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23rd Meeting, 2015 (Session 4)

 
Wednesday 23 September 2015

 
The Committee will meet at 9.30 am in the David Livingstone Room (CR6).
 
1. Draft Budget Scrutiny 2016-17: The  Committee  will  take  evidence  on  the

Scottish Rate of Income Tax from—
 

Ben Thomson;
 
Lucy Hunter Blackburn;
 

and then from—
 

Hazel Gough, Scottish Technical Committee, Chartered Institute of
Taxation;
 
Charlotte Barbour, Director of Taxation, Institute of Chartered Accountants
of Scotland;
 
Gwyneth Scholefield, Director, PricewaterhouseCoopers.
 

2. Land Reform (Scotland) Bill: The  Committee  will  take  evidence  on  the
Financial Memorandum from—

 
Fiona Taylor, Land Reform Bill Manager, Helen Jones, Head of Landscape
and Involvement with the Natural Environment, Douglas McLaren, Local
Government Policy Manager, and Fiona Leslie, Agricultural Holdings
Policy Officer, Scottish Government.
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The papers for this meeting are as follows— 
 
Agenda Item 1  

Note by the Clerk 
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Agenda Item 2  

Note by the Clerk 
 

FI/S4/15/23/2 
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Finance Committee 
 

23rd Meeting, 2015 (Session 4), Wednesday 23 September 2015 
 

Draft Budget 2016-17: Scottish Rate of Income Tax 
 
Introduction  

1. From 1 April 2016 the Scottish Parliament will have responsibility for a 
Scottish Rate of Income Tax (SRIT). This new power arises from the Scotland Act 
2012 and additional powers in relation to income tax are due to be devolved 
following the recommendations of the Smith Commission.  Section 26 of the Act 
provides for the basic rate, higher rate and additional rate of the non-savings income 
of a Scottish taxpayer to be reduced by 10 percentage points. The Scottish 
Parliament is then required to set a new SRIT on an annual basis which will apply 
equally to all of these rates. 

Evidence 

2. As part of its scrutiny of draft budget 2016-17 the Committee issued a call for 
evidence prior to summer recess seeking views on— 

 

 What should the rate be for SRIT and why? 

 If SRIT should be above 10%, how should the additional funding be 
allocated? 

 If SRIT should be below 10%, how should the reduction be funded from 
existing public expenditure? 

 Has the introduction of SRIT been sufficiently well publicised to employers 
and tax payers? 
 

3. The Committee received 24 responses which can be accessed via the 
Committee’s website. Hard copies have previously been circulated to members.  
 
4. The Committee’s budget adviser has produced a summary of the written 
evidence. A hard copy is attached. 
 
5. At this meeting, the Committee will take evidence from— 
 

 Lucy Hunter-Blackburn; and 

 Ben Thomson 
 

6. And then from— 
 

 The Chartered Institute of Taxation; 

 The Institute of Chartered Accountants Scotland (ICAS); and 

 PricewaterhouseCoopers 
 
7. Hard copies of the written submissions provided by all witnesses attending 
this meeting are attached. 
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/91814.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/91814.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/SRIT_submissions_201509.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/SRIT_submissions_201509.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/SRIT_Adviser_Briefing.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/SRIT_Adviser_Briefing.pdf


FI/S4/15/23/1 
 

2 
 

Conclusion 
 
8. The Committee is invited to consider the above. 

 
Alan Hunter,  

Assistant Clerk to the Committee 
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Finance Committee 
 

23rd Meeting, 2015 (Session 4), Wednesday 23rd September 2015 
 

Land Reform (Scotland) Bill: Financial Memorandum 
 
Purpose 
 
1. The purpose of this paper is to highlight some of the themes identified in written 
submissions received in response to the Committee’s call for evidence on the Land 
Reform Bill’s Financial Memorandum (FM). 

2. The Committee received twelve responses to its call for evidence, of which six 
came from local authorities. Responses were also received from British Association 
for Shooting and Conservation (BASC), COSLA, Highlands and Islands Enterprise 
(HIE), Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO), Scottish Gamekeepers 
Association (SGA), and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH). Hard copies of the 
responses are attached, along with a copy of the FM (page 71 of the Explanatory 
Notes). 

The Financial Memorandum 

3. The Bill is set out in 10 parts as follows— 

 Part 1: Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement 

 Part 2: The Scottish Land Commission 

 Part 3: Information about control of land etc. 

 Part 4: Engaging communities in decisions relating to land 

 Part 5: Right to Buy Land to Further Sustainable Development 

 Part 6: Entry into the valuation roll of shootings and deer forests 

 Part 7: Common good land 

 Part 8: Deer 

 Part 9: Access rights 

 Part 10: Agricultural Holdings. 

4. The table on pages 74-77 of the FM set out the anticipated financial 
implications of the Bill. The FM then goes on to narrate those implications for each 
part of the Bill consider, as usual, the costs on the Scottish Administration, the costs 
on local authorities and the costs on other bodies, individuals or businesses.  

5. The main concerns raised in the written evidence are highlighted below.  

Access Rights 

6. Part 9 of the Bill is concerned with access rights and core paths plans, it brings 
forward amendments to the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 to clarify and simplify 
the core path planning process and amend notification procedures for applications to 
the sheriff court to determine the existence and extent of access rights to allow for 
notification of all relevant parties interested in exercising access rights.  The FM 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/90675.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/90675.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/92084.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_Bills/Land%20Reform%20(Scotland)%20Bill/b76s4-introd-en.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_Bills/Land%20Reform%20(Scotland)%20Bill/b76s4-introd-en.pdf
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does not envisage additional costs on the Scottish Administration or other bodies, 
individuals and businesses. It states that local authorities “may experience increased 
costs when undertaking additional consultation, but these costs are marginal.” 
 
7. Several local authorities raised concerns over this statement.  North Ayrshire 
Council commented that this could vary depending on how definitions are applied to 
key terms in the Bill and how these are implemented— 

 “An example of this is with access and core paths which places a responsibility 
on local authorities to make reasonable enquiries into land ownership where 
ownership information is not readily available.  Enquiries into land ownership 
can be expensive and the cost implications of this part of the Bill will be 
dependent on what Ministers define as reasonable.” 

8. South Lanarkshire Council also disagree with the FM in this respect adding – 

“Until detailed guidance is provided regarding the extent of actions that 
authorities will be expected to take to identify owner / occupiers, it is not 
possible to ascertain the level of potential additional consultation costs.  There 
is concern that the increase could be significant.” 

9. This was also reflected by Glasgow City Council in its submission— 

“The Financial Memorandum states the likelihood of minimal costs to local 
authorities; however at this stage any direct costs are effectively unknown.” 

10. In its submission COSLA stated that further detail is required in order to more 
thoroughly assess the financial implications of the proposal on local authorities as 
these are currently unquantifiable. In contrast Stirling Council’s view is that the 
increased enquiries associated with the implementation of the Bill should easily be 
subsumed into current service provision. 

Right of access to information on persons in control of land and proprietors of 
land 

11. The FM states that there are no costs to local authorities in relation to the right 
to access information.  This is disputed by Moray Council in its submission – 

“We have several thousand separate property interests and dealing with 
requests may take up some time.  Est £2500 per annum.” 

12. While there may be no costs to local authorities in managing requests for 
information as managers or owners of property and land assets themselves they 
may have to respond to requests from the ‘request authority’ which will have its own 
costs. 

Entry into the valuation roll of shootings and deer forests 
 
13. The FM provides an estimate of £4 million annual liability for having shoots and 
deer forests added to the valuation roll, this is based on government receipts of £2 
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million from 1994.  The SGA believes this is not a robust enough calculation 
methodology given what is at stake.  It’s submission states— 

“Income from country sports in Scotland has dropped £40 million (from £240 to £200 
million) between one PACEC report in 2006 and the latest in 2014.  Using this as a 
guide it is clear challenges have increased rather than decreased within the industry” 

14. The BASC believe that in addition to the financial implications its members in 
Scotland will face there are also unintended consequences.  In its submission these 
are listed as possible job losses if shoots close due to employers struggling; damage 
to rural communities which are already considered Less Favoured Areas due to 
social and economic vulnerability and loss of tourism harming the shooting related 
and supply chain businesses. 

15. BASC have also raised a concern regarding a contradiction between the 
description of Part 6 on page 73 and paragraph 103 of the FM. The first states— 

“Part 6: Entry in valuation roll of shootings and deer forests   

Application of non-domestic rates to shootings and deer forests - to 
remove the exemption from business rates for shootings and deer forests, in 
order to help fund local services and to place shooting and deerstalking 
businesses on a level playing field with other rate paying businesses.” 

16. While paragraph 103 also in relation to Part 6 of the FM states— 

“The additional receipts from ratepayers will accrue to local authorities, and as 
such will be accounted for as receipts to the Scottish Consolidated Fund. The 
effect will be a corresponding reduction to the general revenue grant as part 
of these local authorities‘ finance settlement from the Scottish Government, 
thus enabling equivalent funding to be directed elsewhere within the Scottish 
Government‘s budget.”  
 

Role of the land commissioners and tenant farm commissioner 

17. The FM states that the salary costs for the Land Commissioners and the 
Tenant Farmer Commissioner are based on the assumption that they will be required 
to work for approximately two days per month.  The SCVO raise a concern that this 
may not be sufficient for them to carry out their duties and that consequently he 
figures may be an underestimate of what is actually required. 
 
Conclusion 

18. The Committee is invited to consider the above in taking evidence from the Bill 
Team. 

 
Alison Wilson 

Senior Assistant Clerk to the Committee 
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