An Evaluation of the Small
Business Bonus Scheme

PEOPLE, COMMUNITIES AND PLACES

social

research

An Evaluation of the Small Business
Bonus Scheme
Final report

Executive Summary
The Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) offers a non-domestic rates – or
business rates as they are often referred to – relief to non-domestic properties in
Scotland under a certain size, as measured by their rateable value. In the latest
year (2020), £279 million was spent on the provision of this relief for qualifying
properties.
The purpose of this report is to present the results of an evaluation of the impact
this relief has had on supporting small businesses. This evaluation was
commissioned by the Scottish Government in response to recommendation 7 of the
2017 Barclay Review that called for an evaluation of the effectiveness of the SBBS.
Alongside evaluating the impact of the SBBS, a further aim of this evaluation was to
understand whether the scheme could be better targeted to support local
investment, employment and growth. In summary, the key objectives were to:
• understand who is getting the relief;
• assess the impact of the scheme on relief recipients and identify wider
benefits and costs; and
• consider whether the current scheme could be improved.
The research consisted of detailed analysis of available data on Scotland’s small
business base, including those businesses that receive SBBS relief as well as
those that do not. Our methods included a survey of small businesses in Scotland;
and an econometric evaluation to determine the impact of the SBBS on business
outcomes.
In summary, our findings are:
1) The coverage of the SBBS is broad and usage has increased over time:
businesses are given 100% relief from their non-domestic rates if the
cumulative rateable value of all properties in their business is at most
£15,000. If their cumulative rateable value is between £15,001 and £35,000,
the business receives 25% relief on any property with a rateable value of
£18,000 or less. We found that over three-quarters of non-domestic
properties in Scotland associated with single-property businesses have a
rateable value below the 100% threshold of £15,000, and that take-up of the
relief among them is relatively high. Over time the number of non-domestic
properties eligible for the SBBS has increased, as has take-up of the SBBS.
2) We find no empirical evidence that identifies the SBBS as supporting
enhanced business outcomes, but there is evidence from our survey
that businesses perceive there to be benefits from the SBBS: as part of
our survey, businesses set out some of the benefits they felt resulted from
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receiving the SBBS. We undertook an econometric analysis of the data in an
attempt to understand whether the SBBS leads to enhanced outcomes for
businesses that benefited from it most, in terms of turnover, employment, or
gross value added. We found no conclusive evidence that the SBBS does
lead to enhanced outcomes, but also document the limitations of this analysis
given the limitations of the data made available to us (see 5 below). The
limitations we faced mean this should be interpreted as being that there is no
evidence of an effect rather than there being evidence of the SBBS having no
effect.
3) We find that businesses with similar rateable values – the primary
criterion on which SBBS eligibility is determined – vary substantially in
size and other attributes: businesses that have similar rateable values vary
considerably in terms of outcome measures, e.g. turnover. If business need
is related to business size, this finding raises questions about the use of
rateable value as the primary determinant of eligibility for the rates relief
offered by the SBBS: a policy that focuses on rateable value to determine
eligibility may not be effectively targeted.
4) In the Valuation Roll – an administrative record of all non-domestic
properties in Scotland – the distribution of the number of properties
reveals “bunching” around the eligibility thresholds of the SBBS: this
bunching did not exist in the data prior to the introduction of the current
thresholds; instead there was bunching at the previous thresholds. This is
partly a result of higher rates of appeal against 2017 values among
properties assigned a rateable value above the 100% eligibility threshold
than among those below that threshold. It could also be partly explained by
the value of new properties being related to SBBS eligibility thresholds in
some other way, for example in their physical construction or in the
assessment of their value.
5) We faced numerous data-related challenges during this evaluation,
which has limited our ability to draw robust conclusions: the underlying
database recording the rateable value of Scottish non-domestic properties
(the Valuation Roll) and whether they claim SBBS relief is a database of
properties. While the Scottish Government assigns to each property a
presumed business name, constructing a database of businesses from this
information is done with a high degree of uncertainty. These data issues
made formal evaluation of the SBBS challenging and limited our ability to
draw robust conclusions.
6) Our experience of undertaking this evaluation allows us to make
recommendations to improve data collection to facilitate a future
evaluation: what is required to undertake a more conclusive evaluation of
the SBBS is an accurate database of businesses (as opposed to a database
of properties) and associated business outcomes.
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This last finding suggests a number of recommendations for the type of data that
could be collected to more robustly evaluate such a policy in future.
For example, each business operating in Scotland should be uniquely identified,
and linked to the property/properties that the business operates from. Contact
information should also be collected for each business (including an email
address). Moreover, the Scottish Government should aim to keep an
administrative dataset on the operations of all business activity in Scotland –
including micro, small and large businesses – so that business outcomes can be
understood (some of which, but by no means all, can be populated from other
administrative datasets).
We understand that this is not a small undertaking, and will require investment.
However, it is likely that this would represent a small proportion of the money
currently spent on the SBBS, and therefore could be viewed as an investment to
better target such policies. The creation of this type of resource would also allow
for the monitoring and analysis of other polices that might affect business
outcomes, as opposed to only those that relate to non-domestic rates.
We conclude our evaluation with a series of recommendations for the Scottish
Government to consider. As an independent research institute, we do not
advocate specific policy choices, so the recommendations and reflections here
are designed to help support a broad conversation on the future direction of the
SBBS and non-domestic rates policy more generally.
1. Firstly, as we highlight throughout this evaluation, it is exceptionally difficult to
reach any definitive conclusions about the impact of the SBBS on the
business base in Scotland. Challenges around data quality, identification of
businesses and policy implementation (the bunching of businesses around
policy thresholds) make it almost impossible for any systematic assessment
of the impact of the SBBS to be undertaken on key issues such as
employment, investment or business growth. Policymakers and the business
community will no doubt agree that it is important to be able to draw robust
conclusions about the efficacy of policy using the best available research
methods to help inform future policy design. This is true for an important
policy such as the SBBS, particularly given the level of investment
undertaken over the now thirteen years in which it has been in operation –
from £93 million in 2008 (in 2020 prices) to £279 million in 2020. We
recommend therefore that the Scottish Government reflects upon how it
builds in information gathering, data collection and evaluation into its policy
development process on all aspects of its business support policy agenda
from the outset.
2. Following on from this, one of our particular recommendations is that the
Scottish Government begins to collect new information that will make a more
robust assessment of the SBBS (and potentially other reliefs) possible in the
future. What is required to undertake an effective evaluation of the SBBS is
4

an accurate database of businesses (as opposed to a database of
properties) and associated business outcomes. Our suggestions include:
a. The creation of a digital registry of businesses in Scotland, maintained
by the Scottish Government, requiring each business operating in
Scotland to maintain a digital registry entry providing its contact details
(including email address) and detailing all properties the business
owns, rents or has use of (both within and outside Scotland). This
would be in essence an investment to create a sub-set of the InterDepartmental Business Register in Scotland, with links between
business level and local unit (or property) level, in order to link
properties properly to business units. A separate business register is
currently in place for Northern Ireland, but the current InterDepartmental Business Register is for Great Britain as a whole.
b. Ensuring this digital registry is periodically updated.
c. Ensuring the database of businesses in the digital registry contains the
appropriate identifiers so that businesses can be accurately matched
to their record in administrative data sets.
d. Maintaining a database of business outcomes of interest (e.g.,
turnover, employment, investment) for the business base in Scotland
(including micro, small and large businesses), updated annually, that
can be used to evaluate the efficacy of the SBBS. Ideally this would be
statutory reporting of data by the whole population of businesses
(some of this data, but by no means all, could be taken from existing
government data sources). Failing that, the digital registry can be used
as the sampling frame to conduct an annual (statutory) survey of
Scottish businesses’ outcomes in the year. This would replicate both
the approach that the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency
and the Office for National Statistics take for Northern Ireland and
Great Britain respectively. In some cases, such as Scottish single site
businesses, the datasets used by the Office for National Statistics can
be utilised in the Scottish context (such as the use of HMRC VAT
turnover data to update turnover information).
e. Requiring businesses to report appropriate data on other business
activity outside Scotland (especially, but not limited to, those receiving
non-domestic rates relief) to allow a better assessment of the need for
business support within Scotland.
f. Ensuring guidelines for data collection and management are consistent
across local authorities and assessors.
3. Using this data, the Scottish Government should undertake regular and
comprehensive assessments of the SBBS, alongside other business support
policies. This will enable the impact of the SBBS to be reviewed regularly,
both against its own objectives and alongside other policy initiatives.
Furthermore, robust evaluation of this data will facilitate developing a better
understanding of the determinants of the efficacy of the SBBS. To do this will
require a step change in the approach to policy design and data collection,
but will enable policies like the SBBS to be compared in relation to other
5

government business support schemes to identify the most effective package
policy interventions for Scotland.
4. Fourth, we find ‘bunching’ of non-domestic properties around SBBS eligibility
thresholds. The location of this bunching changed over time as the policy
thresholds changed, and was partly due to much higher rates of appeals
among those valued just above the 100% threshold in the 2016/17
revaluation. We recommend that the Scottish Government explore with the
independent Scottish Assessors why this occurred.
5. Fifth, we find that rateable value is a poor measure by which to classify
businesses as ‘small’, and therefore in need of support. Businesses within
narrow rateable value bands are substantially different in terms of business
outcomes (even when attention is restricted to a particular class of business).
For example, our evaluation has found that businesses with large turnovers
but operating from low rateable value properties are eligible for SBBS relief. It
is not clear that this is the objective of the policy in supporting ‘small
businesses’. Once it has implemented an effective data collection
programme to allow an effective evaluation of the SBBS, the Scottish
Government may wish to reflect upon the aims and objectives of the scheme
and how well-targeted to achieving these it has become over the years. Of
course, alongside this, the government is likely to consider how large
turnover businesses may be better supported or incentivised by means other
than the SBBS. As set out above, this would require the development of
explicit policy objectives, which would in turn allow for targets against which
the policy’s efficacy can be assessed.
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1. Introduction and policy context
1.1 Project overview
In the summer of 2019, the Fraser of Allander Institute at the University of
Strathclyde was commissioned by the Scottish Government to undertake an
evaluation of the Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) in Scotland.1 The
SBBS was introduced in 2008, and “provides non-domestic rates relief for
small premises in Scotland. It offers a relief of up to 100% on non-domestic
rates bills for eligible properties. Whether a property is eligible for SBBS
relief and what level of relief it is eligible for depends on the cumulative
rateable value of all the properties in Scotland of which a person is in rateable
occupation.”2 The focus of the commissioned research was an evaluation of
the SBBS in ‘business as usual’ times; the purpose of this report is not to
understand how the SBBS or other business support should be targeted
during the Covid-19 pandemic, nor is it to analyse the impact of such policies
on businesses during the same period.
Alongside an evaluation of the impact of the SBBS, a further aim of this
evaluation was to understand whether there is evidence that could help the
scheme be better targeted to support local investment, employment and
growth. In summary, the key objectives of this research were to:
• understand who is getting the relief;
• assess the impact of the scheme on relief recipients and identify wider
benefits and costs; and
• consider whether the current scheme could be improved.
This is the final report of that research study. It outlines our approach to the
evaluation, the methods we used and our findings.
Consistent with the research brief, the report first outlines some ‘core facts’ on
the distribution of non-domestic properties in Scotland and the operation of the
SBBS using data provided to us by the Scottish Government. This includes
summarising the type of properties that receive SBBS relief, how much relief
1

The Fraser of Allander Institute is an independent research institute that is part of
the Department of Economics, Strathclyde Business School, University of
Strathclyde.
2

See
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/statistics/2021
/10/non-domestic-rates-relief-statistics-2021/documents/non-domestic-rates-reliefstatistics-scotland-2021/non-domestic-rates-relief-statistics-scotland2021/govscot%3Adocument/non-domestic-rates-relief-statistics-scotland-2021.pdf,
p18.
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was received over the period of time covered in this evaluation, and where
they are located within Scotland.
Our approach to the evaluation of the SBBS then comprises two elements
designed to allow us to undertake as robust and objective an evaluation of the
policy as possible. To this end, we identified the econometric techniques best
suited to the features of the policy to test for, in a statistical sense, whether
there is any evidence that businesses who received the largest benefit from
the policy achieved better outcomes than those that benefited less. We
undertook this analysis using administrative data provided to us by the Office
for National Statistics (ONS) and linked by them to the Scottish Government’s
non-domestic rates data. The overarching aim of this exercise was to evaluate
the efficacy of the policy in terms of measurable business outcomes, as
robustly as possible.
While this econometric analysis aims to assess the economic impact of the
policy rigorously, it is unsuited to addressing a broader suite of research
questions related to the operation of the SBBS and individuals’ experience of
the policy. To address these research questions, we also undertook a survey
of small businesses, seeking information on the operation and outcomes of
business activity, as well as on business operators’ assessment of the value
of the SBBS to their own business.
Together, these three elements of our analysis aimed to provide a broad
understanding of how SBBS relief is spread across Scotland. At the same
time, we sought to answer specific questions regarding the impact of SBBS on
businesses’ experiences and outcomes, using the most robust methodology
available given the nature of the research questions, the data available and
the design of the policy.
While the most robust research method can be selected to address a research
question, in practice there are often limitations in the application of the
methodology. In this study, there was one fundamental barrier to
implementing our chosen methodology stemming from the fact that only a
database on properties as opposed to businesses was available. While a
database of businesses in Scotland had been constructed from this database
of properties by the Scottish Government in advance of our study, there was
considerable uncertainty around the accuracy of the resulting database (there
is no way to assign all properties to their corresponding business with high
precision). We carefully document the data we used and the limitations we
faced, as well as where these have impacted the extent to which we can draw
robust conclusions. It should be noted that these data issues are not unique to
the methods that we have chosen or our approach to the research – they pose
a more fundamental challenge to any empirical analysis of non-domestic rates
policy in Scotland. As part of this report therefore, we also offer some
recommendations on where data collection and reporting could be improved in
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the future to enable more effective evaluation of Scottish Government nondomestic rates policies, as well as other business-related policies.
Unfortunately, the onset of Covid-19 also had an impact upon the evaluation.
This affected our survey, which was underway as the effects of the pandemic
began to take hold; and subsequently our access to secure data services
which delayed the econometric analysis. We document the impact of Covid-19
on our analysis in Section 2.
Our key findings can be summarised as follows:
1) The coverage of the SBBS is broad and usage has increased over time.
We found that over three-quarters of non-domestic properties in Scotland
associated with single-property businesses have a rateable value below the
100% SBBS threshold of £15,000, and that take-up of this relief among them
is relatively high. Whilst two of Scotland’s major cities – Edinburgh and
Glasgow – and its largest Local Authority by land mass – Highland – account
for over one-quarter of all non-domestic properties, on a per capita basis, rural
(including Highland) and island communities have the most properties eligible
for SBBS. The most common types of properties to receive SBBS relief are
shops, industrial properties, offices and those used for leisure and
entertainment. Over time, the number of non-domestic properties has
increased, the number of vacant properties has decreased, and take-up of the
SBBS has increased.
2) We find no empirical evidence that identifies the SBBS as supporting
enhanced business outcomes, but there is evidence from our survey
that businesses perceive there to be benefits from the SBBS.
We undertook an econometric analysis of the data in an attempt to understand
whether the SBBS leads to enhanced outcomes for businesses that benefited
from it most, in terms of turnover, employment, or gross value added. We
found no conclusive evidence that the SBBS does lead to enhanced
outcomes, but also document the limitations of this analysis given the
limitations of the data made available to us (see 5) below). There is evidence
from our survey that those in receipt of SBBS relief report to benefit from the
cost savings, and some of the information provided is suggestive of the SBBS
supporting some aspects of business activity.
3) We find that businesses with similar rateable values – the primary
criterion on which SBBS eligibility is determined – vary substantially in
size and other attributes.
The data from respondents to our survey, as well as our analysis of the
administrative data used, reveals that businesses vary substantially within
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narrow rateable value bands: there is considerably more variation in, for
example, turnover within these narrow rateable value bands than there is
between them. This suggests that rateable value is a poor measure of
business size. If business need is related to business size, this finding raises
questions about the use of rateable value as the primary determinant of
eligibility for the rates relief offered by the SBBS: a policy seeking to reward
‘small businesses’ that focuses on rateable value to determine eligibility might
not be best targeted.
4) The distribution of the number of properties reveals “bunching” around
the eligibility thresholds of the SBBS.
The rateable value thresholds that determine eligibility for the SBBS have
varied over time. When looking at the current distribution of properties we
found a spike in the number of properties just below the eligibility thresholds:
there are substantially more non-domestic properties within a narrow range of
rateable values just below the thresholds for eligibility than there are above.
This bunching at these thresholds did not exist in the data prior to the
introduction of the current thresholds; instead there was bunching at the
previous thresholds, suggesting that property values appear to be in some
way influenced by the SBBS eligibility thresholds. We show that a large
proportion of this bunching is attributable to appeals against the assignment of
rateable values just above the 100% SBBS threshold following the 2017
revaluation. This suggests that many appeals were launched in order to gain
eligibility for the maximum amount of relief. Some remaining bunching could
be attributable to the construction, pricing or valuation of new properties
entering the database after 2017 being related to SBBS eligibility thresholds.
5) We have faced numerous data-related challenges during the course of
undertaking this evaluation, which has limited our ability to draw robust
conclusions.
The data we were given access to is a database of properties, not businesses.
While, in theory, a database of businesses can be constructed from the
available data, there is a high degree of uncertainty concerning the accuracy
of identifying businesses from properties. In the Scottish Government-supplied
data, the operator of the business is not easy to deduce from the data, making
it difficult to contact businesses. There is also no information on business
outcomes linked to this property data. The identified businesses were linked
by the Office for National Statistics to administrative data to obtain some
information on business outcomes, but there is again uncertainty over this
matching process, and businesses need to meet certain criteria to be included
in the administrative data. These data issues made evaluating the SBBS
challenging. As a result of these shortcomings in the quality of the data, it is
important to note that the findings from our econometric work – in particular
that there is no robust evidence that the SBBS has an effect on business
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outcomes – should be interpreted as being that there is no evidence of an
effect rather than there being evidence of the SBBS having no effect.
6) Our experience of undertaking this evaluation allows us to make
recommendations to improve data collection to facilitate a future
evaluation.
To undertake a more conclusive evaluation of the SBBS would require an
accurate database of businesses (as opposed to a database of properties).
Each business operating in Scotland would need to be uniquely identified, and
linked to the property or properties that the business operates from. Each
business would also need to provide contact information (including an email
address). The Scottish Government should aim to keep an administrative
dataset on the operations of all business activity in Scotland – including micro,
small and large businesses – so that business outcomes can be understood
(some of which, but by no means all, can be populated from other
administrative datasets).

1.2 Policy context
The Scottish Government’s aim is to deliver sustainable, inclusive economic
growth – “growth that combines increased prosperity with greater equality,
creates opportunities for all, and distributes the benefits of increased
prosperity fairly”.3
Taxation plays an important role in any government’s approach to achieving
its economic and social objectives. On the one hand, it collects revenues
which funds vital public services. On the other hand, the tax system can
incentivise behaviours and can therefore have implications for business
growth, investment and employment.4
In Scotland, non-domestic rates are a key part of this policy discussion. Not
only do they raise significant amounts of revenue for local public services, but
by directly impacting upon business decisions, they have the potential to
influence investment and employment.

3

See https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-economic-strategy/.
Scottish Ministers have set out their approach to taxation here:
www.revenue.scot/aboutus/scottish-approach-tax.
4
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Non-domestic rates are a tax levied on the rateable value of a non-domestic
property.5 The proceeds of non-domestic rates income are paid into a national
pool and then redistributed to local authorities. In 2019-20, the latest year for
which the relevant statistics are available, the non-domestic rates distributable
amount to local authorities was £2,853 million, or around 23% of general
funding for local authorities.6
Non-domestic rates are based on the rateable value of a property, which is
determined by the Scottish Assessors.7 The amount paid is calculated by
multiplying the property's rateable value by a pence in the pound tax rate
known as the poundage or Basic Property Rate. For 2020-21, the poundage
was set at 49.8p. There are Intermediate and Higher Rates for properties with
a rateable value from £51,001 to £95,000 and £95,001 and above
respectively. Rateable values are independently updated at intervals, with the
last revaluation in 2017 and the next one scheduled for 2023.
Offsetting the liability on each property are a number of reliefs.8 Some of these
– e.g. transitional relief for hospitality in Scotland; and offices in Aberdeen or
Aberdeenshire – are temporary; others are not time-limited. Current reliefs
include Empty Property Relief, Fresh Start, and Business Growth Accelerator
Relief (in addition to a package of support for businesses as a result of the
Covid-19 pandemic). In 2019/20, total reliefs were worth around £763 million
with 170,000 beneficiaries.9
In 2017, the Scottish Government commissioned an independent review of
how non-domestic rates – and the accompanying suite of reliefs – could better
reflect economic conditions and support local investment and growth. 10
Kenneth Barclay chaired the review, a key recommendation of which was to
undertake an evaluation of the SBBS. Whilst noting that there is widespread
support for the assistance that the SBBS provides, the Barclay Review also
acknowledged that a number of criticisms have been levied against the
scheme in its current form, including: its cost; the limited evaluation of its
effectiveness; the imperfect correlation between small properties and small
Whilst non-domestic rates are often referred to as ‘business rates’, charities, public
and third sector organisations are also liable.
5

6

Source: Scottish Local Government Finance Statistics 2019-20,
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-local-government-finance-statistics-slgfs2019-20/.
7
Further information can be found at https://www.saa.gov.uk/.
8

For a full list of currently available reliefs please see www.mygov.scot/businessrates-relief/overview/.
9
Source: https://www.gov.scot/publications/Non-domestic-rates-relief-statistics/.
10

Report of the Barclay Review of Non-Domestic Rates, Scottish Government
(2017): https://www2.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00523643.pdf.
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businesses; the risk of unintended consequences (e.g. reduced incentives for
development) and the risk of capitalisation by landlords, that is where
landlords of SBBS eligible properties benefit from the savings incurred via
higher rent as opposed to the business operating from the property.
The Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS)
Non-domestic rates relief from the SBBS is the most significant relief available
for private sector businesses in Scotland, and is also available to public sector
organisations. The SBBS evolved from the Small Business Rates Relief
Scheme which was launched in 2003-04. First introduced in 2008-09, it has
since gone through a number of reforms, typically to extend the coverage of
eligible properties. These are shown in Table 1.1.
Today, the SBBS relief is available on non-domestic properties (excluding
those used for payday lending) according to the following criteria. Firstly, it is
possible to obtain SBBS relief if:
• the combined rateable value of all non-domestic properties within a
business is £35,000 or less; and
• the rateable value of individual premises is £18,000 or less.
Secondly, the following levels of relief are available for these non-domestic
properties:
• total rateable value up to £15,000 – 100% relief (no rates payable) on
each individual property.
• total rateable value of £15,001 to £35,000 – 25% relief on each
individual property with a rateable value of £18,000 or less.
The maximum that can be saved by a business in 2020-21 is £7,470. As
Table 1.1 shows, however, the eligibility criteria and the levels of relief
available have changed over time. In addition, there was a revaluation of nondomestic properties in 2017.
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Table 1.1 – SBBS relief criteria 2008-09 to 2020-21 according to cumulative rateable
value

Lower

Middle

Upper

Relief for higher
value business
chains

up to
£8,000

£8,001 to
£10,000

£10,001 to
£15,000

greater than
£15,000

80%

40%

20%

0%

up to
£8,000

£8,001 to
£10,000

£10,001 to
£15,000

greater than
£15,000

100%

50%

25%

0%

up to
£10,000

£10,001 to
£12,000

£12,001 to
£18,000

£18,000 to £25,000

50%

25%

25% on each
individual property
with an RV not
exceeding £18,000

£10,001 to
£12,000

£12,001 to
£18,000

£18,000 to £35,000

50%

25%

25% on each
individual property
with an RV not
exceeding £18,000

N/A

£15,001 to
£18,000

Over £18,000 and
up to £35,000

25%

25% on each
individual property
with an RV not
exceeding £18,000

Rateable value band

Year

2008-09

2009-10

2010-11
to 201314

2014-15
to 201516

2017-18
onward

Cumulative
rateable value
threshold*
Relief
Cumulative
rateable value
threshold*
Relief
Cumulative
rateable value
threshold*
Relief

100%

Cumulative
up to
rateable value
£10,000
threshold*

Relief

100%

Cumulative
up to
rateable value
£15,000
threshold*

Relief

100%

N/A

Note: Lower, middle and upper rateable value bands also apply to businesses with
a single property. Source: Non-Domestic Rates Relief Statistics 2020.
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Overall, spending on the SBBS has increased substantially over the past
twelve years. Figure 1.1 shows the total foregone tax revenue arising from
non-domestic rates relief in each year from 2008 to 2020 resulting from the
SBBS. According to Figure 1.1, the total non-domestic rates relief awarded as
part of the SBBS amounted to over £2.8 billion (in 2020 prices) of foregone tax
revenue between 2008 and 2020, with the explicit aim of promoting small
businesses to start and grow.11
Figure 1.1 – Value of SBBS relief from 2008-2020

Total value of relief in millions

£300
£250
£200
£150
£100
£50
£0
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2019 2020

SBBS Snapshot

Billing Snapshot

Note: Values are in 2020 prices. Inflators were accessed from the Bank of England
inflation calculator. Totals represent estimated expenditure based on the total relief
recorded in snapshots of billing data at a given point in a year, as opposed to
estimates of actual spending over an entire calendar or financial year. The SBBS
snapshot was based on summary returns from local authorities, and was used to
produce annual statistics on SBBS expenditure until 2018. The Billing Snapshot is
derived from snapshots of local authorities’ billing systems and the Valuation Roll,
and so is more accurate. This was used to produce the same statistics from 2018
onwards. The SBBS snapshot dates were September in each year, and Billing
snapshot dates were 1 June 2018, 31 May 2019 and 1 July 2020. Source: Non-

Domestic Rates Relief Statistics 2020.

11

We have inflated the numbers in Figure 1.1 to 2020 prices as we make an explicit
comparison over time and calculate total spending over the period. Previous figures
cited up to this point are not inflated in this way, and are in current (i.e. “in year”)
prices. This sum perhaps overstates the extent of the government spending on the
SBBS over the period since some properties that benefit would be eligible for
alternative reliefs in its absence. We find that this is likely to be true of very few
properties however.
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The Barclay Review proposed that a formal evaluation of the policy be carried
out. Evaluation of targeted public spending, such as that of the SBBS, is a
crucial aspect of policy development. The present evaluation was
commissioned for this reason, and to inform two broad areas of
understanding: how the policy has affected recipients; and how, if at all, it
could be designed more effectively.
The structure of the remainder of this report is as follows. In Section 2 we
outline our methodology for undertaking this evaluation. Section 3 then
describes the data that were made available to us and Section 4 provides a
descriptive analysis of non-domestic properties and SBBS relief in Scotland.
Sections 5 and 6 outline the design and analysis of our survey respectively,
and Section 7 presents our econometric analysis. We then conclude in
Section 8 with a discussion of the findings and recommendations.
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2. Our approach to evaluating the SBBS
2.1 Methods for evaluating policies
There are various methods of policy evaluation, each with their own strengths
and limitations. The method best suited to evaluation will vary between
policies and even across evaluation outcomes within the same policy. The
goal of impact evaluation is to provide the best evidence possible on the
various potential impacts of the policy, given its design, the available data, and
the evidence. That is not to say that all evidence should be considered as
equally reliable in uncovering the impact of a policy in a particular area.
Some forms of qualitative evidence – such as survey or interview questions
asking people about their opinion of a policy – if used on their own, typically
rank at the lower-end of the reliability scale within economic evaluations,
primarily because they rely on subjective judgment and/or reporting of
outcomes and experiences. One reason for this is that participants can believe
(in some cases correctly) that the benefits they derive from a policy might be
affected by the result of the evaluation, and so answer on this basis. This is
not to say that that these types of evidence cannot provide valuable insight
into individuals’ experience of a policy, how it has affected them personally, or
how it works in practice. Rather, it is to say that the purpose of any economic
evaluation is to shed light on the ‘true’ economic impacts of a policy, over and
above qualitative evidence and individual opinions on its strengths and
weaknesses.
To understand these wider economic impacts, methods that rely on
quantitative analysis of data are typically preferred. These quantitative
methods often exploit administrative and other data sources and utilise
econometric methods to define and estimate a relevant policy effect. There
are a range of these methods available, the most appropriate in a given
setting being determined principally by the design of the policy itself and the
data available. Among quantitative methods there are still large differences in
the degree of reliability, however.
Understanding the level of credibility attached to each type of evidence is
crucial for effective policy development. The Economic and Social Research
Council (ESRC) and UK Government funded “What Works Centre for Local
Growth” has recently been established with the specific aim of providing a
framework through which policymakers can evaluate the evidence on the
effects of a policy.12
12

The What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth is run in partnership with LSE
and the Centre for Cities: https://whatworksgrowth.org/about-us/.
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Figure 2.1 – Adapted scoring guide for economic evaluations

Source: What Works Centre for Local Economic Growth and Fraser of
Allander Institute.
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Their five-point scoring scale focuses on evidence from evaluations seeking to
understand the effect of economic policies, on average, on the outcomes of all
of those it affects/affected.13 They define Level 1 – the lowest level of
robustness – as simple cross-group comparisons of those exposed and not
exposed to a policy. We have added a base level of zero to represent the
robustness of some forms of qualitative evidence in this type of impact
evaluation, particularly where there is a need to elicit responses to the
effectiveness of a policy respondents are in receipt of.
Again, this is not to say that qualitative evidence does not provide important
insights into individuals’ experiences of a policy. In particular, qualitative
evidence is often the only basis allowing the generation of explanations for
why policies do or do not work as intended. As we explain in the following
subsection, we explicitly use qualitative evidence as part of our evaluation
method to understand how business owners have interacted with the SBBS.
Rather, placing certain forms of qualitative evidence at the bottom of this
economic evaluation evidence scale highlights that it cannot reliably be used
to rigorously understand the large-scale effect an economic policy has on the
target outcomes of those that it affects: in the example of evaluating the effect
of the SBBS, avoiding subjectivity in survey responses is very difficult indeed,
and small sample sizes combined with endogenous response rates create
difficulties in extrapolating the impact on business growth or survival among
the broader business base.

2.2 The three components of our evaluation
No single evaluation method in Figure 2.1 will provide a complete picture of
the impact of a policy. Instead, where possible methods should be combined
in order to gain as broad an understanding as possible of how the policy has
affected those most exposed to it. In this section, we set out how we used
different elements of Figure 2.1 to undertake an evaluation of the SBBS. We
begin by describing the data that were made available to us, before setting out
the key questions we were asked to address. We then explain our
methodological choices.
We were given access to two main data sources (a full explanation of which is
included in Section 3). The first of these were property-level data on
characteristics such as rateable value (RV), location, business type, and nondomestic rates (NDR) reliefs received. These were available for all non-

13

Much of their evidence scoring is based on the Maryland Scientific Scale, detail on
which can be found in their evidence scoring guide:
https://whatworksgrowth.org/resources/scoring-guide.
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domestic properties in Scotland between the years 2009 and 2020, but
contained no information on business level outcomes, such as turnover.
Second, we were given access to administrative data on business outcomes
such as turnover and employment, which are collected through official
business surveys. These data were obtained through the ONS matching
property level information to UK Government administrative records, and, for
the reasons we explain in detail in Section 7, were only available for a subsample of businesses in Scotland.
Specifying a methodology also depends on the objectives of the policy
evaluation. As we outlined in the introduction to this report, there were three
stated objectives of the SBBS evaluation:
a) understand who is getting the relief;
b) assess the impact of the scheme on relief recipients and identify
wider benefits and costs; and
c) consider whether the current scheme could be improved.
Given these objectives and the data made available to us, we chose an
approach to evaluating the SBBS that used three methods:
1. a descriptive analysis of data on all non-domestic properties and all
SBBS recipients (objectives a, c);
2. an econometric analysis of data on business outcomes to try and
uncover the causal effect of the SBBS on the business outcomes of its
recipients (objectives b, c); and
3. a survey of small businesses to understand the wider impacts of the
SBBS on business owners (objectives a, b, c).
Method 1 relies solely on the property-level data, and method 2 on the
matched administrative data. Given they are both quantitative, we augmented
these two approaches with a survey of small businesses (method 3) to provide
both additional self-reported business level data and an insight into business
owners’ subjective experiences of the SBBS. This use of different methods in
this way is also considered good practice to provide a further check of
robustness, so that conclusions are not drawn based upon the findings of one
particular methodology.
Table 2.1 details the research objectives we set out to address, and where
these are considered in this report. Section 4 contains our descriptive
analysis, Section 6 the analysis of the survey results (the design of which is
outlined in Section 5), and Section 7 contains our econometric analysis.
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Table 2.1 – Research objectives and where they are addressed in this report
To understand…
which regions and property types benefit most
from SBBS relief

Section of the
report
Sections 4 and 6

whether eligible/recipients receive
other support and from which schemes

Sections 4 and 6

how take-up of the SBBS differs across rateable
value, property types, and location

Section 4

the non-domestic property
base in Scotland

Section 4

how the non-domestic property base has changed
over time
Section 4
how take-up of the SBBS has changed over time

Section 4

the relationship between
rateable value and business size

Sections 6 and 7

whether there has been capitalisation by landlords Section 6
whether the SBBS supports activities like
investment and paying the Real Living Wage
whether the SBBS supports better business
outcomes in terms of output and employment
the indirect effects of the SBBS on its recipients
e.g. potential disincentives to improve the
property under occupation, or to move to a larger
property
whether the SBBS is helping small businesses
survive

Section 6
Sections 6 and 7

Section 6
Section 6

the awareness of the SBBS among businesses

Section 6

whether the SBBS supports town centres

Sections 4 and 6

2.3 The evaluation timeline and its interaction with the Covid19 pandemic
This evaluation began in the summer of 2019, with the results originally
scheduled to be published in spring 2020. Unfortunately, there were several
events outside of our (or the Scottish Government’s) control over the course of
2019 and, most importantly, 2020, that delayed or limited our analysis.
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Table 2.2 presents the original timeline for this evaluation and compares it to
the eventual timeline, highlighting the key events leading to delays.
The Covid-19 pandemic and ensuing national lockdown was the primary
reason for the eventual end date of the evaluation being pushed back. Over
and above the delay caused through a disruption to working patterns, two
major stages of the pandemic response coincided with the completion of two
stages of our evaluation, limiting our ability to carry them out as originally
planned.
First, the outbreak of Covid-19 and various announcements and responses to
it aligned with the period in which our business survey was in the field. This
meant that the surveys reached small business during a period in which many
were subject to various lockdown restrictions and were also facing
unprecedented financial challenges.
In addition, both the UK and Scottish Government supported small businesses
during this time through NDR relief. This brought the importance of NDR to
businesses’ ability to operate to the attention of the public, and business
owners, perhaps to a greater extent than it had been in the past. Together,
these meant that any survey responses received could not necessarily be
relied upon to provide an accurate representation of businesses’ outcomes or
experience of the SBBS prior to the pandemic.
Second, Part 2 of our evaluation, the econometric analysis, relied upon
access to data that could only be accessed from a secure computer terminal.
This is to protect the confidentiality of any business data used in the analysis.
In our case, this was located in the Scottish Government building in Atlantic
Quay, Glasgow. The process for gaining access to the data in this way is
lengthy, and progress to access the data depends on the capacity of the ONS
(the organisation that controls access to the data) as well as the number of
other researchers applying for similar access.
From March 2020, we could no longer access Atlantic Quay given Covid-19
restrictions. We explored two alternative methods of accessing the data:
accessing it remotely through secure terminals in the University of Strathclyde,
or doing the same but from home. Both of these required putting in place
additional security agreements and protocols. For technical reasons, we
focused primarily on pursuing access to the data through secure terminals in a
University building. Doing so, however, depended on our ability to access the
relevant buildings given the various government guidelines that were in place
for travelling to work, as well as University policy on how building and offices
could be used.
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Further complicating data access, the ONS experienced an enormous
increase in workload, including increased demand for remote access to
secure locations. This slowed the process down considerably.
We were able to access both the data and the appropriate university building
within government guidelines in November 2020 for two days per week
between the hours of 8am and 6pm. Originally, we had planned that this
would allow us to work on the econometric analysis over November and early
December 2020 to produce a first draft. This could then be discussed with the
Scottish Government, and subsequent changes made for a revised draft at the
beginning of 2021. Glasgow was placed in a tier 4 lockdown as of 20
November 2020, however, and the University closed all buildings for anything
but essential access as per government guidelines. Fortunately, given that this
project relied on data that could not be accessed from home and was working
to a deadline before Christmas, we were able to apply for special access.
Special access for two days per week was granted in the first week of
December until 17 December 2020, when the University closed for Christmas.
During this time, we produced an initial draft of an econometric analysis. This
draft was first cleared through the ONS’s processes for the vetting of statistical
output from the secure data lab, before we were able to share it with the
Scottish Government for discussion. Our plan was that we would be allowed
back into the university building in January to access the secure terminal and
produce a final draft incorporating points from both this and internal
discussions. However, Scotland was placed in a stricter lockdown from 4
January 2021, meaning we were prevented from accessing the University
from this date and could therefore not undertake any further econometric
work.
After discussing the draft econometric analysis with the Scottish Government,
the latter having shared it with an internal peer review group, it was decided in
mid-February that the benefits from the potential insights that could be gained
from additions to the econometric analysis outweighed the cost of delaying the
project further to re-gain access to the data. This decision was primarily based
on the Scottish Government realising as part of the review process that data
they hold on draft valuations could perhaps add significant value to this portion
of the evaluation. As a result, completion of our econometric analysis was
delayed further until the new data brought forward by the Scottish Government
were uploaded to the secure setting and we were able to either: (a) access the
University of Strathclyde; or (b) gain home access to the ONS secure data.
Resumption of this work through the former depended entirely upon the lifting
of Covid-19 restrictions, over which there was a great deal of uncertainty. As
of mid-February, there was no indication that the Fraser of Allander team
would be able to gain access to the University buildings until the summer of
2021. We therefore intensified our focus on gaining home access to the data.
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Home access was obtained in April 2021, however the new data were not
uploaded into the secure setting until June. It was agreed with the Scottish
Government that the work in this part of the evaluation would therefore
resume after other commitments the Fraser of Allander team had during the
months of June, July, and August were complete. Work therefore finally
resumed on the econometric analysis in late August, and a final draft of this –
and the full report – was submitted to the Scottish Government for review in
September 2021.
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Table 2.2 – Original and delayed timeline of the project
Action
Project
Commencement

Original
date

Reason for delay

June 2019

Econometric
analysis

Feb. 2020

Descriptive
Analysis

Sept. 2019

Survey Pilot

Delayed
date

August
2019

September
2021

Delay to data access;
Covid-19 pandemic;
additional data provided
by Scottish Government

November
2019 &
January
2020

Delays to survey
development;
requirement for a
second pilot
Refinement of survey
following two pilots;
avoiding Christmas and
the 2019 general
election

Survey Launch

September
2019

March
2020

Survey Close

October
2019

April 2020

Survey Analysis

January
2020

September
2020

Delays to survey launch;
access to paper survey
responses delayed due
to Covid-19 pandemic

Draft final report

February
2020

February
2021

Combination of the
above delays

Draft final report
with additional
econometrics
Final report

September
2021
March
2020

December
2021
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3. Non-domestic rates data
In this section we describe the data that were made available to undertake the
evaluation, and highlight some of the issues the data present when attempting
to evaluate the effectiveness of the SBBS.
Data on non-domestic properties in Scotland are housed in three main
databases:
1. Valuation Roll (VR);
2. Proprietor, Tenant and Occupier Address (PTOA) database; and
3. Billing Snapshot.14
The first two of these are maintained by the Scottish Assessors Association
(SAA) and contain information on every non-domestic property in Scotland
that is not exempt from entry on the valuation roll. The SAA is made up of 14
Assessors spread across Scotland’s 32 local authorities who are responsible
for collecting data on non-domestic properties and maintaining the Valuation
Roll.
The Billing Snapshot is constructed by the Scottish Government annually by
combining billing information from Local Authorities on properties that receive
some form of NDR relief. It is therefore a billing snapshot in that it provides an
accurate description of the relief awarded to properties on the snapshot date,
but not over the course of a whole year.
The VR contains information on each property’s location, RV, and the type of
business operating from the property. The PTOA contains information on the
proprietor, tenant and/or occupier of the property as well as the address of
each. The Billing Snapshot contains, for each property that receives NDR
relief, the type and level of that relief, as well as the name and address of the
recipient.

3.1 How we combined the datasets for our analysis
The Scottish Government provided us with a database of all non-domestic
properties in Scotland containing combined VR and PTOA information for
each quarter from April 2009 to January 2020.

14

We were given access to versions of the PTOA database and Billing Snapshot
that also included some information from the VR.
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In addition, for properties in receipt of NDR relief, the Scottish Government
provided the Billing Snapshot data for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2015, 2016, 2018
and 2019, combined with the VR and PTOA information for those properties.
For 2011-16 the Billing Snapshot data were recorded in October, and in 2018
and 2019 they were recorded in June and May respectively.15
The data in each of the original databases are property-level data. They can
be matched and combined at property level by virtue of properties in each
database having a Unique Assessor’s Reference Number – a number
assigned to the property by the responsible assessor that uniquely identifies it
from all others within the local authority/ies the assessor covers, which might
be only one. Given that this variable is comprised of a string of numbers and
letters which included portions of the address, it also uniquely identifies the
property across the whole of Scotland.
We combined the VR/PTOA databases with the Billing Snapshot databases in
the years in which the Billing Snapshot data are available.16 This gives us a
database of all properties that contains both the VR and PTOA data and also
indicates whether that property enjoyed mandatory or discretionary NDR relief
(and if so which, and how much), allowing us to identify which properties
received SBBS relief and which did not.

3.2 Properties versus businesses in the data
Whilst some of this evaluation is suited to the property level data,
comprehensive analysis of the impacts of the SBBS requires us to consider
businesses. However, the available datasets we describe above are unsuited
to an analysis of businesses as it is difficult to construct business entities from
the information they contain.
The Scottish Government provided some additional information on the
presumed business name for each property along with the subsequent site
count and cumulative RV for that business (i.e. the number and total RV of
properties associated with that business name in Scotland). This was imputed
from information recorded in the PTOA dataset.

15

With some exceptions: Oct. 2009; Jan. and Oct. 2010; July 2011; July and Oct.
2012; and the April 2017 data was dated 6 April, not 1 April.
16
To do so we selected the appropriate month of the VR/PTOA database: October in
2011, 2012, 2013, 2015 and 2016 and May and June respectively in 2018 and 2019;
since the Billing Snapshot data for 2018 and 2019 do not align with a pair of
quarterly VR and PTOA datasets, data from the May 2018 and June 2019 VR and
PTOA were provided specifically for this purpose.
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For example, if Stacey Smith is the proprietor (owner) of the one non-domestic
property from which she operates her business, Stacey Smith Ltd., its status
would be proprietor. This status would then be used to extract the business
name from the first line of the proprietor address in the PTOA dataset.
If Stacey owned two non-domestic properties, say an office and a shop, then
the same process would be used and they could then be grouped by their
common business name, Stacey Smith Ltd..
If Stacey owned the shop but rented her office space, then the status of her
office would be recorded as tenant, and the name of the business using the
office would be extracted from the address information of the tenant as
recorded in the PTOA database. Again, this could then be combined with her
shop by their common business name.
From the inclusion of these presumed business names, the Scottish
Government were able to collect together properties in Scotland associated
with the same business name to construct a database of businesses. In
principle, this also allowed them to identify businesses that occupy a single
property (single-site businesses) and businesses that occupy multiple
properties (multi-site businesses), and for the latter the number of properties
associated with that business and the cumulative RV of those properties. This
is important because the eligibility requirements for SBBS relief differ for these
two types of businesses.
However, the methodology used to derive business-level information involved
a level of uncertainty and the resulting business groupings were imperfect.
Unfortunately, the shortcomings of the data sources used to collect
information on non-domestic properties in Scotland on which this methodology
is used further compounded this uncertainty.
A business entity will only be correctly constructed if every property
associated with that business has exactly the same business name, and a
business name different to all other businesses. As such, we might deduce
that a business has a single property entity when it is actually part of a larger
business chain because other properties have been associated with a
different business name; and multi-site business entities may have more or
fewer properties than should be attributed to the business for the same
reason.
For instance, in the above example, correctly identifying the name of a
business operating at a property relies on information being recorded
accurately at the business level. It is conceivable that the address of Stacey
Smith’s shop might be recorded as Stacey’s residential address and the
address of the office as its physical location. This would lead to two different
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business names being selected despite both properties being used by the
same business.
Whilst this simple example may be easily solved by removing the “Ltd.” from
address fields, it is straightforward to imagine any number of scenarios in
which two addresses recorded for different properties in the same business
might not match up. It is also possible that removing suffixes like “Ltd.” could
worsen an already existing issue with any attempt to use this methodology –
the properties of a second Stacey Smith operating a business in Scotland, say
Stacey Smith & Co., will then be combined with those of Stacey Smith Ltd.
Another important drawback of the business data in Scotland comes as a
consequence of its collection. 14 assessors maintain the VR and PTOA data
across Scotland’s 32 local authorities meaning there are potentially subtle
differences in how they are collected, recorded and maintained. For example,
there could be differences across assessors in how, when and why key
information in the VR is updated. Other than for those under appeal, RVs stay
constant until revaluation, the last of which was in 2017; however businesses
open, close and move between properties more frequently.
Whilst the structure of the data collected is consistent across assessors, it is
unclear why and when address information is updated on the PTOA database
– the database used to construct business names. If, for example, the process
for changing the PTOA data for a property when the business operating there
changes varies across assessors, it would not be possible to account for this
in any analysis.
Additionally, local authorities do not coordinate to record properties in different
regions that belong to the same business. When applying for rates relief,
ratepayers are asked whether their business operates from other nondomestic properties in Scotland. However, this information is self-reported and
is not necessarily cross-checked between local authorities. This potentially
creates an incentive to misreport as the SBBS has a cumulative RV cap.
Any such incentive is in principle weaker for highly visible businesses such as,
for example, large supermarket chains, as the local authority is more likely to
be aware of the multi-site nature of the business; and stronger for smaller lowprofile businesses which the local authority may not be familiar with. As a
result, relief levels recorded at the property level might not align with the
eligibility criteria which are laid out by the Scottish Government and which we
must use to classify businesses.
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3.3 Challenges in evaluating impacts on businesses posed by
the data
From the perspective of an evaluation, the largest drawback of the available
data is the fact that it is at the property level and not at the business level. As
we have noted, the construction of businesses from the data has a high
degree of uncertainty. As such, the database of businesses that we have been
asked to use, and that forms the basis of the evaluation, is unreliable.
This means it is difficult to identify the entities that should be evaluated, and
how they should be treated in terms of SBBS eligibility, the rules for which
depend on total property RV within a business. At the same time, the data
available does not contain the information to effectively evaluate the impacts
of NDR relief on, for example, business activity, creation, survival, relocation
and growth – all of which are key outcomes that the Scottish Government are
interested in when evaluating NDR relief.
The Scottish Government did attempt to obtain data on business outcomes by
merging in some additional administrative data for our econometric analysis
(Section 7). We ourselves also attempted to merge the NDR data with survey
information from business owners (Section 5 and 6). However, the
fundamental basis on which these exercises were carried out is the property
level address information. As a result, the uncertainty around identifying the
appropriate business entities affects all components of our analysis.
For example, merging our survey data with the NDR data still relied on the
estimates of businesses’ site count and total RV, as did the sample design
and strategy on which it was based. Similarly, the Scottish Government’s
attempt to merge the NDR data with administrative data on businesses
outcomes relied on matching properties in the former database to those in the
latter using their address information – a process that shares all the
uncertainty of the method by which business groupings were estimated.
Having discovered the extent of these uncertainties during the process of our
research, despite the best efforts of the Scottish Government to provide all
possible data available held for the purposes of NDR, we are ex ante limited in
the confidence with which we can draw any conclusions from this evaluation,
primarily due to the inaccuracy of information on the basic entities that should
be evaluated.
This problem exists irrespective of our approach to the evaluation or the
methodology it employs. It is a fundamental barrier to comprehensive
evaluation of the SBBS – or any NDR relief scheme – which stems from the
way in which data are collected and maintained. In all of the analysis that
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follows, we bear this in mind, and indeed make recommendations to rectify the
situation.
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4. An overview of SBBS support across
Scotland
When combined, the VR, PTOA dataset and Billing Snapshot form
comprehensive data on the distribution of non-domestic properties and SBBS
relief received by properties across Scotland. Whilst it is not possible to
evaluate business outcomes using this data, it does allow us to describe
several important aspects of the small business base in Scotland and the
support that it receives.
For example, we can use the information in the combined data to understand
the composition of non-domestic properties, both currently and over the past
decade. Similarly, the data can be used to shed light on the location and types
of properties that receive support, as well as to seek to understand the takeup of SBBS relief among eligible properties.
In this section, we first use the most recent VR, PTOA dataset, and SBBS
data to answer these questions, and then use historical data to examine
whether or not the answers to any of them have changed over the period the
SBBS has been in place. We then conclude with a brief discussion of whether
or not it is possible to infer anything about the impact of the SBBS around its
thresholds using only the data we have described here.

4.1 Non-domestic properties in Scotland
As at January 2020 – at the time of writing, the most recent version of the data
made available to us for this evaluation – there were 255,822 non-domestic
properties in Scotland. According to the estimated site count for businesses –
the methodology for which is outlined in Section 2 – 129,469 (marginally over
50%) of these properties are associated with a business that operated from a
single site, and 126,353 (marginally under 50%) with those that used more
than one non-domestic property.
For each property, the data details the RV on which basis SBBS eligibility is
determined. Figure 4.1 below shows how these properties are distributed over
the RV distribution. The vast majority have an RV below £18,000 – the upper
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threshold for SBBS relief on a property17 – and the median18 non-domestic
property RV is £5,400.19
The vast majority (231,461; 91%) of properties on the VR are recorded as
being for private as opposed to public use. There are 14,587 properties (5.7%)
used as council buildings, with the remaining 9,774 (3.8%) recorded as being
used for various public functions, such as buildings for public utilities (1,667;
0.65%), the police and fire service (770; 0.3%) and the NHS (2,023; 0.7%).
Figure 4.1 – Distribution of all non-domestic properties by rateable value,
January 2020

Note: Properties are grouped into £1,000 RV bands. For example, the bar
between £1,001 and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least
£1,001 and at most £2,000. Where part of a property is used for residential
purposes, we deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.

17

Although note that not all of these properties will be eligible for relief, in particular if
they constitute part of a multi-site business whose cumulative RV exceeds £35,000.
18
We use the median to report the average as the data contain large outliers that
would skew the mean value.
19
Throughout, when we refer to RV as it relates to SBBS, we are referring to RV net
of any residential apportionment.
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Figure 4.2 breaks down the distribution of non-domestic properties based on
whether or not they were estimated to be part of a single or multi-site
business. The vast majority of those that are part of a single-site business
have an RV below the threshold for 100% SBBS relief (panel (a)). Over threequarters of all non-domestic properties fall to the left of the first dashed line
which indicates the RV threshold for 100% SBBS relief for single-sites (those
part of a multi-site business only receive 100% relief if the cumulative value of
all properties is below £15,000). For comparison, panel (b) of Figure 4.2
shows the distribution of properties that were estimated to be a part of a multisite business. There is a larger number of these properties at the lower end of
the distribution, perhaps due to multi-site businesses being made up of small
auxiliary properties such as car parks, offices, and workshops that accompany
their main property. As a result of this, the median multi-site business property
RV is £5,250 compared to £5,400 for those that are part of a single-site
business.
In panel (a) of Figure 4.2 it is notable that there is a break in the way in which
the distribution of properties declines as RV increases. At the thresholds that
determine eligibility for SBBS relief, the bar representing the proportion of
properties with an RV just below £15,000 – where the properties would
receive 100% relief – is tall in comparison to the bar representing properties
with an RV just above £15,000, where they would receive 25% relief. A similar
pattern is present to the left and right of the £18,000 threshold that determines
whether businesses may qualify for 25% as opposed to zero relief. In Section
4.5 in which we look at the historic data, this break in pattern only appears
after these policy thresholds were introduced and suggests some sorting of
properties valued close to the 100% and 25% relief eligibility thresholds. In
Section 4.7, we look in more detail at how revaluation appeals have
contributed to this sorting.

36

Figure 4.2 – Rateable value distribution of non-domestic properties by site
type, January 2020

(a) Single-sites

(b) Multi-sites
Note: The distributions have been truncated at £50,000 to focus on small
businesses. Properties are grouped into £1,000 RV bands. For example, the
bar between £1,001 and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least
£1,001 and at most £2,000. Where part of a property is used for residential
purposes, we deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.
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Figure 4.3 below charts the distribution of multi-site businesses as opposed to
properties according to their cumulative RV, highlighting the cumulative RV
thresholds that define SBBS eligibility. It shows that a large proportion of
businesses have a total RV below the 100% SBBS threshold of a total
business RV of £15,000.
Figure 4.3 – Rateable value distribution of multi-site businesses, January 2020

Note: The distribution has been truncated at £80,000 to focus on small businesses.
Businesses are grouped into £1,000 RV bands. For example, the bar between
£1,001 and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least £1,001 and at most
£2,000. Where part of a property is used for residential purposes, we deduct the
value of this residential portion from its RV.
As was the case with single-sites, there is a change in the pattern of the
distribution of cumulative RV at the £15,000 threshold, but this is less
pronounced than for single-site businesses. There is no discernible change in
pattern at the £35,000 threshold determining whether a business is eligible for
25% relief on its properties that have a property RV below £18,000.
Looking at the geographical distribution of non-domestic properties provides
an insight into how areas of Scotland differ in terms of their business base,
and so reliance on SBBS relief. Unsurprisingly, the majority of non-domestic
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properties that are (potentially) eligible for SBBS relief are located in two of
Scotland’s major cities – Glasgow and Edinburgh – and its largest local
authority by land mass, Highland. These three areas account for roughly onequarter of all non-domestic properties in Scotland. This is also true when
considering properties that are part of a single and multi-site business
separately. On a per capita basis, however, Glasgow and Edinburgh have far
fewer non-domestic properties than some of Scotland’s less populated areas
(Figure 4.4a). By this measure, Orkney Islands, Argyll and Bute, Na hEileanan Siar and the Shetland Islands are the most likely to have nondomestic properties eligible for SBBS relief.
Panel (b) of Figure 4.4 shows that the share of non-domestic properties that
are for private use is relatively constant across Local Authorities. The only
apparent difference is in the islands, with the Orkney Islands (-8 percentage
points), Na h-Eileanan Siar (-8) and Shetland Islands (-11) having a private
share substantially below the population share of 91%. Still, these
communities have among the highest per capita shares of non-domestic
properties, as shown in panel (a) of the same figure.
By far the most common class of non-domestic properties in Scotland are
those classified as industrial subjects (i.e. factories, warehouses and stores),
shops, and offices, which together make up over two-thirds of all those that
are potentially SBBS-eligible.
The same three property classes are also among the most common when
separating properties by whether they are the property of a single-site
business or part of a larger multi-site business, however offices are far more
common among those properties that are part of a multi-site business and
shops far more common among single-site businesses (Table 4.1).
Some of these property classes are broad. Appendix Table C.2 provides a
brief description of the criteria for inclusion in each property class. For
example, it shows that industrial subjects include “Premises used for the
manufacture, modification or storage of goods i.e. the legislative definition of
"industrial" e.g. bakery, dairy, brewery, cold store, depot, engineering works,
factory, garage, jetty, mill, oil storage, depot, sorting office, repeater station,
refuse disposal works, warehouse, wind turbine, workshop.”; statutory
undertakings properties for “electricity undertakings, rail undertakings, water
undertakings”; and public service subjects “premises owned and operated by
public bodies e.g. airport, bus station, bus shelter, community centre,
courthouse, fire station, prison”.
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Figure 4.4 – Non-domestic properties with rateable value less than £18,000 across
Scottish Local Authorities, January 2020

(a) Non-domestic properties per capita

(b) Percentage of non-domestic properties that are private
The VR also contains a more detailed description of properties’ core use. For
example, core descriptions include categories such as “car wash”, “garden
centre” and “warehouse”. Appendix Table C.1 gives a full list of core
descriptions. It is not the case that all properties in a property class fall under
the same core description, however some core descriptions appear
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predominantly in only one property class. For example, 99% of “shootings” –
the term for land used for commercial shooting of game – are classed as
sporting subjects, as are 90% of “fishings” – waters used for commercial
fishing. Together, these two categories make up around 92% of the sporting
subjects category.
Shootings were in fact exempt from NDR from 1 April 1995 until 2017, when
the Land Reform Act 2016 came into force. Under this Act, shootings became
liable for rating and, by extension, potentially eligible for SBBS relief from 1
April 2017. This meant an additional 12,000 non-domestic properties were
eventually added to the Valuation Roll by 1 April 2018. As such, the relative
prominence of sporting subjects as a property class in Table 4.1 has been
increased by the introduction of shootings to the Valuation Roll from 2017.
At 1 January 2020, there were 11,732 shootings on the VR, mostly found in
rural local authorities. Figure 4.5 shows the share of non-domestic properties
with an RV of at most £18,000 in each local authority that are shootings.
Orkney Islands and Aberdeenshire have over 15% of their non-domestic
properties recorded as shootings, and Shetland Islands, Scottish Borders and
Angus have 13-14%. Figure 4.5 below shows that, when compared with
Figure 4.4(a), excluding shootings affects per capita numbers of properties to
a greater extent within these local authorities, but it does not significantly alter
their broad rank in terms of this measure of property density. A more striking
change arises when excluding shootings from Table 4.1. In this case, the
share of non-domestic properties that are sporting subjects falls from 7.1% to
1.6%, giving them a similar share to garages and petrol stations.
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Table 4.1 – Distribution of properties with a maximum rateable value of £18,000
across class, January 2020
Overall
%
N

Single-site
%
N

Multi-site
%
N

Industrial subjects*

20.9

43,349

21.4

23,497

20.3 19,852

Shops

19.9

41,310

26.2

28,838

12.8 12,472

Offices
Leisure &
Entertainment**

17.4

36,076

12.9

14,165

22.4 21,911

11.2

23,283

13.4

14,735

8.7

Other

7.7

16,027

4.3

4,737

11.6 11,290

Sporting subjects

7.1

14,773

7.8

8,577

6.3

6,196

Public Service subjects

3.5

7,292

2.1

2,349

5.1

4,943

Religious

2.5

5,150

1.7

1,840

3.4

3,310

Hotels etc.
Garages & Petrol
Stations

2.1

4,335

2.8

3,098

1.3

1,237

1.6

3,366

1.9

2,050

1.3

1,316

Health & Medical

0.9

1,907

1.2

1,314

0.6

593

Advertising

0.8

1,676

0.1

89

1.6

1,587

Public Houses

0.8

1,585

1.1

1,166

0.4

419

Care Facilities

0.6

1,292

0.4

439

0.9

853

Cultural

0.4

918

0.4

431

0.5

487

Education & Training

0.4

808

0.2

221

0.6

587

Quarries, Mines, etc.

0.2

503

0.1

109

0.4

394

Statutory Undertaking

0.2

459

0.1

124

0.3

335

Communications

0.1

219

0.0

53

0.2

166

Petrochemical

0.0

39

0.0

8

0.0

31

8,548

Total
100
207,721 100
110,011 100 97,710
Note: ‘Overall’ includes both single and multi-sites. * Industrial subjects
includes factories, warehouses and stores; ** Leisure & Entertainment includes
caravans and holiday sites. Appendix Table C.2 provides more detail on the
types of properties included in each class.
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Figure 4.5 – Shootings and the geographical spread of non-domestic properties with a
maximum rateable value of £18,000 in Scotland, January 2020

(a) Share that are shootings by Local Authority

(b) Number of properties per capita excluding shootings, January 2020
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4.2 The value of SBBS relief in Scotland
According to the most recently available Billing Snapshot data at the time of
writing – from June 2019 – the total value of SBBS relief being received was
roughly £266,468,000. Although we cannot attribute relief to single and multisite groupings exactly, using the Scottish Government’s estimates of
businesses’ site count suggests that around 78% of this total – some £208
million – was awarded to properties that were estimated to be part of a singlesite business. The remaining £59 million was awarded to properties that were
part of a multi-site business.
The vast majority of this NDR relief is received by properties with an RV below
£15,000 and it is fairly evenly spread among those with RVs between £2,001
and £12,000. This pattern in the distribution of SBBS relief is consistent
across site type, although it is slightly more concentrated among lower-RV
properties that are part of a multi-site business (Figure 4.6(b)). This is in line
with the fact there are more low-RV properties among those that are
estimated to be part of a multi-site business.
Unsurprisingly given their prevalence among non-domestic properties, shops
receive by far the most SBBS relief. From the data, we calculate this class of
non-domestic property, whether part of a single or multi-site business, was in
receipt of roughly £95.5 million of SBBS relief in June 2019. Industrial subjects
(£61.8 million) and offices (£39.4 million) had the second and third highest
total relief respectively. Although they have the highest total value, these
property classes do not receive the highest average level of relief, however.
The median level of relief among shops is roughly £2,600, compared with
£4,900 for public houses. This is because public houses have, on average,
higher RVs. Table 4.2 shows the total, mean, and median SBBS relief value
and RV across property classes.
Geographically, in line with the distribution of non-domestic properties,
Glasgow and Edinburgh benefit from the highest total value of SBBS relief.
However, on a per capita basis, properties in Argyll and Bute, Na h-Eileanan
Siar, Orkney Islands and Highland receive the most relief. These areas also
have, on average, lower RV properties – the median RV among eligible
properties in Argyll and Bute, for example, is £2,150 compared with £5,400 in
Glasgow City.
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Figure 4.6 – Distribution of SBBS relief across £2,000 rateable value
groupings and site-type, June 2019

(a) Single-sites

(b) Multi-sites
Note: Properties are grouped into £2,000 RV bands. For example, the bar
under £4,000 in each panel groups all properties with an RV of at least £2,001
and at most £4,000. Where part of a property is used for residential purposes,
we deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.
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Table 4.2 – Distribution of SBBS relief across property classes

Class

Total value of
SBBS
(£ million)

Mean
value
of
SBBS
(£)

Median
value of
SBBS (£)

Median
RV (£)

Shops

95.5

3,030

2,646

6,300

Industrial subjects*

61.8

2,228

1,764

3,600

Offices

39.4

2,232

1,764

4,500

Leisure & Entertainment**

26.8

1,419

1,029

2,200

Hotels etc.

11.6

3,285

2,940

6,500

Garages & Petrol Stations 5.8

2,264

1,813

4,050

Sporting subjects

5.7

586

282

550

Public Houses

5.7

4,621

4,900

12,500

Health & Medical

4.2

3,160

2,793

7,600

Other

3.6

1,085

588

550

Public Service subjects

3.3

2,037

1,495

4,050

Cultural

0.9

2,498

1,905

5,500

Care Facilities

0.8

2,594

2,046

7,400

Education & Training

0.5

2,815

2,470

7,100

Statutory Undertaking

0.4

3,269

3,001

6,025

Religious

0.4

1,843

1,495

200

Quarries, Mines, etc.

0.1

1,351

815

0

Advertising

0.1

735

559

1,650

Communications

0.05

1,592

588

600

Petrochemical
0.01
1,247 1,016
6,450
Note: *Industrial subjects includes Factories, Warehouses and Stores. **Leisure
& Entertainment includes Caravans and Holiday Sites. Appendix Table C.2
provides more detail on the types of properties included in each class.
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4.3 SBBS take-up
The 2019 Billing Snapshot data also allows us to produce crude estimates of
take-up of SBBS relief – the proportion of what we believe to be eligible nondomestic properties actually in receipt of SBBS relief. To do so, we first
identify three groups that define the rate of take-up:
1. properties that are eligible and receive SBBS relief: eligible claimers;
2. properties that are eligible and do not receive SBBS relief: eligible nonclaimers; and
3. properties that are eligible, but claim another type of relief: eligible
others.
Figure 4.7 plots these three groups for properties that are part of a single-site
business as a proportion of the total number of properties within each £1,000
RV band under £18,000. There are a considerable number of businesses that
appear to be eligible but do not claim. This may be due to the business
actually not claiming, but it could also be attributed to the limitations of the
data which mean that we cannot be certain businesses have been accurately
identified.20 Indeed, we take this as partial evidence that there is considerable
inaccuracy in identifying businesses from the data.
A particularly large proportion of those properties with an RV of less than
£1,000 do not claim SBBS support. This is likely due to the types of property
that make up this group perhaps being less likely to claim relief: sporting
subjects – which include fields, pitches and tracks – make up over a third of
these properties compared with only 8% in the total population of eligible
single-property businesses. These types of low-RV property are also more
likely to claim empty property relief – 12.5% of those with an RV of £1,000 or
less claim relief for unoccupancy compared with 7.4% of all those with an RV
greater than £1,000. This is likely an artefact of the eligibility rules for empty
property relief: any unoccupied property with an RV less than £1,700 is
entitled to 100% NDR relief, whereas the rules for this relief differ for those
with an RV over this threshold.21
The proportion of those eligible for SBBS relief but not claiming remains
largely constant for RVs up to £15,000 (excepting those in the 0-£1,000
category just discussed). There is a noticeable increase in eligible non20

For example, if a property with an RV below £18,000 is actually part of a larger
multi-site business with a cumulative RV above £35,000, but is not attributed to it in
the data, then we would classify this property (identified in the data as a single-site
business) as eligible when it is in fact not.
21
For example, see https://www.gov.scot/publications/local-government-financecircular-6-2021-non-domestic-rates-relief-for-2021to-2022/.
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claimers for RVs between £15,001 and £18,000, along with an increase in
businesses claiming other relief(s). Although it is not possible to tell from the
data, the lower take-up rate in this cohort might be a result of decreased
incentives to apply for support considering the substantial drop from 100% to
25% relief as the £15,000 threshold is reached. In addition, as the RV of
properties increases, it becomes more likely that if properties have not been
correctly linked to larger multi-site businesses, the business the property is
actually attributable to is ineligible because its cumulative RV exceeds
£35,000.
Figure 4.7 – SBBS take-up across the RV distribution, properties in a
single-site business

Note: Properties are grouped into £1,000 RV bands. For example, the bar
between £1,001 and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least
£1,001 and at most £2,000. Where part of a property is used for residential
purposes, we deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.
Although broadly similar, the pattern across the RV distribution is less clear for
properties that are identified as being part of a multi-site business (Figure 4.8).
When analysing take-up among these types of properties, it must again be
borne in mind that there is uncertainty surrounding their identification as a
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multi-site – defining eligibility depends on knowledge of businesses’ total RV
across all properties. As a result, the proportion of eligible non-claimers in
each RV band might be over- or underestimated.
Figure 4.8 – SBBS take-up across the rateable value distribution, eligible
properties in a multi-site business

Note: Properties are grouped into £1,000 RV bands. For example, the bar
between £1,001 and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least
£1,001 and at most £2,000. Where part of a property is used for residential
purposes, we deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.
Table 4.3 first shows the distribution of SBBS claimers across classes of
properties for properties part of both single and multi-site businesses
combined. It shows that by far the most common properties to receive SBBS
relief are those used as shops, industrial subjects, leisure and entertainment
facilities, and offices. This is unsurprising given these are also the most
common types of eligible non-domestic property in Scotland (Table 4.1), and
the classes that receive the most relief (Table 4.2).
For properties that constitute a single-site business, the highest rate of takeup, at 92%, is among hotels and similar properties, closely followed by those
used for shops, leisure and entertainment, and garages and petrol stations
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(Figure 4.9). Industrial subjects and offices have lower take-up rates at around
83% and 75% respectively. Take-up rates are generally lower across most
property types for multi-sites, as is the broad pattern in engagement. This
could suggest that these types of properties are those that are most likely not
to be identified as part of a larger business chain. Again, we calculate the
take-up rates in Figure 4.9 based on estimates of whether a property is part of
a single or multi-site business.
Table 4.3 – Distribution of properties part of single and multi-site
businesses in receipt of SBBS by class, 2019
Number of
properties

Percent

Shops

27,178

26.60

Industrial subjects*

23,218

22.73

Leisure & Entertainment**

16,894

16.54

Offices

13,720

13.43

Sporting subjects

9,107

8.91

Hotels etc.

3,097

3.03

Other

2,758

2.70

Garages & Petrol Stations

2,198

2.15

Public Service subjects

1,057

1.03

Health & Medical

1,033

1.01

Public Houses

883

0.86

Cultural

261

0.26

Care Facilities

248

0.24

Religious

140

0.14

Education & Training

127

0.12

Statutory Undertaking

87

0.09

Quarries, Mines, etc.

63

0.06

Advertising

63

0.06

Communications (non-formula)

23

0.02

Petrochemical

2

0.00

Total
102,157
100
Note: *Industrial subjects includes factories, warehouses and stores.
**Leisure & Entertainment includes caravans and holiday sites. Table
includes all properties, part of both single and multi-site businesses.
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Figure 4.9 – SBBS take-up by class, properties in single and multi-site
businesses

(a) Single-sites

(b) Multi-sites
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When looking at the rate of take-up across different local authorities, take-up
of eligible claimants ranges from roughly 64% (Renfrewshire) to 87% (Dundee
City) for single-site businesses, and 14% (Renfrewshire) to 80% (Orkney
Islands) for properties part of a multi-site business. Again, the multi-site takeup rates are subject to a considerable degree of uncertainty. There does not
appear to be a strong relationship between the prevalence of non-domestic
properties and take-up rates, given that of the five local authorities with either
the highest number of properties or value of SBBS relief per capita – Argyll
and Bute, Na h-Eileanan Siar, Orkney Islands, Highland, and the Shetland
Islands – only Orkney Islands is among the ten regions with the highest takeup rate. This is true for both single and multi-sites (see Table 4.4).
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Table 4.4 – SBBS take-up of properties by LA and site-type
Single-sites (%)
Local Authority
Aberdeen City
Aberdeenshire
Angus
Argyll & Bute
City of Edinburgh
Clackmannanshire
Dumfries &
Galloway
Dundee City
East Ayrshire
East
Dunbartonshire
East Lothian
East Renfrewshire
Na h-Eileanan Siar
Falkirk
Fife
Glasgow City
Highland
Inverclyde
Midlothian
Moray
North Ayrshire
North Lanarkshire
Orkney Islands
Perth & Kinross
Renfrewshire
Scottish Borders
Shetland Islands
South Ayrshire
South Lanarkshire
Stirling
West
Dunbartonshire
West Lothian

Multi-sites (%)

Eligible
Claimers
67.78
82.89
85.77
75.38
78.89
78.55

Eligible
Nonclaimers
25.06
8.86
6.24
20.12
14.51
16.85

Eligible,
claiming
other
7.16
8.25
7.99
4.5
6.6
4.6

Eligible
Claimers
49.64
58.66
69.9
66.39
57.9
58.8

Eligible
Nonclaimers
41.12
30.96
12.9
23.97
28.52
26.41

Eligible,
claiming
other
9.25
10.39
17.2
9.64
13.58
14.79

78.53

14.11

7.37

64.93

26.62

8.45

86.48
78.95

7.41
13.53

6.11
7.52

62.96
62.44

19.69
26.97

17.35
10.59

80.98

13.2

5.82

75.08

18.24

6.69

81.89
80.45
78.54
81.57
85.34
76.83
80.15
78.22
74.5
79.13
84.92
76.15
86.01
79.96
64.42
84.22
72.8
78.77
72.2
82.32

6.18
9.43
7.37
11.45
9.12
13.84
12.77
11.87
15.42
12.15
8.64
14.58
4.88
14.46
26.13
5.95
6.49
12.58
23.95
11.7

11.92
10.11
14.09
6.98
5.54
9.33
7.08
9.91
10.09
8.73
6.43
9.27
9.11
5.58
9.45
9.83
20.71
8.65
3.85
5.99

70.33
63.77
67.15
70.53
70.01
63.45
67.25
66.57
65.12
55.9
72.97
65.73
80.39
61.78
14.36
76.23
62.56
68.08
57.81
69.22

10.33
18.49
15.38
23.06
17.25
21.05
21.26
21.53
19.48
33.05
14.53
22.44
5.56
28.95
81.31
10.34
11.35
20.04
35.67
25.53

19.33
17.74
17.47
6.41
12.74
15.5
11.5
11.9
15.4
11.05
12.5
11.83
14.05
9.27
4.32
13.43
26.09
11.88
6.51
5.25

79.96

13.81

6.24

64.25

24.75

11

78.06

10.86

11.07

63.3

20.41

16.29
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4.4 The interaction of the SBBS with other reliefs
There are two broad types of NDR reliefs: mandatory and discretionary.
Mandatory reliefs are fully funded by the Scottish Government and are
awarded to businesses operating in any eligible property. There are also
mandatory reliefs for properties used to care for people with disabilities or in
small, sparsely populated rural areas. Discretionary reliefs are 75% centrallyfunded and are used, as the name suggests, at the discretion of local
authorities to award new reliefs or to top-up mandatory reliefs.22
In analysing SBBS take-up, we identified a group of eligible properties that
claimed alternative reliefs. One question might be whether or not businesses
that receive SBBS relief might be eligible for other reliefs in its absence. In the
2019 Billing Snapshot data, there are around 8,000 properties with an
estimated total business RV below £15,000 that received 100% exemption
from mandatory rates reliefs that were not the SBBS. This compared with
around 102,000 properties in the same RV range that received full relief from
the SBBS. The most common alternative relief is for unoccupancy, followed by
charity and religious reliefs, shown in Figure 4.10. This is true regardless of
whether we consider single and multi-sites together or separately.
Given that properties qualifying for SBBS relief are, in the majority, occupied,
and operating for profit, these alternative mandatory supports would not be
available to almost all those receiving SBBS relief, though there may be a
small number of religious or charity-affiliated businesses receiving SBBS
relief.23 Mandatory sports relief might be available to some of those nondomestic properties classed as sporting subjects, however, this group only
makes up around 9% of properties eligible for 100% SBBS relief (See Table
4.3 in Section 4.3). Rural relief might be a substitute for SBBS relief for some
businesses, however the number of properties meeting the criteria for rural
support is likely to be small. It is therefore unlikely that the suite of available
mandatory reliefs would cover large swathes of this group in the absence of
SBBS relief, or if the policy was altered significantly.

22

See the background notes of the Scottish Government NDR relief statistics
publication for detailed information https://www.gov.scot/publications/Non-domesticrates-relief-statistics. The Scottish Government also publishes annual rates relief
guidance for Local Authorities that includes a full description of mandatory and
discretionary reliefs here: https://www.gov.scot/collections/local-government-financecirculars/.
23

As of 1 April 2020 this is actually a legal requirement for SBBS eligibility:
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2020/39/body/made.
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Figure 4.10 – Alternative mandatory supports by support type, single and
multi-site properties eligible for 100% SBBS relief

Note: The graph includes all properties eligible for 100% SBBS relief based
on their RV.
The discretionary reliefs, which are generally only 75% centrally-funded, are
similarly exclusive in that very few properties would be eligible.24 A more
directed question might be the extent to which other reliefs would cover those
who need rates relief the most. Given the complex nature of the eligibility criteria
for many of the alternative reliefs, and the lack of data on businesses operating
within properties, it is not possible to examine such a question in more detail.

4.5 Have things changed over time?
Given that we have the VR, PTOA dataset and Billing Snapshot data as far
back as 2009, we are able to examine how many aspects of the small
business base and its interaction with the SBBS have changed over time. In
Figure 4.11 we first show how the distribution of non-domestic properties
compares in 2010, 2015, and 2020.
24

Discretionary sports relief for charitable properties that do not qualify for
mandatory sports relief is 100% centrally-funded and Hardship relief, which is 95%
funded, but only for awards as a result of the Glasgow Sauchiehall Fire.
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Between 2010 and 2020 there has been a gradual increase in the overall
number of non-domestic-properties in Scotland: there were 41,703 (19.6%)
more properties in the VR in January 2020 than in 2010. This growth has been
coupled with an increase in the number of properties eligible for SBBS relief:
91% of the new properties have an RV below £15,000.25 Importantly, in Figure
4.11 the distribution of properties in 2020 includes shootings, which
contributes to the seemingly large increase in properties with an RV between
£0 and £1,000.
Figure 4.12 then shows the change in the number of properties across the RV
distribution and the percentage change in the number of properties within
each £1,000 grouping of properties over time. It highlights that the increase in
non-domestic properties has been driven by an increased number of those
that have a relatively low RV. The figure also shows that the largest
percentage change in the number of non-domestic properties between 2010
and 2020 came among those valued between £14,000 and £15,000, just
below the threshold for 100% relief that was established in 2017 (consistent
with our identification of bunching around the £15,000 threshold in Figure 4.2).
It also shows that the growth in the number of properties among those whose
RV is just above both current policy thresholds – £15,001-£16,000 and
£18,001-£19,000 – was negative over the period. These were the only two
groups that declined in size. Unlike Figure 4.11, Figure 4.12 now excludes
shootings given they were only added to the VR in 2017. Considering this
addition results in growth in the 0-£1,000 RV band increasing by close to 40%.
This is a result of shootings having, on average, very low RVs.
This bunching around the thresholds – which we have referred to several
times – can be clearly seen by focusing in on the lower end of the distribution
of properties, and by comparing the distribution of non-domestic properties
before and after the 2017 policy change. Figure 4.13 shows the distribution of
non-domestic properties that were estimated to be part of a single-site
business in 2016 and 2018, before and after the changes to the SBBS
thresholds respectively. It shows two things. Firstly, in 2016 there are clear
spikes in the number of properties valued just below the policy thresholds
active at that time (£10,000; £12,000; and £18,000), but no discernible spike
at an RV of £15,000. Secondly, it shows that as new thresholds were
introduced in 2017, a new spike at the £15,000 threshold appears in the data
that did not exist previously, and the spikes around the old thresholds (at
£10,000 and £12,000) became smaller.
25

There have been changes to the property/rental market over the past decade that
could have influenced this, namely the rise of self-catering properties. If domestic
properties are used heavily for short-term rentals, they become subject to nondomestic rates. See https://www.mygov.scot/non-domestic-rates-guidance/selfcatering-and-holiday-lets/
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Figure 4.11 – Density plot of all non-domestic properties, 2010, 2015 and
2020

Note: The graph includes all properties, part of both single and multi-site
businesses. For example, the bar between £1,001 and £2,000 groups all
properties with an RV of at least £1,001 and at most £2,000. Where part of a
property is used for residential purposes, we deduct the value of this
residential portion from its RV.
Figure 4.13, combined with Figures 4.11 and 4.12 presents evidence that
there is bunching of properties around the policy thresholds that results from
their location along the RV distribution. Potential reasons include, amongst
other factors, properties being constructed to fit within the thresholds; the RV
of properties being assessed to fit within the thresholds; and properties the RV
of which is assessed to be above the thresholds engaging in an appeal
process which then results in the property being revalued to below the
threshold. We discuss the latter of these explanations in more detail in Section
4.7, however we unfortunately cannot know the extent to which the other two
factors contribute.
The overall increase in the number of properties has been driven by increases
in five classes of property: sporting subjects, industrial subjects, offices,
leisure and entertainment and those without a standard classification,
combined into an “other” category (see Appendix Table C.2 for a description
of property classes). As we outlined in Section 4.1, the current prevalence of
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sporting subjects is a result of the introduction of shootings to the Valuation
Roll from 2017. This change has also driven the growth in the number of
sporting subjects between 2010 and 2020, and is responsible for 28% of the
overall increase in domestic properties in Scotland over the same period.
Figure 4.12 – Change in number of properties across the rateable value
distribution, 2010-20

Note: The graph includes all properties, part of both single and multi-site
businesses, excluding shootings. Properties are grouped in £1,000 RV bands.
For example, the bar between £1,001 and £2,000 groups all properties with an
RV of at least £1,001 and at most £2,000. Where part of a property is used for
residential purposes, we deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.
Sporting subjects, industrial subjects, offices, leisure and entertainment and
the “other” properties category all have a median RV lower than the overall
mean among all SBBS eligible properties. For example, the inclusion of
shootings has meant that sporting subjects have increased in number by
almost 12,000 over the past decade (a roughly 400% increase). These
properties have a median RV of roughly £600 compared with £3,700 among
all those properties with an RV of £18,000 or less.
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Figure 4.13 – Distribution of small single-site non-domestic properties in 2016
versus 2018

(a) 2016

(b) 2018
Note: The graph includes all properties, part of both single and multi-site
businesses. Properties are grouped in £500 RV bands. For example, the bar
between £2,001 and £2,500 groups all properties with an RV of at least £2,001
and at most £2,500. Where part of a property is used for residential purposes, we
deduct the value of this residential portion from its RV.
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Figure 4.14 – Increases in non-domestic properties across local authorities, 20102020 ordered from largest to smallest by population

The increase in non-domestic properties has also varied geographically.
Figure 4.14 shows that Renfrewshire, the outlier, has experienced over a 60%
increase in its non-domestic property base in the past decade. Whilst there
does not appear to be a strong relationship between growth in the number of
non-domestic properties and population, areas such as the Orkney Islands,
Na h-Eileanan Siar, Argyll and Bute and the Shetland Islands, which are
among the areas with the most non-domestic properties and expenditure on
SBBS relief per capita, have experienced the highest growth in properties.
Given we showed in Figure 4.5 that the location of shootings – which, as
mentioned, were only required to be included in the VR by law from April
2017– is dependent on geographical location, Figure 4.14 also shows the
growth in non-domestic properties between 2010 and 2020 when excluding
these properties, represented by the grey portion of the bars. Unsurprisingly,
the growth in non-domestic properties in areas like Aberdeenshire, Highland,
Perth and Kinross, and Dumfries and Galloway is drastically reduced by doing
so.
Take-up of SBBS relief has also broadly increased over time. Figure 4.15a
plots our estimates of the proportion of both eligible single-site and multi-site
businesses that claim SBBS relief in each year for which we have Billing
Snapshot data. Between 2011 and 2019, this proportion has increased more
for the latter group, which we estimate has consistently had a lower rate of
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take-up relative to the single-sites. Again, however, it must be noted that
eligibility is difficult to define here given the uncertainty surrounding groupings
of properties into businesses and their resultant total RV.
Figure 4.15b also shows estimates of SBBS take-up excluding shootings. If
these types of property have a particularly high rate of take-up, then the
increase shown in 4.15a might be driven by their inclusion in the VR. The
figure shows that imposing this restriction results in only very small changes to
our estimates of take-up rates. Shootings that are estimated to be part of a
single-site business have a slightly lower take-up rate than the overall
population (73.6% vs 76.1%), whereas those that are part of a multi-site
business are more likely to be eligible claimers (73.5% vs 61%). The number
of shootings is relatively small, however, meaning they do not significantly
change estimates of the overall take-up.
The data also shows that there has been a decrease in the proportion of
properties classed as vacant over time, particularly since 2016. Figure 4.16
plots the proportion of properties classed as vacant by assessors in the VR in
each year for which we have data. This line excludes shootings given they
were only included from 2017. Although very few shootings are vacant – 0.3%
are deemed vacant compared with 11.3% of all properties – there are
relatively few of them (2.5% of total properties), meaning this has only a very
small effect on the vacancy rate.
There were, of course, significant changes to the SBBS in 2017 that expanded
its coverage and generosity. The Scottish Government also wrote to all
businesses about this expansion, perhaps increasing awareness of the policy.
However, it is not possible to attribute any patterns in take-up, growth in nondomestic properties, or decreases in vacancy rates to a specific cause with
the data we have.
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Figure 4.15 – SBBS take-up 2011-19 by site-type
Single-sites

Multi-sites

(a) Overall

(b) Excluding shootings
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Figure 4.16 – Non-domestic properties and vacancies over time, excluding
shootings

Note: Shootings are excluded due to only being included in the VR from April
2017

4.6 Can we infer anything from the policy thresholds?
One way to ascertain whether a policy like the SBBS has impacted
businesses/properties is to compare the outcomes of those it affects on either
side of its eligibility thresholds. This can in principle provide robust estimates
of policy impacts given that businesses just above and below the thresholds
should be, broadly speaking, comparable. In the case of the SBBS, if we
wanted to evaluate how the policy has affected, for example, profits, or the
likelihood that the business continues to operate, we could in principle
compare businesses operating in a property just below the £15,000 threshold
which receive 100% relief with those in properties just above which receive
only 25% relief, based on an assumption that this is the only way in which
these two groups of businesses substantively differ. This comparison would
not tell us the effect of receiving 100% versus 25% SBBS relief, on average,
across all businesses/properties. However, it would allow us to assess how
receiving 100% relief affects the marginal business/property. We revisit the
formal definition of this type of comparison, and what conclusions can be
drawn from it, in our econometric analysis in Section 7.
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There are two main reasons why this is not entirely possible with the data
used in this section. Firstly, the VR, PTOA dataset, and Billing Snapshot do
not contain measures of business outcomes of interest such as profits, nor do
they accurately identify and track businesses over time which may stay or
move between properties. We therefore cannot make any comparisons at the
business level. Secondly, and as outlined earlier in this section, there appears
to be significant bunching around the thresholds of the policy, which suggests
that properties or their RVs have been influenced by the policy thresholds.
In the next subsection (Section 4.7) we show that revaluation appeals are
more prominent for properties assigned an RV just above the 100% SBBS
threshold. If appeals, or any other cause of the sorting, are influenced by
business need for support, then any estimates of the effect of the SBBS
obtained by comparing outcomes across the threshold would be biased. We
return to this point in more detail later in our econometric analysis where we
utilise administrative data on business outcomes in an attempt to understand
the effect of the policy (Section 7). Here, we look descriptively at the vacancy
rate – one property-level outcome on which we do have information in the
VR/Billing Snapshot/PTOA data – across the RV distribution to understand
whether the SBBS has an influence on property occupancy.
Figure 4.17 shows that there are no obvious differences in the proportion of
properties that are vacant on both sides of the pre- and post-2017 policy
thresholds, and Figure 4.18 shows that the largest reduction in vacancy rate
between 2010-2020 was among those properties with an RV of £1,000 or
below. Across the rest of the RV distribution, the decline in vacancy rates was
relatively broad-based, even among those not eligible for SBBS relief.
There is arguably evidence of a slightly larger decline in vacancy rates in the
£14,001 to £15,000 RV band – where a single site business would have
received 25% relief until 2017 and then 100% relief from 2017 onward – than
in the £15,001-16,000 RV band where a business would receive 25% relief for
the entire period. It is important to note here that Figure 4.17 is based on final
(i.e. post-appeal) RVs. Properties which were revalued to marginally above
the 100% SBBS threshold are more likely to appeal if they are occupied –
something we show in the next subsection – given that those which are
unoccupied are eligible for empty property relief. As a result, this decline in
vacancy rate among properties valued at £14,001-£15,000 is mechanically
linked to the characteristics of appealers. This makes it difficult to interpret the
decline in the absence of any further knowledge of the characteristics of
appealers.
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Figure 4.17 – Vacancy rates across the RV distribution, 2010 versus 2020

Note: Shootings are excluded due to only being included in the VR from 2017.
Properties are grouped in £1,000 RV bands. For example, the bar between £1,001
and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least £1,001 and at most £2,000.
Where part of a property is used for residential purposes, we deduct the value of this
residential portion from its RV. The £15,000 threshold was present in both 2010 and
2020. From 2008-10 there was a threshold at £8,000 however we do not show it here.
There is a similar drop in the vacancy rate just below the £12,000 threshold
that was in place until 2017 and determined whether businesses were eligible
for 50% or 25% relief. Between 2010 and 2017 these properties would have
been eligible for 50% SBBS relief, but from 2017 this increased to 100% relief.
This could be interpreted as slight evidence supporting the notion that the
SBBS facilitates the occupancy of non-domestic properties. However, this
should be taken with caution as our previous analysis suggested a growth in
properties in the £14,001 to £15,000 band and a decline in those in the
£15,001-16,000 range between 2010-2020 (Figure 4.12), and these “new”
properties would, of course, be more likely to be occupied. Similarly, we have
shown in Figure 4.13 that there is significant bunching around these
thresholds that changes over time.
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Figure 4.18 – Changes in vacancy rates and changes across the RV distribution,
2010-2020

Note: Shootings are excluded due to only being included in the VR from 2017.
Properties are grouped in £1,000 RV bands. For example, the bar between £1,001
and £2,000 groups all properties with an RV of at least £1,001 and at most £2,000.
Where part of a property is used for residential purposes, we deduct the value of this
residential portion from its RV. The £15,000 threshold was present in both 2010 and
2020. From 2008-2010 there was a threshold at £8,000, however we do not show it
here.

4.7 Revaluations, appeals, and bunching
In the descriptive analyis to this point we have highlighted the bunching of
non-domestic properties around the SBBS eligibility thresholds, particularly
the £15,000 cut-off at which the SBBS relief for which properties are eligible
drops from 100% to 25%. We also noted that one potential reason for this
bunching may be that businesses which own/operate in a single property that
was assigned an RV just above the 100% SBBS threshold as part of the 2017
revaluation had an incentive to lodge an appeal against that decision, which
would increase their relief from 25% to 100%.
A revaluation involves ascribing a new RV for a property, which is then
finalised and updated in the VR. Figure 4.19a plots the distribution of
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properties according to their 2016 draft RV. This represents the distribution of
properties in Scotland, before any re-adjustments due to appeals. It shows
that the bunching around the £15,000 threshold is less pronounced than in the
previous distributions based on final RVs (for example, Figures 4.3a, 4.11 and
4.13b). Figure 4.19b then shows that the extent of the bunching below the
threshold increases significantly by 2020.
From Figure 4.19, it might be reasonable to infer that appeals against the draft
valuations contributed substantially to the spike in non-domestic properties
marginally below the 100% SBBS eligibility threshold. Figure 4.20 shows that
properties estimated to be part of single-site businesses with an RV over
£15,000 did in fact engage in appeals at a much higher rate than those below.
Each dot in the figure – either light or dark blue – represents the proportion of
businesses in £1,000 RV bands that had engaged in an appeal, and the two
dotted lines represent the predicted appeal rate across the RV distribution
using data from those below (dark blue) and above (light blue) the threshold.
Both predictions show an upward trend in the appeal rate as RV increases.
This is intuitive given that a higher RV means having higher NDR liability.
However, there is a clear discontinuous jump in the appeal rate at the 100%
SBBS threshold.
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Figure 4.19 – Rateable value distribution of properties based on 2016 draft
valuations, £500 RV bands

(a) Draft valuations
(b) Final valuation, 2020
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Figure 4.20 – The proportion of single site premises lodging a revaluation
appeal by January 2018 against initial valuations, £1,000 rateable value band

Together Figures 4.19 and 4.20 suggest that bunching around the 100%
eligibility threshold was minor when draft RVs were assigned as part of the
2017 revaluation; but that this bunching became increasingly apparent as RVs
were finalised; and properties with an RV above the 100% SBBS threshold
were significantly more likely to have engaged in an appeal. It is therefore
reasonable to conclude that appeals to RVs assigned as part of the 2017
revaluation have substantially contributed to the bunching that is clear in the
most recent data used for this evaluation (January 2021).

4.8 Summary of the descriptive analysis
In this section, we have summarised the data that has been made available to
us by the Scottish Government under the caveat, documented in Section 3,
that there are inherent inaccuracies in constructing a database of business
entities from this data.
We documented how the small business base in Scotland is distributed by the
RV of the properties the business occupies, geographical location, and the
class of the business. We also documented the value of SBBS relief received
by businesses operating in Scotland. When investigating take-up of SBBS
relief, we found a surprisingly large number of properties that appear from the
data to be eligible to claim SBBS relief, but do not claim it. This may, however,
be due to the fact it is not possible to accurately construct business entities
from the data to ascertain eligibility.
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We then considered how the characteristics of the business base have
changed between 2010 and 2020. The number of non-domestic properties
has increased by 19.6% over this period, which seems to be due to an
increase in the number of low-RV properties. It is bolstered, however, by the
addition of shootings to the VR from 2017 onward – 28% of the overall
increase in non-domestic properties between 2010 and 2020 resulted from
this change. Even when we account for the increase in shootings, we still see
a substantial increase in non-domestic properties over the past decade
(30,876 properties, 14.5%).
We also documented evidence that suggests that the change in the policy
thresholds in 2017, at which point an RV of £15,000 became the threshold for
SBBS relief to drop from 100% to 25%, promoted a relative increase in the
number of properties with an RV just below this threshold and a relative
reduction in the number of properties just above it, which is also true (but to a
lesser extent) with the £18,000 threshold.
Additionally, we undertook some investigation into whether the SBBS
influences the likelihood that properties become vacant, exploiting the policy
thresholds to undertake the analysis (a methodology that we will return to in
Section 7 of the report). A tentative conclusion, by comparing properties with
an RV between £14,000 and £15,000 that are more likely to receive 100%
relief with those between £15,000 and £16,000 that are more likely to receive
25% relief is that the SBBS supports properties remaining occupied. This is,
however, subject to all the caveats documented in the analysis.
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5. Designing and implementing a survey
of businesses
Some of the objectives of the SBBS evaluation could not be met using only
the VR and its derivatives, or business survey data. For example, the data on
the attributes and outcomes of properties/businesses cannot be used to
analyse how essential the SBBS might be to the viability of its recipients, nor
can it shed light on how the money saved by small businesses in receipt of
SBBS relief is otherwise used, if at all. Both of these were objectives of the
evaluation.
Further, whilst it is important to build robust evidence as to the economic
impact of the policy, a purely quantitative assessment of data – if it were
possible – would not address other important aspects of the SBBS. For
example, it would not allow us to understand the level of awareness and the
perception of the policy among those it is designed to affect. Perceptions and
beliefs about the SBBS are, however, of interest in evaluating the scheme’s
impact on businesses and business owners.
To attempt to evaluate these aspects of the SBBS, we designed a survey that
would allow us to gather additional data on aspects of businesses such as
their engagement with the scheme and their business activity in recent years.
The survey we administered is contained in Appendix A.2.
In this section, we outline the design principles of the survey, as well as the
sampling methodology we employed. We also discuss how we administered
the survey and the difficulties that we faced in light of the Covid-19 pandemic.
Finally, we explain both the sample that we achieved and the effective sample
that we could use for evaluation, in light of partial completion of the survey and
discrepancies between reported data in survey responses and data recorded
in the VR and Billing Snapshot. In Section 6 we analyse the data from the
survey.

5.1 Survey question design
The ultimate aim of the survey was to collect two broad types of data on:
• businesses/business owners and objective measures of their business
activity; and
• subjective measures of their perceptions of the SBBS.
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The former would be used as another tool with which to evaluate the
economic impact of the SBBS, and the latter to shed light on the engagement
and opinions of those the scheme affects currently, or could potentially affect if
it were changed.
The survey was therefore designed to have two main components – one that
asked questions designed to obtain objective measures of business activity;
and another, which came at the end of the survey, which focused explicitly on
perceptions of the SBBS.
In the business activity portion of the survey we sought to avoid two main
types of question that might induce responses that were not objective.
Firstly, we were aware that leading questions were not appropriate for an
evaluation of the scheme’s impact. For example, we sought to avoid questions
such as “How much have you benefited from SBBS?”, and rather asked for
information on certain activities with the aim of comparing responses across
groups of businesses to see whether there were any differences.
Secondly, we did not include ‘loaded’ questions which assume an action. For
example, we did not include questions such as “How did you spend the money
you saved from SBBS?”, and opted instead to ask general questions about
businesses’ spending over recent years. Again, we hoped to compare
responses across businesses in a way that might allow us to infer whether the
SBBS was impacting spending.
Whilst we wanted to avoid directly asking for opinions about the scheme or
government spending and its efficacy, one aim of the survey was to ascertain
how businesses valued the SBBS relative to other types of government
spending. As a result, it was not possible to entirely avoid questions that
mentioned the SBBS or other modes of taxation/spending explicitly. In these
cases, questions were again designed not to be loaded or leading and, where
possible, included indirect references.
As an example, questions designed to gather information on how important
particular modes of government spending might be to businesses did not
include the SBBS, but rather references to NDR – this is a small difference,
but it places the SBBS among the broader category of non-domestic property
reliefs as opposed to directly asking for answers about the scheme itself.
Of course, the nature of surveys means that it is not possible to ensure
completely objective and accurate responses regardless of the level of design
in survey questions. Nor did we assume that respondents would be unaffected
by the knowledge that the survey was evaluating a scheme that directly
affects their net income. The questions were constructed in this way, however,
in order to minimise the many pitfalls associated with survey data.
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To gain a better understanding of perceptions and beliefs about the SBBS, the
second broad portion of the survey – the SBBS portion – asked direct
questions about the SBBS and its perceived efficacy and impact.
Respondents were asked a series of questions, including: “Is SBBS important
to town centres?” and “Does SBBS give an unfair competitive advantage to
recipients?” and respondents were asked to what extent they
agreed/disagreed. The survey also included a direct question on how savings
from SBBS relief were spent, and free text questions for comments on the
SBBS scheme.
This portion of the survey allowed us to gain insight in to the beliefs and
perceptions of the scheme and compare them across businesses.
Appendix A.2 and A.1 include the full final survey that was sent to businesses,
as well as the accompanying cover letter respectively. This final survey and its
questions were designed based on two pilot surveys. This enabled us to gain
feedback on which aspects of the initial survey should be redesigned in order
to maximize the likelihood that business owners would respond and also be
able to answer questions quickly and accurately.

5.2 Survey sample design
The aim of the survey was to gather information that would be as
representative of the small business base in Scotland as possible, whilst also
ensuring it covered businesses with a variety of experiences with the SBBS.
Alongside maximising the response rate, the sample design was developed
with this aim in mind.
The first step in doing so was to determine the source we would use to select
businesses to which we would send the survey. The VR and PTOA database
(described in Section 3) provide a list of the type, value and location of every
rated non-domestic property in Scotland as well as address information of
their proprietors, tenants, and/or occupiers.26 Since we set out to design a
survey that would obtain information that was as representative of the small
business base in Scotland as possible, these two databases provided an ideal
starting point in terms of coverage.
There are, however, several drawbacks to using the VR and PTOA data as
the basis for a survey sample. As we documented in Section 3, this dataset
26

We used the VR and PTOA dataset information from January 2020 in order to use
the most up-to-date address information when the survey was launched.
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contains information on properties and not businesses; notwithstanding the
issues associated with identifying businesses from the data that we outlined in
Section 3, the VR and PTOA data were used to construct the database of
businesses from which we would sample as these were the only sources of
information available to us. Moreover, the database does not reliably detail
business owners (or indeed their contact details). This meant we had to rely
on sending paper surveys to addresses from the databases as opposed to
sending a link for an online survey to a mailing list – something that we could
have constructed if accurate business names were included in the data.
However, we did try a “push to web” approach – providing a link and Quick
Response (QR) code in the letter for participants to complete an (identical)
online version of the survey.
Unfortunately, this meant that we were able to send the survey to fewer
businesses than we otherwise would have (due to postage costs). It also
risked a lower response rate based on our experience of higher rates of
response to online versus paper surveys. In spite of this, because using the
VR and PTOA dataset offered the best opportunity to achieve a representative
sampling frame, we opted to construct a survey sample based on the
information in these databases as opposed to promoting and sending it out
through membership organisations and existing mailing lists.
We then defined our sampling frame – the businesses from which we would
choose a sample – by placing certain qualifying criteria on properties. We first
excluded all non-domestic properties that were public buildings, and those
from which we would be unlikely to receive a response. For example, we did
not include properties listed as ATM sites, community centres or lighthouses.
These two restrictions excluded 45,387 of the 255,823 non-domestic
properties in the VR – 24,361 were public buildings and a further 21,026 were
property types that were deemed unlikely to respond. The choice to make
exclusions in this way was primarily based on the fact that we would
eventually be relying on contacting business owners using the physical
addresses of the properties the Scottish Government estimated them to be
operating within. Appendix Table A.1 gives a full list of the types of businesses
excluded/included on this basis, and we discuss address selection in the next
section.
We further imposed a £3,000 restriction on the minimum RV of properties that
would be included in the sampling frame. This restriction was imposed after
piloting the survey, when we concluded that there is a large number of low RV
properties to which the paper survey could not be delivered, and excluded a
further 67,429 properties. An example of non-domestic properties that this
additional restriction excluded were car spaces – we did not want to exclude
all non-domestic properties defined as car spaces from the survey given that
some of these might be business entities themselves, however we did not
wish to send surveys to a car space or its proprietor, tenant, or occupier if it
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was a single space used, for example, to park outside an office. This
highlights the trade-off in defining a sampling frame – maximising the
likelihood of sending the survey to a genuine business increasing and
therefore receiving a response, whilst not excluding businesses that we want
to be represented in the survey. Appendix Figure A.1 shows how changing the
minimum RV for inclusion in the survey in £500 increments affects the number
of properties excluded from the sampling frame.
Of the remaining properties, for single-site businesses, we chose to only
consider those with an RV of at most £25,000, and for multi-site businesses
those with a maximum total RV across all properties of £45,000. This ensured
that the sampling frame would include businesses eligible for the SBBS, as
well as those that are not, but are not too dissimilar in terms of how eligibility
for SBBS relief is determined. Within these ranges, we then used the three
mutually exclusive groups of businesses similar to those we described in
Section 4 to define sub-populations from which to sample:
1. those that were eligible for SBBS relief and claimed: eligible
claimers;
2. those that were eligible for SBBS relief and did not claim: eligible
non-claimers; and
3. businesses that were ineligible.
Unlike the group of eligible non-claimers covered in Section 4, the group of
eligible non-claimers that we define here includes those claiming both other
NDR reliefs and no support. The ineligible group may claim no or some other
form of NDR relief. Figure 5.1 illustrates these groups, with 1, 2, and 3 above
labelled as A, B, and C for single-site businesses and D, E, and F for multi-site
businesses.
The shaded areas in Figure 5.1 define RV ranges around the policy thresholds
that were of particular interest. The reason businesses with RVs in these
ranges were highlighted in this way was outlined in Section 4, and centres on
their comparability. In short, responses from single-site businesses with an RV
just below £15,000 can, in theory, be compared with those from businesses
with an RV just above £15,000 to analyse the impact of having 100% SBBS
relief as opposed to 25%. Given these businesses (contained in the first
shaded area in group A in Figure 5.1) are so similar in terms of RV, it might be
reasonable to assume they are, on average, not so different in other important
ways. The same logic applies to the comparison of businesses just below and
above the higher eligibility threshold. Given our descriptive analysis regarding
the diversity of property types and bunching around the policy thresholds in
Section 4 (and in our later econometric analysis in Section 7), however, we
had no expectations that such a comparison using our survey responses
would provide robust conclusions. Nonetheless, we defined our sampling
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strategy in this way in order to allow us to in some way evaluate this
assumption and, where possible, make such comparisons.

Figure 5.1 – Sampling frames by RV, for single- and multi-site businesses
Eligible
Claim

A

Don’t claim

B

Ineligible

C

3

15

18

25

RV

(a) Single-site businesses

Eligible
Claim

D

Don’t claim

E
3

Ineligible

F
15

35

45

RV

(b) Multi-site businesses
The resulting sampling frames comprised of 66,234 single-site and 12,281
multi-site businesses. We then devised a method for choosing businesses to
which surveys would be sent from these sampling frames and sub-groups (AF) based on their RV. The SBBS is defined based on RV and no other aspect
of a business, so we based our sampling strategy – the method by which we
selected business from the sampling frame – mainly on the same feature.
This involved selecting a sample that was representative of the spread of
business RVs within the sampling frames – for example, if businesses
operating in properties with an RV between £5,000 and £6,000 were the
largest group within the sampling frame, then we would aim to have them also
be the largest group among the survey recipients. However, we also
oversampled in the RV ranges of interest (the shaded areas in Figure 5.1) in
the hope that a larger number of responses would be achieved within them so
that we could undertake meaningful statistical comparisons. Table 5.1
documents the number and proportion of businesses sampled within certain
RV ranges in the single and multi-site sampling frames.
The choice to sample based only on RV was also made due to limitations on
the size of the sample that could be selected – based on costs, the maximum
number of surveys that could be sent out was around 6,800 and, based on
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previous experience with business surveys, we expected a maximum
response rate of 20%.
Table 5.1 – Survey sampling strategy
Single-site
Eligible
Eligible nonRV band (£)
claimers claimers
0-14,000
1,504
293
14,000-15,000 754
246
15,001-16,000 569
431
16,001-17,000 21
17
17,001-18,000 560
440
18,001-19,000
19,001-25,000
Total
3,409
1,426
Sample
weight
Population
weight

Ineligible

748
129
877

Total
1,797
1,000
1,000
38
1,000
748
129
5,712

50.0%

21.0%

13.0%

84.0%

64.0%

14.0%

6.0%

84.0%

Ineligible

36
36

Total
208
375
375
169
1,121

Sample
weight
26.3%
14.6%
14.6%
0.6%
14.6%
10.9%
1.9%
83.6%

Population
weight
70.8%
3.0%
1.4%
1.5%
1.6%
1.0%
5.1%
84.3%

Sample
weight
3.0%
5.5%
5.5%
2.5%
16.4%

Population
weight
8.0%
0.6%
0.4%
6.6%

Multi-site

RV band (£)
0-14,000
14,000-15,000
15,001-16,000
16,001-45,000
Total
Sample
weight
Population
weight

Eligible
Eligible nonclaimers claimers
165
38
280
95
267
108
69
63
782
304

11.0%

4.0%

1.0%

16.4%

10.0%

4.0%

1.0%

15.7%
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If we were able to send surveys to, for example, 20,000 businesses and
expect an 80% response rate, we might have sampled according to RV and
property type in order to achieve a sample that was representative in terms of
RV and type of business. This was not feasible, however, and so we focused
on sampling businesses based on the defining feature of the SBBS.
In practical terms, businesses were placed in order of RV and assigned to
£1,000 RV bands, from which the appropriate number – shown in Table 5.1
for each group – was randomly selected. The resulting sample was made up
of a total of 6,833 businesses – 5,712 single-sites and 1,121 multi-sites. There
were far more single-sites than multi-sites in the eventual sample because of
the relatively low number of multi-site businesses compared to single-sites in
the sampling frame (12,281 compared to 66,234 single-site businesses).

5.3 Address selection
The survey was designed with the intention of evaluating the effect of the
SBBS support on businesses, not properties. As outlined in Section 3, the VR
and PTOA dataset contain property-level information. Although some work
had been undertaken to identify and group properties into businesses, the
address information recorded was not necessarily that where the operator of
the business, and to whom we wanted to send the survey, could be contacted.
The VR contains the physical address of each non-domestic property. The
PTOA data then records the address of its proprietor and, where necessary,
its tenant and occupier. If the same person owns a property and the business
operating from it then, in theory, proprietor, occupier and tenant are the same
entity. If a business operates from a rented property then this is not the case.
In order to administer surveys, we were required to derive business addresses
from this information – the address at which we were most likely to reach the
individual that has most knowledge of the business and its interaction with the
SBBS. For businesses considered to be single-site, we used the physical
address of the non-domestic property from which they operate. If this address
was largely missing or did not have a postcode, we used the address of the
proprietor, tenant or occupier based on Scottish Government estimates of
which of the three was running the business from the property.
Arriving at a business address for multi-site businesses was less
straightforward, as there is no concrete way in which to choose a primary
business address from those listed across the different properties that are
grouped into a multi-site business. Even excluding property types such as
parking spaces or workshops, it is not necessarily the case that simply
choosing one of a business’s physical addresses will mean that the survey
arrives at a “head office” – what we will refer to as the central address.
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A way around this problem is to use the address of the proprietor, tenant, or
occupier on properties. This is simple if a business owner is the proprietor or
tenant of all the properties in which they operate. In practice, we found that
many multi-site businesses owned one or none (indicated by being the
proprietor) of their properties and were the tenant or occupier of others. This is
in keeping with what we might expect since it is plausible, for example, that a
business might own a shop and rent an office at the same time. We therefore
used the following four steps to select business addresses:
1. for each property we selected the address of the proprietor, tenant or
occupier based on our estimation of which was operating a business
within it;
2. address duplicates were counted within businesses;
3. where one address was more common than any other it was selected
as the business address; and
4. where two or more addresses were equally common across properties,
one was randomly selected as the business address.
Any method of selecting addresses from the data is of course likely to result in
errors, however it was decided that this approach was less likely to select
inappropriate addresses than the feasible alternatives. For example, we
considered using the address of the proprietor, which would assume that
ownership implied that a property was the central address of the business. It is
conceivable, however, that many small businesses might be more likely to
own smaller, non-central properties of which many – such as storage units or
car parking spaces – would be excluded by the £3,000 lower bound on RV
that we used for the sampling frame.
We also considered selecting only certain types of property within a business,
however restrictions of this type would have to be imposed alongside other
business information – it did not make sense to only consider offices or shops
within properties since there are many cases in which one or the other might
be more appropriate depending on the type of business. These types of
blanket exclusions would also be unhelpful for businesses comprised of only
shops or offices.

5.4 Launching the survey and Covid-19
As noted above, before launching the main survey we administered two pilots
to sub-samples of our sampling frame, the first of which took place in October
2019. We subsequently launched a second pilot to test changes that were
made to the first pilot. In order not to coincide with the UK General Election
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held in December 2019 or the Christmas holiday period, this second pilot was
sent out on 16 January 2020. Recipients were given two weeks to respond.
The full survey was then launched at the beginning of March 2020, with
questionnaires being sent to businesses in three waves, on the 6, 9, and 10
March. At the point of the survey launch, although the threat of Covid-19 was
beginning to emerge, it was not clear how profound the impact of the outbreak
on business activity would be, including the subsequent lockdown. The closing
date of the survey was 31 March.
By mid-March however, it was clear that small businesses were to be greatly
affected by the large-scale economic shutdown that was imposed in response
to the pandemic, and that this would affect survey responses and response
rates in two key ways.
First, businesses might complete the survey from the perspective of their
current business position as opposed to that which represented their standing
pre-pandemic. Second, given much of the pandemic-related government
support offered to small businesses was tied to SBBS eligibility, awareness of
the scheme might have resulted in different rates of response than otherwise
would have been achieved, or differences in the responses themselves.
These were important differences given that the purpose of this evaluation
was to understand businesses’ experiences of the SBBS before the Covid-19
pandemic.27
We therefore define four key dates before/after which we might expect to see
differences in response rates or responses themselves:
1. 11 March: the Chancellor’s budget speech in which he announced
business rates holidays for small businesses in England.
2. 12 March: the First Minister first announces that mass-gatherings might
have to be cancelled within the week.
3. 17 March: the Chancellor announces an additional £330 billion of
funding for small businesses, including further exemptions from NDR
and new small business grants.
4. 23 March: the Prime Minister announces the start of a UK-wide
lockdown, closing all non-essential businesses and restricting outdoor
activity and social contact.

27

Our questions on business activity (for example turnover and employment) were in
fact backward looking and so should have been completed based on pre-pandemic
performance. There is one exception to this – Question 7 asks “How would you
describe the current position of the business?”. There were still questions that could
be affected by timing of the survey, however.
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Across these announcements, the effect of the pandemic on businesses was
central, and the role of NDR in business survival was prominent. As a result,
businesses that might otherwise not have returned the survey may have been
incentivised to do so, and those that might otherwise have returned the survey
may have been unable to do so. Similarly, those returning surveys may have
had an increased desire to report the importance of SBBS relief as well as
other forms of rates relief.
We cannot know what response rates or responses would have been if the
pandemic had not occurred, however, where necessary, we examine patterns
in responses across these key dates to understand whether they provide
evidence one way or the other.

5.5 The achieved sample and the timing of responses
Of the 441 responses, 179 were on paper and 262 were filled out
electronically. This translates to a response rate of 6.5%, roughly what we
came to expect given the results of the two pilot surveys, but well below the
20% response rate of the established regular business survey that the Fraser
of Allander Institute administers.
Table 5.2 details the number of responses received before each key date. It
shows that about one third of the responses came before the Chancellor’s
budget speech on the 11 March which thrust NDR into the public eye. By the
next day, when the First Minister of Scotland announced that mass gatherings
of over 500 people would be banned, there were a further 22 responses, and
by the 17 March when the Chancellor announced a further £330 billion of
support for small businesses there were an additional 84 responses.
Table 5.2 – Number of responses at key dates

Pre-UK budget, 11 March 2020
Pre-banning of mass gatherings, 12 March 2020
Pre-Chancellor's announcement, 17 March 2020
Pre-lockdown announcement, 23 March 2020
University access, 10 September 2020

Number of
responses on or
before
122
144
228
281
370

By the date the Prime Minister announced that the UK would move into full
lockdown, around two-thirds of the eventual total responses had been
returned. Subsequently we also received 71 additional paper responses which
were received at some point after the lockdown had started (we were unable
to access the University from 20 March to 10 September, so could only
access these paper returns on this date).
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Table 5.3 shows how responses were distributed across the three categories
of eligible claimers, eligible non-claimers and ineligible for single (A-C
respectively) and multi-site (D-F respectively) businesses (recall Figure 5.1
that details these groups). The largest group of respondents was single-site
eligible claimers. This is perhaps unsurprising given this group’s prevalence in
the population of businesses from which we sampled, however they were also
the most likely to respond than other categories of single-sites as shown by
the last column of Table 5.3.
Overall, the broad pattern of responses by category is similar across key
dates. The same is true when looking at responses by industry, age, or
number of employees, shown in Appendix Tables C.3-C.5 respectively.
Table 5.3 – Number of respondents by category and key date
PreUK
budget

Pre-ban of
mass
gatherings

PreChancellor's
announcement

Pre-lockdown
announcement

Post
Uni.
access

Response
Overall rate (%)

A
B
C

109
10
2

117
13
6

159
24
16

177
29
27

41
13
4

261
56
43

7.66
3.93
4.90

D
E
F

0
1
0

6
1
1

23
5
1

38
8
1

12
0
1

69
9
4

8.82
2.96
11.11

Although it is difficult to know with any certainty, the relatively even distribution
of respondents across key dates perhaps suggests that Covid-19-related
announcements did not induce responses differently across business
categories. This is also evidenced by the fact the achieved response rate was
roughly what we came to expect following the two pilots.
This does not mean that answers themselves were not affected, however, and
we have very little power to test whether this is the case given the achieved
sample is relatively small. Rather than exclude responses from our analysis
based on whether they were received after a key date, we undertook some
analysis of how certain components of our analysis differ across them. This
allowed us to identify the extent to which – if at all – developments in the early
stages of the pandemic influenced business responses to the survey.
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5.6 Characteristics of the survey respondents
As outlined above, we received 441 survey responses, translating to a
response rate of 6.5%. This limits the survey analysis in two ways. First, it
limits the extent to which we can compare responses across sub-groups of
respondents, for example by RV, claim status, region, or some combination of
these. Second, the non-response is not random, and so our sample is not
representative – a pre-requisite for inferring features of the population from a
sample, and the goal of our sampling strategy (outlined in Section 5.2).
In order to assess the extent to which the achieved sample was or was not
representative, part of the survey sought basic information on the industry that
businesses primarily operate in, as well as the age of the business, its
turnover and employment. We could also understand the geographical spread
of the presumed central address of businesses.
For the entire sample, Figure 5.2a shows that responses were dominated by
businesses in the service industries – the largest number of responses were in
“other services” (a broad category encompassing, e.g. Cultural,
Entertainment, Sports, Repairs to Personal Items, and Personal Services),
accommodation and food services, and business services. There was also a
significant number of respondents from businesses in the wholesale and retail
sector. Panel b of the figure shows that the vast majority of responses were
from established business that have been operating for at least 10 years. This
was true irrespective of whether or not responses fall before or after one of
our key dates, and was broadly similar across the business categories from
which we sampled (A-F, shown in Appendix Figure C.3).
Figure 5.3 plots the distribution of returned surveys across local authorities,
ordered by their overall non-domestic property population. Given that we do
not have the appropriate data, it is not possible to check how the achieved
sample compares to the population of businesses in terms of age and
industry, or with respect to their turnover and employment (described below).
We can check the extent to which this geographical spread of responses
compares to the geographical spread of non-domestic properties. If responses
were in proportion to the population shares of properties, we would expect the
bars in Figure 5.3 to steadily decrease in size from left to right. 28 Although
28

Because RVs do not differ greatly on average across local authorities, our
stratified random sampling strategy means that the distribution of properties in the
sample of businesses to which the survey was sent is broadly identical to that in the
sampling frame – the population of properties from which we drew the sample.
Appendix Figure A.2 shows the distribution of properties across local authorities in
both the sampling frame and the administered sample for comparison. There are
slightly larger differences in the distribution of properties across local authorities in
the entire population of businesses, primarily because our sampling frame excluded
small shootings which are predominantly in rural local authorities (see Figure 4.5).
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there is slight evidence of such a decline, it appears that businesses from
Glasgow City were less likely to respond than their population share of
properties might suggest, and that those from Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen
City were more likely to do so.
There is at least one response from each local authority area, however by far
the largest number of responses was from the City of Edinburgh and
Highland, with 52 and 51 respectively. Glasgow City was the next most
represented local authority area, however the drop-off in number of responses
is large – there are 20 fewer responses than from the City of Edinburgh. As
we alluded to above, this has implications for our ability to disaggregate
results by local authority, and the extent to which any analysis that we conduct
is representative of businesses’ interaction with the SBBS across Scotland’s
distinct regions.
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Figure 5.2 – Percentage of responses by industry and age

(a) Industry

(b) Age
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Figure 5.3 – Responses by local authority, ordered by total number of non-domestic
properties in our sampling frame.

Figure 5.4 then shows the breakdown of respondents by their reported latest
turnover and Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) employment.29 Respondents most
commonly recorded turnover of either less than £50,000 or between £100,000
and £1,000,000. It also shows in panel (b) that they were most likely to be
small businesses in employment terms, with between 0-5 employees. Again,
this was similar considering responses across key dates and the different
business categories (shown in Appendix Figure C.4).
There were slightly more owner-occupiers than renters in our sample, with
54% reporting they own the majority of their properties. If we focus on those
businesses classed as eligible claimers of SBBS relief, this number is 52% for
single-site and 72% for multi-site businesses.

29

FTE employment represents the number of full-time staff the total hours worked in
a business are equivalent to. For example, two part-time employees working half fulltime hours represent one FTE employee.

86

Figure 5.4 – Percentage of responses by turnover and number of full-time
equivalent employees

(a) Turnover

(b) Employees (full-time equivalent)
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Roughly 23% of the sample (99 respondents) reported owning other
properties outside Scotland. 30 Of these, 96%, or 95 businesses, said these
properties were in the rest of the UK as opposed to the rest of the world. 71%
of those who reported to have other properties are classed as eligible claimers
of SBBS relief. Put differently, of the 329 businesses in the sample that we
classed as eligible claimers, 22% declared they have other properties in the
rest of the UK or the rest of the world. For these businesses, of which there is
a substantial number, the non-Scottish portion of the business is not
accounted for in determining SBBS eligibility: businesses that might appear
small and in need of support in a Scottish context may not actually be so
small.

5.7 Comparability of valuation roll and survey responses
5.7.1 Survey responses versus VR data
In the survey, we asked respondents to record the total RV of the nondomestic properties that make up their business, as well as whether or not
they have other properties (as discussed above). This was asked in order to
understand how many businesses were aware of the RV of the property(ies)
in which they were operating – the aspect of their business that determines
eligibility for SBBS relief. This was intended to help us understand the extent
to which business owners/ratepayers were engaged with the process of NDR
determination and, by extension, the SBBS scheme, both of which were
tendered objectives of the evaluation.
From the 441 responses, 73 (17%) did not answer and 115 (26%) reported
that they did not know the total RV of the properties in which they operate.
Thus, only 56% of respondents reported to know their RV. Those we classified
as single-site eligible claimers were most likely to know the RV of their
property, followed by multi-site eligible claimers. This was, however, an
awareness rate of only 63% and 54% in these respective groups. Although
only a small group, all four of the respondents from ineligible multi-site
businesses reported that they knew the total RV of their properties. RV
knowledge was similar among occupiers/tenants and owners (we included a
question on whether the business rented or owned the majority of their
properties); with 59% of occupiers/tenants and 58% of owners recording they
were aware of their RV. Only 30% of those who did not answer whether they
rented or owned the majority of their properties knew their RV.

SBBS eligibility is based only on a business’s properties within Scotland. We asked this
question to understand the extent to which businesses with properties in Scotland also have
interests elsewhere, which might imply something about their size.
30
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However, the information provided by those who reported to know (and
subsequently recorded) their total RV did not always match the data held in
the VR. A total of 233 (52%) respondents in the full sample recorded their total
RV, 138 (59%) of which matched or were within £1,000 of the RV in the VR
data, either gross or net of residential apportionment. Of these, 114 were
single-site businesses and 24 were multi-site businesses. As such, only 58%
of single site businesses and 53% of multi-site businesses that answered this
question reported an RV that matched with that in the data (within £1,000).
There are a number of reasons the business RV reported in the survey might
not match the business RV in the VR:
1) respondents do not know the current RV of their property, even though
they report to do so;
2) there are errors in grouping properties into single or multi-site
businesses from the VR database, or there are errors in the VR itself;
and
3) businesses may have other properties elsewhere in the UK or rest of
the world and are reporting the RV of these properties in addition to
their properties in Scotland.
There is some support for reason 3) from the survey data, but this does not
account for all of the discrepancy. Overall 20% of the respondents for the
single-site businesses in our sample reported they had other non-domestic
properties in the rest of the UK. Unsurprisingly, just over 60% of these
businesses reported a total RV that did not match that in the VR.
For those we classified as single-site businesses based on the VR, the
average differences between reported (in the survey) and recorded (in the VR)
RV are substantial – the mean and median differences in reported and
recorded RV are £28,402 and £1,250 respectively. The large mean difference
is driven by very large reported RVs relative to our sampling frame – the
maximum RV at which we sample from the VR was £25,000 for single-site
businesses and £45,000 for multi-site businesses, however among the survey
respondents there were 16 businesses with a reported RV above this limit, 10
of which in fact had RVs above £100,000.
There are smaller differences between the reported and recorded RVs of
properties estimated to be part of multi-site businesses. The average
difference in RV for multi-site respondents is only £1,703, and the median
is £1,212 (i.e. people underestimate their RV).
We believe that a principal source of the discrepancy lies in the uncertainty
associated with constructing a database of businesses from the data made
available to us, as documented in Section 3. This means that we might
consider that a property constitutes a single-site business when it is actually
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part of a multi-site business, and properties may not be included in the
collation of properties for a multi-site business.
The large discrepancies between reported RV and recorded RV found as a
result of undertaking the survey again cast doubt over the reliability of
business groupings based on the VR address data, and therefore our ability to
accurately know the RV of business entities. This is not to say that we assume
business owners/ratepayers know their RV exactly, however we would expect
a greater degree of alignment between reported and recorded values if
properties were categorised accurately into businesses.
5.7.2 Using RV and relief levels for analysis
Much of the analysis planned for the survey was predicated on comparing
responses across the distribution of RV – the primary characteristic of
businesses that defines SBBS eligibility. The relatively low response rate to
the RV question in the survey and the seeming mismatch between survey and
VR information leave three choices for this analysis.
First, we can use the RV reported in the survey. This means discarding the
48% of responses that did not record an RV when making comparisons by
RV. It also implicitly assumes that respondents know their business RV
accurately.
Second, we could use the RV from the VR. This would mean using all
respondents in any analysis across RV, but would assume that this
information is accurate at the business level (over which we have
considerable doubt).
Third, respondents’ RV could be “filled in” from the VR where they did not
record their RV. This would assume that both reported and recorded RV are
sufficiently accurate to allow them to be used as proxies for one another.
We do not use this latter method due to the clear discrepancies between the
VR and survey data that show neither is, on average, a reasonable proxy for
the other. We also choose not to use the RV from the VR for all respondents
due to the high likelihood properties are incorrectly combined into business
entities, as just discussed. This would be tantamount to assuming that, in spite
of all its shortcomings which we have noted, this data is more accurate at the
business level than the data provided by business owners/operators
themselves.
Using the RV from the VR in this way also leads to counterintuitive results. For
example, Appendix Figure B.4 shows that when using survey RV to evaluate
Question 13 of the survey (which asks about the importance of various forms
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of Government spending), a higher proportion of those just under the 100%
SBBS threshold report spending on NDR relief as important to their operation
than among those just above; and those just below the threshold are the most
likely to rank NDR relief as important overall (as expected). However, when
using VR RV in panel (b), the reverse is true – those just below the 100%
threshold are less likely to report NDR relief as important, and are in fact the
least likely overall to say so (which is counterintuitive). This is because using
the RV from the VR changes the position of respondents in the RV
distribution, particularly around the thresholds (Appendix Table B.1). Appendix
B provides a further discussion of using VR RV in this way.
Where we need to undertake comparisons of responses across the RV of
businesses, we therefore proceed by using the reported RV in the survey
where this is available. This means excluding from this analysis the
businesses that did not report an RV value, limiting us to 233 responses.
This of course compounds the limitations of the survey due to small sample
size, as detailed above, but by doing so we increase the likelihood that our
analysis is at least internally consistent. Business occupiers will have
responded to the survey conditional on the information they have reported,
and assigning them an RV (from the VR) about which we are uncertain risks
incorrectly assigning responses to groups (i.e. RV bands).
The survey also asked respondents to record the level of SBBS relief they
received. Again, the answers to this question were not broadly consistent with
levels of relief recorded in the Billing Snapshot data – only around 52% of
respondents reported receiving a level of SBBS relief consistent with that in
the Billing Snapshot. The proportion was similar when considering those
classified as single-site and multi-site eligible claimers separately. This was in
large part a result of 40-45% of these two groups reporting that they either did
not receive relief or did not know if they received relief, or not answering the
question.
In terms of eligible non-claimers, just less than one third of single-site
businesses in this group reported that they did in fact receive SBBS relief.
Only one single-site ineligible claimer reported receiving SBBS relief, however
they did not record their RV in their response so we cannot know whether this
was due to an inconsistency in reported versus recorded RV. 31
For the same reasons that we use reported RV, we therefore use reported
claim status (as opposed to our A-F groupings) for comparisons across
business categories. Unfortunately, we are not able to ascertain whether a
31

For multi-sites, there were only 9 responses from eligible non-claimers and 4 from
those classified as ineligible.
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respondent is a single or multi-site business from the survey questions. 32 This
means that we can construct four categories of business: (1) 100% recipients;
(2) 25% recipients; (3) those who are eligible but do not claim and; (4) those
who are ineligible.
The inability to separate single from multi-site businesses should not affect
these comparisons a great deal. SBBS eligibility for 100% relief requires the
total business RV to be at most £15,000. Whether this comprises two
properties valued at £7,500 or one at £15,000 has no bearing on the level of
relief received. However, it does mean that there might be businesses in the
25% relief category that are vastly different. For example, it could contain a
single-site business receiving 25% relief on its only property with an RV of
£17,000, a multi-site business receiving 25% relief on two properties valued at
£17,000 each, or a multi-site business with one property with an RV of £1,000
(on which it receives 25% relief) and a second property with an RV of £33,000
(on which it receives no relief).
Thus, when we need to make comparisons across the RV distribution, we
include only those respondents that provided their RV in the survey (56%).
When we compare across claim status, we use only those respondents that
provided this information (62%). But where we do not compare across these
two dimensions, we use the full sample of respondents. Rather than omit
businesses with missing information completely, however, we combine them
into a ‘missing’ category. In this way, although we cannot use them in
comparisons across RV or SBBS relief levels, we analyse how those with
missing information responded to questions on average.

32

Had we predicted in advance these severe discrepancies we would have included
this as a question in the survey.
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6. Analysing survey responses
The survey (included in Appendix A) contains three sections: the first section
asked questions on business details (that we already discussed in Section 5);
the second section sought responses on business outcomes (turnover and
employment) and business operations; and the third section asked explicit
questions on perceptions and beliefs about the SBBS. In this section we
undertake an analysis of the business outcomes, operations and the
perceptions of respondents on SBBS.

6.1 Business outcome questions
As outlined in our description of its design, several questions were included in
the survey that would allow us to analyse differences in outcomes, on
average, across different types of business. For example, we were interested
in whether or not low-RV businesses (defined relative to SBBS thresholds)
have higher/lower turnover or more/less employees than high-RV businesses.
This served two overall purposes: to first of all understand the different
characteristics of businesses across the RV distribution (since it determines
SBBS eligibility), and second to perhaps examine whether any of these
differences might be attributable to differences in associated SBBS relief.
Given the limitations outlined so far – small sample size, limited information on
RV, mis-categorisation of businesses – it is difficult to make these
comparisons robustly. To highlight why, in this section we first make some
simple comparisons of basic outcomes across business category and RV.
This allows us to try to understand how businesses might differ in these
outcomes across two important dimensions, whilst also making transparent
their shortcomings. We then move on to evaluate responses on wider
business activity with these shortcomings in mind. The responses to the
questions in this section should be unaffected by key dates since they focus
on historical as opposed to present business activity.33
Here, we first compare the turnover and employment information reported in
order to assess – to the extent it is possible – how businesses differ on
average across claim status or RV. Doing so can help us understand the
extent to which RV acts as an appropriate means by which to categorise
businesses as similar; by using RV as the primary criterion to determine
eligibility for NDR relief, the SBBS implicitly assumes that this is the case.
Figure 6.1 shows the distribution of reported turnover from 2016-2019 (panel
There is one exception to this – Q7 asks respondents about the recent growth of
their business.
33
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(a)), and the average change in turnover over the same period (panel (b))
across business categories, derived from the survey responses. These graphs
show, by proxy of turnover, how different businesses within the sample might
be.
Panel (a) shows that when categorised by their relief level, the respondents
vary a great deal in terms of business size (using turnover as a proxy): whilst
median turnover (represented by the dot) is broadly similar across categories,
it varies a great deal within each category (the box represents the interquartile
range, and the whiskers represent the range (excluding outliers), within each
category). Panel (b) in the figure highlights a similar pattern in average
changes in turnover from 2016-2019. The red bars in panel (b) of Figure 4.5
show the 95% confidence intervals (CI) of the means of groups – roughly
speaking the degree of variability in the average changes in turnover.
One crude way to infer whether changes in turnover – or any other outcome –
in different groups are statistically different is to examine the extent to which
these confidence intervals (1) overlap; and (2) contain averages of others.
Doing so allows us to infer whether, based on the variability within groups,
their average outcomes systematically differ. In this case, although the
average change does vary across groups (black dots), it is not possible to
infer that the groups differ statistically.
The conclusions are broadly similar when comparing across RV, particularly
for high-RV businesses. Panels (a) and (b) of Appendix Figure C.1 show that
the level and variability of both turnover and its recent growth is large for
businesses at the upper end of the RV distribution. Focusing on lower-RV
businesses, Figure 6.2 below shows that while these businesses are more
similar in terms of their median turnover and average growth, again there is
substantial variability within RV groupings.
In particular, there is very little difference in median reported turnover around
the 100% SBBS threshold. Median turnover is almost identical for those with
an RV between £14,000 and £14,999 and for those with an RV between
£15,000 and £15,999. There is, however, much less variation in turnover for
those valued between £14,000 and £14,999 than for those valued between
£15,000 and £15,999. Panel (b) shows that although recent growth was
slightly higher among the former group, it was not statistically different from
that of those just above the threshold.
Perhaps unsurprisingly, patterns in employment across business categories
and RV follow those in turnover. Panel (a) of Figure 6.3 shows that median
FTE employment is similar across SBBS categories, but that, again, there is
variability within these groups. Panel (b) also highlights the variability in
employment changes, and that those who report to be eligible non-claimers
actually reduced employment on average over the past three years.
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In Appendix Figure C.2, businesses that report to have the highest RVs again
also report to have more employees on average, and vary the most in terms of
their answer to this question (Panel (a)). Similarly, their recent employment
growth was much higher (Panel (b)). Again, focusing on low-RV businesses in
Figure 6.4, median employment is similar across RV groups, but they are
reasonably varied. Panel (b) shows that recent employment growth is also
similar across these groups.
Comparing simple differences in turnover and employment in the way we have
here highlights that businesses vary a great deal within both the reported
claim status and the RV groupings, and that differences between the
groupings we consider are not large. Both of these facts suggest that
respondents differ at least as much within claim status categories/RV groups
as they do between them. Our analysis of the survey responses therefore
does not provide any evidence that SBBS relief promotes favorable business
outcomes in terms of turnover or employment, nor does it provide any
evidence that the reverse might be true.
The difficulties in making such comparisons when businesses are so varied
and sample sizes are small should be noted, however. These two features of
the sample make it difficult to make reliable comparisons of performance or
outcomes. If the response rates to the survey and questions themselves were
higher, it might have been possible to disaggregate businesses even more in
order to make like-for-like comparisons and limit the extent to which
businesses vary within groups. The small sample size limits the extent to
which comparisons are informative.
Our deductions here also suggest that RV might be a poor metric with which
to class businesses as “small”, and so define eligibility for the SBBS. If
turnover and employment constitute good proxies for business size, and
business size is related to business need for support, then basing eligibility for
support on RV alone should be brought into question.
The last question in this portion of the survey enquired about recent
outcomes, asking respondents about their current business position – whether
they were growing, stable or contracting. About 66% of businesses reported
being stable or growing, however there were some slight differences across
business categories. Roughly 74% and 72% of those in receipt of 100% and
25% SBBS relief reported being stable or growing respectively, compared with
69% of those who were ineligible and 56% of those who did not report a relief
level or recorded “other” as a response. Thus, those businesses in receipt of
SBBS relief were slightly more likely to report being stable or growing,
although the differences (particularly compared to those that are ineligible) are
very small. As such, any conclusion that the SBBS supports growth should be
tentative, particularly given our sample size. In terms of RV, low-RV
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businesses were more likely to report being stable or growing, although those
just below the 100% threshold were less likely to report this.
Figure 6.1 – The distribution and change in turnover 2016-19, by survey
category

(a) Average turnover

(b) Change in turnover
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Figure 6.2 – The distribution and change in turnover among low-RV respondents
2016-2019, by survey RV band

(a) Turnover of low-RV businesses

(b) Turnover change of low-RV businesses
Note: For comparison, Appendix Figures B.1-B.3 show charts analogous to
these (as well as those in Figure 6.4 below), but using RV from the VR
(which should be interpreted in light of our discussion of this in Section 5).
They show that grouping businesses in this way results in more varied
turnover and employment within groups for businesses just below the 100%
threshold and those valued from £18,000-£24,000.
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Figure 6.3 – The distribution and change in employment 2016-2019, by
survey category

(a) Average employment

(b) Change in employment
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Figure 6.4 – FTE employment in low-RV businesses 2016-2019, by survey
RV band

(a) Employment of low-RV businesses

(b) Employment change of low-RV businesses
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Unsurprisingly there were some slight differences in this response across key
dates. For example, responses that were received before the UK Budget were
more likely to report stability or recent growth (77%) than those that came
after (61%). However, they were equally likely to report they were contracting
moderately or rapidly (22%). This is, in part, a result of the high non-response
rate to this question among those who returned the survey after the budget.
This could be a result of businesses not recording an answer for this question
due to the exceptional circumstances – we in fact had several responses that
noted as much next to this question.
Larger differences in responses begin to emerge at later key dates. For
example, only 18% of those who responded before the Prime Minister’s
lockdown announcement reported to be contracting moderately or rapidly,
compared with 29% of those who responded at some point between the
announcement and September 2020 (when we regained access to the
university campus to retrieve the survey responses).
The largest differences are in fact among those responses that we did not
receive until we regained university access – only 18% of these respondents
reported to be growing, whereas 34% reported to be contracting. Given that
the majority of our sample is in accommodation and food services and/or
retail, this is unsurprising in light of events: this batch of surveys was returned
when these sectors were completely shut down due to national Covid-19
restrictions.34

6.2 Business operations questions
Questions 8-14 of the survey asked various questions about businesses’ costs
and expenditures. For example, these questions asked how recent
expenditures had changed (question 8), the impact of potential cost changes
on their spending (questions 11 and 12), and how important they deemed
certain types of government spending to their business (question 13). Given
that we know very little about the actual businesses operating in properties,
these questions were included to ascertain whether perceptions of
government spending or the impacts of cost changes vary across the RV
distribution, and ultimately levels of SBBS relief.
Again, as we outline in Section 5.7.2, where we make comparisons across RV
and claim status, we rely on reported information. This means that responses
from those who did not record answers to the questions on RV and claim
status are not used in our analysis. Rather than discard them completely, we
group these responses into one “missing” category.

34

We entered many of these manually and most responses that reported to be
contracting actually noted this was because of Covid-19 and the lockdown.
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6.2.1 Real Living Wage
Overall, roughly 54% of respondents said that they paid all of their staff aged
over 25 the Real Living Wage (question 9). About 25% reported that they did
not, and about 20% did not answer the question. The proportion who recorded
a positive answer for this question was broadly similar across claim status,
although slightly higher among those who received 100% relief compared to
those who received 25% relief (Figure 6.5 Panel (a)). A lower proportion of
recipients of SBBS relief reported to pay the Real Living Wage than those
businesses that are ineligible, however.
There were also slight differences across RV – those just below the 100%
SBBS threshold were more likely, on average, to report that they were real
living wage employers than those just above (panel (b)), as were respondents
with an RV of less than £14,000. The proportion of respondents who report to
be real living wage employers in both of these groups is lower than those with
an RV between £16,000 and £24,000 or above £35,000, however. This could
perhaps be a result of larger businesses having the means to pay the Real
Living Wage. There is therefore some, but rather weak, evidence to suggest
that the SBBS may support businesses to pay the Real Living Wage.
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Figure 6.5 – Real Living Wage employers across survey RV and claim status

(a) By survey claim status

(b) Survey RV
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6.2.2 Business costs and investment
Respondents were asked (in question 8) how their expenditure on ten
business costs had changed between 2017 and 2019 – wages, training,
investment in equipment, R&D, business charges such as water and waste
collection, advertising, capital expenditure, NDR, rent and taxes. There were
three possible responses: they had increased, been stable or decreased.
For all of these expenditures, by far the most common answer was that
expenditures had increased or remained stable. Wages, business charges,
NDR and taxes were most commonly reported to have increased over the
period. This was true whether disaggregating answers by RV or business
category – Figure 6.6 shows the percent of each category reporting each
answer for these four business costs across business categories. The one
stand-out difference is that those in receipt of 100% relief were far more likely
to respond that their NDR bill had been stable than all others (as we would
expect).
Figure 6.7 below focuses on investment expenditures and considers how they
have changed across SBBS claim status. There is no clear pattern across the
sub-figures to suggest that the SBBS is supporting investment by businesses.
A slightly higher proportion of businesses that receive 100% support do report
to have increased their capital expenditure (on property), equipment
expenditure and R&D expenditure than those with 25% support, but the same
is not true of training expenditure. Moreover, the same or a higher proportion
of ineligible businesses claim to have increased their expenditure compared
with those in receipt of 25% relief in all but one category (R&D). With the
caveats surrounding self-reporting and our small sample size considered, this
presents some weak evidence that the SBBS supports investment but the
differences are small.
Three questions then sought to ascertain the extent to which these business
costs were important in determining operations. The first of these (question
10) simply asked how important nine costs were: rent, stock, wages,
equipment, utilities, transport, NDR, VAT or other taxes. There were three
possible answers: very important, important or unimportant. The idea behind
this question was to gain an understanding of the importance of NDR relative
to other business costs.
Only transport costs were reported to be generally unimportant, with all other
costs most commonly ranked as very important or important to operations.
The most frequently reported response to these questions is that costs are
very important (as opposed to important, or unimportant), particularly for
wages, equipment, utilities and NDR. The same is true whether looking at
responses to this question across category or RV – businesses appear to view
the same costs as important to their operation.
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Figure 6.6 – Changes in expenditures 2017-2019 by survey category

(a) Tax

(b) NDR

(c) Charges

(d) Wages
Decreased
Stable
Increased

Note: Bars are shares of respondents in each business category. They do not add to
100% due to non-responses.
Focusing particularly on the importance of NDR costs, Figure 6.8
disaggregates the responses to this question by business category and RV.
Panel (a) shows that those who received 25% relief were slightly more likely to
rank the cost as important/very important compared to those who receive
100% relief. This is echoed in panel (b), where a higher proportion of those
just above the threshold report NDR costs to be important/very important.
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Figure 6.9 below presents the proportion of respondents for each claim status
that ranked each cost as important or very important. As can be seen, NDR
rank relatively highly for all businesses among other elements of their cost
base, particularly for those that only receive 25% relief or are ineligible.
Perhaps surprisingly, 100% recipients also report NDR as an important part of
their cost base.
Figure 6.7 – Changes in investment expenditures 2017-2019 by survey category

(a) Capital expenditure

(c) R&D

(b) Equipment

(d) Training
Decreased
Stable
Increased

Note: Bars are shares of respondents in each business category. They do not add to
100% due to non-responses.
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Figure 6.8 – Importance of NDR across business category and RV

(a) Category

(b) RV
Unimportant
Very important
Important
Note: bars are % of all respondents in each category. They do not add to 100%
due to non-responses.
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Figure 6.9 – Proportion of businesses by claim status that rank various costs as important or
very important

6.2.3 The effect of changing business costs
We also asked businesses about the implications in terms of business activity
of an increase or decrease in their business costs. Without specifically asking:
“what would be the effect of you receiving SBBS if you do not already?” (i.e.
business costs reducing); and “what would be the effect of you not receiving
SBBS and therefore having to pay non-domestic rates?” (i.e. business costs
increasing) – which would likely provoke a single response – this question was
designed to ascertain the likely effect of changing the SBBS thresholds.
Specifically, in questions 11 and 12 we asked how a £300 increase or
decrease in monthly costs would impact on their spending. Figure 6.10 shows
the proportion of respondents who reported each possible impact for both an
increase and decrease in costs.
Overall, it was most commonly reported that changes in costs would impact
business viability (both when costs increase and decrease). At the other
extreme, it was common to report that these changes would have no, or
almost no impact. This suggests considerable heterogeneity among the
respondents to the survey: either they would be considerably affected by this
(relatively small) change in costs, or they would be largely unaffected.
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Figure 6.10 – Impacts of a £300 change in monthly business costs on spending

(a) Cost increase

(b) Cost decrease

It was also frequently reported that both increases and decreases in monthly
costs would affect investment in staffing, training and equipment. Staffing was
reported to be more affected by cost increases relative to decreases, whereas
a higher proportion of respondents reported that they would meet cost
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decreases with increased wages than reported they would cut wages if costs
increased: the suggestion is thus that businesses would be more likely to cut
jobs if costs increased, but increase wages rather than hire staff if costs
decreased.
There are some differences in the reported impacts across the RV
distribution.35 Figure 6.11 shows that whilst the broad patterns in responses
are the same across RV groupings, smaller businesses were less likely to
respond that cost changes would have less or no impact, and slightly more
likely to report that they would affect viability.
These differences were most pronounced with respect to the impact on
staffing and wages among those just below and above the 100% SBBS
threshold. The reported sensitivity of these types of spending is somewhat in
line with the higher proportion of respondents below this threshold reporting to
be real living wage employers. Those just below the threshold were also more
likely to report that the cost increase/decrease would have little or no impact
compared to those just above, perhaps highlighting the cushion 100% SBBS
relief affords them. Again, we note the reduced sample sizes when making
these comparisons.
The data from this question allows something of an understanding to be
gained of the effect of a change in the SBBS policy that, for example, reduced
the threshold for 100% relief from £15,000 to £14,000. Those businesses in
the £14,000 to £14,999 RV band would then face an increase in business
costs as they would only receive 25% SBBS relief, all else being equal. 36 The
effect of this would seem to be heterogeneous: 33% of businesses report they
would be unaffected; while 42% would suffer from reduced viability and 46%
said they would reduce their number of staff.
Likewise, we can gain an understanding of the effect of increasing the
threshold from £15,000 to £16,000: those businesses with an RV between
£15,000 and £15,999 would have 100% rather than 25% relief, and so would
see a reduction in their business costs.37 Again, the effect would seem to be
35

The comparison across RV more or less amounts to a comparison of claimers
either side of the threshold: 23 of the 33 in the £14,000-15,000 group receive 100%,
and 21 of the 28 in the £15,000-£16,000 receive 25%. Only a handful are eligible
non-claimers/missing.
36
For example, the gross NDR bill for a property with an RV of £14,500 with a
poundage of 49.8p is £7,221, corresponding to £601.75 per month. If the business
only receives 25% relief compared to 100% relief, its costs will increase by £451.31
per month. While this is above the £300 considered in this question (which was used
in the survey as it is representative of typical NDR savings businesses enjoy as a
result of SBBS), answers will be suggestive of the effect.
37
For a business with an RV of £15,500, this represents a cost saving of £474.69
per month.
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heterogeneous: for 33% this would have no effect, while for 47% it would
increase their viability.
In both the case of cost increases and decreases, very few businesses
reported that a change in cost structure would incentivise them to move
premises, suggesting that business location is unaffected by such changes.
When viewed alongside the high proportion of businesses reporting that
viability would be affected by cost changes, this seems even more plausible if
respondents viewed closing as preferable for their business relative to moving
location; it is likely that savings dictate whether or not it operates, as opposed
to whether it changes its location.
This suggests that the support for businesses the policy provides affects
businesses in very different ways: the responses suggest the effect of
reducing or increasing SBBS relief most commonly either has no effect, or
changes business viability. Thus, the policy seems highly important to some
businesses, but largely unimportant to others. We reported above that if
turnover and employment are a proxy for business size, then business size
varies widely within RV bands and brings into question whether RV is the
appropriate primary criterion by which to award NDR relief. The evidence
presented here, which looks at the potential effects of changing that support,
compounds this view, particularly if the purpose of the relief is to ensure a
supportive tax regime for smaller businesses which would not otherwise be
viable.
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Figure 6.11 – Impacts of a £300 change in business costs on spending: percent of
respondents who reported each impact by survey RV
n = 77

33

28

45

(a) Cost increase

(b) Cost decrease
Note: Sample size is identical in both panels.
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6.2.4 Government spending
Finally, in question 13 we asked respondents to rank the importance of six
types of government spending to their business. The purpose of this question
was to gain insight into business perceptions of the relative importance of nondomestic rates relief among other aspects of government support measures
for the economy in ‘normal times’ – including spending on education and
skills, public transport, support for town centres, business services, and other
business support such as grants – on the basis that any policy change that
increases non-domestic rates relief would likely need to be offset by
reductions in government spending elsewhere. Figure 6.12 shows the
proportion of respondents who reported each type of government support as
important or very important to their operation, both overall (panel (a)) and
across business category (panel (b)) and by RV (panel (c)).
Figure 6.12 – Importance of government support to business: percent of respondents
reporting each mode of support is important or very important to their operation

(a) Whole sample
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Figure 6.12 cont.
n = 134

77

16

37
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(b) By category
n = 77

33

28

45

(c) By survey RV

113

50

208

The key finding from the responses to this question is that among the
channels of government support considered in ‘normal times’, NDR relief has
the lowest importance. This is true for almost all business categories and RV
bands, even those eligible for the SBBS.
Counterintuitively, Figure 6.12b shows that a lower proportion of recipients of
100% SBBS relief than in any other group reported that NDR relief was
important. However, this is driven by the low prevalence of this answer among
properties with an RV below £14,000 (panel c). Comparing those just below
with those just above the 100% SBBS threshold, a higher proportion of
businesses see NDR relief as important, however for both groups NDR relief
is in fact less important than other forms of government support. Only those
with an RV greater than £35,000 or with missing RV information are more
likely to report NDR relief as being important. Those just below the threshold
are the least likely to report this.
The roughly equivalent rank of NDR spending across RV bands might be a
result of businesses with a higher RV benefiting from reliefs other than the
SBBS, or feeling that the wider benefits of this type of support impact their
business. For example, they might believe that NDR spending helps new
businesses appear and grow, perhaps in specific locations which can result in
community or agglomeration effects. We also cannot rule out that businesses
report that NDR relief is important knowing they are contributing to an
evaluation that might lead to an extension or change in the coverage of NDR
relief.
The mode of government support which is most commonly reported as
important or very important is spending on services such as utilities and waste
collection. This is also true across the majority of the RV distribution,
particularly for those just below the 100% SBBS threshold (from reported RV).
These businesses are also slightly more likely than all others to have reported
that other business support is important, and more likely than those just above
the threshold to report that NDR relief spending is important. Education and
training and transport are also commonly ranked as important areas of
government support.
6.2.5 Summarising responses to the business operations questions
NDR ranks highly as a business cost broadly across the respondents to the
survey, but at the time of the survey, businesses did not report that they see
non-domestic rates relief as an important component of government spending,
particularly those that receive it.
There is some partial evidence that businesses in receipt of more generous
support from the SBBS have increased their investment in recent years, but

114

SBBS recipients are no more likely to pay the Real Living Wage than nonrecipients.
We investigated the impact of a cost change on businesses with the aim of
simulating a change in the policy, increasing support for businesses that
currently receive partial support, and reducing it for those that receive full
support. While some businesses reported that there would be an effect on
their operations, a large proportion of businesses either reported that it would
have no effect or would impact viability. This suggests that the need for
support from the SBBS is very heterogeneous among the businesses that
receive it.
As we have taken care to highlight throughout, we cannot draw robust
conclusions about the wider impact of the SBBS from these comparisons. In
addition to issues stemming from the relatively low response rate obtained,
the economic environment in which this survey was conducted – a period that
included changes to non-SBBS NDR relief – was challenging. We also know
that there are issues around incentive compatibility; we cannot rule out, for
example, that responses were influenced by the purpose of the survey – a
business owner or occupier perceiving that this survey might impact future
NDR relief may have an incentive to report large impacts of small cost
increases (for example on viability) if they perceive that not doing so might
result in the savings they enjoy through the SBBS not being maintained. Due
to the small sample size achieved, we are also not able to disaggregate
comparisons geographically in order to understand how they differ depending
on businesses’ location – a factor that might be key in determining need. For
all of these reasons, we take these findings as descriptive, and only broadly
indicative that businesses in receipt of SBBS relief enjoy some benefit, but not
that it is crucial to determining spending, business viability or operation.

6.3 SBBS questions
The remainder of the survey asked about respondents’ knowledge of and
perceptions about the SBBS. These questions were asked to all respondents,
not only those who reported to receive SBBS relief or who recorded their RV.
This was so we could compare knowledge and perceptions of the SBBS
among those who received it and those who did not, and hopefully understand
the extent to which, if it all, these differ.
6.3.1 Knowledge of the SBBS
We asked a series of direct questions about respondents’ interaction with the
SBBS (questions 15-21). Respondents were asked (in question 15) if they
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know the value of their NDR bill, who pays it (question 16) and whether or not
they had heard of the SBBS (question 17).
Overall, 72% responded that they know their NDR bill and 12% that they do
not. The remaining 16% did not answer. Knowledge of NDR bills differed
depending on business category. Of those who reported to receive 100% and
25% SBBS relief, 88% and 94% respectively knew their bill. Of ineligible
businesses, 95% also knew their bill; however only 46% of those whose
response was missing or “other” to the question about SBBS relief reported to
know their bill. It was also the case that renters and owners were equally likely
to know their NDR bill, with 72% and 74% of each group respectively reporting
to be aware of their charges.
In terms of who takes responsibility for paying the NDR bill, the most
commonly recorded bill-payer was the respondent themselves, with 77% of
those who responded indicating that they paid the bill. The next most common
response was the option to record a bill-payer who was not provided in the
response options.38 Roughly 15% chose to provide an “other” option, with the
most common text response being that another member of the family or
business paid the bill, or that the business was exempt because they were a
charity or nursery.39 Several respondents indicated here that they did not pay
NDR because of the SBBS, which suggests that they knew they got relief but
may not be aware of its monetary value.
Recording “other” as a response was most common in properties with an RV
below £14,000, otherwise respondents consistently reported themselves to be
the ratepayer at a similar rate across business categories.
Respondents were more likely (68%) to report that they paid the bill
themselves if they were majority owners of their business properties as
opposed to majority renters (61%). This response was also more common
(94%) among those receiving 25% relief. Among those claiming relief, 82% of
owners reported paying the bill themselves compared to 65% of renters. The
majority of this difference is due to renters responding with “other”, however,
as opposed to “don’t know” or “landlord”. Common responses in the “other”
category were that respondents were exempt. This suggests that it is not at all
common for landlords to pay the NDR bill, and therefore the scope for
capitalisation of SBBS relief by landlords is low.

38

Possible responses were: I pay the rates bill; I use a rating agent to pay the rates
bill; my landlord pays the rates bill; I don’t know who pays the rates bill; or my head
office pays the rates bill.
The fact that some respondents recorded that their “business” was a charity again
shows the shortcomings of identifying suitable properties to survey from the VR and
Billing Snapshot data.
39
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In terms of awareness of the SBBS, roughly 57% of all respondents recorded
that they were aware of the SBBS, whereas 27% said they were not and 15%
did not answer. Unsurprisingly, knowledge of the SBBS was significantly
higher among those who claimed – 84% and 90% of those who reported
receiving 100% or 25% relief respectively also reported to know of the SBBS.
In theory, both of these proportions should be 100%, given that these
businesses report to receive a level of SBBS relief. The fact that it is not
perhaps suggests that some know they get an exemption and record it in their
reported relief level (attributing it to the SBBS), but they did not actually know
that this was a result of the SBBS.
Only 7 of the 16 eligible non-claimers reported to know the SBBS, as did
roughly 50% of those who had an RV in the eligible range but did not respond
to the question about their relief level. This perhaps suggests that some
businesses who do not claim SBBS relief but are eligible are unaware of the
scheme.
The rate of awareness was almost identical among majority renters and
owners – roughly 59% of each reported to be aware of the SBBS. There is no
evidence from the survey, therefore, that respondents’ landlords take
responsibility for NDR bills and the associated savings to procure the benefits
of the SBBS for themselves at the expense of the business renting their
properties. In other words, we do not find evidence of capitalisation by
landlords.
This all suggests that those respondents most exposed to the SBBS have an
increased awareness of the scheme, but that in general awareness of NDRs
and the SBBS is not broad-based.
6.3.2 Perceptions of the SBBS
The last section of the survey (questions 22-30) was designed to explicitly
understand respondents’ subjective opinions about the SBBS. Previous
portions of the survey were aimed primarily at objectivity, however this was
not to suggest that businesses’ subjective evaluation was not of interest for
the evaluation. We therefore included these questions in order to understand
what opinions were regarding the efficacy of the SBBS and its role in funding
small businesses.
This portion of the survey first asked respondents about the impact that
receiving SBBS relief has on five aspects of their business: hiring staff or
increasing their hours, paying the Real Living Wage, investing in business
improvements, investing in staff training and business survival.
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Table 6.1 shows the number of businesses reporting each degree of impact
on each of these, with responses ranging from no impact (1) to substantial
impact (5), by the level of reported SBBS relief they receive.40
Table 6.1 – Proportion of businesses reporting each degree of SBBS relief
impact on business outcomes, by level of relief received
No
Substantial
Outcome
SBBS
impact 2
3
4
impact
14
4

7
12

9
8

12
4

57
68

Hiring more staff or increasing staff 25%
hours
100%

7
6

14
9

44
29

18
16

10
30

Investing in business
improvements

25%
100%

9
4

26
16

26
13

18
19

18
41

Investing in staff training

25%
100%

16
7

18
19

38
29

14
10

10
24

Paying the Real Living Wage

25%
100%

13
6

10
11

38
30

14
11

18
34

Other

25%
100%

3
1

13
15

1
1

7
8

0
0

Business survival

25%
100%

Those respondents that receive 100% relief record a greater impact of the
SBBS across all outcomes than those that receive 25% relief. For both sets of
respondents, the impact of SBBS relief seems to be most keenly felt on
business survival, with investments in business improvements and paying the
Real Living Wage also being prominent in terms of SBBS relief having a
substantial impact. We do note, however, that in contrast to our generic
question on business costs increasing/decreasing, this question is specifically
focused on the impact of SBBS relief on those who receive it. In the context of
a Scottish Government-sponsored survey on the SBBS, the reader may
question the objectivity with which these responses are provided, which is a
natural and unavoidable challenge of such a survey (and one which our earlier
question sought to ameliorate).
40

Again, we note that it is possible for responses to have been impacted across the
key dates during the beginning of the Covid-19 pandemic. When disaggregating
them by whether or not they were recorded before or after each of the key dates,
however, there is very little difference in the proportion reporting each degree of
impact.
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The final set of questions on the SBBS asked the extent to which respondents
agreed with the following eight statements related to SBBS relief:
Q23. Every business, no matter how small, should pay at least some
non-domestic rates to make a contribution to local services.
Q24. SBBS is important in supporting town centres.
Q25. SBBS is ineffective in supporting small businesses as any relief
received is reflected in higher property rent.
Q26. SBBS relief represents only a small cost saving for businesses
relative to the other costs they face.
Q27. SBBS gives an unfair competitive advantage to recipients
Q28. SBBS, which provided £254m of relief in 2018-19, is a good use of
public money.
Q29. SBBS is a key factor in business location choice.
Q30. SBBS relief eligibility is a factor in decisions about investment in
improving/expanding business property/ies.
These questions were asked to all respondents, not just those in receipt of
SBBS relief, and there were six possible responses: strongly disagree,
disagree, neither disagree nor agree, agree, strongly agree and don’t know.
Figure 6.13 shows the proportion of respondents that either agreed or strongly
agreed with these statements both overall and by level of relief enjoyed. Note
the scale of the axis, which has a maximum value of 40%, so no question
receives agreement from the majority of businesses either in each of the
groups we identify, or as a whole.
These questions were designed to address several of the research objectives
we were tasked with investigating that could not be considered using our
descriptive and econometric analyses.
Question 23: Should every business pay at least some NDR? There was
some support for businesses paying at least something among those that
receive partial relief from the SBBS and those that receive no relief.
Unsurprisingly, the support for this declines among those who currently enjoy
100% relief.
Question 24: Does SBBS support town centres? There was only moderate
agreement that it does among claimers and non-claimers. There was a similar
response to question 29 which asked whether SBBS relief was an important
consideration in business location choice. As we outlined at the beginning of
this section, we do have responses from each local authority area, however
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the sample of respondents is not large enough to meaningfully disaggregate
their responses to these questions in order to understand if the agreement
differs by location. As a result, we cannot be sure that this average response
accurately represents those for whom the SBBS is most likely to incentivise
their location decision.
Question 25: Is SBBS capitalised by landlords? This question sought to
understand whether it is the view of responders that the benefits of the SBBS
are captured by landlords. The responses suggest that this view is not
supported, even for businesses in relatively small properties that receive
100% relief, consistent with our discussion above on who pays the NDR bill.
Question 26: What is the importance of SBBS relative to other business
costs? Unsurprisingly, agreement with this question is lower for businesses
that receive 100% relief compared to those that receive 25% relief, and
suggests that for the majority of small businesses that receive 100% relief, the
cost saving provided by the SBBS is substantial.
Question 27: Does SBBS give an unfair advantage to recipients? There is
very little agreement with this statement posed in question 27. Those that
receive no relief are slightly more likely to agree with the statement, but even
so this amounts to only 10% of respondents.
Question 28: Is SBBS a good use of public money? We included the cost
to the Scottish Government of the SBBS scheme (£254m in 2018-19) in Q28,
and surprisingly the agreement with this question was lower among those that
receive 100% relief compared to those that receive only 25% relief or no relief
at all. This is the question that received most agreement across businesses,
but even so a maximum of 40% of respondents agreed with the statement in
the question.
Question 3041: Is relief eligibility a factor in decisions about investment
in improving/expanding business property/ies? This question was
included to understand whether the SBBS promotes investment by
businesses. As can be seen, those that receive SBBS relief claim it does more
than the perception of those that receive no relief, but even so, less than 30%
of businesses agree that the SBBS promotes investment.

41

Question 29 is discussed alongside the response to question 24 above.
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Figure 6.13 – Agreement with the SBBS statements (questions 23-30)

(a) Overall
n = 134

76

16

37

108

(b) By survey relief level
Every business, no matter how small,
should pay at least some non-domestic
rates to make a contribution to local
services
SBBS relief represents only a small cost
saving for businesses relative to the
other costs they face

SBBS is important in supporting
town centres

SBBS is a key factor in business
location
choice

SBBS relief eligibility is a factor
in decisions about investment in
improving/expanding business
property

SBBS gives an unfair
competitive advantage to
recipients
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SBBS is ineffective in supporting
small businesses as any relief
received is reflected in higher
property rent
SBBS, which provided £254m of
relief in 2018-19, is a good use of
public money

Looking at Figure 6.13, for the most part, the patterns in responses are
intuitive. Those who receive SBBS relief are less likely to believe they should
pay more in NDR, make larger saving through the SBBS relative to their costs,
and are more likely to agree that SBBS relief is a good use of public money. It
is also unsurprising then that they are more likely to agree that these savings
are a factor in their location and facilities investment decisions, since moving
to or extending a property to have an RV above the £15,000 threshold would
mean losing eligibility. That those who enjoy less benefit from the SBBS tend
to be more likely to agree that all businesses should pay NDR and it is only a
small saving is equally unsurprising, as is the fact that those who receive no
relief are more likely to agree that relief gives an unfair advantage to recipients
is equally unsurprising.
Ineligible businesses and those who did not respond to the question on relief
were also likely to agree with the statements that the SBBS was a good use of
public money, and that it was a factor in location choice and making
improvements in properties. It is plausible that businesses responded to these
questions with the wider effects of the SBBS in mind, as opposed to its impact
on their own business.
For these questions, there are some small differences in the level of
agreement across key-dates. For example, a slightly higher proportion of
respondents agree that all businesses should contribute through NDR (Q23)
and that SBBS relief represents only a small saving (Q26) after the
Chancellor’s budget. Although it is conceivable that these responses might
have been affected by the budget’s focus on NDR relief, we cannot know for
sure if it caused the differences.

6.4 What can we infer from the survey analysis?
Despite sampling heavily from the population of businesses, the response rate
means the achieved sample was relatively small. Moreover, for much of the
analysis the useable sample was further limited, as we have discussed, to
those that provided their RV or claim status. As such, we were unable to
disaggregate comparisons between businesses by multiple characteristics, for
example by RV and claim status or location. Further, comparisons between
different groups of businesses must remain descriptive rather than conclusive
in a statistical sense.
Also, as we have documented in Section 5, we faced challenges in
administering our survey of businesses. Notwithstanding these challenges, the
results of the survey provide some interesting insights:
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1. From the data we collected, there is no discernible difference in turnover
or FTE employment between businesses that receive 100% SBBS, 25%
SBBS, or no relief. Moreover, there was very little agreement with the
statement that SBBS relief gave an unfair advantage to businesses.
There is no evidence from these questions that suggests the SBBS
affects these business outcomes. However, there is a great deal of
variability in the data and the small sample size means that we cannot
effectively control for other potential explanatory factors.
2. We investigated what effect a change in business costs would have on
expenditure, seeking to understand what the effect would be of reducing
the SBBS thresholds (therefore exposing some businesses to higher
business costs), and increasing those thresholds (so some businesses
would enjoy lower costs). Roughly 64% of businesses reported cost
increases would impact them in at least one way, while 59% of
businesses reported a cost decrease would have an impact. The
reported effects are heterogeneous; some businesses reported almost
no impact of either change, while others reported it would impact
viability. Others reported it would influence staffing and expenditure on
equipment. The fact that there is so much variation of business
outcomes within RV band, coupled with this heterogeneous impact of
reducing SBBS support, suggests that using the RV of the properties a
business occupies as the main determinant of NDR relief might be
reviewed. However, far more comprehensive data are required to fully
understand how the SBBS affects different businesses and what
characteristics are shared by those that benefit the most.
3. The level of awareness of their NDR bill among businesses is high.
However, while there is a relatively high level of awareness of the SBBS
among claimers, there is a much lower level of awareness generally
(which is consistent with there being a surprising number of businesses
we classify as eligible non-claimers in the data). We do not find
evidence of landlord capitalisation of SBBS relief, or indeed that it is the
landlord that pays the NDR bill; this is supported by the very low
agreement with the statement that ‘SBBS is ineffective in supporting
small businesses as any relief received is reflected in higher property
rent’ – just 7% of respondents agreed that this was the case.
4. In terms of the impact of SBBS relief for claimers, 66% of claimers
reported that it has a substantial impact on business survival; 36% on
investing in business improvement; and 31% on their ability to pay the
Real Living Wage.
5. 35% of businesses in the sample thought the SBBS was a good use of
public money, which is consistent with businesses placing less
importance on non-domestic rates relief relative to other uses of
government expenditure.
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7

Econometric analysis

The analysis of Sections 4-6 was descriptive in nature. That is, for all the
reasons we have described up to this point, it was primarily concerned with
analysing broad trends in the NDR and survey data, and high-level
comparisons across the distribution of RV. This is valuable for gaining an
understanding of, for example, general features of the non-domestic property
base and its interaction with the policy.
However, in evaluating a policy such as the SBBS, we wanted to obtain an
estimate of its effect, on average, on the key business outcomes (e.g. Gross
Value Added (GVA)) of its recipient businesses. This would represent an
estimate of the extent to which the policy benefits businesses that receive
SBBS relief. This means estimating some form of Average Treatment Effect
(ATE).
Intuitively, we sought to understand the difference in the outcome of a
business “treated” by the policy (i.e., in receipt of SBBS relief), had it not
received the policy (its counterfactual). This would represent the ‘true’ causal
effect of the policy. This counterfactual cannot, by definition, be observed.
Instead we used a feature of the design of the SBBS to construct
counterfactual outcomes for businesses that would act as proxies for their
outcomes in the absence of the policy. In this section, we set out the
methodology for doing so and the results of our analysis.

7.1 Methodology
Obtaining the true causal effect of SBBS relief would require us to compare
businesses which currently receive 100% SBBS relief with counterfactual
versions of themselves receiving 25%, or no, relief (and vice versa).
This is not possible given that we cannot observe businesses in both their
actual and counterfactual state. Obtaining an estimate of an ATE requires that
we construct suitable proxies for the respective counterfactual groups.
Like many policies, the design of the SBBS is such that the characteristics of
businesses that determines their eligibility for relief also determines how
comparable they are. For example, the group of businesses in receipt of 25%
SBBS relief do not serve as an appropriate counterfactual for the group of
businesses in receipt of 100% relief. Using them as such would mean
comparing businesses with RVs of between £1 and £15,000 with those whose
RV is between £15,001 and £18,000; a comparison that is uninformative given
the average business that operates in premises valued between £1 and
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£15,000 (and which receives 100% relief) is likely to be considerably different
to the average business operating from premises valued between £15,001
and £18,000 (which receives 25% relief). This makes it impossible to isolate
the true effect of receiving 100% relief compared to 25% relief.
At the same time, however, the cliff-edge in relief around well-defined RV
thresholds (for single-site businesses) does allow us to focus on a group of
businesses that should provide suitable comparators for one another. 42 That
is, again using the 100% threshold as an example, we would expect that, on
average, a business with an RV of £14,999 is comparable to a business with
an RV of £15,001 except for the level of SBBS relief they receive. If this is the
case, comparing the outcomes of the businesses immediately on either side of
this cut-off would provide an estimate of the average effect of receiving 100%
versus 25% relief at the margin. This logic extends to a comparison of
businesses with an RV of £17,999 and £18,001, the RV threshold at which
SBBS relief falls from 25% to zero.43
Formally, assume 𝑦𝑖𝑠 represents the business outcome for each business 𝑖 in
state of the world 𝑠. Here 𝑖 simply indexes businesses from 1 to 𝑁, 𝑁 being
the total number of businesses, and 𝑠 indicates whether a business receives
25% (𝑠 = 0) or 100% (𝑠 = 1) relief. We focus on this comparison here for
simplicity. Given our description above, we can define the ATE as: 44
𝛾𝐴𝑇𝐸 = 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖1 − 𝑦𝑖0 ],

(1)

This is the (unobtainable) average difference in outcomes of business with
and without 100% relief – note both the left and right 𝑦 have a subscript 𝑖,
indicating they represent the outcome of the same person. If 100% and 25%
42

The same is true for multi-site businesses, but we focus here on single-site
businesses to provide as clean a comparison as possible given the uncertainty in
constructing business entities from the data. Moreover, note that the comparison of
multi-site businesses that receive 100% relief with those that receive partial relief is
more nuanced because, for example, a two-property business with a cumulative RV
of £20,000 could be comprised of two properties with an RV of £10,000 which therefore
receives 25% relief on both, or one property with an RV of £19,000 and one with an
RV of £1,000 that therefore only receives 25% relief on the low-RV property. Thus,
drawing any wider inferences from an econometric analysis of multi-site businesses
would be problematic.
43

The design of the SBBS policy means that it is in fact not possible to make a
comparison of businesses who received 100% with an appropriate counterfactual
group that received no relief. This is because the policy is universal, meaning the only
way to carry out such a comparison would be by utilising either those businesses that
did not take up the SBBS relief they were eligible for, or those that have an RV of
above £18,000. Both groups are likely to systematically differ from the pool of 100%
recipients in ways that make this comparison unlikely to be informative.
44

All of the following expressions also condition on observable characteristics of
businesses, for example industry. We contain these in the vector 𝑥𝑖 for each business
but keep the conditioning implicit to simplify the expressions.
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SBBS relief were randomly assigned to businesses, a simple comparison of
outcomes between the two groups would be enough, giving:
𝛾𝐴𝑇𝐸 = 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖1 | 𝑠 = 1] − 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖0 | 𝑠 = 0],

(2)

where the right-most expression acts as a substitute for 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖0 | 𝑠 = 1] – the
outcome of business 𝑖 when in receipt of 25% relief (𝑦𝑖0 ), given that they have
in reality been awarded 100% relief (𝑠 = 1).
However, SBBS relief is not awarded randomly; rather, it is a function of the
RV of each business’s properties. As a result, the outcome (𝑦𝑖 ) is not
independent of the relief level a business receives. Again, due to the design of
the SBBS we know the rules that determine this dependence. In the notation
of equations 1 and 2, we know that:
𝐸 [𝑦𝑖 ] = {

𝐸[𝑦𝑖1 ] if 𝑅𝑉𝑖 < 𝑐,
𝐸 [𝑦𝑖0 ] if 𝑅𝑉𝑖 ≥ 𝑐,

(3)

where 𝑐 represents the threshold value, which, under the current policy, is
£15,001. Put simply, we know the level of relief a business is eligible for is
based solely on the RV of its properties. Given that we are focusing on the
example of comparing 100% and 25% recipients, we assume here that
£18,000 is the maximum RV of a business.
When RV is very close to the threshold (𝑐), businesses arguably become
increasingly similar. We can exploit this fact to define another treatment effect,
the regression discontinuity (RD) treatment effect, which is given by:
𝛾𝑅𝐷 = 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖1 − 𝑦𝑖0 | 𝑅𝑉𝑖 = 𝑐 ],

(4)

This effect differs from 𝛾𝐴𝑇𝐸 in that it is local, meaning it represents the
average effect on their outcome for businesses with an RV equal to 𝑐
(£15,001) if the level of relief they received were switched from 25% to 100%.
It therefore does not tell us anything about how businesses with an RV that
falls far away from the threshold are affected by the policy. Again, as with
everything we outline here, the same logic applies to the effect at the 25%
SBBS threshold (where RV is £18,001).
If the thresholds are exogenously defined the above expression is equivalent
to
𝛾𝑅𝐷 = 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖1 | 𝑅𝑉𝑖 = 𝑐] − 𝐸[𝑦𝑖0 | 𝑅𝑉𝑖 = 𝑐 ].
Further, if the two expectations that make up this difference are continuous,
then we can calculate 𝛾𝑅𝐷 as
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(5)

lim 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖 | 𝑅𝑉 = 𝑥] − lim 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖 | 𝑅𝑉 = 𝑥].
x↑c

x↓c

(6)

In words: the RD treatment effect is equivalent to the limit of the expectation
functions either side of the threshold given that they are continuous (note the
omission of the 𝑠 subscript on each 𝑦).
Intuitively, extremely (in fact, infinitesimally) close to the cutoff the average
outcome among businesses with an RV just above the threshold (those in
receipt of 25% relief) should provide a suitable counterfactual for those
businesses with an RV just below the threshold (and thus in receipt of 100%
relief). With no other systematic differences between these two groups, other
than their eligibility and receipt of SBBS relief, we attribute differences
between them to the effect of the policy.
There are four principal assumptions underpinning this approach to estimating
the effect of SBBS relief on its recipients. They are that:
1. the treatment is a deterministic function of RV – the assignment
variable;
2. there is a discontinuity in the level of treatment at a known value of the
RV – the threshold;
3. RV cannot be manipulated to influence whether or not businesses
receive SBBS relief; and
4. other ‘control’ variables do not change discontinuously at the threshold.
Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied given that the thresholds for RV are well
defined. Assumptions 3 and 4 are both concerned with the comparability of
individuals on either side of the threshold. For instance, concerning
Assumption 4, if for some reason it were more likely that particular types of
properties, e.g. shops, had an RV just below the threshold while otherwise
equivalent, e.g. industrial, properties were more likely to have an RV just
above the threshold, and shops on average benefit more from the SBBS than
industrial properties then the “treatment” and “control” groups are
endogenously determined and any estimate of 𝛾𝑅𝐷 would overestimate the
effect of the SBBS. We haven’t found any evidence of this in the data.
In terms of Assumption 3, there is some evidence of bunching in the RV
distribution just below the £15,000 RV threshold that has appeared in the NDR
data since this RV threshold became a feature of the policy (see Figure 4.13).
This suggests that, after the point in time at which an RV of £15,000 became a
threshold determining whether a business receives 100% relief or 25% relief,
a higher proportion of businesses were attributed an RV just below £15,000.
If the likelihood of being placed below the threshold is endogenous to
business outcomes, Assumption 3 will be violated and any estimates of the
effect of the policy will be biased. For example, if the likelihood of being placed
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just below the threshold is correlated with business need for NDR relief45, and
business need is correlated with business outcomes, comparing the outcomes
of businesses just below the threshold (which have a higher need and on
average worse outcomes) with those above (which have less need and on
average better outcomes) will under-estimate the effect of the SBBS. If this
bunching persists in the data we use here, we need to be cognisant of the
presence of potential biases (both negative, as we have illustrated here, but
potentially positive, as we have no information on the source of the bunching;
it could be, for example, that well-managed businesses are more likely to
appeal) when drawing conclusions from our analysis.
As an example of what we might expect in a neat (and artificial) example of a
discontinuity, Figure 7.1 plots simulated values of GVA data across the RV
distribution. Each gray dot represents the average GVA within £500 RV
groups, and the black line a line that best fits the relationship between RV and
GVA. From this we might infer from the discontinuous drop in the best-fitting
line at the 100% SBBS threshold that the SBBS positively affects businesses’
value added. If receiving 100% relief has any such effect, for example through
increasing re-investment or innovation in recipient businesses, then we would
expect similar discontinuities to appear when we plot data on actual outcomes
across the RV distribution. We examine these types of plot using the available
data for Scotland across several outcomes in Section 7.4.

45

Suppose, for instance, that a business is attributed an RV of £15,250. Whether or
not the business engages in an appeals process is likely to be influenced by the
need for the business to save on NDR, so it is not unreasonable to assume that
businesses with greater need for NDR relief are more likely to appeal.
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Figure 7.1 – Simulated (artificial) example of a discontinuity in expected outcomes

Note: the data used to generate this figure are simulated. The black vertical line
represents the 100% SBBS threshold and the red vertical line the 25% threshold.
For illustrative purposes, the graph has been produced assuming no effect at the
25% threshold.

7.2 Data matching and sample construction
The Scottish Government matched properties in the 2018 Billing Snapshot
and Valuation Roll to enterprises in the Interdepartmental Business Register
(IDBR) – an administrative record of all enterprises, as they are referred to in
the IDBR, in the UK that are VAT registered and/or operate a PAYE scheme.
Each enterprise in the IDBR has a unique reference number that uniquely
identifies it from all others in the UK. These enterprises can be part of a wider
enterprise group, or comprise smaller local units (Figure 7.2).
In total there were 130,861 properties used in the matching exercise,
representing 86% of all SBBS recipients. An implication of the criteria for
inclusion in the IDBR (i.e. being VAT registered – which requires a turnover of
at least £80,000 – and/or operating a PAYE scheme) is that it does not
contain information on extremely small businesses. Because of this, the
Scottish Government excluded property types that were not likely to be found
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in the IDBR – such as public toilets and sewerage tanks – and those
categories with less than 100 SBBS recipients. Still, it is important to note that
for a business to be successfully matched to a record in the IDBR it must meet
these criteria, as it affects the composition of the eventual post-matching
sample. The Scottish Government produced a matching report which provided
more detail on the property types excluded from the matching exercise (see
Appendix F).
Of these 130,861 properties, 70,819 (54%) were matched to an enterprise in
the IDBR. All properties for which this exercise was successful were linked to
only one enterprise in the IDBR. However, 8,917 (12.6%) of these matches
were to an enterprise that had ceased trading prior to January 1st, 2017. As a
result, only 61,902 (47.3%) of the 130,861 properties were successfully
matched to a viable enterprise in the IDBR. Again, although we cannot know
with any degree of certainty, it is likely that a portion of the 46% properties not
matched to an IDBR record did not meet the criteria for inclusion.
This means the 61,902 properties represent a sample of enterprises that are
VAT-registered and/or operating a PAYE scheme, a fact that must be borne in
mind when we come to define the effect of SBBS relief we seek to estimate.
The Scottish Government’s matching report (included in Appendix F) provides
a full description of the method used to match properties in the VR to
enterprises in the IDBR, as well as a breakdown of the class (a classification
of property type), core (another classification of property type), RV and
location of matched properties.
Figure 7.2 – IDBR structure

Source: BSD User guide
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The aim of this matching exercise was to retrieve unique reference numbers
with which properties from the Valuation Roll could be linked to information in
administrative data on business outcomes such as turnover, employment and
GVA. Figure 7.3 below shows how the three datasets are connected.
Figure 7.3 – the link between the Valuation Roll/Billing Snapshot and administrative
data

A shortcoming of matching to enterprises in this way is that we are not able to
retrieve lower-level information on business outcomes; for example,
associated only with activity in Scotland or for specific locations (enterprises
might have other locations outside or within Scotland). This might affect
estimates of the effects of the SBBS if, for example, its benefits are mainly
experienced at the local unit level (Figure 7.2). Given that we are eventually
using information aggregated to the enterprise level, these effects might be
lost in amongst any other changes taking place across other local units.
Unfortunately, this is unavoidable.
The validity of any inference from an econometric analysis of the SBBS using
these data is in large part determined by the accuracy of the matches between
properties and enterprises. The matching was carried out based on business
name and address information, in a similar fashion to the categorising of
properties into businesses outlined in Section 3.2 (although this relied solely
on business name).
The Scottish Government’s matching report outlined this process in detail as
well as how the quality of matches was determined. Appendix D outlines in
detail how we used data made available for this portion of the evaluation to
assess the feasibility of matching in this way based on differences in the
categorization of businesses into groups in the IDBR (enterprises) and the VR
(businesses).
Although properties were matched to only one enterprise, the reverse was not
true. This meant we could classify properties in two different ways pre- and
post-matching. Pre-matching, as has been the case throughout this report,
prior to being matched properties were classified as being single-site or multi131

site businesses based on Scottish Government estimates (See Section 3.2).
Post-matching, we can make a similar categorisation to classify properties as
being part of either a single- or multi-property enterprise based on their match
to enterprises. As a result, we were able to compare these two and evaluate
their consistency in terms of the site count and the implied cumulative RV.
For example, say a property with an RV of £5,000 was grouped together with
six others in the VR with the same RV. This would categorise it as being in a
multi-property business with a site count of 7 and a (hypothetical) cumulative
RV of £35,000. However, when matching these properties to the IDBR, they
may not all be attributed to the same enterprise, leaving the enterprise with a
lower cumulative RV than in the VR. For example, if only one were not
matched, the enterprise would incorrectly be classed as having six properties
and a cumulative RV of £30,000. The non-matched site would also be
incorrectly classed as a single-site, single-property enterprise with an RV of
£5,000. Moreover, it may be the case that other (unrelated) properties are
attributed to this enterprise.
In a perfect matching scenario, all properties that are categorised as of singlesite businesses in the VR would be the only properties matched to an
enterprise in the IDBR. Similarly, all properties estimated to be part of a multisite businesses would match to the same IDBR enterprise. This would mean
site counts and RVs would be consistent across enterprises, and suggest that
the Scottish Government’s business groupings and matching were accurate.
There are a number of reasons why, despite the best efforts being made to
accurately link these data, this might not be the case.
The estimates of business groupings could be inaccurate, as could be the
matching of businesses in the VR to IDBR enterprises. It is also the case that
both could be incorrect. An additional complication stems from the IDBR
matching procedure: given the requirements for inclusion, businesses deemed
to be unlikely to match to an enterprise in the IDBR were excluded, meaning
that property counts and RVs might differ within enterprises because part of
their business has been removed.
Appendix D – where we aim to understand the extent to which this might have
occurred – compares the site count of matches in more detail, and outlines
how we define consistency within multi-property enterprises. We primarily rely
on ‘businesses/enterprises’ site count to evaluate the consistency of matches
given that it is the most straightforward way to categorise properties into the
two groups for which the SBBS eligibility rules differ. Detail on how we define
consistency is given at the end of Appendix D.
In short, the results of this analysis provide little evidence that there is
consistency between business groupings in the VR and enterprise groupings
in the IDBR matching. We also describe the implications of the apparent
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mismatch for total business RV and SBBS relief levels – business
characteristics central to our analysis – and find that the inconsistencies in
matching lead to large discrepancies in total RV and levels of relief within
enterprises. As a result, it is unclear which value of each we should use for
these businesses in our analysis. We do not have any way of fully identifying
businesses in the Valuation Roll, and so we are unable to determine the
extent to which these discrepancies are a result of inaccuracies in Scottish
Government estimates of either business groupings in the Valuation Roll, or
matches between the VR and enterprises in the IDBR.
Due to these significant discrepancies, we limit the sample for this part of the
evaluation to the 29,744 properties that were estimated to be a single-site
business and were the only property matched to their enterprise in the IDBR.
We call this restricted sample single-site, single-property enterprises. This is
69.7% of all enterprises and 48.1% of all properties used in the matching
exercise. Figure 7.4 below shows, in the form of a flow diagram, how the
overall sample of properties from the VR eventually reduces to the final
sample of single-site, single-property enterprises.
The purpose of this – and indeed any – econometric analysis is to clearly
define and estimate an effect of SBBS relief using a robust methodology. This
is not possible if we cannot first define our sample and attribute the
enterprises in the sample to outcome data with a reasonable degree of
certainty. Restricting the sample to only single-site, single-property enterprises
allows us to focus on a somewhat well-defined sample and reduces the
likelihood – although not entirely – of using incorrect information on
enterprises.46 As a result, however, we can only attempt to estimate the effect,
on average, of the SBBS on the marginal single-site, single-property
enterprise that is VAT registered and/or operating a PAYE scheme, as
opposed to the population-wide effect of SBBS relief at the threshold.47

46

This is not to say that these enterprises have been perfectly identified, but they are
the group about which we have most certainty.
47
We have simplified slightly here. Businesses could not be explicitly excluded
based on whether they were PAYE and/or VAT registered. The Scottish Government
assessed the likelihood that this would be the case for properties based on their RV
and property description. Whilst not perfect, given the detailed nature of property
descriptions we assume this is sufficient information to determine this likelihood with
a reasonable degree of accuracy. Further, matches for properties which were
included in the matching exercise but that weren’t deemed sufficiently accurate were
discarded. This again affects the SBBS effect we can hope to identify. However, we
cannot define this group along any meaningful dimension and thus cannot address it
directly. Nevertheless, this should be borne in mind when understanding the effect
we aim to estimate. It is also unlikely that the condition of being PAYE and/or VAT
registered is not met for all businesses close to the threshold, but these conditions
must also be borne in mind.
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Figure 7.4 – Description of the sample
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7.3 Characteristics of the single-site, single-property
enterprise sample
The decision to focus on this sub-sample reduces our sample to 29,744
enterprises/properties; 69.7%/48.1% of the full sample. Figure 7.5 shows the
RV distribution of these enterprises. The mean RV in the sample is higher
than that among the population of single-site businesses described in Section
4.1 (~£5,000). Comparing with Figure 4.2 this is because there are far fewer
low-RV properties in this sample when compared with the population; an
artefact of both the criteria for inclusion in the matching exercise and the
likelihood that properties with a relatively higher RV were successfully
matched.
The most notable feature of the distribution in Figure 7.5 is that there is
substantial bunching around the SBBS thresholds: there is a significantly
higher proportion of businesses immediately below both the 100% (£15,000)
and 25% (£18,000) thresholds than above. As discussed, this bunching was a
feature of the distribution of the entire population of properties, both in the
recent and historical data.
The fact this bunching persists in the vastly reduced sample we have
constructed for this portion of the evaluation ex ante compromises the validity
of our econometric analysis. We set out in the preceding subsection that the
absence of manipulation in the assignment variable (RV) is a necessary
condition for using the regression discontinuity methodology to estimate an
unbiased policy effect. As Figure 7.5 shows, however, this condition is not
met.
If it were, there would be a (relatively) smooth decline in the height of the bars
moving from left to right, with little sign of jumps in successive bars. Although
we can still proceed with the analysis, we need to be aware of the bias this
might imply when drawing conclusions. We also discussed, in Section 4.7,
how some of this bunching is likely a result of a higher rate of appeals among
those revalued just above the 100% threshold.
To illustrate this, Appendix Figure E.1 shows that the same bunching is not
present in the distribution of draft RVs in the sample. Although this allows us
to consider what the potential direction of the bias will be, we do not have
enough information to determine this with any certainty. We describe later in
this section some additional analysis we undertook using these draft RV data
to understand whether they can shed any light on this.
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Figure 7.5 – RV distribution in the restricted sample, £500 RV bands

Note: Properties/enterprises are grouped into £500 RV bands. For example,
the bar between 0-£500 groups all properties with an RV in the range.
Table 7.1 shows that the distribution of properties across classes (property
types) in the sample is somewhat similar to that in the population but there are
key differences: although not in precisely the same order, by far the most
common classes of non-domestic property are shops, industrial subjects and
offices. The prevalence of these classes of property in the sample are in fact
more pronounced than in the population.
Figure 7.6 shows that the distribution of properties across local authorities in
the sample is similar to that in the population as a whole. The two local
authorities with the most properties/enterprises are the cities of Glasgow and
Edinburgh, followed by Highland (the largest local authority by land mass),
Fife and Aberdeenshire. In the population, Highland in fact has the second
largest non-domestic property base ahead of Edinburgh City (see Section
4.1). In the sample, however, it accounts for a substantially lower proportion of
enterprises, likely due to average RV being lower in Highland than in Scotland
as a whole. As a result, and as with property classes, the dominance of the
local authorities with the most properties is greater in the sample than in the
population.
This suggests that the restricted sample of single-site, single-property
enterprises differs from the wider population of non-domestic properties. It
contains, on average, higher RV properties, a far larger proportion of shops,
offices and industrial subjects, and properties that are more concentrated in
two of Scotland’s major cities, Edinburgh and Glasgow.
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Table 7.1 – Distribution of properties across class (property type) in single-site properties

Shops
Industrial Subjects
Offices
Leisure & Entertainment
Garages & Petrol Stations
Public Houses
Health & Medical
Hotels etc.
Other*
Public Service Subjects
Cultural
Care Facilities
Statutory Undertakings
Education & Training
Sporting Subjects

Number of
Enterprises/properties
in the sample
11,738
8,185
5,229
1,385
828
666
633
555
122
108
107
91
48
29
20

Proportion
of the
Sample
39.46
27.52
17.58
4.66
2.78
2.24
2.13
1.87
0.41
0.36
0.36
0.31
0.16
0.1
0.07

Proportion of class
among population
of SBBS claimers
26.60
22.73
13.43
16.54
2.15
0.86
1.01
3.03
2.84
1.03
0.26
0.24
0.09
0.12
8.91

Total

29,744

100

73.24

Note: * contains <10 properties used by religious organisations. The population column does
not sum to 100 because five property classes are not represented in our sample: advertising,
quarries & mines, petrochemical, communications. The proportions in this column are from
column 2 of Table 4.3.

There are also a number of enterprises that are eligible for the SBBS but are
recorded as receiving no relief, or which receive a relief level that differs to
that which is suggested they should receive according to their RV. Table 7.2
below shows the number of matched enterprises by their claim status. In our
main analysis we focus on SBBS claimers, and so omit enterprises with an RV
below £18,000 that receive no relief or that do not receive either 100% or 25%
relief.
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Figure 7.6 – Distribution of properties across Scottish Local Authorities

Table 7.2 – SBBS claim status among linked enterprises
Claim status
Eligible 100 % claimers
100% claimers claiming less
Eligible 25% claimers
25% claimers claiming less/more*
Eligible non-claimers
Ineligible non-claimers
Ineligible claimers*

Number
25,022
536
1,418
< 10
2,086
672
<10

%
84.13
1.8
4.77
.
7.01
2.26
.

Note: * These groups have fewer than 10 enterprises so cannot be reported
separately for statistical disclosure reasons.

7.4 Linking the restricted sample to the ABS and BSD
The next step in the analysis required linking the restricted sample of
enterprises to information on business outcomes. We were provided two
administrative sources of data with which we could do so: the Business
Structures Database (BSD) and a portion of the Annual Business Survey
(ABS). The BSD contains information on business turnover, employment and
location. The ABS contains more detailed data on businesses cost structure,
and so provides estimates of GVA and total output. It only contains a subsample of businesses from the BSD, however, and disproportionately samples
large (250+ employees) businesses.
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We linked the matched sample of properties to the 2018 BSD using their
unique enterprise reference number. Only 1,334 (4.7%) of the 29,744
enterprises in the restricted sample were not able to be linked to the BSD,
1,210 of which were recorded as receiving SBBS relief. Of these non-linked
SBBS recipients, 1,150 (95%) received 100% relief. RV was similar on
average among the linked and non-linked enterprises: for the former group the
mean RV was £7,764, and for the latter it was £7,028. Table 7.3 below shows
that these are distributed across RV levels in a similar manner as the linked
enterprises. There were a higher proportion of shops and lower proportion of
industrial subjects and offices in the matched enterprises that could not be
successfully linked to the BSD.
We cannot know why these businesses were not found in the BSD, although it
could result from misalignment between the dates at which the BSD snapshot
was taken from the IDBR and the date at which the enterprises appeared
within it – this could occur if an enterprise is newly created or crosses the VAT
or PAYE threshold. Again, given the matching was carried out on addresses
using the IDBR as at June 2019 but the Billing Snapshot is for 2018, there is
also a chance that there are mismatches to enterprises that did not actually
exist in 2018. As a check, we also attempted to link enterprises to the 2017
BSD. More than double the number of businesses could not be linked when
using only the 2017 data, and allowing properties/enterprises to be matched to
data in either 2017 or 2018 only results in an increase of 52 successful
linkages.
Not all of the successful linkages were to enterprises registered in Scotland.
Table 7.4 show that roughly 3.5% (1,197) were matched to enterprises in
other regions of the UK. Some of the data made available to us allowed us to
explicitly focus on economic activity in Scotland.
In the ABS data, instead of enterprise-level information, we were provided with
data on all local units (see Figure 7.2) in Scotland over the years 2008-2018.
To calculate enterprise level data from these, we totaled all the local unit
information within each enterprise. Doing so for 2018 and linking the resulting
data to the single-site, single-property enterprises results in 82.9% (24,661) of
the 29,744 being successfully linked.
This is significantly lower than when matching to the BSD (95.3%), but in fact
is still relatively high considering that the ABS contains only a subsample of
businesses from the BSD. Allowing for enterprises to be linked in either 2017
or 2018 increases the success rate to 88.2% (26,223). This increase could be
due to either differences in the sampling across years or business closures
between 2017 and 2018. We focus on matching only in 2018 since this is the
reference year for the NDR data.

139

Table 7.3 – Distribution of linked and
non-linked properties/enterprises
across £1000 RV groups
Max. RV
Not
in band
linked Linked
1,000
35
702
2,000
88
1,687
3,000
127
2,221
4,000
136
2,417
5,000
127
2,538
6,000
124
2,516
7,000
112
2,205
8,000
116
2,181
9,000
94
2,001
10,000
84
1,800
11,000
43
1,423
12,000
58
1,311
13,000
52
1,081
14,000
29
944
15,000
40
986
16,000
19
581
17,000
22
567
18,00020,000*
28
1,249
Total
1,334 28,410
Note: * some categories in this
group contain fewer than 10
observations among the linked
enterprises. Numbers cannot be
reported for statistical disclosure
reasons.

Table 7.4 – Linked properties/enterprises by
UK region
Region
Number %
East
95
0.33
East Midlands
72
0.25
London
206
0.73
North East
58
0.2
North West
138
0.49
Northern Ireland
32
0.11
Scotland
27,398
96.49
South East
156
0.55
South West
77
0.27
West Midlands
71
0.25
Yorkshire and The
Humber
91
0.32
Total

28,394

100

7.5 Characteristics of the sample linked to the BSD
We first look at the composition of the linked sample relative to the wider
population of businesses in Scotland. Table 7.5 shows how linked enterprises
(column 2) compare to the wider population of enterprises in Scotland (column
1). Overall, the linked enterprises from the NDR data have more employees,
higher turnover and are more likely to be in retail, accommodation and food or
other services than the wider enterprise base. This comparison does not tell
us how SBBS recipients differ, on average, from the wider population of
enterprises, but simply reflects that the process by which the final sample of
businesses was constructed changes the characteristics of the sample a little.
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Table 7.5 shows that there is substantial variation in turnover and employment
within the sample. To see how these two outcomes vary within RV groups –
which will define our comparison groups – Table 7.6 shows the mean and
standard deviation of income within each of the 18 different £1,000 RV bands
below £18,000, both for the full sample, and for SBBS recipients only. In its
first two columns, it shows two striking features of the samples within RV
groups.
The first two columns refer to the full sample of single-site, single-property
enterprises. The variation in turnover and employment is enormous within all
RV bands. Further, both the mean and variation in turnover are by far the
largest in the £1,000 band immediately below the 100% threshold. The
second two columns consider only SBBS recipients and show that this
variation below the threshold is reduced when excluding enterprises that are
eligible but not recorded as receiving SBBS relief. There is a similar effect
across the majority of the RV bands in the last two columns of Table 7.6.
Given that the focus of this section of the evaluation is estimating the effect of
the SBBS on claimers, it is this sample that we use for the analysis which
follows.48
Together Tables 7.5 and 7.6 suggest two things. First, businesses vary
substantially in terms of turnover and employment even when conditioning on
RV – the variation in turnover and employment within the RV bands is much
larger than the variation in averages between RV bands – which brings into
question whether RV is a good measure of business size, and by extension
their need for business support.49
The SBBS is predicated on aligning support to business need – specifically
that small businesses might require help paying their non-domestic rates in
order to launch, operate, and grow. Although not a perfect indicator, turnover
and employment can act as rough proxies for business activity, and perhaps
‘need’. We have shown that businesses in narrow £1,000 RV groupings vary
greatly in terms of these measures suggesting that although they are similar in
terms of their RV, they are highly dissimilar in terms of business activity.

48

In practice it would be possible to implement a version of the estimator we use that
adjusts for non-perfect “compliance” with the SBBS, e.g. the situation in which a
business eligible for 100% relief does not claim. Given the uncertainty around the
accuracy of cumulative RVs we have discussed, we opt to focus on eligible claimers
as this is the sample most likely to have accurately linked data.
49
We cannot rule out that inconsistencies in matching – i.e. properties being
matched incorrectly to enterprises – contribute to this large variation. For a similar
reason it is also worth noting from Table 7.6 that the turnover and employment
among enterprises with an RV between 0 and £1,000 appears implausibly high when
compared with all other groups.
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Table 7.5 – Characteristics of the linked and BSD firms
(1)
All Scottish
enterprises in the
BSD

(2)
Single-site,
single-property
enterprises linked to the
BSD

Mean turnover (£000s)

1,495
(104,929)

4,781
(308,137)

Mean no. of Employees

10
(292)

20
(490)

0.91
[195,710]

0.86
[24,300]

10-49

0.07
[15,392]

0.12
[3,462]

50-99

0.01
[1,841]

0.01
[288]

250+

0.00
[997]

0.01
[184]

0.28
[59,306]

0.07
[2,056]

£50,000-£99,999

0.22
[46,539]

0.17
[4,881]

£100,000-£249,999

0.29
[61,245]

0.37
[10,427]

£250,000-£499,999

0.10
[21,330]

0.19
[5,455]

£500,000-£999,999

0.05
[11,736]

0.10
[2,888]

£1,000,000-£1,999,999

0.03
[6,507]

0.05
[1,300]

>£2,000,000

0.04
[7,979]

0.05
[1,403]

Employees banded
(proportions)
0-9

Turnover banded (proportions)
<£50,000
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(1)
All Scottish
enterprises in the
BSD

(2)
Single-site,
single-property
enterprises linked to the
BSD

0.09
[18,802]

0.03
[834]

B: Mining and Quarrying

0.00
[352]

0.00
[12]

C: Manufacturing

0.05
[11,225]
0.00

0.07
[1,962]
0.00

[840]

[69]

0.00

0.00

[511]

[78]

F: Construction

0.11
[23,992]

0.09
[2,622]

G: Wholesale & Retail

0.17
[36,248]

0.27
[7,739]

H: Transportation & Storage

0.03
[6,473]

0.02
[706]

I: Accommodation & Food
Services

0.07

0.15

[14,092]

[4,177]

J: Info. & Communication

0.06
[12,733]

0.02
[539]

K: Financial & Insurance

0.02
[3,689]

0.01
[362]

L: Real Estate

0.04
[8,066]

0.02
[651]

Table 7.5 cont.

Industry (proportions)
A: Agriculture, Forestry & Fishing

D: Electricity, Gas, Steam & Air
Con.

E: Water Supply, Sewerage,
Waste
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Table 7.5 cont.

(1)
All Scottish
enterprises in the
BSD

(2)
Single-site,
single-property
enterprises linked to the
BSD

M: Professional, Scientific,
Technical

0.18

0.09

[38,585]

[2,488]

N: Admin. & Support

0.08
[16,414]

0.05
[1,488]

P: Education

0.01
[2,182]

0.01
[217]

Q: Human Health & Social Work

0.03
[6,676]

0.04
[1,062]

R: Arts & Entertainment

0.02
[4,147]

0.02
[434]

S: Other Services

0.04
[7,522]

0.10
[2,959]

O, T, U: Public Admin. &
Defence, Activities of
Households, Extraterritorial
Organisations*

0.01
[2,093]

0.00
[11]

N
214,642
28,410
Note: Numbers are averages. For turnover bands, employee bands and industry this
represents the proportion in each. Square brackets contain counts, parentheses
contain standard deviations. * all 3 categories contain < 10 observations so have
been combined.
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Table 7.6 – Mean and variation (standard deviation) in turnover and employment
across the RV distribution, by £1,000 RV bands
Full sample of single-site
single-property enterprises
SBBS recipients only
Max. RV in
band
Turnover
Employment
Turnover
Employment
£1,000
24,122
59
26,509
52
(614,091)
(1,190)
(653,373)
(1,239)
£2,000

3,648
(73,551)

29
(576)

890
(10,621)

5
(23)

£3,000

1,508
(24,438)

12
(124)

830
(17,729)

7
(87)

£4,000

2,127
(47,270)

15
(324)

783
(10,890)

7
(112)

£5,000

1,504
(24,279)

18
(278)

644
(9,053)

9
(178)

£6,000

1,009
(10,327)

9
(73)

727
(8,186)

7
(59)

£7,000

1,509
(16,721)

12
(172)

1,002
(12,099)

9
(169)

£8,000

2,243
(52,250)

11
(106)

1,755
(52,080)

6
(44)

£9,000

1,766
(29,533)

20
(406)

1,566
(29,651)

19
(416)

£10,000

1,253
(10,279)

14
(114)

678
(3,915)

9
(62)

£11,000

6,591
(199,243)

13
(105)

6,219
(205,341)

8
(43)

£12,000

1,550
(13,366)

15
(94)

814
(6,617)

10
(59)

£13,000

2,386
(29,228)

16
(126)

902
(5,592)

10
(68)
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Table 7.6 cont.
Max. RV in
band
£14,000

Full sample of single-site
single-property enterprises

SBBS recipients only

Turnover
4,749
(71,957)

Turnover
2,052
(36,542)

Employment
77
(1,952)

Employment
10
(62)

£15,000

49,871
(1,526,805)

17
(151)

723
(2,742)

10
(42)

£16,000

3,871
(31,959)

36
(237)

3,384
(33,937)

34
(252)

£17,000

4,276
(31,712)

38
(358)

1,192
(6,215)

13
(54)

£18,000

12,717
19
717
9
(271,351)
(143)
(1,922)
(12)
Note: The ‘Max. RV’ represents the maximum RV within each band, where each
band starts immediately above the maximum of that which precedes it. Numbers are
means, standard deviation are in parentheses. For columns 1 and 2, corresponding
counts within RV bands are in Table 7.3. For columns 3 and 4, numbers are 642,
1,592, 2,153, 2,356, 2,487, 2,487, 2,194, 2,140, 1,946, 1,731, 1,327, 1,216, 992, 860,
899, 487, 465, and 466 for the 18 categories respectively.
Second, they provide further evidence that there is endogenous bunching into
the RV band just below the £15,000 threshold for 100% relief based on
business need: focusing on SBBS recipients, as RV increases there is a
general upward trend in turnover, except for a notable drop in the band just
below the threshold and a notable increase in the band above the threshold.
This suggests that it tends to be smaller businesses that are being ‘sorted’
below the threshold.
The large variability in outcomes across the assignment variable (RV) means
that estimates of the effect of the SBBS at the threshold are likely to be
imprecise. Moreover, as we have noted, the sorting of businesses below the
threshold means any estimate of the effect of additional relief will be biased. In
our analysis of the effect of SBBS relief that follows, we have primarily
focused on all businesses that receive SBBS relief in the sample of single-site,
single-property enterprises. Given that there are only a small number of such
enterprises above an RV of £18,000, we also focus our analysis on the
threshold where relief drops from 100% to 25%. The sample sizes within RV
bands around this threshold in which we might assume businesses are
comparable are already relatively small (986 in the £1,000 below £15,000 and
581 in the £1,000 band above).
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If we focus on one particular type of business, for example shops, we restrict
the sample size even further. The potential benefit of doing so is to reduce
variability in outcomes and make estimates more precise, but a reduction in
variability is not guaranteed for two reasons: the reduced sample size from
restricting the sample, and the fact that businesses operating from shops are
also diverse. Appendix Tables E.1, E.2, and E.3 provide analogous statistics
to Table 6, but for shops, offices, and industrial subjects separately – the three
most common types of property in the sample.
This analysis shows that although making this restriction does generally
reduce the variability in outcomes within RV bands, it remains substantial.
This is most likely due to the fact that entirely different businesses can operate
from (for example) shops with the same RV. We did apply our methodology to
these sub-samples separately, albeit with reduced sample sizes, as part of our
further analysis.
We also explored whether using assessors’ initial valuations from 2016/17
reduced this variability, mainly around the SBBS thresholds. The results of this
are reported in Appendix Table E.4, which shows the same descriptive
statistics when businesses are grouped using draft RVs, but it is clear from
this table that this is not the case.

7.6 Pre-estimation checks
To check the extent of the differences in outcomes either side of the threshold
in more detail, Figure 7.7 plots mean turnover (excluding VAT), GVA and total
output from the ABS and turnover and employment from the BSD across £500
RV groups. It also overlays flexible best-fitting lines through all the data on
either side of the 100% SBBS threshold. The graphs are constructed using the
full sample of single-site, single-property SBBS claimers below the £18,000
threshold and the sample of ineligible businesses with an RV above £18,000.
Given the small sample size above £18,000 and to focus on the effect at the
100% SBBS threshold, the graphs only evaluate a discontinuity at £15,000.
Recall that what we are looking for is something along the lines of what was
illustrated in Figure 7.1 with simulated data. Looking at the panels of Figure
7.7 there does appear to be some evidence of a discontinuity in the best fitting
line at the 100% SBBS threshold for ABS and BSD turnover, GVA and output.
In the case of employment, there is actually a small shift in the opposite
direction with the line shifting upwards. However, we must treat all of these
initial descriptive results with caution for reasons that we will explain. As we
showed in Table 7.6 above, there is significant variation within RV groupings
in terms of key outcomes (although not shown, this variation exists for other
outcomes also). This variation within RV groupings suggests that some of the
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businesses in these RV bands are quite dissimilar to the rest. This is
problematic if it means that our business outcome measure in these RV bins
is being driven by a small number of these businesses; in each panel of
Figure 7.7 it is visually apparent that the ‘outliers’ are influencing the shape
and position of the best fitting lines. We explore this issue further below.
It is possible to construct measures of productivity from these data, for
example by constructing GVA per worker, which could adjust in some way for
size differences between enterprises. We do not construct these measures
here and treat employment and turnover/output as separate outcomes for two
reasons. First, Table 7.6 shows employment is equally as varied within RV
bands as it is across, and so this adjustment would not reduce the variability
we observe in outcomes. Second, effects on measures of productivity can be
inferred from our results – if evidence exists that there are/are not differences,
on average, in GVA and employment either side of the threshold, then there
will/will not be differences, on average, in ‘productivity’.
To exclude the largest businesses in each RV band in an attempt to use only
the enterprises likely to be most similar, Figure 7.8 shows identical plots but
restricting turnover, output and GVA to be less than £5 million and
employment to less than 100 (arbitrary cut-offs, but choices which reduce the
within-group variation in outcomes substantially). Imposing this restriction
produces a clearer positive relationship between RV and outcomes, and also
results in the emergence of jumps upward in the best-fitting lines for ABS
outcomes. By examining the mean turnover within RV groups across the
distribution, however, it does not appear that these jumps constitute a true
discontinuity, but rather a nonlinearity in the conditional means of outcomes.
These “jumps” would then simply be a result of the seemingly increasingly
positive relationship between RV and business activity, rather than any effect
of receiving 25% as opposed to 100% SBBS relief.
A point to note in these plots is that to the right of the 100% SBBS threshold
the flexible best fitting line is calculated using all data above £15,000.
However, by examining the dots either side of the 25% threshold it is clear
that the same pattern would emerge across the three graphs as is the case
with the best fitting lines on either side of the 100% threshold.
Appendix Figures E.2, E.3, and E.4 show the same discontinuity plots as
Figure 7.8, but for shops, offices, and industrial subjects separately. These
plots are almost identical to Figure 7.8 – which uses the “full” sample –
suggesting descriptively that breaking the sample down in this way does not
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reveal any differences in the correlation between RV and business outcomes
across the SBBS thresholds.50
As a final check, in Figure 7.9 we again plot the distribution of RV for the all
SBBS recipients (panel a), and for only those with a turnover below £5 million
(panel b). In both cases, the bunching of properties immediately below the
threshold is clear. As we discussed in detail above, this discrete jump in the
distribution of the RV precludes the estimation of unbiased policy effects.

To be clear we are not dividing the sample up in an attempt to ‘find’ results. This
would be akin to ‘p-hacking’. Rather, ex-ante we believe that – for the reasons we
outline throughout this section regarding similarity – the effect of the policy might
differ depending on business type. We use these descriptive tools, as well as more
formal tools in the next section, to test this.
50
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Figure 7.7 – Regression discontinuity plots, sample of SBBS claimers

Note: Panels containing ABS turnover, total output and GVA are from the
ABS and so use automatically use 3,749 fewer observations. Turnover
including VAT (BSD) is in £000s. RV band widths are £500.
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Figure 7.8 – Regression discontinuity plots, sample restricted to eligible
claimers that are “smaller” enterprises

Note: Panels containing ABS turnover, total output and GVA are from the
ABS and so use automatically use 3,749 fewer observations. Restrictions are
turnover ABS, total output, GVA and turnover BSD <£5 million; employees <
100. This excludes 270, 100, 204, 664 and 360 enterprises respectively.
Turnover including VAT (BSD) is in £000s. RV band widths are £500.
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Figure 7.9 – RV distribution among the sample of businesses linked to the
BSD and ABS

(a) SBBS Claimers

(b) SBBS claimers with turnover < £5 million
Note: Properties/enterprises are grouped into £500 RV bands. For example,
the bar between 0-£500 groups all properties with an RV in the range.
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7.7 Results
In Equation 6, we defined the regression discontinuity parameter as:
𝛾𝑅𝐷 = lim 𝐸[𝑦𝑖 | 𝑅𝑉 = 𝑥] − lim 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖 | 𝑅𝑉 = 𝑥]
x↑c

x↓c

Throughout this section we have discussed the various ways in which the
sample of properties included in the Scottish Government’s matching exercise
was slimmed down to a final sample with which this analysis would be carried
out. We restrict the sample in one further way before estimating the effect of
SBBS relief. Unfortunately, there are very few enterprises with an RV between
£18,000 and £20,000. The variability in their outcomes is also large – see for
example Table 7.6 and Figures 7.7 and 7.8. We therefore focus on estimating
the effect of receiving 100% vs 25% SBBS relief (i.e., at the £15,000
threshold) as opposed to receiving 25% relief compared to zero (i.e., at the
£18,000 threshold).
Given that turnover among enterprises just below the 25% threshold is high
(Table 7.6), the effect of this 25% saving is likely to be proportionally far
smaller relative to income for these businesses than for those just below the
100% threshold. Coupled with the small sample sizes available in practice,
and increased variability in outcomes for businesses above the 25%
threshold, it is unlikely that extending the analysis to compare the two groups
would yield informative results.
As a result of this and the various other sample restrictions we have outlined
to this point, the version of 𝛾𝑅𝐷 we might hope to estimate here can be best
described as representing:
the expected change in outcome, on average, for the marginal singlesite, single-property enterprise which is included in the IDBR if it
received 100% as opposed to 25% SBBS relief.
However, as we have highlighted throughout the preceding sections, we are
unable to estimate this net of any bias caused by the substantial bunching of
enterprises around the 100% threshold. What we eventually estimate is more
akin to the difference, on average, in recipients of 100% versus 25% SBBS
relief at the margin. We proceed in estimating these parameters in order to
understand at a high level whether or not any such differences exist.
To estimate this version of 𝛾𝑅𝐷 we must specify a functional form for the
conditional expectation function 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖1 | 𝑅𝑉]. We allow for the following flexible
function form:
𝑦𝑖 = 𝑓 (𝑅𝑉𝑖 ) + 𝜀𝑖 ,
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Where 𝑓(𝑅𝑉) is a non-parametric local polynomial function of RV, and 𝜀𝑖 is an
error term. In estimating the effect of the policy, we specify two main versions
of the above equation in which 𝑓(𝑅𝑉) is linear and quadratic in RV
respectively. We also weight observations closer to the threshold to a greater
degree in calculating the expectations. This allows us to try and avoid a wellknown source of bias in regression discontinuity estimates that arises from
mis-specifying the functional form of 𝐸 [𝑦𝑖1 | 𝑅𝑉]. Lastly, and for a similar
reason, we specify a bandwidth of £500 either side of the threshold within
which we estimate the conditional expectation functions. That is, we primarily
use the sample of enterprises for which their RV is between £14,500 and
£15,500.
Table 7 below shows estimates of 𝛾𝑅𝐷 under the two specifications of 𝑓(𝑅𝑉)
described above. The panels respectively show estimates with outcomes (𝑦𝑖 )
equal to:
•
•
•
•
•

BSD turnover in thousands of pounds;
BSD employment/number of employees;
ABS turnover in pounds;
ABS total output in pounds; and
ABS GVA in pounds.

These are the main characteristics on which we have information in the BSD
and ABS data we were provided. We note here that the ABS data is available
for fewer enterprises, and so the estimates of effects on these outcomes
automatically utilise fewer enterprises than those using the BSD. For the
reasons outlined in the previous section, we do not use proxies of productivity
as outcomes. Sample sizes are noted at the bottom of each panel in Table
7.7.
We use two samples: the “full claimer sample” (columns 1 and 3), which
includes all single-site, single-property enterprises recorded as claiming SBBS
relief; and samples that further impose, in each respective panel, that BSD
turnover and ABS turnover, output and GVA are at most £5 million and BSD
employment is less than 100 (these are identical to the restrictions in Figure
7.9 above).
Each cell of Table 7.7 represents the specification used to estimate the
parameters. For example, column 2 in the first panel shows estimates of 𝛾𝑅𝐷
for turnover in the BSD using a linear 𝑓 (𝑅𝑉 ) and imposing the restriction that
an enterprise’s turnover be at most £5 million.
If receiving 100% SBBS relief compared to 25% has a beneficial effect on
business outcomes, we expect the coefficient to be negative and statistically
significant. This would indicate that business outcomes were worse in those
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businesses only receiving 25% SBBS relief compared to those receiving
100% SBBS relief.
However, the coefficient estimates in Table 7.7 are either all statistically
insignificantly different from zero, or are significant and positive. This means
we cannot conclude that receiving a higher level of relief is beneficial to
businesses with RVs around the £15,000 threshold.
We noted earlier that we were concerned about the possibility that businesses
had in some way ‘endogenously’ sorted into the RV band just below the
threshold, and that were this the case, the estimates from our econometric
analysis would be biased. Specifically, if those businesses with a higher need
for support end up below the threshold, and these businesses have weaker
business outcomes on average, then estimates of the effect of SBBS relief will
be biased upwards. This is what we seem to find. Thus, we conclude that we
cannot identify a local average treatment effect of the SBBS, noting that this is
not a fault with the method but rather is a direct result of the bunching evident
in the data.
One route through which businesses can influence which side of the SBBS
threshold that they find themselves, is through the appeals process. In
Appendix Table E.8 we attempt to understand how this might affect the results
by including only those businesses that did not successfully appeal their
2016/17 valuation (we determine this by restricting the sample to those for
whom both draft and final RV were identical). While this method is imperfect
and may well raise its own issues (for example, a business might not have
appealed due to a lack of perceived need for SBBS relief), the results are
broadly similar for those in Table 7.7.
Moreover, it should be noted that none of the effects in either table are
estimated with great precision, and in many cases the standard errors are
more than a factor of ten larger than the estimated effects. This is due to the
extreme degree of variability in the outcomes both across the threshold and
within the RV groups; something we noted in Section 4 of this report. This
variation still exists when restricting the sample in columns 2 and 4 of Table
7.7.
Second, the results in Table 7.7 are sensitive to the specification of 𝑓(𝑅𝑉 ),
particularly among the full sample. For example, comparing columns 1 and 3,
the effect on turnover reduces by a factor of one-hundred to zero when
accounting for a potential non-linearity in the conditional mean. The fact this
effect is much less pronounced among the restricted sample again suggests
variability among businesses in the same RV band is affecting the estimates.
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Table 7.7 – Regression discontinuity estimates of the effect of 100% versus 25%
SBBS relief for single property, single-site enterprises in receipt of relief
Local linear
Local quadratic
𝒚𝒊 /𝜸𝑹𝑫
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Full claimer
Restrictions
Full claimer
Restrictions
sample
sample
BSD Turnover
(£000s)

382.75*
(212.55)

115.82***
(40.64)

3.96
(382.82)

165.31***
(41.88)

N
Effective N

25,252
1,241

24,921
1,215

25,252
1,241

24,921
1,215

BSD
Employment

1.79
(1.96)

1.32*
(0.38)

4.64
(3.80)

0.71***
(0.14)

N
Effective N

25,252
1,241

25,097
1,230

25,252
1,241

25,097
1,230

ABS turnover
(£000s)

257.29*
(55.23)

-9.93
(32.99)

338.64*
(46.55)

35.88
(41.75)

N
Effective N

22,147
1,093

22,035
1,081

22,147
1,093

22,035
1,081

ABS output
(£000s)

128.24***
(36.73)

-33.85
(34.82)

143.36*
(79.07)

-39.81
(74.23)

N
Effective N

22,147
1,093

22,069
1,085

22,147
1,093

22,069
1,085

ABS GVA
(£000s)

154.92***
(30.92)

16.94
(13.76)

176.81***
(40.08)

14.25
(38.56)

N
Effective N

22,147
1,093

22,117
1,091

22,147
1,093

22,117
1,091

Note: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at 10%, 5%, and 1% respectively.
Standard errors are in parentheses. Effective N is the number of observations within
£1,000 of the 100% SBBS threshold. Panels containing ABS turnover, total output
and GVA automatically use 3,749 fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover ABS,
total output, GVA and turnover BSD <£5 million; employees < 100. This excludes an
additional 270, 100, 204, 664 and 360 enterprises respectively.
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Overall, Table 7.7 (or Appendix Table E.8) provides no evidence that there are
differences in outcomes for the marginal recipients of 100% SBBS relief. It is
important to make clear, however, that this should be interpreted as being that
there is no evidence of an effect rather than there being evidence of the SBBS
having no effect. The variability within RV bands, and the bunching around the
SBBS threshold all undoubtedly contribute to our inability to identify any such
differences.
Unfortunately, we cannot describe or quantify how or to what extent each or
any of these factors plays a role. However, the large variability of business
outcomes within RV bands even when SBBS relief is accounted for, which is
much higher than variability between RV bands, underlines that RV is a very
imprecise indicator of business need for support.
Throughout this portion of the analysis, we have broken down the overall
estimation sample into three sub-samples of shops, offices, and industrial
subjects in an attempt to understand whether: (1) this increases the likelihood
we compare similar businesses; and (2) the effect of the SBBS differs across
business types. Appendix tables E.5, E.6, and E.7 show our estimates of 𝛾𝑅𝐷
in each of these subsamples. Study of the coefficient estimates for these subsamples reveals broadly the same conclusions as for the full sample.
Evidence of the SBBS having a positive effect on business outcomes would
come from observing statistically significant negative coefficients in these
tables: while there are a small number of significant negative coefficients, for
example for ABS output and GVA for offices and industrial subjects,
suggesting lower outcomes among those receiving 25% as opposed to 100%,
the results are extremely sensitive to the specification (linear or quadratic) we
use. As such (and in particular because of the issues of the high degree of
variability in outcomes and bunching) we find no compelling evidence to
reverse the conclusions drawn from the analysis of Table 7.7.

7.8 What can we infer from our econometric analysis?
Despite identifying a rigorous methodology with which we should be able to
estimate the effects of the SBBS, we encountered a number of challenges that
prevent us from implementing a fully robust evaluation. The over-arching
conclusion from our econometric analysis is that we find no evidence that the
SBBS, on average, is effective in promoting business outcomes for single-site,
single-property businesses around the 100% SBBS threshold. This is true
whether we analyse all businesses in our sample collectively, or disaggregate
by type.
This is also true when we exclude those who successfully appealed their
2016/17 revaluation – a substantial source of bunching around the 100%
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SBBS threshold. This could be because there is actually no effect, but it could
also be the case that: (1) the high level of variability in businesses with similar
RVs and property types means we cannot adequately compare like-for-like; or
(2) the endogenous bunching of businesses to the left of the 100% threshold
is biasing an effect we would otherwise observe. Without an improved
understanding of both, alongside improved data quality in this area to enable a
full linking of businesses to properties, it is not possible to arrive at more
definitive conclusions.
Nevertheless, the process of undertaking this analysis has highlighted some
important facts that need to be recognised – in this case about the relationship
between business outcomes and property RV. We documented that there is
considerable variation in business outcomes for businesses with similar RV;
indeed, there is much more variation in outcomes within RV bands than there
is between RV bands. This brings into question whether RV – which is the
primary basis on which SBBS eligibility is determined – is a good proxy for the
need for business support.
We have, in addition, documented the difficulties we faced when matching the
datasets. These difficulties are significant, and as a result the analysis
presented here is based on a restricted data sample that may not be
representative of the population of businesses as a whole. There are also
challenges in identifying businesses in the data.
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8. Discussion and recommendations
We have undertaken an evaluation of the Small Business Bonus Scheme
(SBBS) using three methods: 1) a descriptive analysis of the non-domestic
rates data; 2) a survey of the small business base in Scotland; and 3) an
econometric analysis of business outcomes using modern econometric
techniques suited to identifying the effect of the SBBS.
We documented the limitations that we faced in conducting the research due
to:
1) the nature of the data and our uncertainty in the accuracy of the
database of businesses, which affected both our ability to survey
businesses and our ability to match businesses with administrative data;
2) the ‘bunching’ of non-domestic properties around policy thresholds
which violates some of the assumptions underlying our econometric
analysis; and
3) the limitations imposed by the Covid-19 pandemic.
Notwithstanding these limitations, we have undertaken our assessment of the
policy and have documented our findings from the various aspects of our
research. These are summarised in the introduction and detailed throughout
the report.
A key finding from our analysis of both the administrative data and the selfreported data collected in our survey of businesses is that we cannot find any
statistical evidence to conclude that the SBBS helps businesses that receive
100% relief achieve any better business outcomes (in terms of turnover;
employment; GVA) than those in receipt of only 25% relief but with a similar
rateable value. However, as we have documented throughout, the limitations
we faced mean this should be interpreted as being that there is no evidence of
an effect rather than there being evidence of the SBBS having no effect.
The responses from our survey are suggestive, however, that the SBBS
supports businesses in various ways: there is some evidence that the SBBS
has a marginal effect on the likelihood of paying the Real Living Wage; SBBS
recipients are slightly more likely to have reported increases in investment
expenditures; and businesses that receive full relief report more of an effect of
the SBBS on their businesses than those that receive partial relief.
What has become clear, however, is that there is a high degree of variability
between businesses in narrow rateable value bands. This is evident both from
administrative data, the information provided in our survey on employment
and turnover, and businesses responses to the effect of a change in costs.
This means that businesses within the same narrow rateable value band can
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vary hugely in size and presumably, therefore, in terms of need for business
support. Yet, rateable value is the primary criterion on which SBBS eligibility is
determined.
Part of this may be attributable to the difficulties associated with constructing a
database of businesses from the data. Moreover, part may be due to recorded
(in the data) or reported (in the survey) rateable value only capturing the
Scottish properties of businesses and they have interests elsewhere (22% of
eligible claimers reported to have properties outside Scotland), so the full size
of the business is not being captured by Scottish rateable value. But we
suspect that even once these issues are accounted for, substantial variability
among businesses judged to be similar according to rateable value will
remain, which brings into question whether rateable value is a reasonable
proxy for the need for business support, and so whether it should be used as
the basis for SBBS eligibility.
We conclude our evaluation with a series of recommendations for the Scottish
Government to consider. As an independent research institute, we do not
advocate specific policy choices, so the recommendations and reflections
here are designed to help support a broad conversation on the future direction
of the SBBS and non-domestic rates policy more generally.
1. Firstly, as we highlighted throughout this evaluation, it is exceptionally
difficult to reach any definitive conclusions about the impact of the
SBBS on the business base in Scotland. Challenges around data
quality, identification of businesses and policy implementation (the
bunching of businesses around policy thresholds) make it almost
impossible for any systematic assessment of the impact of the SBBS to
be undertaken on key issues such as employment, investment or
business growth. Policymakers and the business community will no
doubt agree that it is important to be able to draw robust conclusions
about the efficacy of policy using the best available research methods to
help inform future policy design. This is true for an important policy such
as the SBBS, particularly given the level of investment undertaken over
the now thirteen years in which it has been in operation – from £93
million in 2008 (in 2020 prices) to £279 million in 2020. We recommend
therefore that the Scottish Government reflects upon how it builds in
information gathering, data collection and evaluation into its policy
development process on all aspects of its business support policy
agenda from the outset.
2. Following on from this, one of our particular recommendations is that
the Scottish Government begins to collect new information that will
make a more robust assessment of the SBBS (and potentially other
reliefs) possible in the future. What is required to undertake an effective
evaluation of the SBBS is an accurate database of businesses (as
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opposed to a database of properties) and associated business
outcomes. Our suggestions include:
a. The creation of a digital registry of businesses in Scotland,
maintained by the Scottish Government, requiring each business
operating in Scotland to maintain a digital registry entry providing
its contact details (including email address) and detailing all
properties the business owns, rents or has use of (both within and
outside Scotland). This would be in essence an investment to
create a sub-set of the Inter-Departmental Business Register in
Scotland, with links between business level and local unit (or
property) level, in order to link properties properly to business
units. A separate business register is currently in place for
Northern Ireland, but the current Inter-Departmental Business
Register is for Great Britain as a whole.
b. Ensuring this digital registry is periodically updated.
c. Ensuring the database of businesses in the digital registry
contains the appropriate identifiers so that businesses can be
accurately matched to their record in administrative data sets.
d. Maintaining a database of business outcomes of interest (e.g.,
turnover, employment, investment) for the business base in
Scotland (including micro, small and large businesses), updated
annually, that can be used to evaluate the efficacy of the SBBS.
Ideally this would be statutory reporting of data by the whole
population of businesses (some of this data, but by no means all,
could be taken from existing government data sources). Failing
that, the digital registry can be used as the sampling frame to
conduct an annual (statutory) survey of Scottish businesses
outcomes in the year. This would replicate both the approach that
the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency and the
ONS take for Northern Ireland and Great Britain respectively. In
some cases, such as Scottish single site businesses, the
datasets used by the ONS can be utilised in the Scottish context
(such as the use of HMRC VAT turnover data to update turnover
information).
e. Requiring businesses to report appropriate data on other
business activity outside Scotland (especially, but not limited to,
those receiving non-domestic rates relief) to allow a better
assessment of the need for business support within Scotland.
f. Ensuring guidelines for data collection and management are
consistent across local authorities and assessors.
3. Using this data the Scottish Government should undertake regular and
comprehensive assessments of the SBBS, alongside other business
support policies. This will enable the impact of the SBBS to be reviewed
regularly, both against its own objectives and alongside other policy
initiatives. Furthermore, robust evaluation of this data will facilitate
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developing a better understanding of the determinants of the efficacy of
the SBBS. To do this will require a step change in the approach to
policy design and data collection, but will enable policies like the SBBS
to be compared in relation to other government business support
schemes to identify the most effective package policy interventions for
Scotland.
4. Fourth, we find ‘bunching’ of non-domestic properties around SBBS
eligibility thresholds. The location of this bunching changed over time as
the policy thresholds changed, and was partly due to much higher rates
of appeals among those valued just above the 100% threshold in the
2016/17 revaluation. We recommend that the Scottish Government
explore with the independent Scottish Assessors why this occurred.
5. Fifth, we find that rateable value is a poor measure by which to classify
businesses as ‘small’, and therefore in need of support. Businesses
within narrow rateable value bands are substantially different in terms of
business outcomes (even when attention is restricted to a particular
class of business). For example, our evaluation has found that
businesses with large turnovers but operating from low rateable value
properties are eligible for SBBS relief. It is not clear that this is the
objective of the policy in supporting ‘small businesses’. Once it has
implemented an effective data collection programme to allow an
effective evaluation of the SBBS, the Scottish Government may wish to
reflect upon the aims and objectives of the scheme and how welltargeted to achieving these it has become over the years. Of course,
alongside this, the government is likely to consider how large turnover
businesses may be better supported or incentivised by means other
than the SBBS. As set out above, this would require the development of
explicit policy objectives, which would in turn allow for targets against
which the policy’s efficacy can be assessed.
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Appendix A: Additional survey information
A.1 Covering letter

Dear Occupier,
SMALL BUSINESS BONUS SCHEME SURVEY
The Fraser of Allander Institute has been tasked by the Scottish Government to
evaluate the effectiveness of the Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS). As part of
this research we are asking a sample of businesses in Scotland to complete a short
survey, and your business has been selected to be part of this sample (even though
you might not receive SBBS).
It is really important that we get responses from a representative sample of
businesses: while we know your time is valuable, we would really appreciate if you
would complete the survey, which should only take 10-15 minutes.
To complete the survey, please go to www.fraserofallander.org/SBBS. Alternatively,
you can scan the QR code below. Please take care to enter the reference number
printed in large red font below in the online survey.

Your unique identifier:
«Unique_Survey_ID»

We would prefer that you complete the survey online, but if you want to complete the
survey on paper, please find it enclosed with this.
You are being contacted using details provided in the publically available Valuation
Roll. This contains an entry for all non-domestic properties except those specifically
excluded by law and is maintained by Scottish Assessors. It can be accessed at
https://www.saa.gov.uk/.
This survey has been designed and will be analysed by the Fraser of Allander
Institute (FAI) at the University of Strathclyde. The analysis of the survey’s
responses will help inform the conclusions of the SBBS evaluation. Any information
you provide will be treated in strict confidence and any analysis and storage of data
will be compliant with the General Data Protection Regulation. Details on nondomestic rates can be found at https://www.gov.scot/policies/local-government/nondomestic-rates/, and details of this research project along with frequently asked
questions can be found at
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https://www.strath.ac.uk/business/economics/fraserofallanderinstitute/publications/fai
surveys/sbbssurvey2020/.
Your response is appreciated by 31st March 2020. If you have any queries, please
contact the FAI on 0141 548 3958 between the hours of 9am and 5pm, or by e-mail
at fraser@strath.ac.uk.
May we thank you in advance for your time in completing the survey and helping us
to undertake the important task of evaluating the SBBS. We really appreciate your
support with this project.
Best wishes,

Professor Graeme Roy, Director,
Fraser of Allander Institute

Gary Gillespie, Chief Economist, Scottish
Government
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A.2 Full survey

SBBS Survey
Please respond to this survey from the perspective of the business
located at this address if your business occupies a single property; if
your business occupies multiple properties, please respond to the
survey from the perspective of the business as a whole.
Consent and data handling
By completing this survey you are consenting to your survey data being used
as part of research undertaken by the Fraser of Allander Institute at the
University of Strathclyde into non-domestic rates. The collected survey data
will be used as evidence in research outputs such as reports.
Individual survey returns will remain completely confidential, and will not be
shared outside the project research team at the Fraser of Allander Institute.
Anonymised data from the surveys will be shared with the Scottish
Government. Participation in the survey assumes consent for data handling in
line with this purpose. All data will be held in accordance with the University of
Strathclyde’s and the Scottish Government’s data protection policies. Your
data will be stored for a maximum period of two years. For more details please
see:
https://www.strath.ac.uk/professionalservices/media/ps/strategyandpolicy/DP_
Policy.pdf
Business details

Q1) How old is your business?
0 – 5 years

5 – 10 years

10+ years

Q2) What industry/ies best reflects/reflect the activities that your business
operates in?
Agriculture, forestry and fishing; Mining and Quarrying Industries
Manufacturing
Electricity & Gas Supply; Water Supply & Waste Management
Retail & Wholesale
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Accommodation and Food Services (e.g. cafes and restaurants)
Transport, Storage and Communication including Computer Services
Finance and Insurance Services
Business Services, e.g. Engineering, Professional / Administrative Services and
Real Estate
Public administration, Education, Health, Care
Other Services, e.g. Cultural, Entertainment, Sports, Repairs to Personal Items,
Personal Services

Q3) If your business has a single property, is it owned or rented? If your business has
multiple properties, are these mostly owned or mostly rented?

Owned

Rented

Q4) Does your business also have premises in
Rest of the UK?

Rest of the world?

Business outcomes
Q5) Please complete the following table detailing the average number of fulltime equivalent* employees in the business in each of the years indicated.
Please include all short-term/casual staff, do not count owners/partners,
exclude any agency staff, and be as accurate as you can in providing this
information.
Number of full-time equivalent (FTE)
employees
2019
2018
2017
2016
* e.g. A person working half the hours of full-time for a whole year, or a person working full-time for half the year, is a full-time
equivalent of 0.5. A short-term member of staff only working in December is a full-time equivalent of 0.083. A person working
on Saturdays only is a full-time equivalent of 0.2.
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Q6) Please complete the following table detailing the turnover for the business
for the last three financial years to the nearest £1,000.
My financial year runs from
MONTH:_____________________________________
Turnover
2018/19
2017/18
2016/17

Q7) How would you describe the current position of the business (tick the
closest description)?
Contracting
rapidly

Contracting
moderately

Stable
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Growing
moderately

Growing
rapidly

Operations
Q8) If you compare your expenditure in 2019 with your expenditure in 2017,
how would you say your level of expenditure in each of the following areas
has changed?
Decreased
Hourly wages

No
change

Increased

N/A

Training expenditure per member
of staff
Investment in new equipment
Research and development
Other business charges (e.g.,
water; waste collection; etc)
Advertising/marketing
Capital expenditure on business
premises
Non-domestic rates
Rent for business premises
Taxes
Q9) Do all of your employees aged over 25 receive at least the Real Living
Wage (£9.30 per hour)?
No

Yes
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Q10) Considering your business costs, please rate each of the following costs
in terms of importance to the operation of your business (if any are not
relevant, please indicate with n/a)
Unimportant Important

Very
important

n/a

Rent for business premises (if
applicable)
Physical stock
Wages and other employee
costs
Equipment
Utilities (electricity, gas, water,
telephony/broadband)
Transport and fuel
Non-domestic rates
VAT
Other taxes (e.g. corporation
tax)
Q11) Suppose that your monthly business costs increased by £300 per
month. Which, if any, of the following aspects of your business might be
affected? Please tick all that apply.
No impact

Almost no impact

Decrease wages

Decrease
investment in
training

Decrease number
of staff / staff
hours
Decrease
investment in
equipment

Reduce scale of
Move to smaller
Reduced business
operation within current
business premises
viability
premises
Other (please specify)
________________________________________________________________
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Q12) Suppose that your monthly business costs decreased by £300 per
month. Which, if any, of the following aspects of your business might be
affected? Please tick all that apply.
No impact

Almost no impact

Increase number
of staff / staff
hours

Increase wages

Increase investment
in training

Increase
investment in
equipment

Increase scale of
operation within current
premises

Move to larger
business premises

Improved business
viability

Other (please specify)
________________________________________________________________
Q13) Considering government spending, how important is it to your business
that the government spends additional money on the following? (If any are not
relevant, please indicate with n/a).
Very
Unimportant Important
n/a
important
Vocational training, education
and skills
Public transport
Support for town centres
Business services (e.g. waste
collection)
Non-domestic rates relief
Other business support, e.g.
grants
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Q14) What are your business’s main priorities for the coming year? Please
rate each of the following potential priorities on a scale from 1 (not thinking
about this) to 5 (key priority).
1
2
3
4
5
Increase the number or hours
of staff
Increase the remuneration of
staff
Expand into new markets
Increase turnover
Improve customer satisfaction
Expand current business
premises
Move to a larger business
premises
Change location to reduce
costs
Investing in or adding new
products or services
Reduce staffing costs
Reduce other business costs
Survival
SBBS questions

Q15) Do you know how much your non-domestic rates bill is?
No

Yes

Q16) Who takes responsibility for paying the rates bill for the property/ies your
business occupies? If your business has more than one property please give
the most typical answer.
I pay the rates bill
I use a rating agent to pay the rates bill
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My landlord pays the rates bill
I don’t know who pays the rates bill
My head office pays the rates bill
Other (please specify):
________________________________________________________
______
Q17) Have you heard of the Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS)?
No

Yes

Q18) Do you know the current ‘rateable value’ of the property/ies your
business occupies? If so, what is it (if you have multiple properties, please
enter the total)? Please answer to the nearest £1,000.
Yes
________________________________

No

Q19) Do you receive SBBS relief on your non-domestic rates for any of your
business properties and if so, how much?
No

25%

100%

Don’t know

Other (please specify)
_________________________________

Q20) If you do not claim SBBS relief on your business property/ies, please
state why
My business is not eligible for SBBS relief
I am not aware that I can claim SBBS relief
I haven’t completed the paperwork to claim
I claim other relief(s), e.g. charitable exemption
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Q21) Do you receive any other type of business grant support? E.g. from
Scottish Enterprise.
No

Yes

Q22) If you receive SBBS relief, what is the impact of receiving the relief on
the following aspects of your business? Please answer on a scale from 1-5,
where 1 is no impact and 5 is substantial impact.
1

2

3

4

5

Hiring more staff or
increasing staff hours
Paying the Real Living
Wage
Investing in business
improvements such as
new equipment,
products, systems,
upgrades to premises
etc
Investing in staff
training
Business survival
Other (please specify
below)
___________________________________________________________________

Please answer the following questions on the Small Business Bonus Scheme
(SBBS).
Q23) Every business, no matter how small, should pay at least some nondomestic rates to make a contribution to local services.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree nor
agree
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Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q24) SBBS is important in supporting town centres.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q25) SBBS is ineffective in supporting small businesses as any relief received
is reflected in higher property rent.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q26) SBBS relief represents only a small cost saving for businesses relative
to the other costs they face.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q27) SBBS gives an unfair competitive advantage to recipients.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q28) SBBS, which provided £254m of relief in 2018-19, is a good use of
public money.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree
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Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q29) SBBS is a key factor in business location choice.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q30) SBBS relief eligibility is a factor in decisions about investment in
improving/expanding business property/ies.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Neither disagree
nor agree

Agree

Strongly agree

Don’t know

Q31) What, in your opinion, are the benefits or costs of SBBS to communities
and local economies?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

Q32) Is there anything else you want to tell us about SBBS?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

Q33) Would you be willing to provide contact details so that we can get back
in touch to ask any clarification questions we might have? If so, please provide
your name and a telephone number below.
Name ________________________________________________

Phone ________________________________________________
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A.3 Additional tables and figures on the survey
sample/design
Table A.1 – Property types excluded from the survey sampling frame
Additional
Property type (core)
No.
Property type (core)
Criterion
Car Space
Caravan
Chalet
Garage
Garden
Holiday Hut
Home
Shootings
Aerial
Ambulance Station
Anemometer Mast
ATM Site
Bothy
Burial Ground
Coastguard Station
Common Room
Communications
Community Centre
Coup
Display Area
District Heating
Electricity
Fire Station
Fishing Hut
Fishings
Fuel Tank
Gas
Grazings
Historic Building
Hut
Lifeboat Station
Lighthouse
Lobster Pond

551
1,236
87
171
19
115
5
5,074
7
4
51
2,163
338
88
3
9
33
496
34
15
16
387
7
362
2,309
19
55
38
45
279
43
9
4

RV <=£500
RV <=£500
RV <=£500
RV <=£500
RV <=£500
RV <=£500
RV <=£500

176

No.

Lock-Up
Mast
Military Facility
Minerals
Monitoring Site
Monument
Oil
Oil Tank
Park
Peat Moss
Pigeon Loft
Pipeline
Place of Worship
Playing Field
Police Station
Prison
Public Toilet
Recreation Ground
Sand & Gravel
Slipway
Stance
Sui Generis
Taxi Rank
Telecommunications
Traffic Monitoring
Water
Weighbridge

669
8
62
97
10
8
51
11
6
40
50
58
4,065
67
41
5
90
169
83
6
469
373
1
186
17
16
6

Total

20,763

Figure A.1 – Number of properties in each £500 RV bin indicating the number
excluded if a lower bound is imposed on the sampling frame

177

Figure A.2 – Distribution of non-domestic properties across Local Authorities
in the sampling frame and administered sample

(a) Sampling frame

(b) Administered sample
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Appendix B: Using Valuation Roll rateable
values for survey analyses
Here we outline how using the RV from the VR affects respondents’ RV
groupings, and how results of our analysis change when conducted using this
RV. Table B.1 shows how respondents’ RV grouping, defined in our sampling
strategy (Figure 5.1), is affected by using reported versus recorded RV. It
shows the number and percentage of businesses in each survey RV band
(left) that fall in each VR RV band (top), and highlights that the majority of
businesses do not change broad RV grouping drastically, but rather they stay
in those adjacent. Using the VR RV therefore results in switching businesses
from one side of the policy thresholds to another based on their reported RV.

.
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Table B.1 – Percentage of businesses in broad RV groupings based on VR
RV, by their survey RV
RV band using VR RV

£14,000<£14,000 £14,999
42
20
54.6
26.0

£15,000£15,999
10
13.0

£16,000£17,999
4
5.2

£18,000£24,499
1
1.3

£35,000£44,499
0
0

Total
(N/%)
77
100

£14,000£14,999

3
9.1

24
72.7

6
18.2

0
0

0
0

0
0

33
100

£15,00015,999

1
3.6

2
7.1

24
85.7

1
3.6

0
0

0
0

28
100

£16,000£17,999

1
2.2

2
4.4

6
13.3

34
75.6

2
4.4

0
0

45
100

2
9.5

2
9.5

1
4.8

3
14.3

12
57.1

1
4.8

21
100

1
11.1

2
22.2

1
11.1

2
22.2

1
11.1

2
22.2

9
100

£35,000£44,999

1
25

1
25

0
0

0
0

1
25

1
25

4
100

£45,000£99,999

1
16.7

3
50.0

0
0.0

2
33.3

0
0

0
0

6
100

1
10

2
20

1
10

1
10

0
0

10
100

<£14,000

RV
band £18,000using £24,999
survey
£25,000RV
£34,999

£100,000- 5
£500,000 50

Figure B.1 shows the distribution of turnover across our sampling categories.
Grouping in this way leads to more variation among seemingly similar types of
business. For example, for eligible single-site non-claimers (B) the spread of
turnover is extremely high relative to eligible single-site claimers (A).
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Figure B.1 – The distribution and change in turnover 2016-2019, by category

(a) Average turnover

(b) Change in turnover
Note: 95% confidence intervals around average turnovers have been omitted
from groups E and F due to sample size. Sample sizes within groups are
identical in both graphs.
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Figure B.2 then presents the same outcome broken down across VR RV
bands. In general, the spread of turnover in these bands is not too dissimilar
to when using survey RV. However, there is more variation among the lowerRV categories, particularly those immediately below the 100% SBBS
threshold. Similarly, there is a larger variation in turnover of businesses valued
between £18,000 and £24,499. In both cases, this is a result of businesses
with higher reported RVs changing groups when using the VR RV.
Figure B2 – The distribution and change in turnover 2016-2019, by VR RV
band

(a) Average turnover

(b) Change in turnover
Note: 95% confidence intervals around average turnovers have been omitted
from groups due to sample size.
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Moving to employment, Figure B.3 shows the recent distribution of FTE
employment reported by businesses across VR RV bands. As with turnover,
the groups most affected by this grouping are those valued £14,000-£14,999
and £18,000-£24,499. For both, the variability of employment within RV bands
is increased when compared with using reported RV groupings. This suggests
that using the VR RV is more likely to group dissimilar businesses.
Figure B.3 – The distribution and change in FTE employment 2016-2019, by
VR RV band

(a) Average FTE employment

(b) Change in FTE employment
Note: 95% confidence intervals around average turnovers have been omitted
from groups due to sample size. The change in FTE employment for the
£25,000-£34,499 category is zero. The two firms that make up this group
reported stable FTE employment across all years.

183

To further highlight how using the VR RV in our analysis alters results, Figure
B5 shows the patterns in responses to questions about cost increases and
decreases when using the RV from the VR to categorise businesses.
Compared to Figure 6.11, which uses reported RV, general patterns in
responses are similar. However, differences around the 100% SBBS threshold
are slightly different. For example, using the VR RV, those just below the
threshold are more likely to say their viability is impacted by cost increases
than those just above. This is somewhat counterintuitive given their costs are
already much lower than those just above the threshold given they receive
100% SBBS. The differences in reporting regarding differences in staffing and
wages are also less pronounced. This is likely a result of the fact that using
VR RV places businesses who report to be just above the threshold just
below, and vice versa.
Finally, Figure B.6 compares answers to questions 23-30, which were directly
about SBBS, when using reported versus recorded level of relief. Again, the
differences between those receiving 25% and 100% relief are less
pronounced when using the RV from the VR as opposed to those reported by
businesses.
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Figure B.4 – The importance of government spending types by survey and VR
RV

(a) By survey RV

(b) By VR RV
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Figure B.5 – Impacts of a £300 change in business costs on spending:
percent of respondents who reported each impact by VR RV

(a) Cost increase

(b) Cost decrease

186

Figure B.6 – Agreement with SBBS statements (Questions 23-30)

(a) By survey relief level

(b) By VR relief level
Every business, no matter how small,
should pay at least some non-domestic
rates to make a contribution to local
services
SBBS relief represents only a small cost
saving for businesses relative to the
other costs they face

SBBS is important in supporting
town centres

SBBS is a key factor in business
location choice

SBBS relief eligibility is a factor
in decisions about investment in
improving/expanding business
property

SBBS gives an unfair
competitive advantage to
recipients
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SBBS is ineffective in supporting
small businesses as any relief
received is reflected in higher
property rent
SBBS, which provided £254m of
relief in 2018-19, is a good use of
public money

Appendix C: Additional tables and figures
Table C.1 – List of core descriptions
Abattoir

Club
Coastguard
Station
College
Common Room

Guest House

Peat Moss

Showroom

Hall
Hangar
Harbour

Petrol Station
Pier
Pigeon Loft

Site
Site Huts
Ski Club

Communications

Heliport

Slipway

Historic Building
Holiday Hut
Home
Hospital
Hostel
Hotel
Hub
Hut
Ice Rink
Jetty
Kennels
Kiosk
Laboratory
Laundry
Leisure Centre
Library

Plant
Play Centre
Playing Field
Police Station
Post Office
Premises
Prison
Public House
Public Toilet
Putting Green
Quarry
Race Track
Racecourse
Radar Station
Radio Station

Bowling Club

Community Care
Community
centre
Coup
Court House
Crematorium
Cricket Club
Curling Rink
Dairy
Day Centre
Day Nursery
Depot
Display Area
Distillery
District Heating
Dock
Electricity
Entertainment
Centre

Pipeline
Place of
Worship

Lifeboat Station

Brewery
Burial Ground

Exhibition Venue
Factory

Lighthouse
Lobster Pond

Bus Shelter
Bus Station

Ferry Terminal
Fire Station

Lock-up
Maltings

Cafe
Camping Site
Canal
Car Park
Car Space

Fishing Hut
Fishings
Football Ground
Fuel Tank
Funeral Parlour

Market
Mast
Military Facility
Minerals
Monitoring Site

Railway
Recreation
Ground
Religious Centre
Research
Centre
Restaurant
Retail
Warehouse
Riding School
Rifle Range
Sailing Club
Salon

Snooker Club
Sorting Office
Sports Centre
Sports Ground
Squash Club
Stable
Stadium
Stance
Store
Stud farm
Studio
Sui Generis
Surgery
Swimming Pool
Taxi Rank
Telecommunicati
ons

Car Wash

Gallery

Monument

Sand & Gravel

Advertising
Aerial
Airfield
Ambulance
Station
Amusements
Anemometer
Mast
Animal Welfare
Arts Centre
ATM Site
Auction Mart
Bakery
Bank
Batching Plant
Bed & Breakfast
Betting Office
Bingo Hall
Boathouse
Bonded Store
Bothy
Bowling Alley
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Snack Bar

Tennis Club
Theatre
Time Share Units
Traffic Monitoring
Training Centre
University
Visitor Centre
Warehouse
Waste
Waste Water
treatment

Table C.1 cont.
Caravan
Caravan Centre
Caravan Site
Castle
Cattery
Chalet

Garage
Garden
Garden Centre
Gas
Gauging Station
Golf Club
Golf Driving
Cinema
Range
Clay pigeon club Grazings
Clinic
Ground

Mortuary
Museum
Observatory
Office
Oil
Oil Tank

Sawmill
School
Self Catering
Septic Tank
Service Station
Shooting Range

Outdoor Centre
Park
Pavilion

Shootings
Shop
Showhouse
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Water
Weighbridge
Workshop
Yard
Youth Hostel

Table C.2 – Description of property classes
Class
Description
Shop, supermarket, post office, garden centre and other retail
Shops
premises
Public house, bar, wine bar, restaurant and other licensed
Public Houses
premises
Office, bank, ATM, laboratory, surgery and other administrative
Offices
premises
Hotels etc.

Industrial subjects

Leisure &
Entertainment
Garages & Petrol
Stations
Cultural
Sporting Subjects
Education & Training
Public Service
subjects
Communications
(non-formula)
Quarries, Mines, etc.
Petrochemical
Religious
Health & Medical
Other
Care Facilities

Hotel, guest house, motel, B&B and self-catering accommodation
Premises used for the manufacture, modification or storage of
goods i.e. the legislative definition of "industrial" e.g. bakery, dairy,
brewery, cold store, depot, engineering works, factory, garage,
jetty, mill, oil storage, depot, sorting office, repeater station, refuse
disposal works, warehouse, wind turbine, workshop.
Premises used for leisure purposes e.g. cinema, clubhouse,
swimming pool, recreation ground, visitor centre, golf course,
night club, bingo hall
Filling station, motor vehicle garage, service station, bus depot,
filling station, tyre depot
Art gallery, museum, ancient monument, theatre, library, and
other premises used for cultural activities
Premises primarily used for sporting activities e.g. sports pitches,
sports stadiums, running and cycling tracks
School, college, residential school, university, nursery
Premises owned and operated by public bodies e.g. airport, bus
station, bus shelter, community centre, courthouse, fire station,
prison
Radio, television and telephone infrastructure e.g. aerial, radar
station, telephone exchange, telecommunications, telecom relay
station
Mines, quarries and associated sites e.g. bing, colliery, minerals,
quarry, peat
Subjects related to the processing, transport and storage of
petrochemicals e.g. Gas terminal, oil terminal, refinery, pipeline,
tank, farm
Religious buildings and associated subjects e.g. burial ground,
chapel, church, temple, mosque
Premises used for the medical treatment of people and animals
e.g. clinic, health centre, hospital, nursing home, veterinary
surgery
Subjects not classified into the other categories e.g. market, car
park, grotto, pier, stable, showground, weather station
Premises used for the care of people and animals e.g. Residential
home, home, day nursery, hostel, soup kitchen, respite care
centre, cattery
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Table C.2 cont.
Advertising
Statutory
Undertaking

Sites used for the display of advertisements e.g. advertising
station, advertising shelter, electro map
Subjects which are currently formula-valued e.g. electricity
undertaking, rail undertaking, water undertaking
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Figure C.1 – The distribution and change in turnover 2016-2019, by survey RV
band

(a) Average turnover

(b) Change in turnover
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Figure C.2 – Full time equivalent employment 2016-2019, by survey RV band

(a) Number of FTE employees

(b) Change in FTE employees
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Table C.3 – Survey responses by key date and industry
Chancellor's
Mass
announceUniversity
Budget gatherings ment
Lockdown access
Accommodation and
Food Services
Agriculture, Forestry
and Fishing
Business Services
Finance and
Insurance services
Manufacturing
Other Services
Public
Administration,
Education, Health
Retail & Wholesale
Transport, Storage
and Communication
Total

September Total

33

6

13

10

8

22

92

2
10

0
4

4
15

7
4

6
9

8
4

27
46

7
6
25

0
6
3

1
5
18

1
1
13

1
6
22

0
4
15

10
28
96

4
33

0
3

5
18

2
9

8
16

6
9

25
88

1

0

3

3

5

3

15

121

22

82

50

81

71

427

Table C.4 – Survey responses by key date and age
Chancellor's
Mass
announceUniversity
Budget gatherings ment
Lockdown access
September Total
0-5
5-10
10+

22
18
81

3
4
15

16
9
57

9
8
33

16
13
55

7
11
52

73
63
293

Total

121

22

82

50

84

70

429
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Table C.5 – Survey responses by key date and employees
Chancellor's
Mass
announceUniversity
Budget
gatherings ment
Lockdown access
None 13
0
4
3
10
1-5
62
9
36
16
33
5-10 26
4
12
8
14
1020
12
6
9
3
10
2050
3
2
2
3
5
50+
2
1
4
1
1
Total

118

22

67

34

195

73

September
3
38
13

Total
33
194
77

8

48

6
0

21
9

68

382

Figure C.3 – Industry and age of surveyed businesses within sampling business
category

(a) Industry

(b) Age (years)
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Figure C.4 – Turnover and employment of surveyed businesses within sampling
business categories

(a) Turnover

(b) Employment (FTE)
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Appendix D: Evaluating the quality of VR to
IDBR matches
This appendix provides more detail on the outcome of the Scottish Government’s
matching of properties in the non-domestic rates data. As we outlined in the body of
the report, we were able to compare the groupings of properties into enterprises in
the non-domestic rates data with the matching of properties to enterprises in the
IDBR. To do so, we primarily compared the resulting site count from each – that is,
the number of properties attributed to a business in the non-domestic rates data,
and the number attributed to an enterprise in the IDBR.
This first required us to define a measure of consistency between the two with
which to make such comparisons. We were then also to evaluate the extent to
which mismatches would result in differences in estimates of total business RV
between the two ways of grouping properties. Throughout, we use businesses to
refer to groupings of properties in the non-domestic rates data, and enterprises to
refer to those from matching to the IDBR.

D.1 Defining consistency of matches within enterprises
We categorise a property as a having a consistent site count between the business
and enterprise to which it was attributed in the following way:
Its site count matches the average site count of all properties within an
enterprise and the total number of properties matched to the enterprise.
This is not exhaustive, and can miss special cases in which, for example:
• An enterprise has 5 properties, the site counts average to 5 but are
different, and one property has a site count of 5
• An enterprise has 3 total properties, site counts average to 3 (for example
5+1+3), and one property has a site count of 3
There is also a way in which this is overly strict for multi-sites. To be classified as
having a good match between Valuation Roll and IDBR site counts, it implicitly
requires:
1. All properties were used in the matching exercise by SG (however the
sample used was restricted)
2. All matches were adequate and retained (only those with a match score
above 84% were kept)
3. All matches regardless of business/enterprise size were to the correct
enterprise.
For example, there could be properties that:
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• have a site count of, for example, 36 but have only had n < 36 properties
matched and retained, meaning site count does equal their average site
count, but not their total number of properties;
• have a site count of 36, all 36 properties are matched, but there is 1
additional matched property, meaning their site count does not equal the
average or total property counts only marginally;
• or have some combination of both.
We therefore also relax our definition of consistency for properties to require:
Its site count matches the average site count of all properties within an
enterprise and for all properties their site count multiplied by the number of
properties in the enterprise is equal to the sum of all site counts within the
enterprise.
This is again not entirely exhaustive, but it captures the scenarios in which, for
example:
• as above, an enterprise has 3 total properties, site counts average to 3 (for
example 5+1+3), and one property has a site count of 3;
• an enterprise has 5 properties in the non-domestic rates data, 2 properties
are excluded from the matching exercise, but the three remaining properties
all match to the same enterprise. In the initial definition of consistency these
properties would be classed as inconsistent.
Where necessary, we discuss the implications of relaxing our definition of
consistency. Unfortunately, for the reasons surrounding data access outlined in the
report, we did not have the opportunity to extend our analysis of multi-site matches
any further than is outlined here.

D.2 Site count versus property count within matched enterprises
Overall, 35,597 (57.5%) of the matched properties were classified as single-site
businesses in the Valuation Roll. The remaining 42.5% had a site count greater
than one, and so were considered as being part of multi-site businesses.
In total, there were 26,220 (42%) matched properties whose site were not
consistent – for example, 5,853 (16.5% ) of matched single-site properties classed
as single-site businesses were matched to an enterprise that was also matched to
other properties, suggesting they were part of a larger, multi-site enterprise.
Conversely, there were 5,405 properties classed as being in multi-site businesses
that were only matched to one enterprise.
We do not know with any certainty the extent to which mismatches based on our
strict definition of consistency arise due to the omission of properties from the
matching process. From our initial exploration, 9,644 of the mismatched have a site
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count equal to the average site count, but not the total number of properties. This is
3,132 additional enterprises. Because our analysis was cut short, we do not know if
these properties satisfy the weaker definition of consistency above, although it is
likely that a sizeable portion do – the only reason they would not is if there were
examples of different site counts within enterprises averaging to the site count of a
property (as discussed above). This would mean a substantial increase in the
number of multi-site properties classed as consistently matched.
The remaining 14,962 properties are multi-sites matched to enterprises with a total
property count which is not equal to their site count from the valuation roll, meaning
a total to 20,367 (77.5%) of the 26,305 multi-sites matched had an inconsistent
enterprise property count.
Only 35,682 (57%) of the properties matched therefore had a site count that
corresponded with the property count in their enterprise grouping – unsurprisingly
given the uncertainty around multi-site groupings, 29,744 (83.4%) of these were
single-sites (see the last section on the definition of consistency/mismatch).

D.3 Implications of the inconsistencies in matching
The purpose of the econometric analysis is to evaluate the effect of SBBS eligibility
on enterprise outcomes. The 61,902 properties successfully matched translate to
42,663 unique enterprises. Of these, 32,173 (75.4%) comprise of properties whose
site count matches the property count within the enterprise, 29,744 (92.5%) of
which were single-property enterprises (and so single-site properties in the VR
since only these properties can be consistently matched to a single-property
enterprise).
We would like to maximise the likelihood that we use the appropriate enterprise
level information from the Valuation Roll. For example, it is desirable to ensure that
the site count (for eligibility), business RV, and SBBS levels we use to evaluate
enterprise level outcomes actually reflect those of the enterprise.
This is difficult to do, however, given the uncertainty surrounding groupings of
properties into enterprises (there are now actually two sources of uncertainty since
there is the initial uncertainty from grouping by addresses plus the additional
uncertainty added by matching to the IDBR by addresses). To illustrate the difficulty
in obtaining enterprise level Valuation Roll information from multi-property
enterprises, we can examine the extent to which RV and SBBS relief levels varies
within the enterprise groupings.
We have already outlined above that 16.5% (5,853 of 35,597) and 77.5% (20,367
of 26,305) of single- and multi-site properties respectively were matched to
enterprises with inconsistent property counts. The median difference between a
property’s site count and the total number of properties in its matched enterprise is
extremely low. The mean number is 48.5, which is driven by a small number of
extremely large multi-site/property businesses/enterprises having site counts that
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are inconsistent with the property count within their matched enterprise (the
standard deviation is 166.9).
For total business/enterprise RV, there are 35,803 properties with a total business
RV that matches the sum of the RVs of the individual properties within its
enterprise. This is of course true for all of the 29,744 properties classified as singlesite that were also matched to an enterprise with only one property. There are also
92 that were classed as multi-site in the Valuation Roll but have been matched to a
single-property enterprise. It is not clear why the business RV of these properties
matches their property RV, and so their enterprise RV. The remaining 5,967 are
properties that were grouped together in both the Valuation Roll and when
matching to IDBR enterprises.
This amounts to 32,269 (29,744 single and 2,525 multi-property) enterprises with
an enterprise RV which is consistent with their total business RV calculated from
the VR: 76.4% of the total number of enterprises. For the enterprises comprising of
properties that did not have a consistent amount for RV when calculated from the
VR versus the IDBR (26,099), the median average difference in the two RVs within
the enterprise was below £6,000. As in the case of property counts above, this is
much lower than the mean difference of £3,552,514. This difference is driven by
discrepancies among properties in large enterprises.
Given that a complete analysis of the effect of SBBS on enterprise outcomes would
focus on enterprises with at most a total RV of £35,000 (the multi-site eligibility
threshold), this variation in business RV within multi-property enterprises is large. In
fact, almost one-third of the overall variation in business RV is within as opposed to
between enterprises. Again, we must stress that comparing total RV as estimated
from the NDR data to that among properties within a matched enterprise does not
offer a perfect assessment of the match quality, even if all properties were included
in the matching exercise. This is because, again, total business RV in the NDR data
is estimated by the Scottish Government.
There are also inconsistencies in the SBBS relief levels – which, in theory, should
be accurate at the property level – among multi-property enterprises. Here, we note
that businesses should not be in receipt of different rates of relief on different
properties. The eligibility rules are such that if a business’s total RV is less than (or
equal to) £15,000, it receives 100% relief on all properties. If its total RV is greater
than £15,000 but at most £35,000, however, then it receives 25% relief on all
properties with an RV of at most £18,000. Again, however, there is substantial
variation in the relief levels of properties within an enterprise. We define consistent
relief levels within a property in an analogous manner to the way in which we
defined consistency of site count and RV: if all properties within an enterprise
receive the same level of relief, each property’s relief level should match the
average relief level within the enterprise.
As was the case with RV within enterprises, the relief level of properties that were
classed as single-site and matched to a single-property enterprise cannot be
inconsistent. For the multi-property enterprises, there were a total of 16,882 (64%)
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properties whose relief level was consistent within its matched enterprise. This
amounted to 5,932 multi-property enterprises with some level of inconsistency, 79%
of the total number of such enterprises.
This is a relatively high level of consistency given the extent of the uncertainty
around groupings, and is not primarily driven by multi-property enterprises that
have no relief: 75% of the 5,932 multi-property enterprises with consistent relief
levels actually receive a positive amount of SBBS. In fact, almost half of these
enterprises had an inconsistent site count but consistent relief levels, again
highlighting the discrepancies that arose when grouping properties within the
Valuation Roll Versus the IDBR.
As an example of the within-enterprise discrepancies in relief levels, 1,011 (63.7%)
of properties with inconsistent relief levels have at least one property with 0
recorded relief and at least one property with 100. The total number of multiproperty enterprises is 7,514, which is 6 fewer than the total of the two groups of
this with (5,932) and without inconsistencies in relief levels (1,588). This is because
there are some enterprises in both groups – again we note that the rule we use for
consistency is not completely exhaustive: for example, it could be the case that
(50+25+25+100)/4=50 and so this enterprise has properties in two groups.

D.4 Summing up the description of matches
Drawing together the main characteristics of matches shows that for properties:
1. 70,819 of 130,861 (54%) properties were matched to a record in IDBR;
2. 61,902 of these matches (47.3% of 130,861) were to live records;
3. 35,597 (57.5%) of the 61,902 were single-sites, and 26,305 (42.5%) were
multi-sites;
4. 5,853 (16.5%) of the single-sites were matched to a multi-property enterprise,
and 20,367 (77.5%) multi-sites were matched to an enterprise that had a
property count inconsistent with their VR site count;
5. leaving only 29,744 single sites (83.6%) and 5,938 (22.65%) of multi-site
properties matched consistently by our definition based on their site count.
(note again the strictness of consistency for multi-sites)
At the enterprise level, this means:
1. the 70,819 properties translate to 42,663 enterprises;
2. 32,173 of these enterprises comprised of properties whose site count
matched their property count: the 29,744 single-property enterprises and
2,429 multi-properties;
3. 32,269 (76.5%) of enterprises have consistent RVs across properties: the
29,744 single-property enterprises and 2,525 (20.3%) of the multi-property
enterprises;
4. 5,932 (79%) of multi-property enterprises did have consistent relief levels;
5. meaning there is sizeable variation within enterprises in the key variables
required for the econometric analysis.
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Appendix E: Additional tables and results
from the econometric analysis
Figure E.1 – RV distribution in the restricted sample, £500 RV bands using draft RVs

Note: Properties/enterprises are grouped into £500 RV bands. For example, the
bar between 0-£500 groups all properties with a RV in the range.
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Table E.1 – Mean and variation (standard deviation) in turnover and employment
across the RV distribution, by £1,000 RV bands among shops
Full sample
SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
Turnover
Employment
£1,000

187
(201)

3
(4)

167
(152)

3
(4)

£2,000

12,513
(189,668)

90
(1,334)

145
(156)

2
(3)

£3,000

192
(587)

3
(13)

171
(200)

3
(4)

£4,000

187
(249)

3
(4)

179
(207)

3
(3)

£5,000

865
(16,164)

13
(256)

199
(331)

4
(25)

£6,000

212
(388)

4
(8)

206
(370)

4
(8)

£7,000

232
(521)

4
(6)

229
(526)

4
(6)

£8,000

254
(470)

4
(7)

240
(436)

4
(7)

£9,000

1,528
(38,213)

24
(588)

1,573
(38,990)

25
(600)

£10,000

773
(10,970)

10
(112)

241
(255)

4
(6)

£11,000

13,235
(308,463)

9
(67)

13,687
(316,884)

7
(52)

£12,000

862
(9,827)

12
(98)

285
(437)

5
(9)

£13,000

478
(2,259)

10
(94)

406
(1,997)

10
(98)

£14,000

346
(608)

6
(8)

297
(394)

6
(6)
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Table E.1 cont.

Full sample
Turnover
Employment
324
6
(376)
(6)

SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
309
5
(347)
(5)

£16,000

417
(658)

8
(13)

321
(302)

6
(6)

£17,000

4,280
(37,908)

57
(562)

1,024
(7,080)

13
(82)

£18,000

485
(1,335)

8
(10)

408
(889)

7
(10)

£19,000

1,372
(7,050)

29
(156)

£15,000

£20,000

790
90
(2,042)
(1,334)
Note: The ‘Max. RV’ represents the maximum RV within each band, where each
band starts immediately above the maximum of that which precedes it. Numbers are
means, standard deviation are in parentheses. See Appendix Table E.9 for sample
sizes within each RV band.

205

Table E.2 – Mean and variation (standard deviation) in turnover and employment
across the RV distribution, by £1,000 RV bands among offices
Full sample
SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
Turnover
Employment
£1,000

146,909
(1530304)

340
(2,960)

170,104
(1660396)

325
(3,148)

£2,000

4,138
(26,834)

37
(527)

2,263
(19,568)

8
(31)

£3,000

2,458
(34,624)

20
(167)

2,432
(36,512)

19
(176)

£4,000

4,189
(36,993)

24
(237)

2,755
(24,356)

23
(251)

£5,000

4,321
(47,114)

43
(468)

1,991
(19,865)

26
(390)

£6,000

2,286
(14,615)

18
(96)

1,584
(11,634)

14
(70)

£7,000

5,115
(34,666)

18
(96)

2,730
(19,394)

10
(37)

£8,000

9,767
(125,862)

25
(223)

7,981
(126,807)

9
(18)

£9,000

3,347
(18,524)

24
(98)

2,167
(10,970)

20
(92)

£10,000

3,093
(15,966)

34
(184)

1,256
(3,937)

19
(102)

£11,000

4,975
(44,303)

32
(231)

1,458
(6,641)

14
(65)

£12,000

1,737
(5,237)

31
(150)

1,638
(5,099)

30
(153)

£13,000

3,580
(14,294)

25
(74)

2,776
(13,264)

20
(60)

£14,000

4,463
(19,778)

33
(131)

1,693
(7,753)

18
(67)
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Table E.2 cont.

Full sample
Turnover
Employment
366,567
66
(4172657)
(394)

SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
2,025
30
(6,478)
(115)

£16,000

13,215
(63,134)

157
(583)

12,378
(73,083)

182
(693)

£17,000

10,555
(45,611)

68
(196)

1,978
(5,836)

21
(47)

£18,000

89,171
(753,163)

61
(367)

1,083
(2,692)

14
(20)

£19,000

24,654
(147,972)

79
(389)

£15,000

£20,000

28,689
37
(75,290)
(527)
Note: The ‘Max. RV’ represents the maximum RV within each band, where each
band starts immediately above the maximum of that which precedes it. Numbers are
means, standard deviation are in parentheses. See Appendix Table E.10 for sample
sizes within each RV band.
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Table E.3 – Mean and variation (standard deviation) in turnover and employment
across the RV distribution, by £1,000 RV bands among industrial subjects
Full sample
SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
Turnover
Employment
£1,000

729
(9,432)

6
(53)

224
(364)

3
(10)

£2,000

1,631
(21,498)

14
(108)

342
(1,326)

3
(11)

£3,000

2,627
(32,182)

18
(170)

557
(3,914)

5
(33)

£4,000

4,024
(83,580)

27
(577)

444
(2,148)

4
(9)

£5,000

713
(3,994)

10
(96)

485
(1,807)

6
(26)

£6,000

1,361
(10,870)

10
(69)

762
(3,525)

6
(17)

£7,000

1,159
(6,193)

11
(68)

629
(2,626)

6
(15)

£8,000

1,307
(9,518)

12
(87)

1,022
(9,130)

10
(84)

£9,000

1,988
(25,373)

18
(196)

1,886
(25,937)

16
(198)

£10,000

1,395
(7,097)

14
(91)

1,178
(6,691)

13
(91)

£11,000

933
(1,757)

9
(14)

756
(1,208)

7
(9)

£12,000

3,671
(23,865)

18
(83)

1,721
(13,138)

10
(29)

£13,000

6,357
(57,402)

27
(213)

1,063
(3,722)

9
(15)

£14,000

3,141
(17,322)

13
(35)

1,747
(10,998)

10
(18)
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Table E.3 cont.

Full sample
Turnover
2,501
(11,378)

Employment
18
(87)

SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
1,199
10
(2,847)
(16)

£16,000

3,540
(13,375)

29
(94)

2,653
(13,671)

22
(93)

£17,000

4,559
(27,438)

21
(88)

1,371
(2,762)

12
(18)

£18,000

3,325
(11,059)

26
(105)

1,504
(3,210)

11
(12)

£19,000

3,389
(15,135)

21
(63)

£15,000

£20,000

10,293
14
(47,058)
(108)
Note: The ‘Max. RV’ represents the maximum RV within each band, where each
band starts immediately above the maximum of that which precedes it. Numbers are
means, standard deviation are in parentheses. See Appendix Table E.11 for sample
sizes within each RV band.
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Table E.4 – Mean and variation (standard deviation) in turnover and employment
across the RV distribution, by £1,000 RV using draft RVs
Full sample
SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
Turnover
Employment
£1,000

27,298
(653,964)

66
(1,267)

28,865
(682,026)

57
(1,293)

£2,000

3,774
(77,960)

31
(614)

741
(7,779)

5
(23)

£3,000

1,631
(26,021)

13
(141)

846
(18,757)

7
(90)

£4,000

2,327
(50,608)

16
(346)

811
(11,561)

8
(120)

£5,000

1,140
(15,701)

17
(280)

638
(9,531)

10
(188)

£6,000

996
(10,543)

9
(75)

727
(8,665)

7
(58)

£7,000

1,129
(13,043)

8
(54)

869
(11,466)

6
(25)

£8,000

2,417
(55,619)

11
(108)

1,921
(55,512)

7
(46)

£9,000

1,010
(14,552)

11
(115)

898
(14,740)

9
(115)

£10,000

1,693
(19,788)

16
(138)

707
(4,109)

10
(66)

£11,000

7,103
(217,024)

10
(54)

7,265
(225,078)

7
(38)

£12,000

1,425
(12,611)

14
(79)

645
(2,091)

9
(27)

£13,000

2,194
(27,518)

15
(130)

1,067
(9,207)

10
(71)

£14,000

4,728
(70,618)

96
(2,123)

970
(9,175)

19
(284)
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Table E.4 cont.

Full sample
Turnover
2,833
(39,859)

Employment
16
(88)

SBBS claimers
Turnover
Employment
2,403
12
(41,794)
(74)

£16,000

3,833
(31,398)

33
(230)

2,839
(32,080)

29
(239)

£17,000

96,177
(2098491)

48
(418)

1,172
(6,408)

12
(56)

£18,000

15,752
(303,311)

22
(160)

671
(1,890)

8
(11)

£19,000

4,486
(52,650)

26
(164)

£15,000

£20,000

6,268
31
(35,041)
(614)
Note: The ‘Max. RV’ represents the maximum RV within each band, where each
band starts immediately above the maximum of that which precedes it. Numbers are
means, standard deviation are in parentheses. See Appendix Table E.12 for sample
sizes within each RV band.

211

Figure E.2 – Regression discontinuity plots, sample restricted to eligible claimers
that are “smaller” businesses that are shops

Note: Panels containing ABS turnover, total output and GVA are from the ABS and
so use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover ABS, total output, GVA and
turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100. Bin size is £500. See Table E.9 for
bin counts. For disclosure reasons, businesses with an RV below £1,000 are
excluded due to a sample size of fewer than 10 in the £0-£500 bin.
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Figure E.3 – Regression discontinuity plots, sample restricted to eligible claimers
that are “smaller” businesses that are offices

Note: Panels containing ABS turnover, total output and GVA are from the ABS and
so use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover ABS, total output, GVA and
turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100. Bin size is £500.
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Figure E.4 – Regression discontinuity plots, sample restricted to eligible claimers
that are “smaller” businesses that are industrial subjects

Note: Panels containing ABS turnover, total output and GVA are from the ABS and
so use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover ABS, total output, GVA and
turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100. Bin size is £500.
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Table E.5 – Regression discontinuity estimates of the effect of 100% versus 25%
SBBS relief for single property, single-site enterprises in receipt of relief, shops
subjects only
Local linear
Local quadratic
𝒚𝒊 /𝜸𝑹𝑫
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Full claimer
Restrictions
Full claimer
Restrictions
sample
sample
BSD Turnover 45.35*
45.35*
72.62***
72.62***
(£000s)
(24.22)
(24.22)
(15.26)
(15.26)
N
Effective N

10,103
516

10,090
516

10,103
516

10,090
516

BSD
Employment

1.49***
(0.14)

1.49***
(0.14)

1.88***
(0.17)

1.88***
(0.17)

N
Effective N

10,103
516

10,089
516

10,103
516

10,089
516

ABS turnover
(£000s)

257.29***
(55.23)

77.14***
(20.22)

164.35***
(18.91)

162.55***
(19.95)

N
Effective N

9,117
472

9,099
471

9,117
472

9,099
471

ABS output
(£000s)

15.99
(17.87)

15.99
(17.87)

94.96**
(38.04)

94.96**
(38.04)

N
Effective N

9,117
472

9,108
472

9,117
472

9,108
472

ABS GVA
(£000s)

31.53***
(11.52)

31.53***
(11.52)

70.82***
(13.08)

70.82***
(13.08)

N
9,117
9,114
9,117
9,114
Effective N
472
472
472
472
Note: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at 10%, 5%, and 1% respectively.
Standard errors are in parentheses. Effective N is the number of observations
within £1,000 of the 100% SBBS threshold. Panels containing ABS turnover, total
output and GVA automatically use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover
ABS, total output, GVA and turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100.
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Table E.6 – Regression discontinuity estimates of the effect of 100% versus 25%
SBBS relief for single property, single-site enterprises in receipt of relief, offices
only
Local linear
Local quadratic
𝒚𝒊 /𝜸𝑹𝑫
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Full claimer
Restrictions
Full claimer
Restrictions
sample
sample
BSD Turnover
(£000s)

652.29
(2,548.21)

520.93*
(159.55)

-4,265.96
(3,427.42)

885.16***
(523.12)

N
Effective N

4,310
151

4,138
140

4,310
151

4,138
140

BSD
Employment

5.46
(12.49)

3.77*
(0.37)

17.90
(38.49)

3.40*
(0.29)

N
Effective N

4,310
151

4,217
143

4,310
151

4,217
143

ABS turnover
(£000s)

257.29*
(55.23)

-116.11
(92.30)

1,552.18*
(375.40)

129.67
(359.45)

N
Effective N

3,686
123

3,647
119

3,686
123

3,647
119

ABS output
(£000s)

950.72*
(330.40)

-218.97**
(111.13)

1,475.93*
(397.84)

49.60
(386.05)

N
Effective N

3,686
123

3,652
119

3,686
123

3,652
119

ABS GVA
(£000s)

992.87*
(245.97)

-71.93**
(33.26)

1,234.99*
(211.35)

37.38
(183.40)

N
3,686
3,674
3,686
3,674
Effective N
123
122
123
122
Note: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at 10%, 5%, and 1% respectively.
Standard errors are in parentheses. Effective N is the number of observations
within £1,000 of the 100% SBBS threshold. Panels containing ABS turnover, total
output and GVA automatically use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover
ABS, total output, GVA and turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100.
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Table E.7 – Regression discontinuity estimates of the effect of 100% versus 25 %
SBBS relief for single property, single-site enterprises in receipt of relief, industrial
subjects only
Local linear
Local quadratic
𝒚𝒊 /𝜸𝑹𝑫
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Full claimer Restrictions
Full claimer
Restrictions
sample
sample
BSD Turnover
1,505.64*
156.30*
756.31
161.01**
(£000s)
(357.32)
(51.36)
(621.36)
(77.20)
N
Effective N

7,007
302

6,881
289

7,007
302

6,881
289

BSD Employment 2.44
(2.93)

0.50
(0.94)

-3.42
(4.72)

-2.68*
(0.74)

N
Effective N

7,007
302

6,972
300

7,007
302

6,972
300

ABS Turnover
(£000s)

257.29*
(55.23)

-85.36
(60.88)

319.77*
(77.82)

-89.30
(90.34)

N
Effective N

6,518
284

6,474
278

6,518
284

6,474
278

ABS Output
(£000s)

-53.45
(95.08)

-93.17
(75.46)

-335.18*
(31.42)

-306.58*
(23.00)

N
Effective N

6,518
284

6,493
281

6,518
284

6,493
281

ABS GVA
(£000s)

13.33
(37.83)

13.33
(37.83)

-100.19*
(13.59)

-100.19*
(13.59)

N
6,518
6,510
6,518
6,510
Effective N
284
284
284
284
Note: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at 10%, 5%, and 1% respectively.
Standard errors are in parentheses. Effective N is the number of observations
within £1,000 of the 100% SBBS threshold. Panels containing ABS turnover, total
output and GVA automatically use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover
ABS, total output, GVA and turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100.
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Table E.8 – Regression discontinuity estimates of the effect of 100% versus 25 %
SBBS relief for single property, single-site enterprises in receipt of relief, those who
did not successfully appeal their RV
Local linear
Local quadratic
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
𝒚𝒊 /𝜸𝑹𝑫
Full claimer Restrictions
Full claimer
Restrictions
sample
sample
BSD Turnover
(£000s)

217.96**
(92.53)

159.68*
(32.81)

-84.36
(797.82)

263.89*
(59.35)

N
Effective N

19,130
782

18,898
766

19,130
782

18,898
766

BSD
Employment

-5.30
(3.36)

1.97*
(0.16)

2.09
(5.06)

2.19*
(0.60)

N
Effective N

19,130
782

19,014
773

19,130
782

19,014
773

ABS turnover
(£000s)

79.44**
(37.39)

109.03
(67.29)

198.87***
(106.67)

197.30**
(89.02)

N
Effective N

16,656
679

16,570
675

16,656
679

16,570
675

ABS output
(£000s)

30.09
(45.57)

44.77
(66.93)

39.53
(108.60)

43.41
(98.42)

N
Effective N

16,656
679

16,594
675

16,656
679

16,594
675

ABS GVA
(£000s)

15.77
(26.18)

24.34
(33.53)

19.28
(54.08)

14.76
(52.97)

N
16,656
16,632
16,656
16,632
Effective N
679
678
679
678
Note: *, **, and *** indicate statistical significance at 10%, 5%, and 1% respectively.
Standard errors are in parentheses. Effective N is the number of observations
within £1,000 of the 100% SBBS threshold. Panels containing ABS turnover, total
output and GVA automatically use fewer observations. Restrictions are turnover
ABS, total output, GVA and turnover BSD <£5,000,000; employees < 100.
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Table E.9 – RV distributions among shops only
RV
RV bin N
“Small”
bin
N
“Small”
(£1000) Overall Claimers claimers
(£500) Overall Claimers claimers
1000
>30
<30
500
<10
<10
<10
2000
255
233
216
1000
>20
>20
3000
698
665
608
1500
72
58
4000
1,025
975
921
2000
183
169
158
5000
1,195
1,138
1,059
2500
305
292
265
6000
1,245
1,184
1,108
3000
393
373
343
7000
1,090
1,036
975
3500
470
451
432
8000
1,027
975
910
4000
555
524
489
9000
941
891
837
4500
580
546
506
10000
831
785
735
5000
615
592
553
11000
615
571
545
5500
632
609
566
12000
584
528
492
6000
613
575
542
13000
476
423
396
6500
538
511
476
14000
395
361
346
7000
552
525
499
15000
428
387
367
7500
516
488
460
16000
224
194
186
8000
511
487
450
17000
232
184
174
8500
486
458
429
18000
232
196
188
9000
455
433
408
19000
>100
>100
105
9500
421
398
367
20000
>100
>100
99
10000 410
387
368
10500 305
283
265
11000 310
280
11500 309
283
262
12000 275
245
230
12500 251
226
210
13000 225
197
186
13500 224
206
195
14000 171
151
14500 192
170
15000 236
209
197
15500 96
84
16000 128
102
16500 108
81
17000 124
93
17500 115
95
18000 117
93
18500 >50
>50
19000 >50
>50
19500 >60
>60
20000 >40
>40
Note: “Small” businesses have a BSD turnover <£5,000,000. Redactions required
due to small sample size or small difference in sample sizes.
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Table E.10 – RV distributions among offices only
RV bin N
“Small”
RV bin N
“Small”
(£1000) Overall Claimers claimers
(£500) Overall Claimers claimers
1000
118
92
500
<20
<20
<20
500
428
395
100
82
2000
1000
3000
563
487
458
1500
212
184
169
531
456
416
288
244
226
4000
2000
5000
553
500
465
2500
281
248
233
464
430
403
282
239
225
6000
3000
7000
345
315
293
3500
285
240
217
378
340
324
246
216
199
8000
4000
9000
316
282
259
4500
271
246
234
281
239
220
282
254
231
10000
5000
11000
238
215
199
5500
229
211
196
189
157
145
235
219
207
12000
6000
13000
171
139
127
6500
184
165
155
131
102
161
150
138
14000
7000
15000
134
101
7500
195
169
79
44
183
155
16000
8000
17000
71
45
8500
150
136
126
77
50
166
146
133
18000
9000
19000
>40
>40
9500
141
113
45
32
118
107
20000
10000 140
10500 >100
>90
108
11000 129
11500 104
82
63
12000 85
12500 84
61
66
13000 87
13500 66
49
53
14000 65
14500 >40
>40
60
15000 87
15500 41
23
21
16000 38
16500 50
32
>10
17000 >20
17500 43
25
>20
18000 >30
18500 100
18
23
19000 212
19500 288
17
15
20000 281
Note: “Small” businesses have a BSD turnover <£5,000,000. Redactions required
due to small sample size or small difference in sample sizes.
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Table E.11 – RV distributions among industrial subjects only
RV
RV bin N
“Small”
bin
N
“Small”
(£1000) Overall Claimers claimers
(£500) Overall Claimers claimers
1000
435
379
367
500
173
138
2000
645
591
566
1000
262
229
3000
680
629
599
1500
302
277
263
4000
703
647
614
2000
343
314
303
5000
667
619
602
2500
331
304
293
6000
661
617
586
3000
349
325
306
7000
617
589
564
3500
356
329
316
8000
599
554
522
4000
347
318
298
9000
555
520
494
4500
312
282
10000
515
478
449
5000
355
320
11000
362
324
310
5500
328
309
295
12000
312
274
264
6000
333
308
291
13000
274
242
232
6500
312
295
282
14000
240
208
195
7000
305
294
282
15000
245
209
194
7500
304
278
265
16000
157
122
8000
295
276
257
17000
144
105
8500
298
285
273
18000
155
96
9000
257
235
221
19000
119
106
9500
245
223
209
20000
100
84
10000 270
255
240
10500 185
172
162
11000 177
148
11500 155
133
12000 157
131
12500 145
122
13000 129
110
13500 122
105
14000 118
90
14500 112
84
15000 133
120
110
15500 74
58
16000 83
64
16500 71
55
17000 73
50
17500 67
43
18000 88
53
18500 57
47
19000 >60
<60
19500 >50
>50
20000 >30
>30
Note: “Small” businesses have a BSD turnover <£5,000,000. Redactions required
due to small sample size or small difference in sample sizes.
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Table E.12 – RV distributions using draft RVs
Draft
Overall
Constant
RV bin
Overall
“small”
Constant “small”
(£1000)
Overall claimers
claimers
Constant claimers claimers
642
583
559
579
526
504
1000
2000
1,551
1,420
1,338
1,369
1,259
1,191
2,063
1,905
1,799
1,818
1,680
1,584
3000
4000
2,209
2,049
1,931
1,966
1,829
1,721
2,368
2,210
2,093
2,093
1,957
1,852
5000
6000
2,294
2,157
2,029
2,047
1,931
1,818
2,015
1,908
1,805
1,777
1,687
1,604
7000
8000
2,010
1,875
1,768
1,761
1,641
1,550
1,840
1,712
1,615
1,585
1,477
1,394
9000
10000
1,657
1,537
1,446
1,432
1,325
1,246
1,229
1,109
1,060
1,067
966
924
11000
12000
1,186
1,065
1,005
987
881
836
989
872
821
809
706
665
13000
14000
836
728
698
696
609
582
763
656
620
607
523
495
15000
16000
623
526
498
423
342
327
544
444
419
426
336
321
17000
18000
487
382
362
390
298
284
372
351
333
258
243
19000
20000
313
>300
273
224
197
Note: “Small” businesses have a BSD turnover <£5,000,000. Redactions required
due to small sample size or small difference in sample sizes.
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Appendix F: NDR – IDBR data linkage
exercise (provided by the Scottish
Government)
Executive summary
• A dataset of 130,861 non-domestic properties derived from the 2018 NonDomestic Rates (NDR) Valuation Roll and Billing System Snapshot were
matched to the Inter-Departmental Business Register (IDBR).
• In total, 47% of all properties were matched successfully, using a variety of
name and address information.
• The dataset included both SBBS recipients and non-SBBS recipients. The
match rate for SBBS recipients was identical to the overall match rate of 47%.
• Properties with a higher rateable value were more likely to match to the IDBR
than those with a lower rateable value.

Background
This report describes the process and results of linking data on Small Business
Bonus Scheme (SBBS) relief recipients to the IDBR. The data-linkage exercise
was carried out to gain a better economic understanding of the relief recipients
as part of the SBBS Review. The linked data will be used by the contractor, the
Fraser of Allander Institute, to describe the types of businesses in receipt of
SBBS rates relief, and allows (through the IDBR reference number) linkage to
other economic datasets.
To gauge the feasibility of the data-linkage exercise, we first worked with
statisticians in the Office of the Chief Economic Advisor (OCEA) to link a sample
of 1,000 SBBS recipients to the IDBR. The initial match rate of the sample was
42%. After further review of the data we deleted a number of incorrect matches.
Most of these resulted from matching to the wrong name or address information
in the sample, for example where a match was based on proprietor name and
address even though the ratepayer was the tenant. The final match rate of the
matched sample was 34%, which was considered sufficient to proceed with the
full data-linkage exercise which was carried out by the ONS. We used the results
of the matched sample to inform the specification of the full data-linkage
exercise, which led to additional name and address information being included.
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As shown below, this contributed to a higher match rate in the full data-linkage
exercise.51

Non-domestic rates data
We selected all SBBS relief recipients from the most popular property core
descriptions to avoid including property types that we knew were unlikely to be
on the IDBR, e.g. public toilets and sewage tanks. We also limited our selection
to those core descriptions that had at least 100 relief recipients. A full list of all
core descriptions included in the dataset is provided in Section F.1. In total, 86%
of all SBBS relief recipients were included in the dataset for matching. We also
included a number of properties with the same core descriptions and with a
rateable value (RV) below £20,000 which were not in receipt of any kind of NDR
relief, to allow the contractor to compare SBBS relief recipients to non-recipients.
Our NDR data provides a number of different name and address variables. To
allow all of these to be used in the data-linkage exercise, we split the data into
four datasets that used different combinations of the name and address
variables. This resulted in the following datasets:
1. Business name & property address (130,861 observations)
2. Ratepayer name & ratepayer address (97,362 observations)
3. Business name and proprietor, tenant or occupier address (97,648
observations)
4. Ratepayer name & property address (97,398 observations) 52
Dataset 1 is larger than the others because it includes non-SBBS relief
recipients.

Analysis
ONS matched all four datasets separately to the IDBR. Matches were searched
for on any record on the IDBR (VAT, PAYE, local unit, reporting unit or
enterprise). For each dataset, we received three files with results: matches, nonmatches and multiple matches. We merged these with the original rates
datasets. For each match, ONS provided an enterprise reference number as well
as all Scottish local unit numbers associated with that enterprise number. Due to
the research question at hand, we only focused our analysis on the enterpriselevel results, although the final dataset contains a count variable that indicates

51

The match rates in the full exercise and in the sample are not strictly comparable for two
main reasons: Firstly, the full exercise used a wider range of address and postcode
information than the sample and secondly in the sample we were able to interrogate the
matches manually to ensure that they were no spurious ones being thrown up; something
we weren’t able to do systematically for the full match.
52

The valuation roll provides a flag that indicates whether a property is occupied by a
proprietor, tenant or occupier. This flag is used to derive the business name and the
proprietor, tenant and occupier address. Property address refers to a property’s physical
address. Ratepayer name and address are the names and addresses local authorities use
for billing purposes.
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the number of Scottish local units associated with each enterprise reference
number.
ONS also included matches to historical IDBR records. On advice from
colleagues in OCEA, we decided to exclude any matches to firms that had
ceased trading prior to 1 January 2017.
For each matched property we received a match score. ONS only included those
matches with a match score of 84% or higher.
As it was possible for properties to match to different enterprises across the four
datasets, we used the following selection criteria to decide which matches to
keep:
1. If only one match across all four datasets, use that reference number.
2. If matched to the same reference number in all datasets where there is a
match, use that reference number.
3. If matched to different reference numbers across the datasets, use the
reference number that occurs most frequently.
4. If matched to different reference numbers across the datasets and no
reference number occurs more frequently than another, use the reference
number with the highest match score.
There were no cases in which several reference numbers had the same
frequency, and the same match scores, so these four criteria were considered
sufficient to select an enterprise number to retain for all matches.

Additional checks
To assess the quality of the match we carried out some further checks. We first
inspected a number of matches manually to see if they were as expected. This
did not reveal any unexpected matches.
We also reviewed where multiple properties matched to the same enterprise.
Across the matched dataset, in the vast majority of cases less than ten
properties matched to a single enterprise (99.4%). Most enterprises (82.4%)
matched to a single property.
We checked cases where more than 50 properties had matched to the same
enterprise. Examples of a large number of properties matching to the same
enterprise and properties still receiving SBBS relief include local authorities,
time-share companies and a large business operating as a franchise.
We also matched the results back to the pilot to see if results were similar. Of
those cases matched in the pilot, around 60% had the same enterprise reference
number in the full-data match. Around 40% of the properties in the pilot yielded a
different result in the full-data match. Three quarters of these had a match in the
pilot but not in the full data linkage; one quarter was matched to a different
reference number in the pilot than in the full data linkage exercise, with about
three-quarters not matching to the IDBR.
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Results
Through linking the matched datasets back to the original sample we are able to
calculate the match rate of the data-linkage exercise. Table F.1 presents the
match rate across the four datasets as well as the overall match rate for the
whole sample, which is 47%.
Table F.1 – Match rates across different datasets
Dataset
name
Dataset
1
Dataset
2
Dataset
3
Dataset
4
All

Matching
variables
Business name
and property
address
Ratepayer
name and
ratepayer
address
Business name
and PTO
Address
Ratepayer
name and
property
address

Size

Matches

Match
rate

Matched
to dead
record

Nonmatches

Multi
-ples

130,861

36,625

28%

5,478

86,917

2,021

97,362

24,472

25%

3,682

67,434

1,881

97,648

35,327

36%

5,558

51,441

5,530

97,398

31,793

33%

4,690

59,342

1,681

130,861

61,902

47%

Note: Business Name and Proprietor, Tenant, and Occupier (PTO) Address
(PTOA) are derived from the PTOA dataset, Property Address comes from the
Valuation Roll. Ratepayer Name and Ratepayer Address come from the Billing
System Snapshot. See Annex B for more detail.
Dead records are IDBR records with a death date before the 1st of January 2017
(i.e. those that had ceased trading prior to this date).
The IDBR excludes sole traders or partnerships with no employees and an
annual turnover of less than the VAT threshold. This would suggest that smaller
businesses (which are less likely to be on the IDBR) are more likely to be
excluded from the matched sample. Comparing the mean RV of matched and
non-matched cases did in fact show that the mean RV for properties that
matched to the IDBR is around £2,000 higher than the RV of properties that did
not match, a statistically significant difference. This indicates that properties with
a higher RV are more likely to match to the IDBR. This is in line with the findings
of the smaller sample matching exercise.
Table F.2 shows the match rate by RV quintile. This shows that as RV increases,
properties are more likely to match to the IDBR. Table F.3 shows that properties
that were part of a chain were more likely to match to the IDBR than those which
occupied a single site. Once again this illustrates that larger businesses were
more likely to be matched than smaller ones.
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The match rate for SBBS and non-SBBS relief recipients was identical, at 47%.
In total, 46,040 SBBS properties were matched, 47% of all SBBS properties
(35% of all properties included in the sample).
Table F.2 – Match rate by RV quintile
RV
Quintiles
Q1 (lowest)
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5 (highest)
All

Matched
Matched
All
Match
SBBS
properties properties rate
properties
8,334
26,530
31%
6,096
10,138
25,419
40%
7,993
12,238
26,135
47%
9,907
14,427
26,438
55%
11,545
16,765
26,339
64%
10,499
61,902
130,861
47%
46,040

SBBS
All SBBS
match
properties
rate
18,350
33%
20,621
39%
21,314
46%
21,024
55%
16,091
65%
97,400
47%

Table F.3 – Match rate by site count
Site count
Single
Multiple
All

Matched
Matched
All
Match
SBBS
properties properties rate
properties
35,597
82,664
43%
31,690
26,305
48,197
55%
14,350
61,902
130,861
47%
46,040

SBBS
All SBBS
match
properties
rate
71,190
45%
26,210
55%
97,400
47%

The tables below compare the matched and non-matched properties by local
authority, property core description and property class.
Property class and core descriptions are classifications used by the Scottish
Assessors to describe the type of a property. Properties are classified into one of
20 classes, which describe the general type such as ‘shop’ or hotel’, and into one of
202 core descriptions, such as ‘retail shop’ or ‘hostel’.
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Table F.4 – Match rate by local authority
Matched
Matched
All
Match
SBBS
properties properties rate
properties
Aberdeen City
1,991
3,738
53%
1,015
Aberdeenshire
3,264
6,122
53%
2,643
Angus
1,335
2,663
50%
1,068
Argyll & Bute
1,919
5,166
37%
1,367
City of Edinburgh
5,851
11,376
51%
3,970
Clackmannanshire 436
903
48%
314
Dumfries &
2,539
5,412
47%
2,085
Galloway
Dundee City
1,571
3,041
52%
1,193
East Ayrshire
993
2,357
42%
765
East
771
1,500
51%
633
Dunbartonshire
East Lothian
914
1,921
48%
754
East Renfrewshire 546
988
55%
440
Falkirk
1,477
2,882
51%
984
Fife
3,707
7,793
48%
2,808
Glasgow City
6,523
13,482
48%
4,859
Highland
4,609
10,701
43%
3,462
Inverclyde
685
1,413
48%
495
Midlothian
939
1,738
54%
640
Moray
1,188
2,555
46%
879
Na h-Eileanan
404
1,376
29%
308
Siar
North Ayrshire
1,215
3,164
38%
976
North Lanarkshire 2,817
5,622
50%
2,159
Orkney Islands
546
1,217
45%
432
Perth & Kinross
2,793
5,096
55%
2,197
Renfrewshire
1,918
6,795
28%
1,384
Scottish Borders
1,992
4,343
46%
1,653
Shetland Islands
460
943
49%
338
South Ayrshire
1,350
2,783
49%
1,010
South Lanarkshire 3,326
5,895
56%
2,383
Stirling
1,452
2,819
52%
1,033
West
766
1,880
41%
594
Dunbartonshire
West Lothian
1,605
3,177
51%
1,199
All
61,902
130,861
47%
46,040
Local Authority
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SBBS
All SBBS
match
properties
rate
1,789
57%
5,143
51%
2,251
47%
3,735
37%
7,746
51%
592
53%
4,697

44%

2,401
1,843

50%
42%

1,196

53%

1,666
769
2,065
6,380
10,337
8,419
1,059
1,182
2,054

45%
57%
48%
44%
47%
41%
47%
54%
43%

1,179

26%

2,583
4,188
1,058
4,165
2,593
3,718
727
2,190
3,878
2,091

38%
52%
41%
53%
53%
44%
46%
46%
61%
49%

1,371

43%

2,335
97,400

51%
47%

Table F.5 – Match rate by core description
Core
description

Matched
All
Match
properties properties rate

Matched
SBBS
All SBBS
SBBS
match
properties
properties
rate

Boathouse

72

219

33%

58

179

32%

Bowling Club

177

398

44%

170

384

44%

Café

460

831

55%

395

678

58%

Car Wash

67

208

32%

45

142

32%

Caravan Site

179

477

38%

135

392

34%

Cattery

29

128

23%

27

118

23%

Clinic

208

371

56%

98

217

45%

Club
Community
Centre
Day Nursery

306

811

38%

245

692

35%

88

196

45%

27

109

25%

255

379

67%

171

250

68%

Electricity

226

331

68%

129

179

72%

Factory

473

806

59%

367

596

62%

Garage

1,543

2,858

54%

1,286

2,340

55%

Garden Centre

55

113

49%

51

101

50%

Guest House

349

1,359

26%

308

1,222

25%

Hall

359

1,735

21%

244

1,493

16%

Hostel

132

270

49%

91

188

48%

Hotel

407

811

50%

275

564

49%

Kennels

119

383

31%

105

340

31%

Kiosk

79

223

35%

50

161

31%

Museum

60

153

39%

39

121

32%

Office

15,133

26,367

57%

9,730

16,506

59%

Public House

883

1,554

57%

697

1,140

61%

Restaurant

692

1,329

52%

563

1,019

55%

Riding School

65

182

36%

59

166

36%

Self-Catering

3,469

14,682

24%

2,809

12,874

22%

Shop

17,092

34,403

50%

13,654

27,870

49%

Showroom

314

513

61%

242

398

61%

Store

5,836

15,173

38%

4,046

8,680

47%

Studio

241

955

25%

202

832

24%

Surgery
Time Share
Units
Warehouse

990

1,592

62%

736

1,146

64%

877

1,113

79%

715

944

76%

1,017

1,653

62%

644

1,016

63%

Workshop

8,101

15,412

53%

6,637

12,484

53%

Yard

1,549

2,873

54%

990

1,859

53%

All

61,902

130,861

47%

46,040

97,400

47%
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Table F.6 – Match rate by property class
Class
Care Facilities
Cultural
Education and
Training
Garages and
Petrol Stations
Health and
Medical
Hotels
Industrial
Subjects
Leisure,
Entertainment,
Caravans etc.
Offices
Other
Petrochemical
Public Houses
Public Service
Subjects
Religious
Shops
Sporting
Subjects
Statutory
Undertaking
All

Matched
Matched
All
Match
SBBS
properties properties rate
properties
183
333
55%
128
210
383
55%
129

SBBS
All SBBS
match
properties
rate
235
54%
263
49%

36

65

55%

30

53

57%

1,534

2,839

54%

1,285

2,335

55%

1,138

1,896

60%

790

1,318

60%

1,106

3,854

29%

775

3,137

25%

17,278

37,042

47%

12,937

25,584

51%

4,920

16,652

30%

4,097

14,656

28%

15,150
198
1
873

26,346
584
1
1,542

58%
34%
100%
57%

9,763
163
690

16,522
496
1,133

59%
33%

387

1,582

24%

201

1,267

16%

4
18,698

16
37,408

25%
50%

3
14,957

11
30,216

27%
50%

23

75

31%

22

73

30%

163

243

67%

70

101

69%

61,902

130,861

47%

46,040

97,400

47%
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61%

F.1 Property core descriptions included in data matching
Core description
Shop
Office
Self-catering
Workshop
Store
Garage
Yard
Hall
Guest House
Surgery
Public House
Restaurant
Warehouse
Time Share Units
Studio
Club
Café
Factory
Hotel
Showroom
Caravan Site
Bowling Club
Kennels
Day Nursery
Clinic
Hostel
Boathouse
Electricity
Riding School
Kiosk
Car Wash
Museum
Cattery
Community Centre
Garden Centre
All

Number of
SBBS
recipients
27,871
16,509
12,874
12,485
8,681
2,340
1,859
1,493
1,222
1,147
1,140
1,020
1,018
944
832
692
678
596
566
398
392
384
340
250
217
188
179
179
166
161
142
121
118
110
101
97,413
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F.2 Variables included in data matching
The variables included in the data matching were derived from three different
datasets: the Billing System Snapshot, Valuation Roll and PTOA dataset.
Billing System Snapshot
The Billing System Snapshot is collated annually and holds information used by
local authorities to keep track of payments and reliefs. The Ratepayer name and
address are derived from this dataset.
Valuation Roll
The Valuation Roll is maintained by Scottish Assessors and hold information on
all non-domestic properties. The Property address variables come from this
dataset.
PTOA dataset
Finally, the PTOA dataset holds at least one Proprietor, Tenant, or Occupier
record for each Valuation Roll entry. There can be a tenant or occupier in
addition to a proprietor, so this dataset may hold multiple name and address
variables for each property. The occupier status variable identifies whether the
property is in occupation by the Proprietor, Tenant, or Occupier, or if the property
is vacant. This variable is also used to derive the Business Name variable, which
uses the Proprietor name in case the property is vacant or occupied by a
proprietor, the Tenant name in case the property is occupied by a tenant and the
Occupier name where there is an occupier.
Variable
Business name
Ratepayer name
Property address
Ratepayer address
PTOA address

Source
PTOA dataset
Billing System Snapshot
Valuation Roll
Billing System Snapshot
PTOA dataset
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