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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES COMMITTEE  

CALL FOR VIEWS ON THE NON-DOMESTIC RATES (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM ANONYMOUS 

I have two children, who have been educated in a small state primary school in an area of 
social and economic deprivation, where I volunteered as a parent helper and chaired the 
parent council. Latterly, my children have attended a large, independent secondary school 
in Glasgow, where they have flourished. 

With regard to the above bill, I would like to comment on Section 10, namely, the removal of 
relief from non-domestic rates for mainstream independent schools in Scotland. 

I have read the Barclay Review report, the Scottish Government document Non-domestic 
rates: Implementation plan in response to the Barclay Review, and the draft text of the Non-
Domestic Rates (Scotland) Bill. 

1. It is my understanding from reading these documents that state schools currently
pay rates. I believe this is wrong. Funding allocated to any school or educational
institute, from any source, should benefit the education of pupils and thereby our
future society as a whole.

2. Whilst the stated aim of the review was to achieve a ‘fair balance’ and ‘level the
playingfield’, I believe it is grossly unfair that this bill singles out mainstream
independent schools to lose rates relief, whilst other bodies currently receiving relief
due to charitable status have been allowed to maintain the status quo. Additionally,
this bill provides for new relief measures to be extended to day nurseries which, as I
understand it, are often providing early years education. There appears to be no
consistency or fairness about this approach.

3. The Barclay report, Recommendation 24, suggests that a saving of £5 million per
annum may be achieved through imposing rates on mainstream independent
schools and the Scottish Government has accepted this part of the recommendation.
Why has the Scottish Government NOT accepted the remainder of this
recommendation, that rates be imposed on Council ALEOs and universities, with an
estimated saving per annum of £45 million or more? The Barclay report states quite
clearly that the set-up of ALEOs by councils is a form of tax avoidance. Why is the
Scottish Government not seeking to address this problem, which was a stated aim of
the review?

4. I believe that the estimated gain of £5 million, as stated in the Barclay report, from
imposing rates on independent schools would be negated by the knock-on effects of
increased fees at these schools. Whilst some affluent families will manage to
accommodate an increase in fees, many others are working hard and making
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significant sacrifices for their children to attend independent schools. Many will not 
manage to accommodate fee increases and there is consequently a risk that more 
children will be removed back into state-sector schools. There are approximately 
30,000 children educated at independent schools in Scotland¹. If 5% of these pupils 
were to withdraw back into the state sector, the approximate cost to the state would 
be in the region of £6 - 9 million per annum² - assuming that places were indeed 
available in local schools.  

5. Mainstream independent schools provide bursaries to many bright children from
poorer economic backgrounds who would not otherwise benefit from the excellent
education and support for achievement the independent schools provide. Imposing
rates will lead to increased fee levels and will inevitably reduce the number of
bursaries that can be given. Not only will this have a negative effect on the ‘social
mobility’ that government so often seeks to champion, but it will add to the burden of
costs in the state education sector, since fewer disadvantaged pupils will be taken in
by independent schools.

6. We have seen a number of small independent schools in Glasgow close or merge in
recent years due to lack of viability, and imposing rates may exacerbate this issue for
some independent schools. Obviously, a closed independent school would not be
paying rates, so estimated gains would be less than the anticipated £5 million.

In summary, it is my view that section 10 of the proposed bill is grossly unfair and, if 
imposed, would have counterproductive effects. These would, at best, eliminate the 
anticipated financial benefit and, at worst, impact very negatively on educational costs to 
the state and social mobility for bright children from poorer backgrounds. 

I would ask ministers to remove section 10 from this Bill. 

¹ http://www.scis.org.uk/facts-and-figures/  

29,495 pupils attended SCIS member schools in 2018 

² https://www.tes.com/news/scottish-councils-cut-education-spending-fifth 

Across Scotland in 2018, average council spending on education per pupil ranged from 
£4804 - £6817. 
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