal property as a whole very close to that of the property at 248 
York Road, which Mr Hoskins had referred to in his submission.  The valuation 
basis used for the ground floor at that property was, according to Mr Hoskins, 
£47.78 per m² and the panel saw no reason not to use this as the starting point in 
the valuation of the new building in the appeal hereditament. That panel 
understands from the valuations provided by the parties that the settled approach 
to the valuation of the upper floors in this type of property was to apply 85% of the 
ground floor price to the first floor, 54% to the second floor and 39% to the third 
and fourth floor. Although Mr Hoskins had referred in his submission to lower rate 
being applicable to the fourth floor, the valuation he produced was on the basis of 
the fourth floor being at 39% of the ground floor price he had used, the same as 
that used on the third floor.  The panel therefore accepted this approach to be 
agreed.  

 
40 The panel appreciated that Mr Prevett had tried to show an approach to the 

valuation of the appeal property which was consistent with the scheme of valuation 
for this type of property and was supported by the valuation tribunal decision he 
had mentioned.  This was considered, although the panel recognised that 
valuation tribunal decisions in themselves do not create a precedent being decided 
on their individual facts.  The panel did not discount valuation by reference to the 
scheme of valuation for this type of property but felt that this must be subject to the 
stand back and look test to see how the result rested with other relevant evidence 
from the locality.  In this case, the panel felt the scheme valuation produced by Mr 
Prevett fell down at this point in view of the evidence which Mr Hoskins had been 
able to provide and which showed in the valuations of three nearby self-storage 
properties, a basis of less than £50.00 per m² had been applied. 

 
41 The panel then looked at the nature of the appeal property and the disadvantages 

that Mr Hoskins contended would impact on its value.  The first point the panel 
noted was the below ground level of the ground floor in the property.  While Mr 
Prevett did not see this as being particularly disadvantageous in view of the large 
capacity goods lifts in the property, the panel were more persuaded by Mr Hoskins 
argument that the need to use such a lift to move goods into the ground floor of 
the property itself would be reflected in the value of the property and that a 10% 
reduction in the rate applied to the ground floor area should be applied.  On a 
similar theme, the panel found Mr Hoskins argument that the split nature of the 
hereditament and the lack of interconnection between the two parts should be 
reflected in an overall 10% allowance to be persuasive.  It must be the whole 
property which is being valued and the building as a whole is a hybrid and as such 
may not be seen as attractive as a purpose built single property.  The fact this 
required the property to have two administration offices and loading areas and for 



 10 

movements between the two building to be via the main highway must, in the 
panel‟s view, been seen as disadvantageous to the use of the premise and was 
rightly reflected in this end allowance. 

 
42 In deciding this case, the panel gave careful regard to the submissions made by 

both parties but found that, on balance, it preferred Mr Hoskins‟s approach both in 
the basis he had applied and in the allowances he had made for the particular 
nature of this hereditament.  The panel was therefore persuaded that Mr Hoskins 
valuation of the appeal property was to be preferred and for that reason it adopted 
his submission and argument for a reduction in the assessment of the appeal 
property to a revised rateable value of £197,000.  The panel therefore allowed this 
appeal. 

  
Order 

 
Under the provisions of Regulation 38 (4) and (9) of The Valuation Tribunal for 
England (Council Tax and Rating Appeals) (Procedure) Regulations 2009, the VTE 
orders the Valuation Officer to alter the 2005 Rating List entry in respect of 120-170 
Stewarts Road, London SW8 4UG within two weeks of the date of this order to 
Warehouse and Premises, Rateable Value £197,000 with effect from the 1 January 
2008. 
 
 

Date of Order: 6 February 2012 (as amended 21 May 2012)  
 
 
 
 
 


