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1. Executive summary 

1.1 We welcome the opportunity to comment on the proposals to introduce the new residential 
property developers tax (RPDT). 

1.2 In summary, our key points are as follows: 

• The target implementation date of 1 April 2022 does not leave very much time for 
consultation replies to be digested and well thought through legislation to be drafted and 
included in Finance Act 2022. It is essential that the new legislation is well understood by 
both HMRC and property developers before it comes into force. 

• The property development supply chain is often complex. As well as clearly defining 
‘residential property’ the legislation needs to be clear on what activities undertaken by a 
company will be within the scope of RPDT.  

• Smaller and medium sized property development groups are likely to be required to 
undertake detailed and complex calculations in order to identify whether their profits from 
residential property development activities exceed the £25m threshold. If they do not 
there will be a significant compliance cost for business with no tax benefit to the Treasury. 
We suggest a gateway test be included (for example by reference to turnover or profit 
before tax in the consolidated financial statements) so that companies that do not pass 
through this initial gateway (which is easily measurable) are exempt from the legislation. 

• In order for the legislation to meet the policy objective of taxing residential property 
development profits, the model adopted to calculate the relevant profits should be tightly 
drawn to prevent profits from other activities being caught. 

• Quantifying profits within the scope of the new tax is likely to create a significant burden 
on property developers. Legislation allowing a degree of just and reasonable 
apportionment rather than having detailed and prescriptive steps to calculate relevant 
profits would help to reduce compliance costs for companies. 

1.3 Section 2 below makes some general comments on the proposals, and section 3 covers our 
responses to the specific questions raised in the consultation document. 

1.4 We would be happy to discuss the points raised here in further detail.  If you have any questions, 
or would like any further information, please contact: Sean McGinness, Head of Real Estate Group, 
on 0131 221 3217 or email sean.mcginness@saffery.com. 

2. General points 

2.1 The consultation document is clear on its approach to defining residential property, subject to the 
specific difficulties raised concerning communal housing. However, it is not clear in identifying at 
what point a company may be considered to undertake residential property development activities.  

2.2 While this may be obvious in many cases where the main trade of a company is residential property 
development, the property development supply chain typically involves a number of different 
parties who may each hold a different interest in the land being developed at different times, while 
other parties may hold no interest in the land at all.  

2.3 It is stated on page 10 that certain activities are within the scope of the tax including the acquisition 
of an interest in land, pre-planning advice and investigation, design and scoping, planning 
application and stakeholder engagement, construction and marketing and sales. 
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2.4 The document states that activities carried out by a third-party contractor in relation to residential 
developments of an unconnected developer are not intended to fall within the scope of the tax. 
This suggests that where a company does not have a legal interest in the land, it would not fall 
within scope, even if it provided construction services under a design and build contract. It is 
suggested that it needs to be clearly defined in the law that the RPDT will only apply up to the point 
a land interest is sold as this appears to be the suggestion in the consultation document. 

2.5 Further, it is not clear at what point a company that does not routinely undertake property 
development activities may fall within the scope of RPDT. For example, if a manufacturing company 
sold a former manufacturing site but obtained outline planning permission for a residential 
development prior to selling the land to achieve a better price, could the profit on selling the land 
be caught? On the face of it obtaining planning permission is an in-scope activity which suggests 
any profit would be caught (subject to the £25m allowance). If not, what level of further activity 
would need to be undertaken before the company may be in scope?  

2.6 The proposed tax charge on developers who build to hold residential property for investment, 
rather than for sale needs careful consideration. The consultation suggests that investors need to 
calculate a deemed profit at the conclusion of the construction phase and pay the RPDT on this 
deemed profit. This is out of step with the application of corporate tax and would raise funding 
issues with property investors in respect of how they pay the tax.  This “dry tax charge” may result 
in some build to rent and student accommodation projects not proceeding.  If the tax is to apply to 
build for investment then taxpayers should perhaps be given the option to pay the tax out of rental 
profits rather than having to fund on completion of a development.  The other option is that build 
for investment developers should be able to holdover paying the tax until the property is sold. 

3. Specific consultation questions 

3.1 Question 1: Is this definition a reasonable basis for identifying residential property in scope for 
the tax? Will companies be able to identify profits in scope using this definition? 

3.1.1 We consider that introducing a new definition of a ‘residential property’ to the tax legislation is 
likely to cause unnecessary complexity and uncertainty. Importing the existing stamp duty 
definition which is generally well understood in the property development sector, while making 
minimal modifications to this as are considered essential, would minimise uncertainty.  

3.2 Question 2: Do you agree with the approach to affordable housing? What are the implications for 
housing associations and to what extent would their taxable activities fall in scope? 

3.2.1 The government has a clear policy aim to support the delivery of more affordable housing, both for 
rent and available to buy.  The proposal in the consultation is that the delivery of affordable housing 
will be taxed if it is delivered at a profit that is already subject to corporate tax. It is welcomed that 
where housing associations benefit from a charitable relief to corporate tax that this should also 
extend to RPDT.  It is suggested that the law should be clear that following the transfer of land to a 
housing association, or other charitable organisation who is providing affordable housing, there 
should be no liability to RPDT either for the charity that is building the residential property or for 
any contractor/corporate partner who is involved in delivering the affordable housing under 
contract with the charity. 
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3.3 Question 3: Do you agree with this approach to communal housing? 

3.3.1 The list that the consultation sets out in the consultation document is largely reflective of the 
definition of buildings that are of a “relevant residential purpose” for the application of the VAT 
zero-rate.  It is suggested that there should be consistency between these two definitions as this 
would aid with clarity. 

3.3.2 In addition, hotels are included within the list of excluded property.  It is assumed that this is on the 
basis that, generally, hotels are not utilised as an individual’s main dwelling. It is suggested that 
further consideration is required in respect of “co-living” developments where the length of 
occupation can vary from a few days to several months.  Some co-living developments will have sui 
generis planning permission, some will have planning permission for use as a hotel, and others as a 
number of dwellings.  The planning classification is therefore not consistent across planning 
authorities and it is suggested that co-living should be treated in the same way for RPDT as hotels.  
This should be the case, regardless of the planning classification and should be a use-based 
definition.  Where a property is part used for temporary co-living for a limited period and not as 
permanent accommodation, a mechanism to allocate the development profit between different 
uses may be required.   

3.3.3 The difficulty in excluding communal housing and taxing other residential asset classes is that it 
could distract the market. 

3.4 Question 4: Do you agree with this approach to student housing? 

3.4.1 Modern student accommodation, generally, meets the design test for dwellings in Schedule 8 VAT 
Act 1994. Student accommodation is aimed at providing individuals a place to reside close to their 
higher or further education institution. It is not aimed at providing permanent residential 
accommodation. Indeed, in many cases student accommodation is provided for fixed term time 
use, with the accommodation put to other uses outside of term time (for example holiday season 
use). It is therefore questionable whether student accommodation is “residential property 
development”.  

3.4.2 The converse issue is that exempting student accommodation providers from the tax, yet taxing 
built to rent, or other “for rent” assets could lead to a distortion in competition as sites may become 
unviable for main market for rent, but viable for student accommodation.  This may therefore affect 
planning strategies and the mix of building use that local authorities wish to achieve.   

3.4.3 It is therefore suggested that all semi-permanent residential asset classes should be included within 
the scope of the tax, or all should be excluded, and the design of the student accommodation should 
not be the test.  

3.5 Question 5: Is there an alternative to the approach described for retirement housing, which 
considers provision of care and allied services, that should be considered? 

3.5.1 We consider that the exclusion from RPDT for retirement housing being dependent on the level of 
care and allied services causes uncertainty. Including a list of a minimum level of services that if 
provided would exclude the property from RDPT could provide a welcome safe harbour for 
businesses.  
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3.5.2 Additionally, the company undertaking retirement housing development may be unconnected to 
the party that ultimately operates the accommodation and ultimately decides what level of care 
and allied services will be provided. The liability of the development company’s profits to RPDT 
being contingent on the future actions of an unconnected party will generate uncertainty and tax 
risk. 

3.6 Question 6: Are there additional forms of communal housing that you believe should be excluded 
from the definition of residential property activity for the purposes of the RPDT? 

3.6.1 We consider that where staff accommodation is commonly developed as part of a communal 
housing developments (for example nurse accommodation on hospital grounds) this should also 
specifically be excluded from scope of RPDT. 

3.7 Question 7: How should income from the development stage of build-to-rent activities be 
measured for the purposes of the tax? Do groups already recognise build-to-rent income in their 
development profits? On what basis? 

3.7.1 “Income” is not recognised from the development phase of a build to rent investment.  The asset 
will usually be held on the balance sheet as a fixed asset, with any uplift in value refloated. 

3.7.2 If a notional development profit is imputed for RPDT, a provision needs to be included to eliminate 
that element of profit from any future capital gain on a later sale of the property in order to prevent 
a double charge of the same profit to RPDT. 

3.8 Question 8: What are the implications of models 1, 2a and 2b for businesses?   

3.8.1 Model 1 does not accurately target profits from residential development activities but casts a wide 
net which will tax profits from other sources. We consider this would be unfair given the stated 
policy goal of RDPT. This model would likely result in significant levels of non-residential property 
development profits falling within the scope of the tax. 

3.8.2 The untargeted approach of Model 1 is also likely to result in groups of companies restructuring 
their activities to ensure that non-residential property development activities are ring-fenced from 
residential development activities. Although such restructuring would appear to be within the spirit 
of the new tax (given that non-residential development profits are not targeted), it would place an 
unreasonable burden on groups to ensure that profits from activities not intended to be caught by 
RPDT remain out of its scope. 

3.9 Question 9: Which approach is preferred?   

3.9.1 Models 2a and 2b are both targeted and seek to only tax the profits derived from residential 
property activities and so are preferable to Model 1.  

3.9.2 We envisage that model 2a would generally be preferred by business as the concept of taxable 
profit is well understood and the new regime is likely to be administered by tax staff. Tax 
computations for each group company will be readily available, and where group accounts are 
required, consolidated tax workings will also be available which should aid the application of model 
2a. 
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3.9.3 It is not clear from the consultation what further adjustments are envisaged to the accounting 
profits under model 2b when quantifying profits liable to RPDT. The greater the number and 
complexity of adjustments, the more duplication will arise (as many tax adjustments will have 
already been undertaken to identify profits chargeable to corporation tax (PCTCT)) and the less 
attractive model 2b will become. 

3.9.4 The consolidated group accounts may include consolidation only adjustments e.g. recognition and 
amortisation of goodwill from historic acquisitions which don’t exist at individual entity level. 
Adjusting for these will introduce additional complexity and will require profit adjustments that are 
ordinarily not required. 

3.10 Question 10: Which of these would be administratively easier for major residential property 
developers to operate? 

3.10.1 Model 1 would likely be administratively easiest to operate, but for the reasons set out at 3.8.1 - 
3.8.2 we do not consider that it should be favoured. Either model 2a or 2b may be preferred by 
different groups depending on their organisational and internal financial reporting structures.  

3.10.2 Both model 2a and model 2b seek to achieve the same goal i.e. to only tax profit arising from 
residential development activities and it is only the mechanics for quantifying that profit that 
differs. Accordingly, we suggest that including both model 2a and model 2b in the legislation and 
allowing groups to make an irrevocable election to adopt either model, given their administrative 
preference, should be considered.  

3.11 Question 11: Where should the significance test be set for model 1? 

3.11.1 We do not consider a significance test can be set which sufficiently targets the new tax to residential 
property development activities. Too low a significant test would catch too much non-residential 
development activity while too high a test could encourage groups with mixed developments to 
organise activities to avoid RDPT. 

3.12 Question 12: What would be the best approach to achieving an apportionment for income and 
expenditure that is fair without being unduly burdensome? 

3.12.1 We anticipate that most developers will readily be able to apportion income and direct expenditure 
within cost of sales between residential and non-residential activities to identify the gross profit 
relating to each. However, where mixed use developments are undertaken, a provision may be 
required to enable a blended margin for a scheme to be used. 

3.12.2 To the extent that any exceptional items relate specifically to either residential or non-residential 
activities, we consider that they could also be specifically allocated. 

3.12.3 An option could then be included for other general administrative overheads to be apportioned 
between residential and non-residential activities pro rata to the gross profit split identified as set 
out at 3.12.1 above. This would reduce the compliance cost of administering RDPT. However, if 
groups prefer, we consider they should also have the option to split their administrative overheads 
on a line by line basis rather than using such general apportionment.  

3.12.4 This would give an accounting profit from operations for both residential and non-residential 
activities. The relative proportion of operating profit from residential activities to total operating 
profit could then be applied to adjusted taxable profits (as adjusted for interest expenses and 
certain loss relief where required) to identify the profits subject to RDPT. 
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3.12.5 Ultimately, we consider that the profit apportionment exercise is likely to place the greatest 
administrative burden groups in complying with the proposed RPDT. The less prescriptive the 
apportionment process and the greater the flexibility for groups to make just and reasonable 
apportionments in calculating relevant profits, the more efficiently the apportionments can be 
made. 

3.13 Question 13: To help inform the design, what are the sector’s expectations for future losses? 

3.13.1 No comment. 

3.14 Question 14: Do you consider there is any method of allowing carried forward losses, which can 
provide both fairness and minimal administrative burden? 

3.14.1 We consider that enabling residential property development losses to be carried forward in line 
with normal corporation tax rules is fair and easy to administer. A separate memorandum of 
residential property development losses and general trading losses would be required, but the 
value to business of being able to carry forward losses should comfortably outweigh this additional 
administration. 

3.15 Question 15: What are the implications of excluding interest and funding costs from the measure 
of profits for RPDT purposes? 

3.15.1 Property developers take on debt for commercial reasons to help fund additional projects and 
maximise profits after incurring any associated finance expense. The UK tax legislation already 
includes provisions designed to prevent excessive or non-commercial deductions for interest (e.g. 
Transfer Pricing, Corporate Interest Restriction).  To disallow finance costs incurred on raising debt 
to fund development projects would prevent RPDT being a profit based tax, as interest expense is 
a legitimate cost to factor in when calculating profit. 

3.15.2 To the extent that interest is allowable for corporation tax purposes and is properly apportioned to 
residential property development activities, we consider that making further adjustments to that 
interest expense for the purposes of quantifying profits for RPDT adds unnecessary additional 
complexity. 

3.15.3 Also, for groups that have PCTCT of less than £25m (the proposed allowance), the need to calculate 
a separate profit figure for the purposes of RPDT will create additional complexity when 
determining whether they are within the scope of RPDT. 

3.15.4 Accounting standards also impute notional interest expense on deferred land creditor payments 
where none exists under the contract to reflect the net present value of the future payments. Such 
imputed interest should be excluded from any interest disallowance under RPDT. 

3.16 Question 16: Do you agree that the same approach regarding treatment of carried forward losses 
for the calculation of the profits for the tax should apply for the calculation of profits for the 
allowance? 

3.16.1 Yes. 
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3.17 Question 17: Do you think it is more appropriate for the definition of a group for the purposes of 
this tax to be based on a tax rule or an accounting standard?   

3.17.1 The tax definitions of groups are well understood. As the RDPT is likely to be administered by tax 
staff, a tax definition would be more appropriate and cause less complexity. 

3.18 Question 18: Which existing definition of a group for tax or accounting purposes do you think 
would be most appropriate for this purpose? 

3.18.1 The corporation tax definition for group loss relief purposes could be appropriate. For loss relief 
purposes companies that meet this group definition are essentially treated as a single economic 
entity by being allowed to offset profits and losses for tax purposes. 

3.19 Question 19: What rules, in addition to your preferred group definition, do you consider would 
be required to ensure that the threshold is applied to a single economic entity? 

3.19.1 None. 

3.20 Question 20: What would you consider to be appropriate measures of economic participation in 
a joint venture?   

3.20.1 Joint ventures or collaboration agreements can be complex with different parties contributing in 
differing ways, either financially or through the provision of services and skills. It is not clear from 
the consultation question whether the idea is that participation below a certain level of share of 
income or profit from a joint venture would result in the participant not being taxed. Alternatively, 
the suggestion may be that the application of the tax to a participator may depend on what it 
contributes to the joint venture. 

3.20.2 As an example, if a joint venture agreement contemplates one party contributing the land, and 
another contributing construction expertise, would the latter not be taxed under RPDT as it is 
potentially not involved in the sale of the residential property as it will never have legal title to the 
land? It is suggested that the law and HMRC guidance will need to be prescriptive and ensure 
fairness for parties who adopt an arms’ length approach to appointing contractors, and those would 
choose to collaborate with contractors through a joint venture scheme.  As the consultation states 
that third parties providing construction services are not within the scope of the RPDT, it is 
suggested that participation in a joint venture, whether incorporated or unincorporated, should be 
treated in the same way.  

3.20.3 Further, in some joint venture arrangements one party will simply providing funding and, through 
the joint venture mechanism, will receive a return on its investment by reference to a priority profit 
share based on sales.  It is suggested that to encourage investment in residential property 
development this type of “silent partner” is not treated as a residential property developer for the 
purposes of the tax. 

3.20.4 The outcome of the above is that if a contractor or investor participates in a joint venture with a 
landowner who will sell residential property the outcome would be as follows: 

• Unincorporated/fiscally transparent joint venture – no tax on contractor or investor party 

• Incorporated joint venture – no tax on contractor investor party if the joint venture itself 
did not exceed £25m in profits in a year 
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3.20.5 The above outcomes could result in one party to a joint venture being subject to RPDT as they, in 
their own right are a residential property developer, and the other parties not being treated in the 
same way.  It is questionable as to whether this is fair when the parties are coming together with 
the goal of carrying out a residential development. Further, it would be expected that the joint 
venture agreement would be drafted in such a way that the liability for the tax would be shared by 
the participants, regardless of their individual status. It may therefore be simpler to test whether 
the joint venture itself, whether fiscally transparent or not, is a residential property developer.  For 
simplicity, it would seem appropriate to establish if the joint venture, whether incorporated or 
otherwise, is a “residential property developer” and this status would then apply to the 
participants, for the specific development, and their liability to tax would be determined by their 
overall residential property income in the year concerned. 

3.21 Question 21: What would you consider to be an appropriate hurdle for a participator becoming 
liable to tax in respect of the joint venture?   

3.21.1 Please see reply to the above.  Any group definition should rely on existing corporate tax definitions.  

3.22 Question 22: Do you have any other observations regarding the use of joint venture structures in 
the UK residential property development sector? 

3.22.1 No further comments. 

3.23 Question 23: Do you agree that these principles should guide the decision on the rate of the tax?   

3.23.1 With the planned increased in corporate tax to 25%, this additional will increase the tax burden on 
the sector.  Tax is a consideration when businesses consider viability of sites.  Any additional tax 
erodes margins and will undoubtedly have an effect on housing supply where sites are at the 
margins of viability.  As outlined above, taxing the provision of affordable housing would seem to 
run contrary to government objectives. 

3.23.2  If the tax is to be implemented, taxpayers must be provided with certainty.  It is suggested that the 
law requires a sunset clause to be in line with the stated policy regarding purpose (namely raising 
£2bn over ten years).  It is suggested that the tax should be time limited and expire at the earlier of 
the target revenue being reached, or 10 years from the date of implementation.  

3.24 Question 24: Do you have any initial views on the cumulative impact of the RPDT and the 
Gateway 2 levy? 

3.24.1 No comments. 

3.25 Question 25: Do you agree that the RPDT should be reported using the same periods as for CT? 

3.25.1 Yes, this would simplify administration. 

3.26 Question 26: Do you see any difficulties applying the CT rules for accounting periods to any of the 
models and if so, how could they be overcome?   

3.26.1 As noted in the consultation document, companies in a group, or interests in joint ventures may 
not all have coterminous year ends. In that instance adopting the year end of the consolidated 
group accounts and taking a time apportioned basis of profits from entities with any other year end 
would seem appropriate. 
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3.27 Question 27: For models 1 and 2a would there be any difficulties for a given company in knowing 
that the group’s thresholds for the RPDT have been satisfied? 

3.27.1 There may be difficulties in the overall group identifying whether the £25m allowance has been 
exceeded where there are significant variances from accounting to taxable profits. These difficulties 
will be increased where additional RPDT only adjustments are required, such as further interest 
expense disallowances. 

3.27.2 We consider that the introduction of a gateway test whereby the RPDT legislation does not apply 
unless accounting profit or turnover exceeds a prescribed amount, would significantly ease the 
administrative burden. This would help prevent smaller groups having to undertake complex and 
detailed calculations simply to ensure that their profits from residential activities do fall within the 
£25m allowance and that RPDT does not apply. 

3.28 Question 28: If there is a requirement for separate registration, is 90 days from the end of the 
accounting period a reasonable timeframe? 

3.28.1 As the consultation states, the simplest way to report the tax is through the existing corporate tax 
process. An additional registration is not viewed as necessary and it is suggested that the calculation 
of the tax and reporting on the CT return should provide the government with sufficient information 
to track to the application of the new tax.   

3.29 Question 29: If possible, would including RPDT amounts within quarterly instalment payments 
be preferable? Or would this create any issues? 

3.29.1 On the whole we agree that aligning RPDT with the quarterly instalment payment regime is 
manageable, assuming that the lower rate of late payment interest that applies for corporation tax 
quarterly instalments would also apply for RPDT as any tax paid will necessarily be based on 
estimate profits. 

3.29.2 Care may be required on transition into the scheme which is intended to apply from 1 April 2022, 
and we would suggest that the earliest dates for RPDT payments should not fall due until after that 
date. For example, a company with a year ended 30 June 2022 that is ‘very large’ would be due to 
make its first corporation tax instalment payment on 14 September 2021. We would suggest that 
on transition, a separate notional accounting period started on 1 April 2022 and ending on the 
balance sheet date should be applied when determining RPDT instalment payments.  

3.30 Question 30: Do you agree that allowing a nominated company to act on behalf of the group 
would reduce the compliance burden?   

3.30.1 Yes. 

3.31 Question 31: Do you foresee any difficulties with the nominated company calculating and 
reporting RPDT liability on behalf of the whole group?   

3.31.1 We do not foresee any difficulties. 

3.32 Question 32: Are there any practical issues around the nominated company accessing 
information from the rest of the group?   

3.32.1 This is likely to depend on the internal structure of the group, but as RPDT will only apply to UK 
activities, we do not envisage this being an issue.  
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3.33 Question 33: Would specific rules be needed for companies whose AP does not coincide with the 
nominated company's AP? 

3.33.1 None noted. 

3.34 Question 34: Do you have any comments on the proposed commencement date? 

3.34.1 We welcome the consultation process in respect of the RPDT but are concerned that there is 
insufficient time for well thought out legislation to be introduced in line with the government’s 
proposal for the tax to apply from 1 April 2022.  

3.34.2 The new tax will place a significant financial and administrative burden on large residential property 
developers and it is essential that the legislation is well understood by both HMRC and property 
developers prior to the regime coming into force. 

3.35 Question 35: Do you have any views on avoidance risks generally, and how these should be 
minimised?   

3.35.1 We consider that the greatest risk is likely to arise in groups that carry out mixed developments, or 
undertake activities other than residential property development. Assuming model 2a or 2b is 
adopted, such groups will have to undertake an exercise to split profits between those that are in 
scope of RPDT are those which are not. Such apportionments are likely to require judgement which 
creates an inherent risk that relevant profits may be understated. 

3.35.2 Ensuring that the RPDT is subject to the same penalty regime as corporation tax for careless and 
deliberate errors should mitigate this risk. 

3.36 Question 36: Do you have any observations on the proposed anti-avoidance provisions, or other 
avoidance risks? 

3.36.1 No additional avoidance risks have been noted. 

3.37 Question 37: Do you think it would be necessary to introduce additional rules to ensure 
compliance or to make administration of the tax easier?    

3.37.1 We consider that aligning the RPDT as closely as possible with corporation tax rules will ease 
administration and compliance costs for business. 

3.38 Question 38: Would you adjust your development plans, build out strategy, or land acquisition 
strategy in response the implementation of this tax? If yes, how? 

3.38.1 No comment. 

3.39 Question 39: Are there other ways you would adapt your development plans in response to the 
implementation of this tax? If yes, how? 

3.39.1 No comment. 



RPDT: Comments from Saffery Champness 
 

 

 

[Filepath] 

Page 13 of 13 

 

 

3.40 Question 40: Are there other potential impacts on housing supply? 

3.40.1 Additional tax on the sector may lead to an increased cost of homes will undoubtedly result in an 
increase in the cost of homes. There is considerable cost pressure on housebuilders as raw materials 
continue to rise in price.  The RDPT will lead to an increased tax burden, in addition to the increased 
rates of corporation tax.  Further, any additional taxation in the supply chain of affordable housing 
and build to rent sectors will put pressure on the development of sites that are marginal. The 
government has a clear stated policy that more houses are to be built.  The RPDT does not seem to 
be aligned with this policy. 

3.41 Question 41: Is there anything further the government might want to consider in relation to the 
design of the tax which would help minimise the impact on housing supply? Or other housing 
policy objectives? 

3.41.1 See response to question 40. 

3.42 Question 42: Is there anything the government might want to consider with regards to the impact 
of the tax on the supply of affordable housing? 

3.42.1 See response to question 40. 

3.43 Question 43: Do you have any comments on the summary of impacts? 

3.43.1 No comment. 

4. About Saffery Champness  

4.1 Saffery Champness is the 15th largest UK accountancy firm by fee income. We presently have more 
than 80 UK partners and over 700 staff in nine offices in the UK and further offices in Guernsey, 
Geneva, Zurich, Dublin and Dubai.  

4.2 We are a firm with a deliberate focus; we do not try to be all things to all people. Instead we choose 
to specialise in specific sectors and areas of business where we have real in-depth expertise and 
experience. These include real estate development and investment, not-for-profit, private wealth, 
landed estates and rural businesses, professional and consultancy businesses, entrepreneurs, and 
sports and entertainment. 

 


