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SECTION 1: MINISTER’S FOREWORD 
 

Introduction 
In presenting this summary of the responses to the property tax review consultation 
(“the Green Paper”), the Council of Ministers would like to thank all those who took 
the time to respond either in writing, using the online questionnaire or by joining one 
of the focus groups/workshops. 

The consultation period ran from July 2014 to January 2015, coinciding with the 
Island’s first general election and drew an emotional response from Islanders. Partly 
as a result of the strength of feeling expressed by Islanders, the Treasury has taken 
extra time to consider the feedback received. 

The primary purpose of this document is to provide a summary of the responses 
received to the Green Paper, however, we have also taken the opportunity to outline 
some conclusions and indicate areas where further work should be undertaken by 
the Treasury and colleagues from across Government. 

The case for change 

When reviewing the responses I was struck by the number of respondents who 
argued for the maintenance of the Island’s current property tax system and against 
new property taxes. I broadly agree with the position of these respondents and can 
confirm that I will not being making wholescale changes to the taxation of property 
during my term as Treasury and Resources Minister. 

However that does not mean that the current property tax system is perfect and, as 
many of the respondents to the consultation indicated, there are a number of aspects 
of the current system which need to be improved. Through this consultation process 
I believe the case has been made to consider a series of discreet improvements to 
the current property tax system; whilst leaving the base of that system largely 
unchanged. 

Guiding principles 

The consultation was primarily focussed on the principles that should be used to 
develop a coherent property tax system for Jersey.  

However, as the responses to the consultation provide little support for a separate 
set of principles governing property taxation, the Council of Ministers propose that 
any future improvements are guided by the long-term tax policy principles agreed by 
the States as part of the Strategic Plan 2015-2018, namely: 
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• Taxation must be necessary, justifiable and sustainable 
• Taxes should be low, broad, simple and fair 
• Everyone should make an appropriate contribution to the cost of providing 

services, while those on the lowest incomes are protected 
• Taxes must be internationally competitive 
• Taxation should support economic, environmental and social policy 

This approach should ensure that property taxes are looked at and improved as part 
of the overall tax system in the Island. 

Examples identified in the Green Paper 

The consultation paper outlined some examples of how the guiding principles could 
be applied in practice. To ensure that Islanders are now clear on the Treasury’s 
position on each example, they are addressed below. 

1. Modernising the rates system 

I am a strong supporter of the Parish system and believe that the rates system 
should remain broadly as it is. 

The Island’s community of rates assessors provide an efficient and low cost 
administration process and I have no intention of moving that administration away 
from the Parishes. On the basis that the assessment process is currently low cost I 
am unconvinced of the benefits of moving to a form of self-assessment for rates 
purposes. 

A number of rates assessors took part in the consultation and identified in their 
responses areas where the current system can be improved. For example, we 
should be better at communicating to ratepayers that, although collected by the 
Parishes, a proportion of the rates they pay goes to the States. We will work with the 
Comité des Connétables and rates assessors to identify how we could improve 
those aspects of the system.  

One issue that was identified through the consultation is the fact that the Rates Law 
does not allow for the revaluation of rateable values. This means that over time, the 
rates burden will become unfairly distributed amongst ratepayers. This situation has 
been discussed by the Council of Ministers and we consider that this unfairness 
should be addressed as soon as possible. The MTFP Addition 2017-2019, and 
subsequently the 2017 Budget, therefore proposes that, working with the Comité des 
Connétables and rates assessors, the Rates Law should be changed to allow for low 
cost, periodic revaluations. 
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2. Non-domestic property rates 

As the previous report into the taxation of non-locally owned non-finance companies 
makes clear, there are very few options for raising revenue from such companies 
which are consistent with our international commitments to remove harmful taxation 
measures1. In trying to raise revenue from such companies in a compliant way, 
property taxes were identified as being the “least damaging economically”. 

The consultation responses highlight the continuing concern from Islanders about 
the lack of a direct tax contribution from such companies and it is therefore clear that 
the area of non-domestic property rates deserves further consideration. However as 
indicated in the MTFP Addition 2017-2019 it would be unfair to seek to raise more 
revenue in this way until the Rates Law allows for periodic revaluations. 

The Green Paper made reference to the possible determination of non-domestic 
property rates on the basis of the bare land value. Although I recognise the 
economic arguments for this approach, it is not practical and hence no work will be 
undertaken on reviewing this concept.  

3. Taxing of super-normal profits on disposal of property 

No work will be undertaken by the Treasury on the concept of taxing super-normal 
profits on the disposal of property located in the Island. 

Under the existing rules taxpayers that engage in the trade of property development 
are subject to income tax on the profits that they generate from that activity. However 
determining when a taxpayer is “trading” is not always clear-cut and can, on 
occasions, be difficult for the Taxes Office to prove. The Taxes Office does review 
borderline cases and where appropriate has taken taxpayers to the Commissioners 
of Appeal, however it would be beneficial for both the Taxes Office and taxpayers if it 
were clearer in what circumstances a property disposal were subject to income tax 
under the property development provisions. 

The Taxes Office will consider potential changes to the Income Tax Law that would 
make it clearer when a property disposal will be subject to income tax under the 
property development provisions. I have asked that these potential changes are 
brought forward for consultation before the 2018 Budget. 

4. Development gains 

Respondents to the consultation were firmly against the concept of taxing gains on 
property disposals but showed much broader support for taxing windfall gains which 

                                                
1 See: http://www.gov.je/News/2012/Pages/TaxingForeignCompanies.aspx  
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accrue as a consequence of decisions made by government (e.g. where land is 
rezoned for development, planning permission is granted). 

The Planning and Environment Minister, with close support from the Housing 
Minister, is currently looking at whether the planning system can be used to capture 
value in these circumstances for the benefit of the public. 

On this basis, the Treasury will undertake no further work in this area until such time 
as the Planning and Environment Minister has completed his work. If sustainable 
measures are brought forward which extract appropriate value from developments, 
there will be no requirement for a Treasury led measure.  

5. Mortgage interest tax relief (“MITR”) 

The issue of MITR was a divisive one. Many respondents indicated how important 
MITR had been in helping them to obtain and keep their home. Others believed that 
the tax system should not be used to support home ownership. 

The economic arguments against MITR are clear and persuasive. As outlined in the 
2016 Budget Statement, it is inefficient and counterproductive. MITR is likely to 
increase housing demand and – with no compensating increase in housing supply – 
is likely to be capitalised (at least partly) into higher house prices. 

Even in the current low interest rate environment the availability of MITR significantly 
reduces the income tax revenue received by the Treasury. This reduction will 
become more significant when interest rates normalise in the future. In line with both 
the Strategic Plan priority of delivering sustainable public finances and our long term 
tax policy principles, now is the right time to start phasing out MITR. 

We fully acknowledge that it is crucial that we limit the impact of the removal on 
those currently benefitting from the relief by phasing it out gradually. In the 2016 
Budget I proposed, and the States Assembly supported, that this process would be 
implemented over a decade, commencing next year. 

6. Interest tax relief for landlords 

Landlords - particularly landlords based outside the Island - should not be able to 
reduce the amount of Jersey tax that they pay on their rental income through the use 
of artificial arrangements. PwC’s report identified a potential way of addressing such 
arrangements through the introduction of an alternative minimum tax (“AMT”), 
calculated by reference to the gross rental income received by the landlord. The 
consultation responses, however, do not demonstrate convincing support for a 
complicated policy response, such as an AMT, at this time. 
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From the 2014 year of assessment the Comptroller of Taxes was given extra powers 
to challenge the interest deductions claimed against rental income where the terms 
relating to the interest/loan are not commercial. I have asked the Taxes Office to 
continue to monitor the impact of this law change and provide me with update at the 
end of this year, such that if further action is necessary, appropriate measures can 
be brought forward in the 2018 Budget. 

7. Stamp duty and land transaction tax 

The economic arguments against stamp duties, and similar transaction taxes, are 
well rehearsed. However, stamp duties are a significant source of revenue for the 
States of Jersey and there is little scope or appetite to make reductions at the current 
time. 

Where possible, I believe that any reductions in stamp duty should be focussed at 
the lower end of the property market, helping people to get on to the housing ladder 
and reducing one of the obstacles to downsizing. This belief was reflected in the 
stamp duty reduction on mortgages for anyone – not just first-time buyers – buying a 
home costing not more than £450,000 introduced in the 2016 Budget. 

Respondents did indicate that there were changes to the system which could be 
investigated, allowing us to keep pace with global developments in this area. For 
example, our current lack of group relief within the stamp duty system acts as a 
barrier to internal business restructuring, discouraging restructuring that may be 
beneficial to the Island’s productivity.  

The Tax Policy Unit and the Judicial Greffe will work together on a review of the 
revenue aspects of the Stamp Duties and Fees Law to see how it could be simplified 
and modernised. The scope of this review will not include what property related 
transactions need to be registered with the Royal Court. A review of the Island’s 
property law is firmly outside the remit of this Ministry. 

Concluding remarks 

This consultation prompted strong responses from Islanders, both in their written 
responses and at the workshops we held. The clear message that we received from 
this process was that our current system for taxing property should be left broadly as 
it is. 

Improvements to the current system – improvements identified by Islanders – will be 
made but we will not be seeking any radical reform. In answer to the main concerns 
raised during the consultation: 

• the responsibility for rates will remain with the Parishes 
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• there will not be a move to centralise rates administration 
• no new property tax is being proposed by the Treasury 

One of the criticisms often levied at Government is that they do not listen to 
consultation feedback. I hope that we have demonstrated here that this consultation 
was genuine and that having received your views we have acted upon them. 

 

 

 

Senator Alan Maclean 

Minister for Treasury & Resources 
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SECTION 2: INTRODUCTION 
A Green Paper consultation (“the Green Paper”) was launched on the future of 
Jersey’s property tax system in July 2014.  It was the first consultation that asked the 
public to consider what property we tax, how we tax it and who pays it, with the hope 
to gain a set of clear unified policies for the future development of the Island’s 
property system.  

The Green Paper was indicated as the first step to reforming the property tax 
system.  It was therefore designed to stimulate debate in the community and receive 
feedback about the various property tax issues. 

Questions were posed throughout the consultation to encourage reflection and 
feedback on the issues raised.  There were a total of 30 questions posed in the 
Green Paper on the different areas of the property tax system.  Contributions were 
welcomed from everyone in the community through various gateways: 

• Focus groups 
• Online survey 
• Email 
• Written response 

 

2.1 RESPONSES 
A total of 208 responses were received in the six-month consultation period from 18 

July 2014 to 31 January 2015.  

34 people were engaged through a total of 4 focus groups and 1 workshop. 7 people 
were property professionals, 7 representatives from business/industry 
groups/Associations and 20 were members of the public.  A summary of the main 
points raised from these meetings is included in this report and the full document can 
be found in the appendix (See Appendix 1).  

100 people completed the online consultation through the States website.  Every 
person who completed the online consultation made a comment on one or more 
area, giving a total of 2,058 individual comments on the various questions posed 
through the online consultation.  

74 separate written submissions were received via the post or by email.  Email and 
written submissions came from various businesses, Associations, Parish Rates 
Assessors, the third sector and members of the public.  
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SECTION 3: BACKGROUND  
There were two documents produced for the property tax consultation – the Green 
Paper which was launched in July 2014 and a broad review of property taxation 
carried out and produced by PwC LLP, resulting in a number of examples for the 
reform of the taxation of property in Jersey that would be consistent with the policy 
principles outlined therein.  These documents were made available to the general 
public through the consultation portals to support public engagement in the review.  

The intention of the Green Paper was to introduce the public to why property tax was 
being reviewed; provide an overview of the aim of the property tax review; introduce 
people to the principles Treasury and Resources believe are important when 
reviewing property taxation; and then introducing the areas that were considered to 
potentially benefit from reform, providing examples of what that reform might look 
like. 

Why is property tax being reviewed? 

To further stabilise the tax base through establishing a modern, efficient property tax 
system. 

The aim of the property tax review 

To ensure Jersey has a property tax system that is: 

• Modern 
• Coherent 
• Transparent 
• Minimises distortions 
• Acknowledges the contributions made by the public to increase property value 
• Appropriate for Jersey 

Suggested principles of property taxation for Jerse y 

To reflect international best practice through: 

• Consultation = public engagement 
• Coherence and certainty = improve understanding and transparency 
• Efficiency and growth = create a stable source of economically efficient tax 

revenue 
• Support for the competitive environment = should not make Jersey a 

significantly less attractive place to invest than our key competitors 
• Fairness = taxes prepared on up to date information and reflects the 

taxpayers ability to pay 
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• Fiscal stability and sustainability = stable and sustainable revenues which 
allow for better management of Jersey’s public finances. 

Tax reform 

The four areas identified in the review as potentially benefitting from reform were: 

• Modernising the basis for charging annual property taxes 
• Ensuring the public share in the benefit arising from increases in property 

values that they helped to create 
• Modernising the tax relief for the cost of buying property 
• Changes to stamp duty and land transaction tax 

Consultation 

The public consultation took place for just over 6 months from July 2014 through to 
the end of January 2015. 

 

3.1 SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Purpose of the Summary of Responses 

The intention of the questions posed through the Green Paper was to encourage 
engagement, reflection and feedback on the issues presented.  

With 208 total respondents and in excess of 3,000 comments on the different 
questions posed, the public demonstrated that they wanted to engage and have a 
voice on the property tax review. 

To enable this process, the Summary of Responses pulls together what the public 
have said in response to the questions.  

This report does not correct erroneous assumptions or draw conclusions.  

This report presents the main themes that were fed back to Treasury and 
Resources by all respondents. 
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How the Summary of Responses was produced 

The summary of responses is produced from an analysis of the comments that were 
made through the various consultation portals.  The comments made in writing have 
been combined with those from the online consultation and the focus groups.  A 
thematic review2 of the comments was completed to highlight the main points made 
in answer to the questions asked in the consultation.  

Quantitative data was also produced from the online consultation.  The results to the 
quantifiable questions asked can be found in Appendix 2 and are highlighted in the 
Summary of Responses. 

Challenges posed by the consultation methods 

A review of the comments made in response to the consultation posed a particular 
challenge.  The questions asked changed in wording or format for each method of 
engagement.  

For example: 

• The Green Paper posed the questions as highlighted below in Table 1 
• The focus groups were given a directed engagement through discussions 

about the key principles and the examples used in the Green Paper, as 
highlighted in Appendix 1 

• The online consultation broke the original questions highlighted in Table 1 
down, and in some cases reworded them.  There were a total of 46 individual 
questions asked through the online consultation.  These were either 
quantitative or qualitative questions 

To overcome these problems, all forms of correspondence have been sorted into the 
relevant “question areas”, as posed through the online consultation due to the higher 
number of questions asked, and a thematic review has been undertaken on each 
question area. 

  

                                                
2 Thematic review, or coding, is a qualitative analysis of text to identify common themes or ideas 
(Gibbs, 2007). 
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Table 1: 

1. Do you consider that the aims of the review provide the right framework for the future 
development of Jersey’s property tax system? 

 
2. Do you consider that the principles proposed for Jersey’s property tax system are adequate? Is 

there anything else you think should be included? Is there anything that should be excluded? 
 
3. The aim is to make the system more transparent, do you think this is an important principle? 

What are your views on this? Are there any other ways in which the rate system could be 
improved? 
 

4. What are your views on / Do you think that the annual property tax should be based on the sale 
value or the rental value of domestic properties? What are your views on the self-assessment 
basis for establishing the value of property, or a periodic revaluation?  Do you have a view on 
the types of relief that could be applied to owner-occupiers and to tenants who were unable to 
pay the tax? 

5. What are your views on an annual property tax based on the unimproved value of land or on 
the value of the property as a whole?  What are your views on a self-assessment basis for 
establishing the value of property or a periodic revaluation? Do you have a view on the types of 
relief that could be applied to those who were unable to pay the tax? 

6. Do you think that the public should share in the profits on disposal of property that has not been 
created by the owner?  

7. What factors do you think should be considered in designing a system of taxing gains not 
attributable to the actions of the owner?  Do you think that a rate of return allowance would be 
a reasonable way to establish the super-normal element of profits on disposal of property? To 
whom do you think this tax should apply? If it should be just applied to landlords, how could 
they be identified? 

8. Do you think that windfall gains arising from decisions of the States should be taxed? What are 
your views on Land Development Tax or the use of the planning system, or another 
mechanism, as an effective way of achieving this? 

9. What are your views on the use of Jersey’s tax system to support home ownership? Do you 
think that there are other options which should be considered to support housing affordability in 
Jersey, and what are they? What are your views on the options for phasing out mortgage 
interest tax relief (MITR) and do you have any other suggestions? 

10. What are your views on introducing a statutory limit on the amount of interest and other costs a 
landlord may claim against his tax liability? Do you think that the Comptroller should have 
discretion in this area? What factors do you think should be considered when setting the 
prescribed proportion? 

11. Do you think that a review of the stamp duty regime is required? If so, what issues should be 
included? What areas do you think should be prioritised? 

12. Are there any other issues associated with the taxation of land and buildings which should be 
considered as part of this review?  
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SECTION 4: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 
There were some overriding themes that came to light from the thematic review of 
responses to all of the questions: 

More clarity required  – throughout the responses to the consultation there were 
indications that the materials used were not easy to understand or access.  People 
raised concerns that they did not understand the PwC document and also found the 
Green Paper difficult to read.  This therefore impacted on people being able to 
meaningfully engage with the consultation, and there were many comments made to 
suggest that people did not understand the questions that were being asked of them.  

No need for reform  – within every section of the consultation responses, there are 
multiple comments made to suggest that people are happy with the system as it is 
and do not want a reform to the property tax system.  

 

4.1 THE AIM OF THE PROPERTY TAX REVIEW 
The first section of the Green Paper presented the aim of the property tax review as 
being – to ensure that Jersey has a property tax system that is: 

• Modern 
• Coherent 
• Transparent 
• Minimises distortions 
• Acknowledges the contributions made by the public to increase property value 
• Appropriate for Jersey 

4.1 a) Do you consider that the aims of the review provide the right 
framework for the future development of Jersey’s pr operty tax 
system? 

67% of the online consultants stated that they did not feel that these aims provided 
the right framework for the future development of Jersey’s property tax system (See 
Appendix 2).  

There were general comments that although modern, coherent, transparent and 
appropriate for Jersey sound like good aims; meaning, definitions and examples are 
required. 
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Modern 

The majority of the comments suggested that the current system was fine and did 
not need any changes.  There was concern that a modern system meant a move to 
a centralised, bureaucratic system that would incur costs to run.  It was felt that the 
current system of collection met the aims of being ‘low, broad and simple’.  It was 
also felt that the current system has a high rate of compliance.  

Reflecting current economic thinking also raised comments.  There were 
suggestions that there are many types of economic thinking.  What was deemed 
more important was to have a system that was appropriate for Jersey, one that 
reflects Jersey as a small jurisdiction.  A system that is simple and well understood 
by all.  A system that is fair and equitable.  

Where there was agreement that the tax system required modernisation, this was 
considered as needing to be part of a more comprehensive review of the tax system 
as a whole.  

Coherent 

When thinking about how property taxes should fit within the overall aims of the 
system, the majority of comments suggested that there needed to be greater clarity 
and review of the tax system as a whole.  For example, there were concerns about 
the introduction of the Long-term Care Scheme and belief that the tax system is not 
joined up or balanced.  

It was recommended that no changes should be agreed without careful analysis of 
the financial implications for businesses and local people.  

Transparent 

The majority of concerns regarding transparency were raised in conjunction with the 
final paragraph of section 2 in the Green Paper (page 7): 

“The purpose of this review is not to raise additional revenues at this time. 
Rather, it is to ensure that Jersey’s property tax system is put on a sound footing 
so that if future States Assemblies wish to increase taxes, or change the blend of 
taxes whilst maintaining the same overall revenue, they can be confident that it 
can be done as efficiently and effectively as possible.” 

It was felt that this statement, and the review, was not being honest or clear in its 
intentions.  It was suggested that there would be little use in spending money on 
reviewing the system if there was no intention of change.  Assumptions were 
therefore made that the review was an attempt to pave the way, or a lever, to raise 
taxes in the future.  
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Where there was agreement that transparency was important, it was suggested that 
policies should be understood by all.  If the system is believed to be misunderstood, 
it was suggested that the States should provide clear guidance.  It was also felt that 
due to the relatively low levels of tax paid in Jersey, people were not motivated to 
learn about the tax system.  It was therefore recommended that any changes 
needed to be clearly publicised, as people will want to understand the reasons 
behind any increase in taxation.  

There were also comments that suggested that the PwC report and the Green Paper 
did not facilitate transparency.  The papers were too difficult to understand and were 
not clear in their intentions.  There were concerns that the review was not 
communicated to the public well and there were many affected people who would 
not have had the opportunity to voice their opinion.  

Minimise Distortions 

Commentaries felt that “middle Jersey”, or property owners, who live and work in 
Jersey, were being unfairly targeted by the proposals.  It was suggested that 
supporting competitiveness and not acting as a barrier to business growth meant 
that any proposals would be skewed in favour of corporates and wealthy. 

In contrast to this, there were also commentaries who felt Jersey should not adopt a 
system that would stifle inward investment and development in the island. There was 
a concern raised that the review contributed to an environment of uncertainty about 
tax treatment, so people / businesses would be less likely to invest. It was 
recommended that, if changes occurred, a realistic time frame should be given.  

A commentary suggested that the building industry was beleaguered by a cyclical 
bust or boom pattern.  Any property tax measures that supported the building 
industry to even out the peaks and troughs of this pattern were requested.  

Acknowledges the contribution made by the public to  increases in property 

There was very little support expressed for this aim.  The following reasons were 
given against public sharing in property value increase that was not due to the 
actions of the owner, in no particular order: 

• Increase in property value does not equate to more money, or ability to pay 
tax.  The funds will only be available on the sale of the property.  

• Aim appears unfair.  Property owners are taking the risks, e.g. downturn in 
market, ongoing costs and maintenance.  Public should also share in losses. 

• Difficult to breakdown the reason for an increase in property value to all the 
actual or alleged constituent parts.  
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• Suggestion that aim is an introduction of Capital Gains Tax or would be better 
dealt with by Capital Gains Tax. 

• Could erode value of moving to or living in the island. 
• Aim leads to uncertainty in competitive market. 
• Will add cost to businesses and threaten their viability. 
• Windfalls can be dealt with without changing the current system. 

Commentaries that discussed the viability of this option suggested that land value 
could be enhanced by changing its zoning through the Island Plan.  Some 
enhancement could be captured by the States, although it was felt important to not 
introduce measures that dis-incentivise landowners or developers.  

Appropriate for Jersey 

The majority of commentaries believe that the current system is appropriate for 
Jersey, in particular the current parish rates system.  There was a lot of support for 
the parish rates system by the respondents, stating that it is efficient, cost effective, 
democratic and has a high rate of compliance.  One commentary highlighted that a 
key action of the States Strategic Plan 2012 is to support and enhance the parish 
system, which are currently funded through the rates.  

Concerns were expressed that the proposals are not appropriate for Jersey at this 
time.  It is suggested that the proposals come at a time when Jersey consumers are 
struggling with low interest rates, low pay increases and the introduction of the Long-
term Care Scheme deductions.  Jersey consumers are said to be struggling 
financially.  There is concern that any tax increases will have a knock on effect, will 
destabilise the economy and could be a factor on whether people of high worth or 
have essential skills come to the island.  

There was also further reference to the PwC document whereby it is suggested that 
the document makes inappropriate comparisons for Jersey.  

 

4.2 PRINCIPLES OF JERSEY PROPERTY TAXATION 
• Consultation = public engagement 
• Coherence and certainty = improve understanding and transparency 
• Efficiency and growth = create a stable source of economically efficient tax 

revenue 
• Support for the competitive environment = should not make Jersey a 

significantly less attractive place to invest than our key competitors 
• Fairness = taxes prepared on up to date information and reflects the 

taxpayers ability to pay 
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• Fiscal stability and sustainability = stable and sustainable revenues which 
allow for better management of Jersey’s public finances. 

4.2 a) Do you consider that the principles proposed  for Jersey’s 
property tax system are adequate? 

59% (see Appendix 2) of people who completed the online consultation considered 
that these principles are not adequate for the proposed property tax system. 

Consultation  

Consultation is seen as positive and should be encouraged, particularly when the 
changes that are being proposed have such a wide reaching effect for the island.  
Issues that were raised regarding this consultation process were: 

• Consultation material  – needs to be accessible to all, language and volume 
must be considered 

• Planning  – timing for when to release a consultation is important. The 
elections and holidays were cited as impacting on this consultation 

• Options  – people need to feel their views have been considered, do not 
consult unless people have a real chance of affecting the outcome 

• Parishes  – consultation at parish level was indicated as more efficient 

Further to these higher level themes about consultation processes, points specific to 
the property tax review were: 

• Property tax is highly emotive, with all demographics feeling they were being 
targeted unfairly 

• Further consultation on specific proposals was requested before any changes 
are implemented 

• Information on the actual quantifiable effect for people would be needed, so 
they are able to make informed choices 

• More should be done to raise public awareness about the proposals 

Coherence and certainty 

Undertaking a property tax review actually caused uncertainty.  It was suggested that 
the principles point to changing the current system, therefore people felt the system 
is being reviewed because new regimes are being put in place.  There was a general 
sense of suspicion about the review together with a belief that taxes were going to 
increase.  An anxiety about future States Assemblies ability to raise taxes was 
expressed, which would not give certainty to residents or investors.  
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It was suggested that the current system was fine the way it is.  It is reported to be 
understood and transparent.  There was agreement that any reform should build 
upon the current legislative framework. 

Efficiency and Growth 

The majority of comments received indicated that there was no agreement to or 
support for recurrent taxes.  Many commentaries believed that a new tax was being 
implied, which they felt would lead to more money being taken from property owners 
(whether private or commercial), together with a liability for ever increasing tax bills.  
A recurring property tax was considered to discourage property ownership and 
damage enterprise, with a specific indication to a perceived struggling retail sector in 
Jersey.  

Further information on the actual figures and individual effect were requested for 
people to make any real informed decisions. 

Where recurring taxes were agreed to be more efficient, some commentaries felt the 
Parishes were the best option to administer these.  

Stamp duty was considered to be a fairer option, as people were charged a one-off 
fee at a time when they could afford to pay it.  However, there was some agreement 
that stamp duty was a distortive tax. 

States owned and Church properties were indicated in various comments as needing 
to be included in any proposals.  

There were references that property taxes should support the priorities of the States 
Island Plan 2011, including efficient use of scarce resources and bringing into 
prompt use land zoned for development to provide adequate housing. 

Support for the Competitive Environment 

Comments in this area contrasted widely.  There were impassioned and emotive 
responses regarding wanting a government that places the needs of the community 
above all else.  It was felt the States of Jersey should not look after the interests of 
international property investors who do not necessarily have the best interests of the 
island at heart.  It was suggested the island’s residents were a soft target who will 
have to meet the burden of States expenditure.  Supporting the competitive 
environment in this case is seen as unfair, as it is believed that businesses are 
supported without directly contributing to the island. 

There were also many contrasting comments supporting any measures that allow 
Jersey to be attractive and competitive to international investors.  There was concern 
expressed about any changes to the property tax system, as it is said to provide an 
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attractive destination for investment in its current form.  Any change was considered 
to lead to Jersey becoming less competitive, with not just inbound investors suffering 
but also local businesses and developers.  Additional tax may discourage future 
investment in development of commercial properties and increase the cost of doing 
business in Jersey. 

Fairness 

Fairness was indicated as essential to any new tax system.  However, there were 
also indications that fairness is the most difficult principle to address adequately, as it 
depends on personal circumstance as to what constitutes as fair.  

When breaking down the comments to understand what respondents indicate is fair, 
they suggest a tax system that places the duty on all to pay what is equitable and 
affordable; therefore the burden is not met by just one sector of Jersey.  

Indications from all of the consultation feedback suggest that all demographics felt 
they were being unfairly targeted by the examples that were used in the Green 
Paper.  Examples of feeling unfairly targeted included: 

• Property ownership does not equate to income. Many commentaries stated 
that property, or a rising property value, does not equate to having the means 
to pay property tax 

• Circumstantial consideration was requested, for example people who are 
retired, who have inherited property, have low incomes or maintain their 
property therefore increasing the property price 

• It was felt the principles indicate that offshore companies or businesses would 
be given financial or legal agreements that allow them to avoid paying tax 

• It was suggested that landlords would face inflationary pressures if gross 
rental income was taxed without considering the expenses that have been 
incurred 

Valuations were frequently indicated with queries as to who would value properties, 
and who would be picking up the bill to have this done on a regular basis.  There 
were concerns raised that valuations would lead to a mass of work at public expense 
and may not provide the stable income that the States expect. 

Discussion of windfall profits and the public uplift of land within the fairness principle 
highlighted that respondents believe a capital gains tax was being proposed.  The 
majority of comments in this area indicated that taxing windfall profits was not an 
acceptable idea.  It was felt unfair as windfall profits would not be returned in times of 
recession.  Also money to pay a tax on profits would only be available on the sale of 
the property.  
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Fiscal Stability and Sustainability 

The general theme indicated that people were suspicious of the review and felt that 
all the proposals within the Green Paper indicated raising taxes.  There was general 
agreement that the current system is acceptable, widely understood and provides 
the base for stability and sustainability.  

It was indicated that the principle of fiscal stability was at odds with the proposal to 
revalue property, indicating that doing so would lead to fluctuating assessments and 
revenues.  Further to this, there were comments to suggest the housing market in 
Jersey is fairly volatile, a property tax system should not add to this volatility.  

There were some comments indicating people would like the States of Jersey to 
have an in-house review, for example looking to reduce cost, reduce staffing cost, 
being more efficient and gaining control of the current expenditure, before looking to 
methods of increasing expenditure through taxes.  Commentaries suggested the 
proposal allows the government to double tax.  

4.2 b) Are there any other principles that should b e included? 

44% of people who answered the online consultation felt that there should be other 
principles or factors included in the proposal for Jersey’s property tax system. (See 
Appendix 2). 

The following suggestions are listed in order, most recurring at the top: 

1. Means testing – the financial status, welfare and obligations of residents 
should be considered 

2. A higher tax should be placed on developers and land speculators, in 
particular a windfall tax on rezoned land for housing and development 

3. Middle Jersey should be protected – various comments about the burden 
being placed on ‘middle Jersey’ were made throughout the online 
consultation. Some comments suggested that property owners who live and 
work in Jersey should not be unfairly penalised 

4. There were too many principles already in the Green Paper 
5. The States of Jersey should be looking to reduce public expenditure and 

States inefficiency 
6. The principle about transparency should include the States of Jersey 

providing clear information on how taxes are spent. There needs to be 
evidence of tight budget controls around taxes 

7. The States of Jersey should lose their commercial exemptions, and the States 
of Jersey and Churches should be subjected to the same tax proposals and 
agreed taxes 
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8. Income support payments should be checked, with people accounting for 
what they spend their income support payments on 

9. Rental properties – there was concern raised about a) rental costs becoming 
too high and therefore a control on rental increases needing to be put in 
place; and b) costs becoming too high for property owners of rental 
accommodation to manage, leading to a reduction of available rental 
accommodation 

10. Fears a centralised tax places too much power in the hands of too few people 
and leaves the twelve Parishes redundant 

11. France’s method of assessing property rates was considered fairer and easier 
to understand 

4.2 c) Are there any principles that should be excl uded? 

42% of the online respondents felt that there were principles that should be 
excluded, 32% stated they did not know. (See Appendix 2).  

The following suggestions are listed in order, most recurring at the top: 

1. Scrap the review and the principles in favour of sticking with the status quo. It 
was felt that the proposals would potentially cost more due to revaluations 
and changes to policy such as taxes based on property value 

2. Support for the competitive environment principle, as comments suggested 
that the States should be looking after the interests of locals first and 
foremost.  It was also indicated within this area that businesses should not be 
protected from paying taxes on profits made within the island 

3. Fairness principle, it was indicated to be unfair for the States to collect more 
taxes from all sectors and the term fairness is too subjective 

4. Fiscal stability and sustainability principle was considered to only meet the 
needs of the States, giving the States power to spend without reviewing the 
economic conditions of the island. It was suggested the principle does not 
meet the need of people struggling to buy and keep property 

5. Houses not benefitting from services, such as water, drains and gas should 
be excluded or charged less 

6.  Sites of Special Interest should be excluded or charged less.  
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4.3 MODERNISING THE BASIS FOR CHARGING ANNUAL 
PROPERTY TAXES 
This section of the Green Paper considered how charging annual property taxes 
could be modernised and used the current rates system as an example.  

4.3 a) Our aim is to make the rates system more tra nsparent; do 
you think this is an important principle? What are your views on 
this?  

There was a fairly equal divide between those who believe it is important to make the 
rates system more transparent and those who do not.  42% answered yes, they felt 
that making the rates system more transparent was an important principle and 41% 
answered no. (See Appendix 2). 

Four overriding themes came to light from the comments received. 

Keep the parish rates system unchanged 

The majority of comments received stated that they would like for the current parish 
rate system to remain untouched for the following reasons: 

Transparent  – it is believed by many that the systems in place already give the rates 
system transparency for those who wish to engage and learn about it.  Examples of 
transparency are; the rates list is a public document and can be accessed by 
everyone.  Officials are available to explain how rates decisions are made.  Parish 
assessors are available to discuss how properties are assessed.  Annual parish 
accounts are available.  Like-for-like is assessed (e.g. one bedroomed flat for one 
bedroomed flat) so it is felt that the rates are equitable.  

Trust  – it was highlighted that as the Green Paper had suggested, compliance with 
parish rates is high at 98%.  It is stated that there has been very few appeals or 
reviews since changes to the parish rates in 2005.  This indicates trust in the current 
system.  Keeping collection and spending at a local level brings a sense of security 
to parishioners, it is felt that the parishes spend the money prudently based on 
parishioners approval.  The revenue raised is enough to cover expenses of services 
provided by parish. 

Democratic  – the idea of parish rates being democratic was also prevalent in the 
comments.  It is stated that the parish rates are set by the parishioners at the Parish 
Assembly.  Parishioners are actively involved in the debate and vote for the rates 
tariff every year.  There is an appeals process if a parishioner disagrees with their 
rates bill.  The system is accountable to parishioners; every parishioner can raise an 
objection.  It was felt that discussions regarding change should start at parish level.  
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Stability  – it was suggested that the current rates system had been in place since 
2005, and although rateable values had not changed since then, this was seen as a 
positive as it gave stability and certainty to the rate payer.  It was further suggested 
that the current system was introduced as a result of the compounded problems of 
assessing properties on rental value.  

Efficient and effective  – commentaries felt that the current parish rates was the 
most efficient method of public administration.  It could be easily lowered or raised to 
meet the requirements of the parish.  It is simple and clear.  The parishes were 
considered to be good at controlling expenditure. 

Support for rates assessors  – there was a lot of support for rates assessors to 
continue their voluntary role, with one commentary stating they were as much a part 
of the island as the Honorary Police Force.  

Keep the rates system at parish level, with some di fferences 

Commentaries suggested that where they agree that aspects of the current parish 
rates system could be modernised, any changes should be built around the parish 
system, not on top of it. 

Educate  – many commentaries believed that the parish rates system could benefit 
from more clarity and it was felt this could be done by providing better guidance or 
advertising about the system, making information more widely available and 
accessible.  Clarity on the portions of rates paid to the parish versus the Island Wide 
Rate (“IWR”), together with educating the public about the IWR was requested.  

Update the system  – there were suggestions that the current system could be 
modernised.  Update the terminology by changing terms such as foncier and 
quarters in to plain, understandable English, so they were accessible and 
understood by the wider public.  The rateable values could be updated regularly.  It 
was also suggested that an interactive form could be created to illustrate how 
assessments are calculated, making interactive online software available to support 
understanding.  Payment could also be made easier, with direct debit options to pay 
rates.  

Consistency  – some commentaries felt that there should be a uniform, consistent 
approach across all parishes.  Rather than 12 separate assessment systems there 
should be 1 unified approach.  

Changes to the Law  – there was some suggestion that the Rates (Jersey) Law 
2005 needed reviewing and amending.  The properties exempt from paying foncier 
rates and occupier rates was indicated as needing review.  Amending the Law to 
allow regular, or periodic, valuations was also suggested.  
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Cost of system redesign 

Commentators felt that if a new, centralised, property tax system was to be 
implemented there would be massive costs for all.  

New Department  – start up, staffing, administration and compliance costs with a 
department of civil servants would be high.  A new centralised system would not 
benefit from volunteer assessors and the knowledge they have.  A request was 
made for implementation costs to be considered and reflected upon prior to making 
changes.  

Valuations  – there were concerns raised about having regular valuations and the 
inherent costs associated.  Who would be responsible for the valuations?  Who 
would pay for them?  What of the costs associated when there are disagreements 
about the outcome of a valuation? 

Complexity  – some commentaries suggested that the proposals indicated a more 
complex property tax system.  Principles such as fairness and transparency were 
hard to define and potentially expensive to ensure.  

Increased cost burden on public  – there was concern expressed that any new 
system would bring an increased cost burden to property owners and tenants.  
Further to this respondents stated taxing by valuation of property does not equate to 
having the cash available to pay charges.  

Centralising power 

Some respondents did refer to a centralised system, with both positive and negative 
references.  

Centralise and modernise  – there were a few respondents who felt that there was 
scope to have a central modernised collection system, which could potentially be 
more efficient to run. 

Parish Death Knell  – a few commentaries felt that the Green Paper was an attempt 
to undermine the parish system, breaking the link between parish expenditure and 
parish fund raising.  If this happened, it was felt that parish democracy and the 
historical structure of the island would be fundamentally altered.  It was suggested 
that a much broader, wider consultation, or an island referendum, would be required 
to debate any changes that would affect the parishes. 

More taxes  – some respondents felt that the Green Paper’s intentions were to raise 
more taxes, for example introducing a Capital Gains Tax.  It was suggested that 
centralising power was an effort to pass the welfare costs of the island onto property 
owners.  
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4.3 b) Do you think there are other ways that the r ates system could 
be improved? 

46% of the online respondents stated there are other ways the rates system could be 
improved, in comparison 39% felt that there were no other ways the rates system 
could be improved. (See Appendix 2). 

All of the same themes from above (i.e. ‘keep the rates system at parish level, with 
some differences’) were repeated in answer to this question, with the addition of the 
following – in no particular order: 

• Equate rates on floor space and the number of people in occupation, 
therefore basing assessment on use of services 

• Make allowances for properties not connected to mains water, drains or gas 
• Increase the levels of rates in line with the cost of living 
• Reflect time and usage of property, not a blanket occupation at 1st January 

rule 
• Occupiers should not have to return the same piece of paper each year 

agreeing their assessment to the parishes. The assumption should be that the 
building is the same 

• Parish rates assessors should work with the Planning Department to amend 
rateable values when properties have been improved 

• Direct debit should be introduced to collect rates on annual or quarterly basis 
• Reassessment or revaluation of rates on a ten yearly basis 
• Create an Island Wide Committee in place of Parish Assessment Committees 
• Band system in the UK was indicated as an example of a means of valuation 

that required less administration 

4.3 c) Do you think that an annual property tax sho uld be based on 
the sale or rental value of domestic properties? 

The majority of responses on the online consultation indicated that they did not 
believe that an annual property tax should be based on the sale or rental value of 
domestic property, 43%.  However, 33% did not agree or disagree with this question. 
(See Appendix 2). 

The majority of comments suggest respondents were against the idea of introducing 
an annual property tax, whether it was based on rental or sale value. 

Warnings  –a number of respondents warned against basing taxes on property 
valuations.  The rates system was previously based on a valuation of rents paid or 
assessed rents.  This system was said to have numerous challenges and appeals.  
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The 2005 Rates Law moved away from value led assessments due to the issues 
surrounding them. 

Cost implications  – property does not produce income (unless commercial) and 
therefore should not be taxed.  To tax property would be akin to double taxation, as 
the majority of homeowners would have already paid taxes on their income.  The 
immediate and future affordability was questioned, suggesting that people would not 
have the finances to meet an annual charge on their property.  There were also 
concerns that rental prices would increase as landlords pass costs onto tenants, or 
landlords would sell up due to finding it too expensive to maintain properties.  

Valuations  – it was suggested that valuing properties would be costly and 
contentious.  People queried whether there would be refunds for excess charges, 
where properties were found to be worth less when put to the market than they were 
previously valued. 

Distort behaviour  – there were concerns that valuations could be changeable and 
subjective.  Also, an annual property tax could cause people to manipulate either; 
property prices (e.g. selling to family at lesser amounts) or property maintenance 
(e.g. leaving properties to become derelict, so as to reduce the tax burden).  

Recommendations  – various respondents gave recommendations on what they felt 
an annual property tax should be based on: 

• Base valuations on floor area, assessed through the States Digimap system. 
This is suggested to be more cost effective and accurate. 

• Have a property tax in place of parish foncier rates and States stamp duty, 
based on a notional rental value of property. Apply this to all properties and 
remove the Island Wide Rate from the parish rates.  

• Base on purchase price with small increments. 
• Produce a standard calculation based on size and other qualities that 

removes subjectivity of human valuation. 
• Consideration should be given to the different categories of owners, e.g. 

property owners (e.g. working, retired or inherited; and property investment 
owners).  
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4.3 d) What are your views on a self-assessment bas is for 
establishing the value of domestic property (i.e. r equiring property 
owners / occupiers to declare the taxable value of their property)? 

There was not a quantifiable question asked within the online consultation, it was 
clear from the comments received that people were against the proposal for self-
assessment to establish value of properties. 

The majority of responses via the online consultation or written response felt that 
self-assessment was an unreasonable concept, open to manipulation and abuse 
which could effectively lead to disruption in the property market.  

Cost implications  – many of the respondents felt that there would be a cost 
associated with checking self-assessments resulting in high administration costs.  It 
was felt there would be a high risk of disputes, therefore an appeals system would 
have to be in place.  Overall it was felt that the associated costs would far outweigh 
any benefits.  

Subjectivity of valuations  – there were many commentaries who felt they would 
not feel comfortable with self-assessing due to the risk of over- or under-assessing.  
It was felt that assessments should be carried out by an independent specialist body.  
Assessments were considered too subjective based on what the property meant to 
the owner and there would be a divergence of assessments on similar properties.  

Guidelines  – very few people felt that self-assessment was a positive cost effective 
change; however it was felt that if this was implemented, clear guidance would be 
required. 

4.3 e) What are your views on a periodic (for examp le, every five or 
ten years) island wide revaluation for establishing  the value of 
domestic property? 

There are no quantifiable data sets available for this question as it was not asked 
through the online consultation.  From an assessment of the comments, it is clear 
that the majority of people are against a periodic revaluation.  The main reasons 
given are suggested cost implications to the public.  Other themes that emerged 
were: 

Parishes  – it was suggested that the parishes were best placed to complete periodic 
revaluations.  However, there was no unanimous decision on whether periodic 
valuations should be done at parish level or not.  
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Valuations every ten years  –some commentaries believed valuations should be 
undertaken every ten years.  It was suggested that this would keep administration 
costs down.  

Valuations every five years  – very few commentaries suggested revaluations 
should be undertaken every five years.  However there were comments to suggest 
there are benefits to undertaking valuations every five years.  It would allow for 
changes to be made quicker (e.g. if the island was in a recession and charges were 
set at a peak period or political changes due to new States members after an 
election).  

Recommendations  – where there was some agreement to periodic revaluation: 

• It was suggested that clear guidance on how properties are assessed would 
be required to allow people to easily check and compare properties of similar 
value 

• There were suggestions to minimise and simplify the valuation process, obtain 
an average property valuation price by grouping properties e.g. into zones, 
streets or semi-urban / rural parishes 

4.3 f) Do you have a view on how to give tax relief  to owner-
occupiers and tenants who struggle to pay an annual  tax on 
domestic property? 

Within the online consultation people were asked whether they felt a structured 
system of reliefs should be available to people who struggled to pay an annual tax 
on domestic property.  Once again the figures were fairly equally divided. 46% 
answered yes there should be a system of reliefs, and 45% stated no (see Appendix 
2).  

This divide was reflected within the comments received. Two clear themes became 
apparent from the analysis, one negatively associated complexity theme and a 
positively associated recommendations theme.  

Complexity  

Many of the commentaries stated that applying a tax relief system would add too 
much complexity, making it difficult to understand.  There were a few concerns that 
introducing a relief system would negatively distort the property market.  

Cost  – once again the cost of introducing a new system was raised in the majority of 
comments.  In addition to concerns regarding administration costs, it was felt that 
applying a relief system shifted the burden from one area or person to another. 
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Pay on disposal of property  – deferring payment until sale of property had 
negative implications within the majority of comments received.  The cost and 
complexity of administering such a system was highlighted.  Concerns were also 
raised about the impact that such a system would have on behaviour.  It was felt that 
availability of properties at the lower end of the market would be restricted, as 
liabilities set against the property would prevent people from moving up the property 
ladder. 

Property owner responsibility  – it was felt by a minority of respondents that people 
should not be supported to live beyond their means.  Property owners should be 
responsible for the running costs of their property and if they are unable to pay these 
costs they should be encouraged to downsize.  

Recommendations 

Many respondents provided information on what they felt a relief system should be.  

Parish  – multiple commentaries indicated a wish to continue the current parish rates 
system.  It was stated that the current system had a clear appeals process in place 
and inability to pay was dealt with at parish level.  As compliance with parish rates is 
high, a relief system would not be required. 

Income support  – some commentaries believed that the current income support 
system should be extended so people who are unable to pay property tax are able to 
gain support through a single system where all income and expenditure is taken into 
account.  This would allow for means testing, providing a sliding scale of relief based 
on income. 

Income tax  – there were a few commentaries suggested that reliefs for property tax 
should be reflected in income tax reliefs.  The reliefs would then be considered when 
assessing property owner’s income.  

Guidelines  – where people agreed that tax reliefs should be available they 
recommended clear, transparent easy guidelines.  There should be a clear guide of 
the threshold for property values and the types of properties that the relief applies to.  
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4.3 g) Do you think that an annual property tax on commercial 
property should be based on: Property Value; Unimpr oved Land 
Value 

43% of respondents to the online consultation agreed that an annual property tax on 
commercial property should be based on property value; however 43% answered 
‘other’ to this question. (See Appendix 2).  

Unimproved Land  – the majority of comments raised concerns on taxing 
unimproved land.  It was suggested that assessing the potential value of land would 
be difficult, requiring specialists and would therefore be costly to do and administer.  
It was felt that valuations would lead to disagreements and appeals. 

There were concerns that taxing unimproved land would distort the market, as the 
need to develop land would not be considered in line with what was best for the 
island or best use of the particular piece of land.  Further to this, there was concern 
that taxing unimproved land value would encourage overdevelopment of land.  

It was stated that the examples used within the Green Paper were far too simplistic 
and did not account for planning processes in the island which made development 
costly and slow. 

Categorise business / land  – there were multiple comments regarding different 
types of commercial properties which suggested that a blanket taxing strategy would 
not be sufficient.  A fairer system would be to categorise different commercial 
properties which considered what the business did and the impact they have on 
public and parish services. Examples of categories needing consideration are 
charitable organisations, retail, finance, derelict land, land approved for development 
and quality of land. 

Loss of business  – commentaries felt concerned that the review would be 
detrimental to business investment as it causes uncertainty, it is important to ensure 
that businesses stay competitive.  It was suggested that any further taxes on 
commercial properties will drive investment away from the island. 

Consumer pays  – concerns were raised that any additional taxes on commercial 
properties will be passed onto the consumer through higher prices.  There were 
fears expressed that retail in Jersey is already struggling, higher costs could lead to 
consumers looking for cheaper options off island.  

Recommendations  – other suggestions were to tax on the rental or leasable value 
of the property.  
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4.3 h) What are your views on a self-assessment bas is for 
establishing the value of commercial property (i.e.  requiring 
property owners/occupiers to declare the taxable va lue of their 
property and the tax due)? 

There is no quantifiable data for this question; however there is an overwhelming 
majority of correspondents against the idea of self-assessment for establishing the 
value of commercial property.  All the same themes for domestic property arose (i.e. 
open to manipulation and abuse, costly, subjective and would require good 
guidelines). 

Unimproved Land  – where assessment of unimproved land was considered, it was 
suggested that this is a specialist skill and not appropriate for self-assessment.  

4.3 i) What are your views on periodic (for example , every five or 
ten years) revaluation for establishing the value o f commercial 
property? 

There is no quantifiable data for this question.  From the comments, the majority 
would not be in favour of periodic revaluations for establishing the value of 
commercial properties.  Once again the main cited reason is cost implications to the 
public and the belief that the current parish system is suitable.  

There were multiple commentaries who did feel periodic valuation to be the better 
option, when compared to self-assessment, and has the advantage of being a well-
known concept.  

Ten year revaluations  – more commentaries agreed that revaluations should take 
place every ten years. 

Five year revaluations  – although fewer commentaries stated revaluations should 
take place every five years, a concern was noted that commercial property in the 
town centre has lost value rapidly due to building at the Esplanade.  Therefore more 
frequent revaluations allow for quicker changes. 

4.3 j) Do you have a view on how to give tax relief  to owner-
occupiers and tenants who struggle to pay an annual  tax on 
commercial property? 

People who completed the online consultation were asked whether they felt a 
structured system of reliefs should be available for people who struggle to pay 
annual tax on commercial properties.  The majority of people answered ‘No’ (58% 
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see Appendix 2), there should not be a relief system for people who struggle to pay 
annual tax on commercial property.  

Within this section the comments suggested that many of the people answering the 
consultation did not know enough about commercial properties and any taxes 
payable to enable them to make informed comments.  

No reliefs on commercial property – where comments were made, the majority 
stated that a relief should not be available.  It was felt that if a business is not 
financially viable then they should not continue.  There should not be a system 
whereby the public have to subsidise failing businesses.  

 

4.4 ENSURING THE PUBLIC SHARE IN UPLIFT IN LAND 
VALUES WHICH THEY HAVE HELPED TO CREATE 

This section of the Green Paper considered how the tax system could seek to 
ensure that the public receives some of the benefit when the value of property 
increases through no action of the owner. 

4.4 a) Do you think that the public should share in  the profits on the 
sale of property where an increase in value has not  been created by 
the owner? 

The majority of the online consultation respondents stated ‘No’ (58%, see Appendix 
2), they did not feel that the public should share in the profits on sale of a property 
where an increase in value has been realised but not created by the owner.  Three 
main themes came to light from the comments received: 

Capital Gains Tax  – it was suggested that this proposal was an introduction of 
Capital Gains Tax.  Why other assets were not being included in the proposal was 
asked by multiple respondents, it was suggested that property was being targeted 
due to being immoveable.  There were concerns that introducing a Capital Gains Tax 
would be a blow to the stability of the tax regime for the island.   

Unfair  – it was suggested that the proposal was unfair as the public do not share in 
the risks of property ownership.  Where properties have lost value, for example 
through a decision by government that affects a property negatively; would the public 
be reimbursing the owner?  It was also stated that the public already benefit from 
changes through the existing systems of stamp duty and income tax.  

Loss of Competitiveness  – it was suggested that the competitiveness of investing, 
due to the lack of punitive tax measures on the island, would be lost if a further tax 
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on profits was introduced.  Companies who wrote into the consultation stated that 
they already pay taxes on profits and gains3; it was felt that a further tax would be 
inequitable and inappropriate.  Introducing these measures was suggested to lead to 
a downturn of inward investment and development in the island. 

4.4 b) What factors do you think should be consider ed in designing 
a system of taxing gains which are not attributable  to the actions of 
the owner? 

Three themes appeared from the responses to this question: 

Result of a States decision to rezone land – the majority of comments agreed the 
main factor for designing a system for taxing gains should apply where the gains are 
realised through the rezoning of land (e.g. a field is rezoned for housing).  It was 
suggested that the gain from rezoning would be simple to assess and tax.  

Categorise property owners – a few respondents suggested different categories of 
property owners, with different treatment for each.  The different groups suggested 
were: overseas investors, short term profiteers and ownership through inheritance. 

Tax on sale – a few commentaries suggested that tax should only be realised on 
sale of a property.  

4.4 c) Do you think that a rate of return allowance  (i.e. uplifting the 
original cost of the property based on inflation or  some other 
figure) would be a reasonable way to establish the 'super-normal' 
element of profit when a property is sold?  

48% of people who answered the online consultation stated they did not think the 
rate of return allowance would be a reasonable way to establish the ‘super-normal’ 
element of profit, with 26% of people answering that they ‘Don’t know’ (see Appendix 
2). 

There were some comments that suggested not enough was known about the 
subject to give an informed answer, and a few respondents asked for further 
information or guidance.   

Capital Gains Tax – the majority of respondents answered that this referred to 
Capital Gains Tax by another name and it was not appropriate for Jersey.  It was 

                                                
3 Companies in receipt of income from Jersey property rental and/or Jersey property development are 
subject to tax at 20% on that income. 
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suggested that if this became accepted policy for property then it would not be long 
before the States included other forms of asset classes.  

Distort the market – there were two variants to this theme: 

• Domestic property – it was felt that ordinary people would be penalised, which 
will distort the market by people being unable to downsize in retirement, or 
being unable to move up the property ladder 

• Consumer pays – it was suggested that any increased taxes to land 
development would be passed on to consumers (i.e. house buyers) causing 
house price inflation 

Unfair – there was also a repetition of the theme of fairness within some of the 
comments, respondents suggested that people take a risk when they invest in 
property.  This system of taxing super-normal profits on sale would only be equitable 
if the public are also going to subsidise losses.  

Many of the respondents felt that it was not appropriate for the States Assembly to 
determine what a normal return on investment is. 

4.4 d) Which taxpayers do you think this tax should  apply to? 

No-one  – Overall the main agreed theme that came to light is that people do not 
agree to being taxed on gains arising on properties.  

Where there’s money! – where people did answer, the majority of them identified a 
group that they believed had a lot of money, for example high earners, businesses, 
non-resident property owners, land and property developers, people making an 
income on property.  There was no overriding agreement on who these groups are, 
rather an assumption that there are people who have a lot of money in Jersey and 
they should be targeted to pay taxes on property gains.  

Primary Residence – There was some agreement within the comments that this tax 
should not be applied to primary residence. 

4.4 e) If you think that the tax should only be app lied to landlords, 
how do you think they could be identified?  

From the responses it would appear that this question was confusing.  

Definition of landlord – respondents clarified that a landlord is someone who owns 
property and leases it out to others for an agreed sum of money.  

Register – some respondents felt that records of landlords should already be 
available (e.g. through rates returns, Royal Court records, property owner registry or 
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on income tax declaration forms).  One commentary suggested if landlords are not 
currently clearly identifiable then they should be.  

Unfair – there was some agreement that it was unfair to single landlords out.  Taxes 
are already paid on income from rents and rates on properties. 

4.4 f) Do you think that windfall gains arising fro m States decisions 
should be taxed? 

46% of respondents to the online consultation answered ‘Yes’, they felt that windfall 
gains arising from States decisions should be taxed. 39% answered ‘No’ (see 
Appendix 2).  

Positive change  – there was a lot of support for windfall gains to be taxed when 
they had occurred from a decision made by the States.  It was suggested that the 
States had caused a “lucky situation”, the company or person had not worked for the 
gain, and therefore the windfall should be taxed. 

Conflict of Interest  – there were references made to suggest that agreeing a tax on 
windfall gains would encourage policy and planning decisions to be made on the 
basis of creating windfall gains.  Planning decisions should not be made with a view 
to the potential tax revenue but rather to what is in the best interests of the island.  

Reduction in development  – although the majority were in favour of a windfall 
gains tax, there was strong opposition.  It was felt that any additional taxes would be 
a deterrent to property development.  The cost of meeting the requirements of 
planning are already said to be high.  Further taxes may have an adverse impact on 
developer’s cash flow.  Bank lending for construction projects may be assessed as 
not viable and hence they may not obtain funding. 

Guidelines and recommendations  – various suggestions were made on how to 
make a tax on windfall gains arising from States decisions viable: 

• Clarity of the rules and controls would need to be in place for the system to be 
fully understood 

• Restrictions should be put in place, for example guidance on the levels of 
profit and taxes 

• Levels should be tempered to not discourage development 
• Where land is restricted by planning, there should be exceptions 
• Taxes should only ever be raised at the time of disposal 
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4.4 g) What are your views on introducing a land de velopment tax 
as a way of taxing windfall gains? 

Bad for economy  – the majority of responses stated that they felt a land 
development tax would discourage land development.  Investors want to be sure of a 
stable investment, investments will only occur when they are worth making.  It was 
felt that a land development tax would stifle enterprise and investment, therefore 
discouraging property development.  The knock on effects suggested would be less 
housing available, less construction and less employment. 

Increase to housing prices  – some respondents suggested that a land 
development tax would be passed on to the consumer when they purchase the 
property, it would therefore have a negative effect of forcing up property prices on 
new homes.  

Green belt  – a few respondents highlighted concerns that a land development tax 
would encourage property developers to develop land that would have otherwise 
been kept as a green space. 

4.4 h) What are your views on any other mechanisms which could 
be used to ensure that the public share in profits on windfall gains? 

Against  – the majority of respondents stated that they were against the public 
sharing in profits on windfall gains.  Most of these comments stated that they did not 
believe that the public should profit.  There were also multiple comments that stated 
the public already gain from the current systems.  It was stated that income tax 
declarations already exist and tax profits, the public further gain from the production 
of affordable housing, social housing, public art and other planning gains.  

Tax the difference  – only two commentaries suggested that rezoned land should be 
valued before and after development, taxing the difference.  One commentary 
suggested payment could be collected through stamp duty. 

 

4.5 MODERNISING THE TAX RELIEF FOR THE COST OF 
BUYING PROPERTY  

This section considered how the tax system supports the financing of property 
purchases and removing distortions within the system which can adversely affect 
property prices and/or taxpayer behaviour.  
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4.5 a) What are your views on the use of Jersey’s t ax system to 
support home ownership? 

Keep mortgage interest tax relief – the majority of respondents stated that they felt 
mortgage interest tax relief (“MITR”) should be retained.  There were many personal 
stories whereby people felt that without MITR they would not have been able to 
afford to get on to the property ladder and or keep their home.  It was suggested that 
MITR is essential to many people in the island.  

It was suggested that MITR should be retained and have some limitations. Main 
suggestions were: 

• MITR only for principal residences. 
• MITR only applicable to properties under a certain value threshold, there were 

no agreements on the figure. 

There were a few comments that stated if MITR was removed then people would be 
forced out of their homes and property would not be affordable to the majority of the 
island, causing a situation whereby property would be held by a minority and a 
majority renting. 

Inappropriate for the tax system to be used to supp ort home ownership – 
however most respondents who wrote into the consultation felt that the tax system 
should not be used to support home ownership.  It was felt that the States of Jersey 
meddling with the tax system to support home ownership led to further complications 
and distortions.  

It was raised that property prices in Jersey are high due to the cost of construction 
on the island, with materials having to be shipped and associated costs and the 
scarcity of land.  Changes to the tax system are not going to remove these issues.   

It was suggested that the States of Jersey should look to support home ownership 
on the island through other mechanisms and policies, for example shared equity 
schemes, first time buyer’s reliefs and soft loans.  

Remove MITR – there was limited support for the removal of MITR.  It was 
suggested that the States of Jersey should not interfere directly in the market.  
Removing MITR would allow the true cost of property in Jersey to become apparent 
as there were suggestions that MITR distorts the property market.  However it was 
suggested that people should not be penalised for changes to the system, therefore 
the removal of MITR should be through a slow phasing out approach. 
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4.5 b) Do you think that there are other options wh ich should be 
considered to support housing affordability in Jers ey and what are 
they? 

There was not a clear majority discussing any particular theme within this section; 
however several options to support housing affordability did come to light. 

Help for first time buyers – a number of initiatives were suggested to support first 
time buyers to get on the property ladder, these included: 

• MITR 
• Reducing stamp duty 
• Supplying low cost homes for first time buyers 
• Providing States of Jersey loans schemes for first time buyers 
• A tax free deposit scheme for first time buyers to save for property purchase 

Planning – three main areas regarding planning were discussed within the 
comments. 

A simplification or better decision making process for planning – it was suggested 
that there are demands placed on property developers by the Planning Department 
and this has two adverse effects.  It drives up the cost of new homes and 
developments are encouraged to produce more properties per development.  

Research into the sort of properties required should be encouraged to ensure that 
the demands of the market are correctly identified and met – it was suggested that 
property developments have not been meeting the needs of the island.  Suggestions 
on the types of property required were: (i) an affordable supply to meet the 25+ age 
group; and (ii) meeting the needs of people downsizing from large family homes into 
more appropriate two bedroom rural homes.  

Planning processes should be simplified and run by the parish – it was suggested 
that the Constables, working within sensible planning guidelines, would employ a 
system that is closely linked to the needs and benefits of the parish. 

Population controls – there were a few suggestions that an immigration policy 
should be introduced to reduce and control the population.  

Housing schemes – a few different types of schemes that respondents felt the 
States of Jersey could introduce were described. These included: 

• Rent to buy – it was suggested that the States of Jersey could become a 
property developer itself and produce low cost homes for tenants to buy at a 
notional profit to the States 
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• States 100% interest only loans – an interest only loan scheme was 
suggested, allowing the States to support tenants to take ownership (and 
associated costs of ownership) of existing property stock and only pay the 
interest on the loan 

Rent controls – there were suggestions that rent controls should be introduced and 
rental subsidies removed.  It was felt that rental controls would discourage people 
from buying second homes to let, therefore placing more affordable housing on the 
market.  

4.5 c) What are your views on the options for phasi ng out mortgage 
interest tax relief? 

The comments suggest just over half of the respondents were in favour of keeping 
MITR and slightly under half in favour of MITR removal.  

Do not remove MITR – just over half of the respondents did not agree with the 
removal of MITR.  It was felt that the relief makes up part of property owners 
mortgage affordability, particularly when on the margins.  It was feared that if MITR 
was taken away then there would be people who would no longer be able to afford to 
live in their homes, forcing them to sell or default on mortgage repayments.  There 
were further concerns raised that the removal of MITR would impact on the ability to 
get on the property ladder, with the knock on effect that the island could lose 
valuable, skilled young people. 

Slowly phase out –  just under half of the respondents felt that MITR should be 
slowly phased out and this should be done over a medium to long period of time.  
Many of the respondents suggested that it would be better to phase out MITR now 
while the interest rates were low.  There were some suggestions that the removal of 
MITR had taken place in the UK with no obvious detrimental effects.  

Replace MITR with alternative schemes – many of the respondents felt that 
whether MITR is removed or not, an alternative scheme of support should be 
introduced. The following suggestions were made: 

• First time buyer’s relief 
• Relief for families / couples buying a family home 
• Means tested MITR 
• Shared ownership 
• Andium could purchase 20% stake in family homes to help people progress 

up property ladder, taking an annual return and share in future sale price 
• Ensure adequate social housing and rental properties are available 
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• UK home buyer scheme indicated as a positive example of government 
intervention 

4.5 d) Do you have any suggestions for options for phasing out 
mortgage interest tax relief? 

The majority of respondents either did not agree with MITR being phased out or they 
did not have any suggestions for phasing out MITR. 

The main agreed theme was that phasing out MITR must be a gradual process. 
There was no agreement regarding time period to phase out MITR. Suggestions 
were: 

• 10 years – to protect those reliant on MITR. Reduce MITR by 1/10th every 
year, or by £20,000 every year 

• 6 years – reduce MITR by £50,000 every year 
• 5 years – judgement and reassessment based on income tax return every five 

years 

4.5 e) What are your views on introducing a statuto ry limit on the 
amount of interest and other costs a landlord may c laim against his 
tax liability? 

Two overriding themes where repeated within the responses with a further theme 
that had some minor discussion.  

Negative consequences to imposing statutory limits – a main theme repeated 
within the comments was that imposing a statutory limit that landlords could claim 
could have a detrimental effect to the rental market for two reasons: 

• Inflate the cost of the rental market – it was repeatedly suggested that adding 
a limit would force landlords to increase rental costs to enable them to make a 
return on their rental properties 

• Poor standards of accommodation – it was also repeatedly suggested that 
introducing a limit would impact on investment and maintenance of properties, 
resulting in a general deterioration of the rental market and placing tenants at 
a disadvantage 

Fairness – another main theme that was repeated within the comments was the 
idea of fairness.  Multiple commentaries believed that it was unfair for landlords to 
receive anything that was not also available to owner occupiers.  In particular it was 
suggested that maintenance and improvement costs were something that was borne 
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by all property owners, and landlords should not be favoured by receiving ‘special’ 
treatment for these costs.  

Conversely, it was also stated that landlords / property rentals were a business and 
should be on par with other commercial businesses for tax purposes.  

Comptroller of Taxes – there was some discussion within the comments whereby 
people indicated that the Comptroller of Taxes already had discretion through anti-
avoidance legislation and this was sufficient and a better method of dealing with any 
possible abuses then applying a statutory limit.  

4.5 f) Do you think that the Comptroller should hav e discretion in 
this  area? 

This question was asked through the online consultation with a majority of 52% 
stating ‘No’ they did not feel that the Comptroller should have discretion in this area.  
The comments from the online consultation and the written responses also reflect 
that the majority of people do not believe that the Comptroller should have discretion. 

Transparency and certainty – the majority of respondents felt that businesses and 
landlords need to be as certain as possible of what the established rules are, 
therefore it is necessary to give clear guidance so there can be stability and 
confidence in the industry.  It was further felt that fairness requires objectivity.  By 
allowing discretion the system could be open to abuse and human error. 

Extenuating circumstances – there were also multiple comments made 
acknowledging that it is difficult to make a one size fits all system and therefore it 
would be important to allow some flexibility in certain cases.  It was suggested that 
where discretion has been required, the decision, and the process that the decision 
was made by, should be available for public inspection.  

4.5 g) What factors do you think should be consider ed in a system 
of limiting the proportion of gross income on which  a landlord can 
claim relief? 

The majority of responses agreed that this question was not easily understood.  
There were some factors suggested by respondents: 

• Relief on proven costs for improvement, repair or maintenance to property 
• Tax should be paid on all income through income tax 
• MITR to a capped level 
• Properties should be categorised, for example people forced to rent through 

hardship should not be treated the same as landlords of multiple properties 
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4.6 STAMP DUTY AND LAND TRANSACTION TAX 

This section discussed whether a full review of stamp duty and land transaction tax 
was required to modernise the current regimes in place.  

4.6 a) Is a review of the stamp duty regime needed?   

The question of whether a review of the stamp duty regime is needed was asked 
through the online consultation.  The majority of respondents (51%, see Appendix 2) 
agreed that a review of stamp duty is required.  

4.6 b) Please indicate what issues you think should  be included. 

There was some overall agreement that the following areas should be included in a 
review of the regime: 

• Abolishing stamp duty on registration and re-registration of a mortgage 
• Relief for the transfer of properties between connected parties 
• Relief for inherited properties 
• Relief for first time buyers 
• Relief for people moving to first family homes 
• Relief for people at the lower end of the market 

There were also discussions around the following themes: 

Keep stamp duty regime – multiple commentaries agreed that the stamp duty 
regime was widely accepted, well understood, easy to administer and easy to collect.  
There was therefore little perceived need to remove stamp duty. 

Banding / graduated stamp duty – there was some agreement that a banding / 
graduated or tiered system of stamp duty should be employed, whereby all property 
purchases pay a percentage as stamp duty.  Property at the higher end of the 
market would therefore pay more4. 

Commercial properties – some written responses suggested that any increase in 
stamp duty to commercial properties would have a detrimental effect by damaging 
the competitiveness of Jersey in relation to other jurisdictions and undermine 
investor confidence.  

  

                                                
4 Jersey already has a graduated system of stamp duty through which the more expensive the 
property the higher the amount of stamp duty payable. 
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4.6 c) What areas do you think should be prioritise d? 

Comments within this section indicate that people did not clearly understand what 
was being asked, responses were not limited to stamp duty.  Only responses 
regarding stamp duty have been included below. 

The following areas that were discussed as needing prioritisation in the review of the 
stamp duty regime were: 

• An increase of stamp duty to be paid on properties over £1 million 
• First time buyer’s exemption from stamp duty 
• Abolish all stamp duty on registration and re-registration of mortgages 
• Set stamp duty at a standard rate that is necessary to only pay administration 

costs, for example court and land registry costs 

 

4.7 GENERAL QUESTION  

4.7 a) Are there any other issues associated with t he 
taxation of land and buildings which should be cons idered 
as part of this review? 

Respondents to the online consultation did not have the opportunity to raise any 
further issues that they felt should be considered, however some points were raised 
through the written responses.  

Referral to States of Jersey research or strategic documents –  respondents 
highlighted other work that they felt should have been included within the Green 
Paper, or should be referred to when making decisions about changing property tax 
in the island. Publications included: 

• Jersey Housing Affordability Reports – it was indicated that these reports 
provide evidence to the burden additional housing costs would place on lower 
income households.  Consideration should be given to the statistical evidence 
available. 

• Preparing for our Future and Pathway 2050 – it has been indicated that not 
including these documents in the Green Paper may be a missed opportunity.  
Other jurisdictions are indicated as undertaking property taxation reform as 
part of a basket of policy measures to incentivise investment in energy 
efficiency and renewable energy.  It is suggested that Jersey’s long-term 
energy plan could usefully be positively explored further within the context of 
property tax reform.  
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PWC document – various comments about the PWC document were made 
throughout the consultation responses.  People found the document difficult to read 
and understand.  It is suggested that the document is highly theoretical and to 
implement suggested areas (the work of the Mirrlees Commission is cited) would 
require a complete reform of the entire income and capital taxation system in Jersey. 

Charities – there was a request for consideration to be given to the charitable 
sector, which may own and maintain land for the benefit of the community rather 
than for commercial gain. 

Green Belt –  there was concern raised regarding uncultivated, natural habitats and 
the effect land taxes could have on Jersey’s countryside and coastline.  
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Appendix 1 
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  Summary of current system that was provided to ‘general public’ respondents 

 
Property Taxes in Jersey – a brief overview 
Individuals and businesses in Jersey currently pay approximately £75 million per year in Property 
Taxes, fees and duties. Below is a high-level summary of the most important of these. This 
document is intended to act as an introduction for those who are unfamiliar with the topic, rather 
than being a comprehensive guide. 
 
Rates 
Rates are charged on both the owners (foncières) and the occupiers of land and buildings in Jersey. 
Ratepayers pay two types of rate, the parish rate and the Island-wide rate (IWR). Both types of rate 
are assessed and collected by the parishes annually, and the IWR is then paid across to the States 
by the parishes. 
 
Parish rates 
Parish rates are charged by each individual parish and approved by ratepayers at the annual Rates 
Assembly. Parish rates are set by each parish at a level which allows them to meet their spending 
needs for the forthcoming year. Parish rates therefore vary from parish to parish. 
 
Island-wide rate 
The IWR was introduced in 2005 to raise revenue for the States to partially compensate it for the 
additional cost of removing responsibility for welfare payments from the parishes.  
 
Total income from IWR automatically increases annually in line with the rate of inflation applicable at 
March of the previous year. By Regulation, 55% of the total IWR income is raised from domestic 
ratepayers and 45% from commercial ratepayers. In 2013, the commercial IWR was 1.21 pence per 
quarter, while the domestic rate was 0.69 pence per quarter. 
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Summary of current system that was provided to ‘general public’ respondents / 

continued 
 
Basis for establishing rateable value 
Both the parish rate and the IWR are calculated based on the rateable value of individual properties. 
This is determined in “quarters”. Every year, elected rates assessors, who are unpaid, send the 
owner and occupier of every property in the island an assessment of the number of quarters that 
each property represents. 
 
Jersey rates are not calculated based on rental value. The link between rateable value and rent was 
removed in 2003. The objective of parish rates assessors at the time was to standardise rateable 
values across the Island, with the intention that properties with similar attributes but in different 
parishes should be assessed to the same amount of quarters. If a property’s attributes change (for 
example, by adding parking spaces, additional bathrooms or an extension), then the rateable 
quarters will be increased. 
 
Stamp duty and Land Transaction Tax 
Stamp duty is paid by the buyer of any type of land or buildings in Jersey. Stamp duty is also paid by 
anyone who borrows money which is secured against land or buildings in Jersey, such as a 
mortgage. 
 
Stamp duty is only charged if a property is transferred directly. If it is owned by a company and the 
company’s shares are sold instead of the property itself, then no stamp duty applies. Individual 
apartments within a block of flats are generally sold in this way, for example. Land Transaction Tax 
was introduced in order to prevent tax being avoided through the use of companies. It applies in the 
same way as stamp duty when residential property is transferred by way of share transfer. 
 
Stamp duty on death 
When an individual dies, their immovable property (land and buildings) located in Jersey are subject 
to stamp duty at the same rates as if the property had been sold. There are a number of exemptions 
to this, including where property is left to a spouse, to the heirs at law (the people who inherit if there 
is no will) or to charity. 
 
Income tax 
Income tax is paid by landlords who rent out property in Jersey at the rate of 20%. Landlords may 
claim tax relief for interest they pay on mortgages taken out to buy their rental properties, and also for 
the cost of letting out the properties, such as repairs, insurance or advertising fees. Income tax is 
also paid at 20% by property developers on the profits they make from developing land and buildings 
in the Island. 
 
Mortgage interest tax relief (MITR) 
MITR relief is available to people on lower and medium incomes who pay tax at the marginal rate. 
They can claim tax relief for the interest they pay on a mortgage taken out in order to buy a home in 
Jersey. 
 
Relief is given on the interest paid on the first £300,000 of the mortgage. From 2015 onwards, the 
maximum amount of interest that can be claimed is capped at a maximum of £15,000 each year. 
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Appendix 2 

100 respondents completed the online consultation paper. Below gives the results to 
the multiple choice questions from the consultation. The count of total responses is 
higher than the total 100 people who responded to the online consultation. This is 
due to the survey software allowing respondents to tick more than one option.  

For ease of reference, as not all questions have quantifiable data available, the 
numbering relates to the question numbering in the Summary of Responses.  

3.1 a) Do you consider that these objectives provide the right framework for the 
future development of Jersey’s property tax system? 

 

3.2 a) Do you think that these principles are adequate? 
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3.2 b) Do you think that any other principles or factors should be included? 

 

3.2 c) Do you think that any other principles or factors should be excluded? 
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Yes 44.44% 40 

No 35.56% 32 
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Total  100.00% 101 
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Yes 42.39% 39 

No 26.09% 24 
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Total  100.00% 102 
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3.3 a) Our aim is to make the rates system more transparent. Do you think that this 
is an important principle? 

 

3.3 b) Do you think there are other ways that the rates system could be improved? 
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3.3 c) Do you think that the annual property tax should be based on the sale or rental 
value of domestic properties? 

 

3.3 f) Do you think that there should be a structured system of reliefs for those who 
struggle to pay an annual tax on domestic property? 
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3.3 g) Do you think that an annual property tax on commercial property should be 
based on: 

 

3.3 j) Do you think that there should be a structured system of reliefs for those who 
struggle to pay an annual tax on commercial property? 
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Unimproved land 
value 

14.94% 13 

Property value  42.53% 37 

Other  42.53% 37 
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Total  100.00% 105 

 
% Answer  Count  

Yes 31.11% 28 

No 57.78% 52 

Don't know  11.11% 10 

No Response  - 11 

Total  100.00% 101 
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3.4 a) Do you think the public should share in the profits on the sale of property 
where an increase in value has not been created by the owner? 

 

3.4 c) Do you think that a rate of return allowance (i.e. uplifting the original cost of the 
property based on inflation or some other figure) would be a reasonable way to 
establish the ‘super-normal’ element of profit when a property is sold? 
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3.4 f) Do you think that windfall gains arising from States decisions should be taxed? 

 

3.5 f) Do you think that the Comptroller should have discretion in this area? 
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3.6 a) Do you think that a review of the Stamp Duty regime is needed? 
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