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Inland Revenue documents

Reference:
Description: Inland Revenue Departmental Statement 1920-91

Date: June 1990

Reference
Description:; Inland Revenue Management Plan 1990-91 to 1882-93

Date: February 1930

The above documeants, which were enclosed on this file have been reamoved
and destroyed.

Such documents are the responsibility of the Inland Revenue and their
successors. When released they will be available in the appropriate Inland
Revenue Classes.

Signed g Date Zéfﬁi}fz?ﬂfé

PREM Records Team
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Andrew Turnbull Esg
Principal Private Sacretary
to the Prime Minister
10 Dewning Street
LONDCN SWl 27 July 1920
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When we spoke at Mo.ll I said I would send’ you
copies 0of our published Management Plans.

The larger document covers our plans for three
years. The smaller one sets out our more
immediate cperational plans and targets for the
current year. They were published in February
and June respectively. Angus Fraser has, of
courae, sean them.

25
(A M W BATTISHILL)




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 244

From the Privale Seeretar) 12 February 1930
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INLAND REVENUE COMPUTER WORK

the
is

The Prime Minister was grateful for

chancellor's minute of 8 February. She
3 t to accept his judgment that the
S cat . hould not be pursued.

privatisation ogption &
Mo

Rt

(PAUL GRAY)

John Gieve, E&d.,
HM Treasury.
PERSONAL AND COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDEHCE
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I believe HNigel Lawson mentioned to you last Summer the
possibility of privatising the Inland Revenue's computer work and
staff, following approaches from ICL and CScC.

— —

£ The idea turned on some kind of joint wventure or Facllities
Management, with the private sector taking over the Revenue's

existing IT operation lock stock and barrel.

L 1Y Nigel authorised the Revenue to hold sxploratory discussions
with thea two companies, 1in confidence and wholly without
commitment, and also to find out more about how Pacilities
Management Arrangements generally worked in the United S5tates
whera they are most developed and widespread. He also asked the
Revenus to loock carsfully at the downside risks involved.

4. Nigel was in the process of considering this with the Revenue
in the autumn. I have now loocked at the whole issue myself and
concluded, with reluctance, that it is not something to pursue, at
least for the time being.

e Privatising a major Department's whole computer effort has
obvious attractions in the broader context of our policy of
getting work out of the Civil Service unless it clearly needs to
be done there. And in the narrower management context we need to

explore any realistic possibility of tackling the growing problem




of recroiting, retaining and motlvating enough key staff for
egsential Government computer work; given the national shortage of
good people and market rates.

b. The Revenue has a8 good record in administrative computing and
its IT staff are proving highly marketable. (They have just lost
their newly appointed Director of IT to the Pru.) Indeed, both
interested companies saw Revenue IT staff as the basis of an
expanding business taking over public sector operations.

T e However there are also serious potential drawbacks and some
political risk in putting Revenue work into private hands.

Threa seam to ma to bée particularly important.
9. Maintaining public confidence in the complete privacy of

taxpayars' personal and business affairs 1s an obvious one.
Contractual safeguards could be built in but the problem of public

perception would be more difficult to tackle. Taxpayer records
would be seen to be handled (in the computer sense) outside the

publiec service. = Ys

10. Concern Ior Budgef gecrecy is another. Again; no doubt; the
private sector would give us assurances (and the Revenue already
employs consultants in its computer work), but I suspect that
there could be some public unease about the handling of Budget
information which could be difficult to handle,

11. The +third ia the likelihood that the successful bidder would

be an overseas, almost certainly a US;, company. We could not,

consistently with our treaty obligations, restrict tendering to UK
companies. We have a developing IT systems and system support
industry but its strength and track record in this particular
field makes it unlikely that it could match the competition. ICL
are not Iin this kind of business: they are still essentially




supplier of computer hardware. I believe it would be politically
unacceptable for all or a major part of the UK Revenue's work to
ba transferred to an ovarsaas bidder.

12. For these reasons, I would certainly not want to privatise
all the Revenue's computer work at one go. But the network is too
closely integrated to allow us progressively to test the water
with smaller privatizations.

13. My reluctant conclusion is that the potential benefits in
this particular case of privatisation are more than outweighed at
present by the drawbacks. Tax administration, and the handling of
personal tax records, as tha U5 aunthorities seem to have
concluded,; ara tLoo sensitive for a pioneering exercise in
privatising Government computing on this scale.

14. We have already gone some way to introduce pay and personnel
management flexibilities to help Departments like the Revenue to
maintain an effective IT capacity within the Civil Service. Herea
and elsewhere we nosed to ensure that we make the system more

flexible still, particularly for key individuals.

15. 1 have also asked the Revenue Chairman to pursue wigorously
the range of important decisions which will bese neseded for
maintaining the Revenue's success in computing, including the most
affective and efficient sources of hardware and other continuing
private sector support. In particular he will follow up the
initiative which is already in hand, following discussion with the
'Hext Steps' team to give the Revenue's IT Division an even more
heightened 1zrole and accountability for the important IT

developments which the Revenue are planning for the 1%90s.




l6. Peter Lilley has identified a number of possible options for
consideration in the Rext Steps context, includings:

keeping the IT Division in its present organisational
relationship with the rest of the Revenue, but allowing
it greatar Elexibility and more sharply defined
accountability and responsibility;

getting it up as an Inland Revenue Agency;

getting it up as an Agency with an explicit intention of

later ‘privatisation'; and

if there pare divisions that could sensibly be made
within the existing organisation, for example between
operationg and development, to consider setting up
gaeparate Agencies or separate executive accountable
units.

B {1 I eghall want to consider the outcome of this work with Peter
and with the Chairman later this year. Meanwhile I propose to
authorise the Revenue to inform ICL and CSC of our decision.

¥

[J.M.]
8 February 1930
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1 August 1988

The Rt Hon Wicholas Ridlev AMICE MP
Secretary of State for the Environment
&4 Marsham Street

London SWl
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Thank Yyou For your letter of 27 1y in response to mine of
22 July.

I am grateful for yYour agreement that the Valuation Office should
continue to withdraw from right to buy work, in some hard pressed
areas. A= you say, this would not affect their statutory
responsibility. Together with all the management steps we have
identified, this will go some way towards meeting the immediate
problem.

I remain concerned, however, that if we do not act urgently to
pre-empt a4 surge in largely opportunistic appeals against
valuations on the 1973 Valuation List, there is a real danger that
the Valuation Office will be unable to complete the rating
revaluation in time to the standard of guality that we need. That
is why I favoured an early announcement, with the aim of reducing
the level of this appeal work.

On the other hand, I guite understand why vou did not wish to make
an anncuncement in the very short period that remained before the
Summer HRecess, A number of practical details remained to be
resolved, including those menticoned in your letter, even if you had
been able ko agree to an early announcement.

You nhave suggested, and I agree, that officials should therefore
consider the issues further. Mine will be able to explain to yours
in detail why we feel that action is so important, and discuss the
options {including Sectlion 21 relief) that, following my letter,
have been identified for dealing with the problem. Dfficials
should complete their work before the end of September, =0 we can
take a final decision during the Summer break, with a view to an
announcement as soon as Parliament returns in the Autumn. We can
then also consider whether to link an announcement to the details
of transition, although I would be reluctant to delay an
annocuncement about appeals any longer than is strictly necessary.




You also mentioned future non-domestic rating valuations, and the
possibility of appeals against the 1990 List. I have noted Lthe
Eoink,; to which we will no doubt have to return, but I am sure that
the priority should be to tackle the immediate problem we have now.

I am copying this letter toe the Prime Minister, Peter Walker,
Malcolm Rifkind, John Wakeham,; David Waddington, Patrick Mavhew
and Sir Robin Butler.
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The Rt Hon Nigel
Chancellor of the
HM Treasury
Parliamant
LOMDON
SH1P 3AG
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already having to withdraw from g ding valuation servl
looal authoriti in cosnection with the right to buy in
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While I am prepared for my officials to continue to work with
yours in trying to find solutions to this immedliate problem,
not think the matter should st there. We have now agreed oOn
return to regular non-domestic :at;nj valuations and we can
expect preparations for the next revaluation to be taking pla
against a packground of unprecedented appeals from the 1990

I think our officials should certainly be looking forward to
to ensure that a similar situation does not arise then and t
axamina the possibilities for more computer assistance with

future valuyations.

=
=)

1 am copying this to the Prime Minister, P Malcolm
Rifkind, John Wakeham, David Waddington, L ] W and Sir
Boebin Butlar.

CHOLAS EILIDLEY
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CONFIDENTIAL

T:‘Faﬁu:""-.r‘ Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
=270 3000

22 July 1988

The Rt Hon Nicholas Ridley MP
Secretary of State Ffor the Environment
Department of the Environment

2 Maragham Street

LON DN

SW1P 3IER

It i now clear that on the basis of realistic projections of
workloads, the WValuation Office of the Inland Revenue have an
insufficient number of valuers to undertake the full range of work
arising during the period of the forthcoming revaluation of
non-domestic rates. Indead, the WValuation 0Office project a
shortfall of the order aof 300 in the number of professional wvaluers
reguired to meet forecast work% demands. TF this mismatch of demand
for the YValuaktion Office's sarvices and theilr rescurces is not
ramedied the result will be a significant build-up of work arrears
culminating in a backlog of the order of two vears’' work. Such an
putcome would posze a serious threat both to the completion of the
revaluation, particularly in London and the South East and to the
flow of capital tax revenues to the Exchegquer. I am sure vou would
agree that this would be unacceptable.

The general market for professional valuers is buoyant, and it is
not possible in: the short Eerm to fill the gap by enhanced
recruitment. I have, however, after a thorough internal review of
the Valuation Office's operations and activities, asked the Chief
Taluer to take a whole range of steps to reduce the problem,
theough,; for instance; increased levels of overtime and, where
appropriate, delegation of work, These measures will make a useful
contribution af perhaps the eguivalent aof 70 valuers.

But these supply measures will not be enough. I have therefore
looked carefully at options aimed at reducing the demand Ffor
Valuation DEfice services.

A substantial proportion of professional valuer resources ig tied
up in dealing with ratepayers' appeals against the 1973 list.




CONFIDENTIAL

(Only non-domestic rating is relevant here: non-professional staff
da most of the domestic rating work). fne might perhaps have
expected the level of appeals to fall off in the last two Years aof
the old list. The Valuation affice's assessment is, however, that
this will not be the case. The main reasons for this are:

- there iz a significant body of ratepayers, including
large retail chains, who employ agents on a ratainer
basis and make annual appeals;

far from decreasing, Iinterest in the 1973 1list has
increased. Agents are urging potential clients to appeal
g0 as to get as low a valuation as possible Eor the
surpose of getkting maximum advantage Erom transitional
rellef, Some are eaven advocating appeals simply on the
grounds that the valuation Office, hard pressed with the
revaluation, might be less rigorous than gsual 1n
resisting them.

f have reluctantly concluded t+hat 1f our priority work areas -
revaluation and revenue work - are to be safeguarded then this can
only be achieved by reducing the lewel of this appeals work. 1In
other words, we shall have to restrict non-domestic ratepavers'
rights of appeal. T am not proposing that we interfere in any way
with appeal rights where there has been a change either of occuplier
or of material circumstances. We would simply remove the right of
appeal from those who nave had adeguate opportunity to appeal in
the past, and many aof whom may have already done SO0. Such a
restriction would free 130 or so professional valuers for other
work. To be effective, this measure would have to be implemented
from the date of announcement, and given retrospective effect by
legislation in the next =ession. The legislative vehicle is for
vou, but the Housing and Local covernment Bill would sSeem
appropriate.

I recognise that thizg will bDe controver=sial, but I think it is
entirely defensible, glven that those aEfected have had plenty of
spportunity to appeal already: the existing valuation list is now
aome 15 vears old. I recognise that an early announcement 2nhances
the deqgree of retrospection required in subzequent legislation, but
the earlier the announcement, the greater the effect on valuer
needs. Moreaver, fdelay riska the possibility of our intentions
hecoming public - there ig already much agent speculation on this
jegsue. This could lead to pre-emptive appeals. For these reasons,
T would favour an announcement hefare the recess. An announcement
hefore the Summer might in any case be preferable on presentational
grounds since it would remove a Peg on which rating/community
charge issues could be hung early in the next sasgion.

curtailment of appeal rights will have a substantial impact on the
valuation Office's problem. But it will by no means remove thess
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problems complately. I have therefore identified two further
measures which would further reduce the gap. These are:

- an increase in the limit (Section 21 relief) below which
the walue of improvements are not assessed by the
VYaluation Office. An increase from €30 to £200 would
make a worthwhile contribokion. This could of course bha
presented as a sweetener since it would in effect reduce
the total rate bill by something of the order of
€50 millien in a full years:

a complete withdrawal of the Valuation Office from right
ko buy work, in =ome hard pressed areas. In other words,
this function would in effect be privatised.

Taken together with the steps I have identified to increase
available resources, this package of options should enable the

VYaluation Office to devote adegquate resources to our priority
ALEdS .

I realise that none of this will be welcome news to yvou, but I
imagine it will not come as much of a surprise: I understand that
vour officials have already been in touch with mine recognising the
potential problems, and the need to identify appropriate solutions.
Subject to veur agreement in principle, I suggest that we ask our
officials to draw up the details of a package with a wview to an
announcemant naxt weelk.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Peter Walker,
Maleelm Rifkind, John Wakeham, David Waddington, Sir Patrick Mavhew
and Sir Robin Butler.

m i F
'L_,; \&ﬂ//

NIGEL LAWSONW




PRIME MINISTER 9 Juna 1986

INLAND REVENUE

The present position of the Inland Revenue continues to giva

cause for concern.

Heavy arrears of work have been reduced to some extent as a
result of negotiating the end of the staff overtime ban, but
thera 18 still a long way to go. The Revenue are short of
staff in the South East and have been losing trained staff to
professienal firms and corporate tax departments. Pay may be
part of the problem, but there are grounds for thinking that a
number of tax offlicials believe that they would prefer the

atmosphere of a professional office rather than the aggressive

attitude towards the taxpayer which they feel themselves under

pressure to adopt.

The latest problem is that the Inland Revenue have informed
professional bodies that the Technical Division will in future
respond to gueries from tax practitionars only in respect of

————— g S
recent legislation and changes in practice. This is loocked on

ag "tit for tat"™ becauvuse of the loEs of Revenue staff to tax

practitioners. It can hardly be helpful to the efficient

e ———

=

conduct of business. It is also a symptom of a deep malaise

in relationships between Revenue and taxpaver.

The Revenue needs more staff, particularly to deal efficiently

with the larger numbar of self-amployed people and small

businesses. These involve more work per taxpayer than the
large payrolls of firms such as GEC and ICI; but a less penny-

Pinching approach might, however, give batter value for maney

here.




The tax law neads batter drafting, as exemplified by the

raeacent problem with charities in the Finance Bill; where sewvan
papers of "gobbledegook™ have had to be withdrawn for
rathinking, and the golden handshakes muddle referrad to in
Friday's Financial Times article attached. The method for
bringing forward technical legislation needs rethinking to
give better consultative arrangements befoare the intreoduction

of Bills in the House.

There is consliderable nervousness about the proposed
introduction of the Keith Committee's proposals, which are
percelved to give the Revenus draconian powers at a time when

its performance leaves much to be desired.

The appointment af a new Chairman of the Board, effective from
1 July following Worman Lamont's recent appointmant as
Financial Sacretary, would seem to provide a golden

opportunity for you te ask the Chancellor to head a Review of

the Revenue's workings, with a view to improving its morale,
gstaffing, efficiency and relationships with the taxpayer. It
naads to be perceived as an sven-handed organisation where the
honeat tazxpayer feels that he has a fairer deal and better
service than is the case at present, as envisaged in the

concept of a “taxpayer's charter®, on which the Treasury have

been asked to work.

Daﬂ- YA

DAVID HOBSON
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Clive Wolman on the haﬂkgrﬂund to a taxation error

Golden handshakes ﬂ_uor Inland

THE Inland Hn'enua u.ﬂ:mtl'lﬂl

this weeik that it was the vietlm o

ef & compllcated tangle; of tha
gort that has often erirapped

taxpayers, and which iz lummr

of Its own making. -

On Wadnesday It l:n:nuunﬂ 1

that people who have receiwe
goiden handshakes aver the last
faur vearz of more han ES0000
will be sotitled 1o & tax rebaie
following the disovery of,
drefting efror.

The Hevenus eatimates {hat
the beneflelaries af the ECpar, .
wio Wil receive rebates of up
te E7,040, phlus  Interast,
'mumbered only In hundreds. But
gnlicitors In the City of London
deduce from thelr own Pecoiils
that the number must be sab-
stantinlly higher so that the loss
af fax could excesd EIDm.

The hungle hlﬁhughu wo
characteristics of the process of
drafting tax legialation In the
UK which have oaften Dbeen
criticised by the Institife of
Taxstion end othér Hx con-
malianis.

Leglalstfon 14 drafted by
paramentary counsel following
the guidelines of the Inland
Hevenge which then checks 1t to
ensure that [ts palicy has beon
Fallawed,

o],

A SHADDW minlster wlmeﬁ
yesterday that | the’ Labour |
E-Hr © wankd - hlﬁrhr LR
¢ ®ylelogy  altack™  om fhe
Goverament's h-nﬂup! nl' thé:

golden lJl.nth.ll.lI:n: l::
Hlom, . s

Dr Donagh I'Ill:-'llmlﬁ.
Labour Treasiry lpu]l.:mm

& —galds “I-deplore yet another

rexample of th- wlr in which

. | Iilillﬂ!!i

“egae

Ihu Government hnfu after
Hm rieh,

"'Nhl only ‘are executlves
rt-b!l'l'].ﬁg these fax mefunds
i kamdshates, bot
" also ) being " told
h"ﬂ'Ll'ﬂ et e’

they

AL " Jugt how mach 18 the avers

‘age lazpayer golog lo have lo
shell- ont tp pay for tax re-

A hmdlm! the fat catsT ™

E"ne -:“rltltlan;l 15 'I!iudIiE

:irn-a-nded i 1'3!1.[ and 1882, The

are  deafters have praferred to l?lldi " underly ing prlr'rlplu is a simple
mare and more dmetdments fo': one,

that! larger redundancy

legislation gaver thes years in- *pmnu should be  subjected

ilt&lll of !rll](llli;'ing :ﬂ{'lam EWeep
¥ re-writing @ R Ba
from scrafch: e Fﬁu
Acsording to one Eun'l:lmltl;lr,
Mr David Landen, a eerk 4o
the Geperal Commissioners of
Tax:. ¥ They always prefar ia
pralt on even when Yhak 1;
really needed iz a transplant,”
I this case, the basic legis-
“latlon appenrs in an met which
dates back to 1970 apd has”
been the suhjeck of several H’M
dred ampesdinenls #lnee,
The clsuses and  schedula
dealing with the taxatlon of
palden handshakes Wers

10 higher rates of tax, just as
alar incoma s,

‘Apction 43 of the 1980
!"Imnu Act and the ecroes-
raferenced sectlons in the 1870
ack expressed tha principle in

cach & sonveluted fashion (had

the only peaple whe could un-
derxtand them were 3 few tax
praciitioners who specizlised in
¢xecutive benefits. Even  they
wire uncertain about the effects
Qf the ' prowvisions.

Mr John Clark, tax pariner
of “solicitors Norton Roze and
chairman of the Institute of
Taxatlons technical commities,

Revenue

beliewes that 1he  Revenos
should prblish s sshedule which
incorporates the amendmonts
info the originel leglslation.
Equsily important, the instl-
tuta has proposed for wears
that, on  complex - techrical

“imsueg, draft legistaton shauld

ke pablished several manths in
sdvance to allow foF, consulia-
tion. In addition last month it
called for & parlamentsey

{elect committes fo be ast up
"to pcrutinkse all tax Iegislathon,
“*When the Finsnes Bl |x ‘be-

ing debated; thern is never en-
ough thine and chafges “go
through withoot the approprliate
degres of atteniion,” Mr Clark
HIYE:

Tha Government has partlally
pecepted the Instiiuie’s advics
in recent  years, publishing
gdvance proposals on the taxa-
thenn of povermment securitien
and of British-contralled far.
rign eompaniess, This vear, Tow-
ever, it mngersd fax practi-
tiepers by falling 1o publish
advanes proposais for the bafro-
dizction aof inhecitancs tax and
the creck-dawn an tax avoidanes
by charities. The Government
withdrew the latter proposals
earli=r thiz week in responss
to technbcal obpections,
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PRIME MINISTER 9 June 1986

INLAND REVENUE

The present position of the Inland Revenue continues to give

cause for concern.

Heavy arrears of work have been reduced to some extent as a

result of negotiating the end of the staff overtime ban, but

there 1s still a long way to go. The Revenue are short of

staff in the South East and have been losing trained staff to
professional firms and corporate tax departments. Pay may be
part of the problem, but there are grounds for thinking that a
number of tax officials believe that they would prefer the
atmosphere of a professional office rather than the aggressgive
attitude towards the taxpayer which they feel themselves under

pressure to adopt.

The latest problem is that the Inland Revenue have informed
professional bodies that the Technical Division will in future
respond to gueries from tax practitioners only in respect of
recent legislation and changes in practice. This is looked on
as "tit for tat" because of the loss of Revenue staff to tax
practitioners. It can hardly be helpful to the efficient
conduct of business. It is alsc a symptom of a deep malaise

in relationships between Revenue and taxpayer.

The Revenue needs more staff, particularly te deal efficiently

with the largsr number of self-employed people and small
businesses. These involve more work per taxpayer than the
large payrolls of firms such as GEC and ICI; but a less penny-

Pinching approach might, however, give better value for money

here.




The tax law needs better drafting, as exemplified by the
recent problem with charities in the Finance Bill, where seven
papers of "gobbledegook™ have had to be withdrawn for
rethinking, and the golden handshakes muddle referred to in
Friday's Financial Times article attached. The method for
bringing forward technical legislation needs rethinking to

give better consultative arrangements before the introduction

of Bille in the House,

There is considerable nervousness about the proposed
introduction of the Kelth Committee's proposals, which are
perceived to give the Revenue draconian powers at a time when

its performance leaves much to be desired.

The appointment of a new Chairman of the Board, effective from
1 July following Norman Lamont's recent appointment as
Financial Secretary, would seem to provide a golden
opportunity for you to ask the Chancellor to head a Review of

the Revenue's workings, with a view to improving its morale,

staffing, efficiency and relationships with the taxpayer. 1t
needs to be perceived as an even-handed organisation where the
honest taxpayer feels that he has a fairer deal and better
service than is the case at present, as envisaged in the

concept of a "taxpayer's charter®, on which the Treasury have

been asked to work.

hf::u' B HJL ¥,

DAVID HOBSON
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Clive Wolman on the background to a taxation error

Golden ;hqﬁdsh

'ﬂlq-'l 4

THE Inland Hevenuoe sdmiffed
this week {hat It was the victlm
of 8 complicated tangle, of tha
sori that has elten ~entrapped
texpayars, and which Is largelr
of Itz ewn making. - .

On Wednesday it announced *
that peopls who hive recslyed

olden handshakes evcr the last
our vers of mare than £30.000
will be entiiled to & tax rehate
following the discovery-of a
drafting error. :
The Revenue estimates fhat

"tha benefclirles of the #rror,

|

who will recelve rebates of gp
(o ETB0G, plus Interast, are
numbered only in hundreds, Bat
goliciters In the Cltv of Landan
deduce from their oawn records
that the number must be sub-
stantislly higher so that the Josz
of tax could exceed E10m.

The Hbungle highfights two
cheracierisiics of the process of
drafting tex lepalation In the
UK which have often besn
criticlasd by the Institote af
Taxation and other Gz con-
sudants,

Legislation 14 drafted by
parliamentary counsel following
the goidelines of the Inland
Eevenye which then checks it 1o
engdre that its polley has been
follewed.

b

Pr
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yeiterday that lthlinwl'
.- Party * wounld < I:wui;-r' g
T ®wielouy stinek™ om fthe
Government's handl of thi;
thom. § .
Dr Denagh ' McDonnld, &

< Labbur Tresmiry Epdkeaman, .

~sald: *I deplare yel imother

A BHADOW minlster warned ,f

= ob ! golden sha
golden hidnhﬂaa_ﬁlum *
o b R

T i} i
s the Gevernment looks after
the Fheh " ! t
UoMMalanly mre execullves
rééelving “these tax refunds
hakes, but
are * miso k Belmg  fald |
exnttly” howsfe gt the re-
% fomda, O e
2=+ “Just how much is the aver-
r palng te have (o
snt (6 pay far tax re-

Thaey'

age
rhell

ceximple of the way in which "= funds of the fai EalaT ™

F-F ;L s 2 - s = e e !
T one Pbﬂﬂdtrﬂ'ﬁiﬁtﬁiﬁthﬁmmm In"1981 and 1982 ‘e

pdrafters have preferred to add

degislation over the vears in-
stead of making » clesn swesp
by rewriting fnﬁ;h';:":ﬁnul
from scratch, .- e L

Mr David Landeu, s clerk 1o
the Gereral Commlssioners of
Tax: “They nlwpys prefer to
graft on even when what [s
really nesded s o transplant.”

In this caxe, the basic legis-

latlon sppears fn an sct which'
back to 1970 and has-

dntes
been the subiect of severs] I"I1.IZI'I-
dred mmendmenis sines. -
The clsuzsez  and - seheduls
dealng with the taxaton of
golden handshakes ware

“Mare &hd moTe briendments o . one,

T - y

uhderlying principle 3 & slmpla
fnrger  redundares

12‘.11.|.:|Ir|:|=r|.1:4's]mu:h! be subjected
516 higher raies of 1ax, jnat as

:_'.\rr ular Income Qs

x
i Butsection 4% of the 1582

Accofding o one m!h:ltur.‘- Finsnoe " Act and the

Crosss
. referenced sectons in the 1870
caet pxpressed the primeciple in
cpuch 8 ponvoeluted feshlon that
the only people who could wn-
dersiand them were 8 few 1ax
practitioners whe specialised in
executive benefits. Even  (lsy
WEre uncerfain aboul the efects
gf the provisions,

" Mr John Clark, tax pariner
of “solicitsrs Morton Hose &nd
chairman of fhe [nstitute of
Taxation's technical commities,

akes floor Inland Revenue

believes  that  the Revenue
should publish a sehedule which
incorporates the amendments
Into the originel legisiation,
Equally important, the insti-
tute hes proposed for vears
that, on cemplex  technical
asues, draft legistation haaid
be published several monthe in
advance 1o allow for consalia-
tion, Tn pdditlon Jast month it
called ™ for m  parlismentary
Eelect commitics to be set up

* to serutinise all thx legisiation
“When the Finanse Bill s be

ing debated; thers i never sn-
ough tim# and changes go
through without the appropriais
degree of mttentlon,™ Mr Clerk
ERYE,

Tha Government hes parifally
accepied the Institufe's sdvies
in  recent  years, publishing
advance propozals on the taxe-
tion of povernment securities
&nd of British-controlled for-
elgn companics. This year, how-
ever, M angered tax practi-
tioners by felling 1o puatilish
advance propossle for the inira-
duction of Inheritance tax and
the crack-#own on tax avoidance
by charities. The Govermment
withdrew fhe lstisr proposails
earller this week in respopsa
to fechmnical ohjectlons.







