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The Appeltants sought to have the Rateable Value of the subjects reduced to f,47,500

from the figure of f52,000 which appears in the Roll.

Robert Preston, FRICS, appeared on behalf of and gave evidence for the Appellants;

The Assessor appeared on his own behalf and led evidence from Robert Shepherd,
Assistant Assessor.

The parties were in agreement that the primary basis for the valuation of the subjects
should be the Scottish Assessors Association Practice Note 16 for Valuation of Hotels

for the 2010 Revaluation ("the Practice Note").

The single issue in this Appeal was whether in valuing the subjects, there should be

applied an adjustment by way of a l0%o reduction to take account of the remote
location of the subjects.

t

It was submitted by Mr preston that on accotrnt of its location in Achiltibuie at the end

of a single track road, the subjects could not rely on passing trade' In order to
maintain the turnover of the subjects the hypothetical tenant would have to spend
more on marketing than the tenant of hotel subjects in an urban setting. Mr Preston

did not put to the Committee any figures in evidence to support this contention. He

- he
conceded that he had not analysed the marketing budget of the Appeal Subjects
regarded

it

as a truth self evident from the location of the subjects, that they would

suffer on account of their geographical situation'

In response to a question from the Panel about occupancy rates in the hotel, Mr
preston indicated he did not know what they were but conceded the subjects were
generally, "fairly full".

Asked

if the subjects had difficulty attracting trade, he indicated he did not think

and that much of the trade

it enjoyed

so

came via referrals'

For the Assessor, Mr Shepherd gave evidence that the same subjects had been before

the Committee in respect of Appeals in 2003 and 2008. On both of those occasions,
when represented by Mr Peter Henry, Surveyor, the grounds of appeal had been over-

performance. The figures obtained by Mr Shepherd indicated trade in the subjects
had increased during the tenure of both the Appellants and their predecessors. He was

not aware of any evidence that either of the occupants had been required to spend an
excessive amount on advertising'

It was the evidence of Mr

Shepherd that the relatively remote location

Subjects would naturally attract the type of trade looking

unspoiled realms

of the Appeal

for a break in the more

of the North West Highlands rather than representing a trading

disadvantage.

as the
Mr Shepherd had utilised the actual turnover figures nearest to the tone date
basis for his valuation.

DECISION
circumstances
Paragraph 5.5.1 of the Practice Note provides - "In certain exceptional
an adjustment might be merited for individual

made

hotels. This allowance should only be

in exceptional cases and will be a matter of judgement by the individual

valuer."

remote
On the basis of the evidence, the Committee were not satisfied that the
o'exceptional circumstance"
location of the Appeal Subjects of itself represented an

Mr Preston that
which entitled the Appellants to an adjustment. The bald assertion by
to city centre
the subjects were, by their remote location, disadvantaged as compared
marketing'
premises and would, of necessity, have to spend an excessive amount on
was not supported by any evidence. The evidence, such as

contrary

it

was, suggested the

- the business operated in the subjects by successive

occupiers had

flourished. There was no evidence before the Committee that the location represented
any sort of trading disadvantage.

It followed that there

was nothing in the evidence

put to the Committee about the character or location of the subjects to support the

proposition that they were entitled to an adjustment by way of a discount in terms of
paragraph 5.5.1.

Furthermore, the Assessor's valuation was based on the actual turnover of the subjects

which must already reflect, to an extent, the location. To then apply a location
allowance would result in an exercise of double counting.

Therefore the Committee unanimously refused the Appeal.

