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Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 

25th meeting, 2018 (Session 5) Thursday 4 October 2018 

Article 50 Inquiry 

Purpose 
 

1. At this meeting, the Committee will take evidence from Professor Anand Menon, 
Director of the ESRC „UK in a Changing Europe‟ research programme.  Details of 
the research programme can be accessed at: 
http://ukandeu.ac.uk/ 

 
2. Professor Menon has provided a written submission which is provided at Annexe A 

of this paper. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Stephen Herbert 
Clerk 

CTEEA Committee 
1 October 2018 
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ANNEXE A 

Professor Anand Menon, Director, The UK in a Changing Europe 

Written Submissions  

Article 50 Inquiry 

 
Your assessment of the current state of play of the Article 50 negotiations and the 
outcome(s) which are most likely to emerge from the process in the coming months 
 
Despite the sound and fury of recent weeks, particularly surrounding the Salzburg summit 
in mid-September, the substance of the Article 50 negotiations remains unchanged, and 
these continue to hinge on a resolution to Irish border issue. As the Prime Minister said in 
her statement following the Salzburg meeting, we have reached an “impasse”, and it is 
largely—if not entirely—owing to the Irish border.  
 
Both sides agreed in the December Joint Report to implement a „backstop‟ which would 
prevent infrastructure and checks being introduced on the island of Ireland in the event that 
these could not be avoided through the future relationship between the UK and the EU. The 
UK Government has focused almost all of its efforts since then on designing a future 
relationship to render any backstop obsolete. Perhaps the most striking thing about the 
Chequers Plan was the way it seems to have been based primarily on the need to find a 
way to avoid an intra-Irish border. The European Commission has produced a relatively 
detailed proposal foreseeing Northern Ireland remaining in the EU Customs Union and the 
single market for goods, enforcing product safety and animal welfare standards at the 
border between Northern Ireland and Great Britain. This has been rejected out of hand by 
Theresa May, something which she reiterated in forceful terms following the Salzburg 
summit.  
 
If anything, Salzburg will most likely necessitate a change in the UK Government‟s 
approach to this backstop issue. Instead of trying to circumvent any backstop, the 
government will have to engage more actively in co-designing a backstop that both sides 
can live with, not just something that can be dismissed in the event that, as Mrs May has 
repeated, “there‟s a delay in implementing our new relationship”. The EU‟s proposal, as it 
currently stands, is clearly unacceptable not just to the Prime Minister but to a broad cross-
section of MPs in the House of Commons as well, including notably, a number of Remain-
inclined MPs who have otherwise resisted Theresa May‟s approach to the Brexit talks.  
However, there is reason to think that a compromise is possible on the backstop to facilitate 
the completion of the overall Withdrawal Agreement. As Mrs May repeated in her post-
Salzburg statement, “no new regulatory barriers should be created between Northern 
Ireland and the rest of the UK unless the Northern Ireland Executive and Assembly agree” 
(emphasis added). This language mirrors almost exactly Paragraph 50 of the December 
Joint Report, which said that, “the United Kingdom will ensure that no new regulatory 
barriers develop between Northern Ireland and the rest of the United Kingdom, unless … 
the Northern Ireland Executive and Assembly agree that distinct arrangements are 
appropriate for Northern Ireland” (emphasis added). So, despite nine months of 
negotiations having passed since the Joint Report, this paragraph clearly remains 
prominent in the Prime Minister‟s thinking.  
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Of course, on the one hand, it could be read as a reassurance to her colleagues in the 
Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) that the UK Government will not undertake unilaterally to 
increase the number of checks between Great Britain and Northern Ireland without the 
support of the Northern Ireland Executive and Assembly, for which there is little prospect of 
convening before the end of the Article 50 period. However, on the other hand, the 
suggestion that increased East-West checks could even be an option worth mentioning 
implies it is something the Prime Minister still hasn‟t ruled out.  
 
Although other withdrawal issues aside from the Irish border are unlikely, ultimately, to 
scupper a deal, it is worth highlighting that there remain a number of contentious issues yet 
to be resolved, including geographical indications—something extremely pertinent for 
Scottish food and drink producers—intellectual property rights and the protection of 
personal data throughout the transition period. Indeed, the terms of the transition period 
itself have received insufficient attention and scrutiny. For instance, there seems to be little 
awareness that it is already set to last beyond the end of 2020 as currently drafted, not just 
because that is likely to be insufficient time to conclude the future relationship but because 
the UK has already agreed to remain part of and contribute to a number of EU data 
systems up to as late as 2026.  
 
An overview of the key milestones in the Article 50 process through to March 2019 
 
In the run-up to the end of March 2019, the key milestones are obvious enough; however, 
when they will be achieved is more difficult to assess. Broadly, as far as the negotiation 
stage is concerned, a solution is required to, first, the Irish backstop and then, second, the 
statement on the future relationship. As for the latter, there are conflicting imperatives at 
work. The UK Government appears to want as much detail as possible—and even a legal 
guarantee that the statement will be turned into a treaty in future, something which is 
impossible for the EU to sign up to based on the Treaties—as a quid pro quo for signing up 
to the Withdrawal Agreement and, in particular, the financial commitments contained 
therein. If and when those are overcome, as mentioned, there remain a number of 
important but less intransigent issues to address.  
 
Assuming a deal is reached, the next crucial milestone will be the meaningful vote on the 
deal held in the House of Commons. The Government is likely to come to Parliament with 
the deal it reaches quickly, but depending on the deal reached it may take some time to 
achieve a solid majority in favour. This vote has implications for the ratification timetable on 
both sides of the Channel. The European Parliament will not begin its deliberations properly 
until it has seen that the UK Parliament has approved the deal. Therefore, the longer the 
Government delays, this will eat into the time the European Parliament will have to deal 
with the agreement.  
 
There are various permutations of cross-cutting alliance foreseeable for the meaningful 
vote. And it is simply too early to predict how MPs will vote. Much will depend not only on 
the deal that is agreed, but also on timing. The Government will doubtless try to hold the 
vote as late as possible to increase the sense that MPs face a choice between deal and no 
deal (however difficult this may be in practice, given that, in the event that parliament votes 
the deal down, it is highly conceivable that the EU will grant an extension to the Article 50 
process).  
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The next important step will be ratification in the European Parliament. Although it is highly 
likely that the European Parliament will approve the deal, timing is a key issue. To have a 
comfortable amount of time to consider the Withdrawal Agreement, the European 
Parliament would begin its considerations around mid-January, following approval from the 
UK Parliament. This could feasibly be pushed back even as late as mid-February, which 
may necessitate a short extension of Article 50, but the European Parliament must vote on 
the deal by 18 April. Thereafter, it breaks up for elections and is not set to reconvene until 
early July.  
 
Meanwhile, the European Union (Withdrawal Agreement) Bill must also be passed for the 
Withdrawal Agreement to come into force. As Article 168 of the draft Withdrawal Agreement 
makes clear, the internal procedures on both sides must be completed before this will be 
the case. Therefore, the Bill is not merely a domestic internal to the UK, but is crucial link in 
the chain of the whole ratification process. This type of legislation would normally take six 
months or more to pass through Parliament, but it is likely to have just two or three, and 
perhaps even just weeks. There is even the possibility that, once MPs have more time to 
consider the substance of the Withdrawal Agreement at this stage—and particularly the 
provision on the Irish backstop—that they could seek to amend the Bill. Put simply, 
although the government will present the Withdrawal Agreement Bill as merely a piece of 
implementing legislation, it will face substantive resistance from MPs, which will 
complicate—although ultimately should not block—its passage.  
 
Of course, the previous discussion is premised on the assumption that we reach a deal. 
The European Union (Withdrawal) Act sets out the provisions (Section 13) in the event that 
no deal is either reached or becomes a serious prospect. In such a circumstance, a 
minister—likely Brexit Secretary Dominic Raab or, indeed, the Prime Minister—would have 
to present a statement to Parliament by 21 January to inform the Commons that no deal 
were a prospect or had been reached, and set out its planned course of action thereafter. 
This, effectively, sets the UK Government its own internal negotiation deadline, although of 
course it could simply state that negotiations were continuing at this point as well.  
 
The potential impacts on Scotland of the negotiations outcome(s) 
 
There are clearly implications for Scotland in the status of Northern Ireland once agreed. 
Should the latter end up with a „special status‟ of some description, as seems a possibility, 
this will set a precedent that different parts of countries can deal with the European Union 
on different terms. However, a note of caution is needed. The incentives on the EU side for 
allowing exceptions on the movement of goods in particular across the island of Ireland 
after Brexit are driven by the pressing interests of a member state. Were a Scottish 
administration to push for a similar status as Northern Ireland, it would not be at the direct 
request or need of a member state. This makes such an outcome much less likely. 
Nevertheless, the precedent of Northern Ireland could add support to the argument that, 
whether independent or otherwise, Scotland could have a different relationship with the EU 
than the rest of the United Kingdom.  
 
The extent to which the Scottish Government’s stated objective of remaining in the 
single market and customs union is likely to be realised 
 
Even at this late stage, no outcome can be definitively ruled out. There is a plausible 
scenario by which Theresa May cannot get her deal through the House of Commons, either 
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resigns or loses a confidence vote, and we either end up with a new Conservative leader 
and government or even a general election. In such a scenario, the uncertainties would be 
so great that even a further referendum could not be ruled out for certain, although this 
seems less plausible than a general election. This is because there would have to be a 
majority in the House of Commons not just to hold a second referendum but also to define 
the question of that vote in primary legislation. Just as there may be no majority for any 
single Brexit deal, there is unlikely to be a majority for any particular referendum question. 
By contrast, Labour support for a general election means that if any Conservative 
government wanted one it would be possible either by a two-thirds majority of MPs or a 
simple majority for a no-confidence vote. Given all of this uncertainty, membership of the 
single market and customs union, although ruled out by the current government, could once 
again become live options with a change of political leadership and/or government.  
 
However, this does not appear to be the most likely scenario as things stand. The Prime 
Minister clearly has greater room for manoeuvre on customs and the movement of goods 
than the single market, with its implications for the free movement of people, which the 
Prime Minister sees as an immovable red line under all circumstances. However, there is a 
note of caution to be sounded on the possibility of customs union membership as well: 
many of the concessions on goods trade that were included in the government‟s white 
paper were designed principally to avoid the implementation of the EU‟s interpretation of 
the Irish backstop. Following the Salzburg summit, there will likely be a shift in the 
government‟s approach to engage more in designing a workable backstop than a future 
relationship to render it obsolete. If a workable solution can be found on that aspect, this 
may well mean that the government doesn‟t feel the need to make further concessions on 
goods and move closer to customs union membership. 
 
This is part of a broader debate which has yet to gain public prominence about which 
regulatory sphere the UK wants to be located in in future, the EU or the US. The 
government‟s July white paper on the future relationship suggests that there is currently a 
majority in the Cabinet for the former. Not least, if the UK signs to up to the EU‟s rules on 
agri-food standards, or a „common rulebook‟, this would in practice rule out a future trade 
agreement with the US, as many US food products would still face similar barriers to entry 
into the UK market.  
 
This could of course shift dramatically with a change of leadership in the Conservative 
party, with many on the Eurosceptic side seeing the main prize of Brexit, and the most 
rewarding opportunities, as being opening up to major markets and the US in particular. It 
should be noted, however, that it is not clear that there is political backing for such a move, 
including unilateral implementation of zero tariffs on food imports and the removal of 
government subsidies to the agricultural sector. Modelling work by The UK in a Changing 
Europe‟s shows that livestock farmers in particular would be badly hit in such a scenario, 
with consumer prices remaining little changed.1 The modelling also demonstrated that 
Scotland would be worst affected in a scenario of unilateral tariff removal, particularly if 
direct payments were removed as well. This is not least because of the effect that such a 
scenario would have on beef farmers‟ income.  
 
 

                                            
1
  https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/1746-692X.12199.  

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/1746-692X.12199
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Culture, Tourism, Europe and External Affairs Committee 

25th meeting, 2018 (Session 5) Thursday 4 October 2018 

Transient Visitor Levy  

Purpose  

1. The Committee will consider proposals to introduce a transient visitor 
levy in Scotland and take evidence from a panel of witnesses offering 
perspectives from the tourism industry.  

Witnesses 

2. The Committee will hear from the following witnesses:  
 

 Fiona Campbell, Chief Executive, Association of Scotland’s Self-
Caterers; 
 

 Marc Crothall, Chief Executive, Scottish Tourism Alliance; 
 

 Peter Irvine MBE, Author and Founder of Unique Events; 
 

 William Macleod, Executive Director - Scotland, UK Hospitality. 
 

Written submissions 

3. The Committee has received written submissions from the Association of 
Scotland’s Self Caterers, UK Hospitality and COSLA to inform this 
session. 
  

4. The written submissions received are provided in Annexe A. 

Background information 

5. The Committee took evidence from local authorities and COSLA on a 
transient visitor levy on 13 September 2018. A copy of the meeting 
papers and written submissions received has been published on the 
Committee’s webpage. 
  

6. A comparative international analysis conducted by Aberdeen City 
Council is provided in Annexe B, as requested by the Committee at its 
meeting on 13 September 2018. The full paper can be accessed online. 

 

Sigrid Robinson 
Assistant Clerk 

CTEEA Committee 
1 October 2018 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11667&mode=pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/109791.aspx
https://committees.aberdeencity.gov.uk/documents/s67141/CHI.17.018%20-%20Tourism%20Levy%20Analysis%20report%20Appendix%201.pdf
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ANNEXE A: 
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 

 

ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND’S SELF-CATERERS 

 

Introduction 
The Association of Scotland’s Self-Caterers (ASSC) appreciate the 
opportunity to provide evidence to the Scottish Parliament’s Culture, Tourism, 
Europe and External Relations Committee further to their inquiry into the 
introduction of a Transient Visitor Levy and welcome the Committee’s focus 
on this important issue. 
 
Founded in 1978, the ASSC is the leading source of knowledge on short-term 
letting and holiday homes in Scotland. The ASSC is the only trade body 
representing the interests of the traditional self-catering sector. It has more 
than 650 Members, operating in excess of 7,000 self-catering properties 
throughout Scotland, and has close links with other European countries, as 
founding members of the European Holiday Homes Association (EHHA).  
 
The ASSC commits its members to maintaining the principles of “quality, 
integrity, cleanliness, comfort, courtesy and efficiency” and to offering visitors 
to Scotland consistently high standards within their self-catering properties. 
The ASSC’s vision is to place our members at the forefront of a professional, 
vibrant and prosperous Scottish self-catering sector. 
 
Context 
The ASSC note with interest the ongoing debate about the introduction of a 
tourism tax or levy, particularly with City of Edinburgh Council, but also within 
a number of local authorities in Scotland. However, there are no existing 
powers for local authorities to introduce a tourism tax which would instead 
require primary legislation from the Scottish Parliament.  
 
The concept does not appear to have the support of the Scottish Government, 
with the Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Tourism and External Affairs stating 
her opposition to the plans from City of Edinburgh Council on the Transient 
Visitor Levy, highlighting that there was “no agreement to make this happen”1, 
as well as more recent comments by the Cabinet Secretary for Finance, 
Economy and Fair Work, Derek Mackay: “The Scottish Government position 
remains consistent: we will not consider requests to implement a tourist tax 
unless the tourism and hospitality industry is involved from the outset and its 
long-term interests are fully recognised.”2 
 

                                            
1
  Quoted in BBC News Scotland., ‘Culture secretary questions Edinburgh tourism tax plans’, BBC News Scotland, 

04/07/18. Url: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-edinburgh-east-fife-44711594  

2
  Scottish Parliament Written Answer, 5 September 2018. Url: 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5ChamberOffice/WA20180905.pdf  

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-edinburgh-east-fife-44711594
http://www.parliament.scot/S5ChamberOffice/WA20180905.pdf
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Like the majority of industry stakeholders, the ASSC oppose the introduction 
of a tourism tax. 76% of Scottish small firms in Edinburgh are against the 
policy, as highlighted in a survey by the Federation of Small Businesses 
Scotland in May 2018, with 73% believing it would have a negative impact on 
the economy.3 Moreover, in June 2018, the ASSC were signatories to the 
Scottish Tourism Alliance Member Council statement opposing a tourism tax.4 
 
ASSC Membership Survey 
Earlier this year, the ASSC undertook a survey of its members to gauge their 
views on the possible introduction of a tourist tax in Scotland, alongside other 
key issues. Around 200 responses were received, representing almost one-
third of our membership. Nearly three-quarters (73%) of ASSC members are 
opposed to the introduction of a tourist tax in Scotland.5 
 
Here are a selection of ASSC member views on the introduction of a tourism 
tax in Scotland: 
 

“A Tourism Tax would prohibit the growth of the holiday and tourism 
sector in Scotland. Small tourism businesses need to be supported 
more than ever in this austerity-ridden Brexit climate.” 

 
“We need to be competitive in Europe to attract guests not put them off 
with too higher prices.” 

 
“It is a clear deterrent to visitors who will choose an alternative 
destination which does not involve paying a tax. Holidays are selected 
for economic reasons as well as desirable destination. Scotland needs 
incentives for visitors, not deterrents.” 

 
“Tourism businesses are already taxed heavily…and Scotland is 
expensive enough for visitors without adding to the cost.” 

 
“Imposing a Tourism Tax on visitors to Scotland will only deter 
numbers and not encourage visitors. The costs of travel, 
accommodation and attractions are already very high compared to 
other parts of Europe.” 

 
“Scotland is already a very expensive destination with a high rate of 
VAT.” 

 
“If rural businesses are forced into increasing their prices further that it 
could seriously damage these small businesses.” 

 

                                            
3
  FSB Scotland., ‘FSB: Edinburgh businesses say ‘no’ to a tourism tax’, 18/05/18. Url: 

https://www.fsb.org.uk/media-centre/press-releases/fsb-edinburgh-businesses-say-no-to-a-tourism-tax  

4
  ASSC., ‘Scottish Tourism Alliance (STA) Member Council Issue Statement on Tourism Tax/Levy’, 26/06/18. Url: 

https://www.assc.co.uk/2018/06/scottish-tourism-alliance-sta-member-council-issue-statement-on-tourism-tax-
visitor-levy/  

5
  ASSC., ASSC Membership Survey on Key Business Issues (May 2018).  

https://www.fsb.org.uk/media-centre/press-releases/fsb-edinburgh-businesses-say-no-to-a-tourism-tax
https://www.assc.co.uk/2018/06/scottish-tourism-alliance-sta-member-council-issue-statement-on-tourism-tax-visitor-levy/
https://www.assc.co.uk/2018/06/scottish-tourism-alliance-sta-member-council-issue-statement-on-tourism-tax-visitor-levy/
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“Why kill the goose? My guests to Edinburgh spend tens of thousands 
in Scotland each year helping local businesses thrive and generate 
jobs and revenues.” 

 
The ASSC believe that local and national policymakers should take 
cognisance of these views, especially due to the importance of the industry to 
the Scottish tourist economy. Self-catering is a vital component of the tourism 
industry and currently supports approximately 15,000 jobs, attracts £723m in 
consumer spending, £470m of which is spent by visitors to Scotland.6 
 
ASSC Policy Position 
The ASSC oppose the introduction of a tourism tax for the following reasons: 
 

 Scotland is already an expensive place to visit, with the World 
Economic Forum ranking the UK as 135/136 in terms of tourism price-
competitiveness.7 The impact of a tourism tax on price-sensitive visitors 
ought to be fully evaluated. 
 

 Furthermore, the UK has the second highest VAT rate in Europe at 
20% and the UK is one of a few EU countries that does not have a 
reduced rate of VAT for tourism services. An additional tax would 
merely reduce the competitiveness of Scotland’s tourism sector in 
relation to our main competitor destinations. 
 

 Given that a tourist tax would make Scotland less competitive, it would 
be contrary to the National Tourism Strategy, working against efforts to 
increase visitor numbers and revenues, now at record levels according 
to official statistics.8 
 

 It should not be forgotten that tourists already make a significant 
economic contribution to the Scottish economy (and our members pay 
business rates/Council Tax), thereby generating wealth that helps to 
enable infrastructure spend. For instance: 
 

- Statistics show that tourism contributes approximately £6bn to the 
Scottish economy, 5% of the total, employing around 207,000 
people. In 2016, almost £4.8bn was spent by overnight visitors to 

                                            
6
  Frontline Consultants., Economic Impact Assessment of Short-Term Lettings on the Scottish Economy (2017). 

Url: https://www.assc.co.uk/about-us/assc-economic-impact-assessment-short-term-lettings-scottish-economy/. 
This paper also provides a useful area by area breakdown of the jobs supported by self-catering and the 
expenditure generated. 

7
  World Economic Forum., The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report (2017). Url: 

http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_TTCR_2017_web_0401.pdf  

8
  Office for National Statistics., ‘Travel Trends: 2017’ (August 2018). Url:  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/leisureandtourism/articles/traveltrends/2017  

https://www.assc.co.uk/about-us/assc-economic-impact-assessment-short-term-lettings-scottish-economy/
http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_TTCR_2017_web_0401.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/leisureandtourism/articles/traveltrends/2017
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Scotland, benefiting local businesses and communities in the 
process.9  
 

- Research from Visit Scotland also underlines the crucial importance 
of tourism to Scotland’s rural communities, where tourism-related 
employment often accounts for nearly double the national 
average.10 

 

 A tourism tax could therefore jeopardise the sizeable contribution that 
tourism makes to the Scottish economy through tourism-related 
employment and visitor spend. 
 

 Our sector is already facing a number of financial and regulatory 
pressures – for example, following the 2017 Rates Revaluation, the 
average increase in Rateable Value for self-catering properties was 
65%, the highest increase in the hospitality industry – and the 
imposition of a tourism tax would add to this potent mix. In our 
membership survey, the overwhelming majority (91%) believed that the 
cost of doing business increased during 2017 and that this had 
impacted on their profitability, indicated by 79% of respondents.11  
 

 As representatives of the self-catering sector, we are acutely aware 
that a tourism tax may negatively affect businesses beyond the 
traditional accommodation sector that are part of Scotland’s dynamic 
tourist economy. Any reduction in visitor spend could affect 
restaurants, bars, visitor attractions to name but a few. 

 
If a tourism tax is introduced, the ASSC consider that several sectors should 
share in its contribution. It should not be a solely a ‘bed tax’, which will 
penalise overnight visitors, while excluding letting day visitors.  
 
Conclusion  
The ASSC believes in the responsible growth of Scotland’s tourism sector and 
that all levels of government should look to maximise the opportunities arising 
from one of Scotland’s most important industries, rather than creating 
additional barriers, especially in the context of the uncertainties posed by the 
UK’s withdrawal from the European Union. 
 
While we recognise the financial difficulties at local authority level, our 
members pay business rates (or council tax) and visitors to Scotland make a 
huge economic contribution to the economy. Proponents of a tourism tax 
frequently assert that they successfully operate in a number of European 
                                            
9
  Scottish Government., Tourism in Scotland: The Economic Contribution of the Sector (2018). Url: 

https://www.gov.scot/Resource/0053/00534505.pdf  

10
 VisitScotland., ‘What we did on our holiday? Sustained Scotland’s rural communities’, 14/08/17. Url: 

http://mediacentre.visitscotland.org/pressreleases/what-we-did-on-our-holiday-sustained-scotlands-rural-
communities-2106957  

11
  ASSC., ASSC Membership Survey. 

https://www.gov.scot/Resource/0053/00534505.pdf
http://mediacentre.visitscotland.org/pressreleases/what-we-did-on-our-holiday-sustained-scotlands-rural-communities-2106957
http://mediacentre.visitscotland.org/pressreleases/what-we-did-on-our-holiday-sustained-scotlands-rural-communities-2106957
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cities, while simultaneously failing to acknowledge the high rate of VAT 
applied to our sector.  
 
Any moves to introduce a tourism tax or levy in Scotland should be subject to 
extensive, genuine and meaningful consultation with stakeholders. In addition, 
the ASSC believes that an independent economic impact assessment should 
accompany any proposals. In closing, we draw the Committee’s attention to 
the statement from the Scottish Tourism Alliance Member Council: 
 

“Only if there is clear evidence that there would be no negative impacts 
on the Scottish tourism economy, and its component businesses, 
including, tourism employment and importantly, the commercial 
accommodation sector which is likely to be at the forefront of collecting 
any additional tax, would the STA Member Council then be open to 
reconsidering its current position.”12 

 
 

 
 

  

                                            
12

  ASSC., ‘Scottish Tourism Alliance (STA) Member Council Issue Statement on Tourism Tax/Levy’. 
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UK HOSPITALITY 
 
Introduction 
This submission is made by UK Hospitality, the trade body representing the 
UK’s hospitality sector. UKH was established in February 2018 following the 
merger of the British Hospitality Association (BHA) and the Association of 
Licensed Multiple Retailers. The organisation is the authoritative voice for 
over 700 companies including national groups and independent businesses, 
operating around 65,000 venues in a sector that employs over three million 
people at UK level. 
 
In Scotland, UKH represents all sub-sectors of the hospitality industry 
including hotels, serviced apartments, restaurants, bars and pubcos, clubs, 
contract caterers and visitor attractions. The wider hospitality industry in 
Scotland is the largest component of the country’s tourism industry. It directly 
employs 275,000 people (10% of Scotland’s workforce) and supports a further 
70,000 indirect and induced jobs. The industry generates £6.4bn in direct 
GVA with a further £3bn in the supply chain. Tourism is one of Scotland’s 
economic successes; this is a durable, resilient, innovative and adaptable 
sector which is worth some £5bn to the economy and employs 207,000 
people (many of whom work in hospitality). 
 
UK Hospitality (alongside over 20 other tourism industry representative 
organisations13 which are members of the Scottish Tourism Alliance Council) 
is stridently opposed to the introduction of a Transient Visitor Levy (TVL) in 
Scotland and, for that matter, anywhere in the UK. UKH believes that applying 
a further tax on visitors will be damaging to tourism and affect our already 
poor price-competitiveness. 
 
Transient Visitor Levy 
The term Transient Visitor Levy (or Tourist Tax) is commonly used to describe 
a tax levied on consumers of commercial visitor accommodation such as 
hotels, hostels, self-catering properties, B&Bs, serviced apartments and even 
student accommodation when not used for its primary purpose during 
vacation time. A tax like this, which applies only to visitors, whether travelling 
for business or leisure reasons, who use commercial accommodation, is 
discriminatory as it does not apply to day visitors or those who stay with 
friends and relatives – both of which markets can place significant demands 
on some destinations. 
 

                                            
13

 STA, UKH (and affiliated hotel associations for Edinburgh, Glasgow, Aberdeen and Inverness), Association of 

Scottish Self Caterers, Association of Scotland’s Visitor attractions, Federation of Small Businesses, Argyll & Isles 
Tourism Cooperative, British Amusement Catering Trade Association, British Holiday Parks & Homes Association, 
Caravan & Motor Home Club, Farm Stay, Destination Orkney, Green Tourism, Hostelling Scotland, Outer Hebrides 
Tourism, Scottish Bed & Breakfast Association, Scottish Beer & Pub Association, Scottish Licensed Trade 
Association, Scottish Country Sports & Tourism Group, Scottish Destination Management Association, Scottish Tour 
Guides Association, Sail Scotland, Wild Scotland and Visit Arran. 

 



CTEEA/S5/18/25/3 

8 

 

TVL is usually applied by a local authority as a fixed amount or percentage of 
the room rate charged to the customer and, where applied, can generate 
funds for a variety of purposes – possibly to support tourism development or 
destination marketing or simply to contribute towards local government 
finances. At present, there are no TVL’s in place in the UK although there are 
in some EU destinations.  
 
TVL will apply to all visitors (unless exemptions are put in place) and will 
increase costs for travellers including the domestic tourists who comprise 
c60% of Scotland’s visitor market. This means additional costs for residents of 
Scotland who holiday in the country and who are already hard-pressed 
because of Income and Council tax increases, inflationary price increases 
brought about by the relative weakness of Sterling, potential interest rate rises 
and uncertainties surrounding Brexit. 
 
Scottish Government Position 
UKH (and its predecessor, BHA) has consistently presented its case 
(summarised below) to Scottish Government against the introduction of any 
form of additional tax on its customers – despite this being a tax on 
consumers and not businesses. It is unlikely that accommodation businesses 
will absorb a TVL to shelter customers from increased costs.  
 
UKH welcomes the Scottish Government’s clear and consistently stated 
position that it has no plans to introduce a tourism levy, recognising that 
tourism enterprises suffer, for example, from the impact of high rates of VAT. 
Scottish Government has gone further (in a letter of 18 December 2017 from 
Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Tourism and External Affairs, Fiona Hyslop 
MSP to the then chief executive of BHA, Ufi Ibrahim) to state that „Irrespective 
of the mechanism used to introduce the topic, Scottish Ministers are not 
willing to consider requests to explore a possible tourism levy with local 
government unless the tourism and hospitality industry are involved from the 
outset and their long-term interests are fully recognised in any work‟. 
 
Local Government Position  
There have been calls for the introduction of some form of TVL in Scotland for 
more than a decade; since 2011, the City of Edinburgh Council (CEC) has 
been in the lead in advancing the case and this has gathered pace in the last 
18 months or so. Other local authorities have indicated support for the 
concept and, more recently, the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities has 
begun to press the case on behalf of all 32 councils in Scotland. 
 
Businesses are increasingly concerned at the position being adopted by local 
authorities and COSLA (whose consultation and engagement with industry 
interests, especially with national bodies, in relation to a tourist tax has, to 
date, been scant and less than meaningful) who appear determined to press 
ahead with planning for the implementation and administration of a tourist tax. 
This intent is clear from announcements by CEC that: 
 

 A tourist tax could be in operation in the city by the Summer of 2018, 
and 
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 It is to launch a consultation on its plans to charge a tourist tax of £2 
per room, per night. 

It is acknowledged that local authority budgets are under pressure and public 
funds are scarce. However, imposition of a discriminatory tax on customers of 
one sector of the tourism industry is not considered to be a fair or equitable 
means of addressing shortfalls in local authority budgets; there are options 
which have yet to be explored. 
 
There are assertions from proponents of a TVL that, in some way, tourism 
and hospitality businesses and their customers enjoy a free ride in terms of 
government support, both at national and local level, make no contribution to 
marketing and development initiatives and that visitors make increasing 
demands on public infrastructure and services without subscription. Analysis 
for UKH indicates that in Scotland, the visitor accommodation sector alone 
makes a significant financial contribution both to the Exchequer and to public 
revenues in Scotland – this totals £719m per annum as shown below: 
 

 Value Added Tax                   £465m 

 PAYE / National Insurance     121m 

 Corporation Tax                         25m14  

 Non-Domestic Rates               107m 
 

This excludes contributions by accommodation businesses to local Business 
Improvement Districts, financial and in-kind support for local destination 
management and marketing bodies and, indeed, the value contributed to a 
destination through individual business marketing and promotional activity.  
 
UK Hospitality’s Case Against a TVL 
UKH’s opposition to a TVL is based primarily on grounds of competitiveness. 

 The UK is a high-price destination for international visitors, for those 
who choose to holiday at home and for business travellers. The high 
rate of VAT compared to our EU competitors is a major contributory 
factor to this. The UK is one of only 3 EU countries (the other two being 
Denmark and Slovakia) not to apply a reduced rate of VAT to tourism 
and hospitality services – for example, the rate of VAT on a hotel room 
in the Republic of Ireland is currently 9%, in France and Spain it is 
10%, in Germany 7% and it is as low as 6% in Portugal and Belgium; 

 In its Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Survey for 2017 (conducted 
annually) the World Economic Forum ranked the UK 5th of 136 
countries in terms of tourism capability and readiness but in terms of 
price-competitiveness, the UK is listed 135th of 136; 

 Those who propose a TVL frequently cite that this is applied to 
accommodation bills in other countries without seemingly affecting 
tourism flows. It is, indeed, true that some EU countries have a TVL. 

                                            
14

 This figure appears low, but it reflects tax paid by companies registered in Scotland for tax 
purposes. Notably, the figure excludes Income Tax paid by sole traders and partnerships 
which are frequently found in the accommodation sector in Scotland. 
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However, analysis of Eurostat data for 31 European countries in 2014 
by HOTREC (the European hotel and restaurant trade body) shows 
that 17 of these countries have some form of tourist tax - of these, 13 
apply a reduced rate of VAT on hotel / tourism services. Of the 
remaining 14 countries which do not have a tourist tax, ten apply a 
reduced rate of tourism VAT. Four countries, including the UK do not 
apply a reduced rate of VAT to tourism services. 
 

Tourism markets, especially international travellers, are price-sensitive. There 
are several studies which have been undertaken over a period of years which 
examine tourism price elasticities. These include: 
 

 Research by the Tourism and Travel Research Institute (TRRI) at 
Nottingham University [Tourism Competitiveness: Price and Quality – 
March 2005] shows that an increase in prices of 1% relative to 
competitors reduces international tourism by 1%; 

 Also by TTRI, a Study of Tourism Demand in the UK (2007) found that 
a 1% increase in UK prices or relative exchange rates would lead to a 
0.61% fall in tourism expenditure in the UK by inbound tourists. 

 Research for BTA (now VisitBritain) shows that an increase in the 
value of a currency of 1% will reduce international tourism earnings by 
1.3% [Sensitive Tourists – The effect of changes in exchange rates and 
income levels on the UK‟s international tourism receipts – Caledonian 
Economics 2001. 
 

[Further, UKH‟s economist has concluded that there is a strong body of 
evidence from studies conducted over a period of time which examines and 
confirms tourism price-sensitivity. This includes recent work by PwC for the 
EU, the WEF series of reports on tourism price-competitiveness referred to 
above, work on a tourist tax for London and Partners (Wason & Nevin), 
reports by the TRRI at Nottingham University as well as work on tourism 
taxation by Geoff Ransom for BHA. These consistently illustrate that tourists, 
especially international travellers, are sensitive to price increases in a 
destination. The work of Dubarry and Sinclair shows that an increase in UK 
prices of 1% would result in reduced demand of 2.2% by French tourists and 
a model developed by researchers at Nottingham University found that an 
increase in prices of 1% in the UK, Italy and Spain reduced tourism demand 
from France by 2.2%, 1.75% and 1.8% respectively. Of most significance, 
perhaps, is meta-analysis of international tourism demand elasticity studies 
which found an average price elasticity of -1.29 for inbound tourism in Europe 
– in effect, an increase in price of 1% would lead to an average fall of 1.29% 
in tourism demand.] 
 
In its October 2017 report (The Impact of Taxes on the Competitiveness of 
European Tourism) for the EC Unit for Tourism, Emerging and Creative 
Industries, PwC, among other conclusions, reached the view that 'If any part 
of the UK introduces an occupancy or bed tax (in addition to high VAT on 
accommodation and air departure tax) it will represent the most 
comprehensive (and we would argue most damaging) tax regime on the 
tourism sector in Europe‟. 
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UKH has other reasons for questioning a TVL. These include: 

 The absence of analysis of impacts on consumers (increased prices 
and resultant reduction in spending on other goods and services); on 
the economy (as a result of reduced visitor spending in businesses); on 
businesses (as a result of reduced consumer spending, increased 
costs arising from administering, collecting and accounting for the tax 
and related bureaucracy, for example in auditing amounts collected); 

 Concerns about what any funds raised will be used for and how this 
might be managed; 

 Concerns about the level at which a TVL will be set and how this might 
be controlled in future; 

 Lack of clarity in relation to existing legislation affecting hotel and 
accommodation businesses and VAT regulations; 

 The failure thus far to examine options to the introduction of any new 
tax on consumers. These options might include:  
o hypothecation of a portion of non-domestic rates collected from 

tourism and accommodation businesses (hospitality businesses 
are already highly rated compared to other sectors, as 
acknowledged in a series of reports by SPICe), 

o hypothecation of a portion of the 50% VAT collected in Scotland 
from tourism and accommodation businesses which is due to 
accrue to the Scottish Government from 2019/2020, 

o discussion on the validity of reducing / abolishing Air Passenger 
Duty in Scotland (although currently stalled) while contemplating 
the introduction of another tax. Surely APD is already a tourist tax, 

o examination of the revenues which might accrue to public funds if 
the Small Business Bonus Scheme is withdrawn (many of the 
hospitality and accommodation businesses which pay the Large 
Business Supplement on business rates can scarcely be described 
as ‘large businesses’); 

o recognising that ‘tourism is everyone’s business’ and considering 
the application of a small supplement to the business rates payable 
by all enterprises which benefit from the visitor economy. 
 

UKH is undertaking analysis of the potential economic impact on the 
accommodation and tourism sector of the introduction of a TVL. This is a 
work-in-progress and, when complete, the results can be made available to 
the Committee if so requested. 

 
Tourism and Hospitality Industry Request of Scottish Government 
Business interests continue to be reassured by the Scottish Government’s 
position that it has no plans to introduce a TVL. Despite this, UKH is 
increasingly concerned at the position being adopted by local authorities and 
COSLA who appear determined to press ahead with planning for the 
implementation and administration of a TVL – with no consent from Scottish 
Government even to the principle of this. This approach was amply 
demonstrated at a meeting convened by COSLA on 21 September which was 
attended by local authority representatives, Scottish Tourism Alliance, UK 
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Hospitality, Federation of Small Businesses the Association of Scotland’s Self 
Caterers and Scottish Government officials.  
 
In recent exchanges of correspondence and meetings with Scottish 
Government, member bodies of the STA Council, including UKH, have asked 
that Government take charge of what has become an intractable impasse 
between industry and local authority interests by agreeing to hold a national 
conversation to explore tourism priorities, including a tourist tax.  We believe 
that this conversation should encompass, inter alia, research and analysis of 
tourism taxation including the need for a TVL, examination of options to a TVL 
and assessment of the impacts of any new tax on consumers and businesses. 
A response from Government is awaited and is all the more urgent in the light 
of the announcement (26 September) by the City of Edinburgh Council that it 
is to consult on its plans to charge a tourist tax of £2 per room, per night. 
 
Willie Macleod 
Executive Director, Scotland 
UK Hospitality 
26 September 2018 
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COSLA 
 

The ask of Local Authorities 
1. COSLA welcomed the opportunity to present evidence to the Committee 

earlier this month on our call for local authorities to have the discretion to 
introduce a Transient Visitor Tax if the circumstances were right in their 
local area and in full local consultation.  To enable this discretion, primary 
legislation is needed to introduce Transient Visitor Tax. 

 
The Importance of Localism 
2. It is vital that any consideration of Transient Visitor Tax is locally driven.  

The motivations for introduction, the pressures which local authorities face 
as a result of tourism and local economies and tourism sectors vary from 
local authority to local authority.  The design of any scheme therefore has 
to account for local circumstance and any assessment of schemes has to 
be cognisant of the local context which that scheme has been developed 
within. 

 
3. COSLA are aware that the ask of the British Hospitality Association and the 

Scottish Tourism Alliance is for national research.  While the necessary 
power to enable local authorities with the discretion sits at national level, 
COSLA does not believe that a national research piece will add value when 
drivers for introduction, design and delivery of schemes will be a wholly 
local issue.  It is difficult to see what national research would bring to an 
issue which is very much rooted in local development.   

 
4. We would also be concerned about the timescales for any national work 

and the delay this would bring to making meaningful progress on the issue. 
Mindful of the extensive work which local authorities like Edinburgh have 
undertaken, it is also likely that any work would duplicate what has 
happened already, or worse appear to undermine that work by disregarding 
it. 

 
Consultation 
5. As the Committee heard earlier in the month, local authorities who are 

currently exploring the appropriateness of Transient Visitor Tax in their area 
are committed to local consultation.  No local authority would take steps 
towards any scheme which would damage their local area and any 
schemes would be supportive of local economic, tourism and improvement 
strategies. 

 
6. COSLA have continued engagement with representatives of national 

bodies, holding a roundtable on Friday 21st September.  There was 
constructive discussion at that meeting and – recognising the imperative of 
local consultation – COSLA have offered to work with the industry through 
this forum to establish what best practice in local engagement looks like. 
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3 COMPARATOR ANALYSIS

3.1 Many European cities and a number of global cities have tourism levies which 
are levied via the hotel sector. Levies in these countries are typically a devolved issue 
so tend to be set and administered locally by the relevant municipal authority.  For 
this reason, hotel levies can vary by individual city in the same country (for example, 
Rome and Venice in Italy).

3.2 Table 2 summarises tourism levies in European and global cities.  Given the 
VAT rate in the UK, at 20%, and some VAT regimes are reduced for the tourism 
sector, we show the comparative VAT (or equivalent) rates.  The table indicates that 
levies vary across cities and regions which are not applied or calculated consistently:

 some are applied locally while others are on a national basis
 some apply it only to one or two locations while others apply to certain cities
 some are based on hotel rating/type while others are based on overall cost

and others are a set fee.

Table 1 : Tourism levies in other European and global cities

City Tourism Levy VAT rate on hotel 
accommodation

Paris Levye de séjour
Price per person per night based on star rating:

‘Palace’ €4.40
5* €3.30
4* €2.48
3* €1.65
2* €0.99
1* €0.83
Apartment hotels, furnished accommodation €0,83
3*, 4* and 5* campsites, caravan parks €0.60
1* and 2* campsites, caravan parks and marinas €0.22
Includes 10% ‘départmentale’ levy

10%

(Standard VAT rate on 
goods and services  = 20%)

Berlin City levy
5% of the room rate excluding VAT and extras such as the use of 
hotel facilities like spas or services not included in the room 
price.
Applies to all accommodation types
The collection of the levy is limited to 21 successive days

7%

(Standard VAT rate = 19%)

Hamburg Culture and tourism levy
Per person per night based on the net payment for the stay 
(excluding VAT). .
€10 = €0
€25 = €0.50
€50 = €1
€100 = €2
€150 = €3
€200 = €4
For every additional 50.00 euros of the net payment or part 
thereof, the levy increases by one euro each time. This means, 
for example, for accommodation costing 250.00 euros the levy 
will be five euros. 

7%

(Standard VAT rate = 19%)

Annexe B
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City Tourism Levy VAT rate on hotel 
accommodation

Extra services such as breakfast are not subject to the levy.
Applies to hotels, motels, boarding houses or guest houses
Business travellers who have to stay overnight for essential 
professional or business-related reasons are exempted from the 
levy.

Amsterdam City levy / Toeristenbelasting
5% of the room rate per night (excluding breakfast and other 
extras) payable by non-residents of Amsterdam. Business 
travellers are liable for the levy.

6%
(Standard VAT rate = 21%)

Venice City levy / Imposta di Soggiorno
Based on accommodation type, star rating and area of the city.  
Charged per person, per night, up to a maximum of 5 
consecutive nights. 

For hotels in the historical centre (1st Feb to 31st Dec) :
5* €5
4* €4.50
3* €3.50
2* €2
1* €1
50% reduction for young people aged 10-16
50% reduction Nov-Mar, excluding Carnival and winter peak 
times, 40% reduction for accommodation on mainland, 30% for 
accommodation at Venice Lido, 5 star hotels excluded.

10%
(Standard VAT rate = 22%)

Rome City levy / Imposta di Soggiorno
Per person, per night, max 10 nights. 
5* = €7
4* = €6
3* = €4
1* and 2* = €3
Farmhouses and residences = €4
Bed and breakfasts. Rented rooms, holiday homes = €3.5
Campsites = €2 (max 5 nights)

Hostels excluded, 
Exemptions for residents in Rome, children aged up to 10, all  
who accompany patients for health reasons, police and armed 
forces, one coach driver and one tourist guide for every 23 
group members.. 

10% 
(Standard VAT rate = 22%)

Barcelona Tourism levy / Impost de turisme
Per person, per night for a maximum of 7 nights. 

5* = €2.25
4* = €1.10

Other establishments and facilities (including hotels, 
apartments, campsites, youth hostels, house for tourist use and 
mobile accommodation) = €0.65

Children under 16 exempt.

10%
(Standard VAT rate = 21%)

Brussels Tourism levy 6%
(Standard VAT rate = 21%)

Annexe B
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City Tourism Levy VAT rate on hotel 
accommodation

Proportionate to the number of rooms available in each hotel 
and by category of hotel as classed by the Commissaire au 
Tourisme or the Commissariat General Flamand au Tourisme:

Levy levied per room, per night  

Unclassified – €2.15
Category 1 or H1 €2.10 
Category 2 or H2 €2.90
Category 3 or H3 €4.50
Category 4 or H4 €7.15
Category 5 or H5 €8.75

Exemptions for housing assigned for social assistance.

Vienna Orslevye
3.2% of accommodation cost

Lisbon Municipal Tourist Levy
€1 per person per night up to a maximum of 7 nights..
Exemptions for children under 13 and those whose trip is for 
medical reasons during the period of hospitalisation + 1 
additional night (and that of an accompanying party).

6%
(Standard rate = 23%) 

Vancouver Municipal and Regional District levy (MRDT).
3% on the purchase price of the accommodation.
short-term accommodation provided 

8% Provincial Sales Levy 
(PST) on accommodation

(Standard PST = 7%
+ Goods and services levy
(GST) = 5%)

New York New York City Hotel Occupancy levy = 5.875% 
New York City Hotel Unit Fee = $2 per room per night for rooms 
above $40 a night.
New York State Javits Convention Center fund = $1.50 per room 
per night.

8.875% comprised of:
New York State Sales levy 
4%
New York City sales levy 
4.5%
MCTD (Metropolitan 
Commuter Transportation 
Mobility Levy) 0.375%

3.3 Further Case Study information on some of these cities is provided below.
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PARIS

In 2015, Paris moved from a flat rate levy to a new system based on the grading. The 
levy is levied on a per person, per night basis, which is added to the customer’s bill 
by the hotel.  The amount of levy charged is displayed by the landlord, hotel or 
accommodation owner and must appear on the bill provided to the customer.  

The main exemptions from the levy are:
 Children under the age of 18
 People with a temporary contract to work in the area
 Those living in emergency housing or temporary rehousing
 People living in premises with rent below an amount determined by the local 

council.
The levy is charged at the following amounts:

 ‘Palace’5 €4.40
 5* €3.30
 4* €2.48
 3* €1.65
 2* €0.99
 1* €0.83
 Apartment hotels, furnished accommodation €0,83
 3*, 4* and 5* campsites, caravan parks €0.60
 1* and 2* campsites, caravan parks and marinas €0.22

These rates include a 10% départmentale6 levy for subnational government.  

BERLIN

Since 2014, tourists in Berlin staying overnight are subject to an accommodation 
levy. This applies to any type of short-term, paid accommodation, and the levy is due 
whether or not the hotel guest actually spends the night in the room.   The levy is 
added to the hotel bill and collected by the accommodation providers.  The hotel is 
responsible for collection and for passing it on to the federal state of Berlin. It is an 
indirect levy: the accommodation providers transfer the levy and are authorised to 
claim the same amount of money from their guests in turn.  However, it is not 
obligatory to pass the fee on to guests.  Accommodation providers are defined as 

5 Exceptional hotels are awarded Palace status introduced by the French Minister of Tourism in 
November 2010 to award official recognition to the finest 5-star hotels.. 
6 Départments are effectively the middle tier of subnational government in France, in between 
regions and the communes. There are 96 departments in metropolitan France and five overseas.  
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businesses that provide short-term overnight accommodation, including hotels, 
guest houses, private landlords, independent hostels, youth hostels and campsites.  

Business travellers are exempt from the City Levy provided they can prove the 
purpose of their trip with an official letter from their employer.  The Occupancy Levy 
is 5% of the price of the hotel room (without extras, such as meals, items from the 
minibar, the use of hotel services and facilities not included in the room price, etc.).  
Germany has a reduced rate of VAT for hotel accommodation of 7 per cent 
compared to the standard rate of 20 per cent.

HAMBURG

On 1 January 2013, Hamburg introduced a culture and tourism levy. The operators of 
the accommodation are liable for payment of the levy and may pass it on to the 
guest. The operator of the accommodation is obliged to declare and transfer the levy 
to the revenue office on a quarterly basis. All of the revenue is invested in tourist, 
cultural and sporting projects.
The culture and tourism levy is charged per person, per night based on the net 
payment for the stay (excluding VAT) at the following rates:

 €10 = €0
 €25 = €0.50
 €50 = €1
 €100 = €2
 €150 = €3
 €200 = €4

For every additional €50.00 of the net payment or part thereof, the levy increases by 
one euro each time. This means, for example, for accommodation costing €250 the 
levy will be €5.  The levy applies to hotels, motels, boarding houses or guest houses. 
Extra services such as breakfast are not subject to the levy.  Business travellers who 
have to stay overnight in for essential professional or business-related reasons are 
exempt from the levy.  Germany has a reduced rate of VAT for hotel accommodation 
of 7 per cent compared to the standard rate of 20 per cent.  

AMSTERDAM

Amsterdam’s levy is charged on overnight stays in hotels, guesthouses, apartments, 
holiday homes, holiday accommodation, camping mobile shelters, moorings for 
boats and non-professional leased premises on land or on water.  The levy is 5 per 
cent of the room rate per night (excluding breakfast and other extras) payable only 
by non-residents of Amsterdam.  Business travellers are however liable for the levy.  

People that sublet their homes are required to collect and pay the tourist levy to the 
City of Amsterdam.  The City of Amsterdam and third-party apartment rental website 
Airbnb collaborate to make it easier for Amsterdam residents to follow these 
regulations.  As part of this collaboration, Airbnb collects and remits the tourist levy 
on behalf of the rental hosts.  Residents subletting their home are required to 
register this information with the City of Amsterdam and collect the appropriate 
levies from their guests.  
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VAT on hotel accommodation in the Netherlands is charged at 6% compared to the 
national standard rate of 21%.

VENICE

Venice’s city levy varies according to where the accommodation is located in the city 
and according to the type and grade of accommodation as well as the time of year. 
The following amounts are charged per person, per night, up to a maximum of five 
consecutive nights in the historical centre during the period 1st Feb to 31st Dec:

 5* = €5
 4* = €4.50
 3* = €3.50
 2* = €2
 1* = €1

There is a 50% reduction for young people aged 10-16 years.  A 40% reduction exists 
for accommodation on the mainland, and a 30% reduction for accommodation at 
Venice Lido.  Five star hotels do not receive a reduction.

ROME

The tourist accommodation levy in Rome is one of the most expensive in Europe. It 
applies to guests of hotels, holiday homes, rented rooms, bed & breakfasts and 
camping grounds in Rome (but not hostels). The levy is paid on a per person per 
night basis.  Rates are as follows:

 5* = €7
 4* = €6
 3* = €4
 1* and 2* = €3
 Bed and breakfasts, Rented Rooms, Holiday Homes and Holiday Apartments =

€3.50
 Farmhouse Accommodation and  Residences = €4 
 Open air facilities, camping grounds and areas equipped for temporary stops

= €2
The levy is applicable up to a maximum of 10 consecutive nights within one year for 
hotels and a maximum of five nights for campsites.
There are exemptions for:

 Persons who are residents of Rome, children up to age 10
 All who accompany patients for health reasons
 Members of the State police force and the other armed forces, and
 One coach driver and one tour leader/tourist guide for every 23 group

members.

BARCELONA
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The tourism levy for Barcelona applies to the Catalan region with revenue devoted to 
a tourism development fund, created to support policies aimed at the promotion, 
conservation and development of Catalan tourism infrastructure and activities. 
The levy is on a per person, per night basis levied at the following rates for a 
maximum of seven nights: 

 5* = €2.25
 4* = €1.10
 Other establishments and facilities (including hotels, apartments, campsites, 

youth hostels, house for tourist use and mobile accommodation) = €0.65
VAT on hotel accommodation in Barcelona is charged at 10% compared to the 
national rate of 21%.

BRUSSELS

The tourism levy in Brussels is proportionate to the number of rooms available in 
each hotel and by category of hotel as classed by the Commissaire au Tourisme or 
the Commissariat General Flamand au Tourisme.  The levies are levied per room, per 
night at the following rates:

 Unclassified – €2.15
 Category 1 or H1 €2.10 
 Category 2 or H2 €2.90
 Category 3 or H3 €4.50
 Category 4 or H4 €7.15
 Category 5 or H5 €8.75

There are exemptions for housing assigned for social assistance. VAT on hotel 
accommodation in Belgium is charged at 6% compared to the standard rate of 21%. 

VIENNA

Vienna’s tourism levy is charged by the City of Vienna on all types of accommodation 
including hotels, B&Bs and private homes for let.  The levy is set at: 3.2% of the 
accommodation fee (excluding VAT, breakfast and extras.  The following exemptions 
are in place: 

 Minors who are staying to attend school or vocational training or in hostels
 Students at Vienna university or technical schools
 People who take more than three months continuously stay in a private 

home

LISBON
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A levy of €1 per person, per night up to a maximum of seven nights.  Exemptions for 
children under 13 and those whose trip is for medical reasons during the period of 
hospitalisation + 1 additional night (and that of an accompanying party).  

The revenue is put to a Tourism Development Fund: “to keep Lisbon a competitive 
and high quality destination: to strengthen tourism development in Lisbon; and to 
promote investment in tourism.”

VANCOUVER

Vancouver has a Municipal and Regional District Levy (MRDT) charged on the 
purchase price of accommodation, including any additional charges for extra beds, 
cots, cribs, linens and pets. Up to 3% is applied on behalf of municipalities, regional 
districts and eligible entities to sales of short-term accommodation provided in 
participating areas of British Columbia. Currently, all participating areas charge 
MRDT of 2 per cent except for the City of Vancouver which charges 3 per cent.  The 
MRDT is charged in participating areas to raise revenue primarily for tourism 
marketing, programs and projects.  

Provincial Sales Levy (PST) is 8% on accommodation.

NEW YORK

New York City and New York State impose multiple levies that apply to ‘transient 
occupancy or tourist use’. 

 New York City hotel room occupancy levy = 5.875% of the room rate.
 New York City hotel Unit Fee = $2 per room per night for rooms above $40 a

night.
 New York State Javits Convention Center fund = $1.50 per room per night.

Sales levies on accommodation also apply at 8.875% comprised of:
 New York State Sales levy 4%
 New York City sales levy 4.5%
 MCTD (Metropolitan Commuter Transportation Mobility Levy) 0.375%

Proposed Edinburgh Tourism Levy

3.4 City of Edinburgh Council is also considering a tourism levy, although the 
Scottish Government have stated previously that there are no plans to make such an 
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order7.  We understand that Edinburgh is currently considering it under its 
developing City Deal8.

7 http://www.edinburghnews.scotsman.com/news/politics/government-rules-out-bed-tax-on-edinburgh-
tourists-1-3592054
8 http://www.edinburghnews.scotsman.com/our-region/edinburgh/poll-should-edinburgh-have-a-tourist-tax-1-
4343839
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