
Appendix 4 

 

 

 

Discretionary Business Rate 

Relief Consultation Analysis  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Author: - David Holloway 

Corporate Intelligence Analyst 

Corporate Performance & Intelligence hub 

 

Final Version - 22 December 2016 

 



2 
 

 

Pages 3 to 13   Executive Summary 

Pages 14 to 17   Background / Consultation Methodology / Who responded 

Pages 17 to 22   Findings - Discretionary Business Rates Relief Options 

Pages 23 to 26   Findings – Option 1 

Pages 27 to 50   Findings – Option 2 

Pages 51 to 53   Findings – Option 3 

Pages 54 to 60 Appendix 1 – Responses to question 3 suggestions for alternative 

rate relief schemes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contents 



3 
 

 

Background 

This consultation has been undertaken as the Council is reviewing its discretionary business rates 

policy. Three options were identified and consulted upon:- 

 Option 1 - Reinstate the existing guidelines.  

 Option 2 - Implement guidelines with a variable level of discretionary relief based on the 

purpose of the organisation. 

 Option 3 - Implement guidelines whereby all organisations receive a flat rate of relief. 

Consultation methodology 

The consultation was a survey enabling respondents to give their views on the identified options for 

a discretionary business rate relief scheme, as well as enabling respondents to make their own 

suggestion. The Discretionary Business Rates survey was available to members of the public and 

organisations for a period of 12 weeks between 15 September and 7 December 2016. 

 The consultation was sent in hardcopy format directly to each of the affected organisations 

within Medway,  

 The survey was made available via the Council’s website (medway.gov.uk) where respondents 

could complete the survey online.  

 Hardcopies of the survey were made available at libraries and community hubs and were 

available to organisations and members of the public on request. 

 In order to ensure the survey was widely promoted it was featured twice in the My Medway e-

mail sent to subscribers of the Medway Council e-mail list. 

 The survey was shared with businesses via town centre managers. 

Who responded? 

This results analysis has been conducted on 157 responses received. 

Respondents were asked if they were responding as an individual or an organisation. There were 156 

respondents who answered this question with 75 respondents (48.1%) stating that they were 

replying as an individual and 81 respondents (51.9%) responding as an organisation. 

Based on the two groups of respondents; individual respondents had a margin of error of +/- 11.4% 

and organisation respondents a margin of error of +/-11% at a 95% confidence level. It should be 

noted that sub groups will have larger margins of error, therefore only statistically significant 

difference between respondents are noted within the analysis. Some sub groups were too small for 

there to be any statistically significant differences. 

Individual Respondent Profile 

All 75 individual respondents were asked if they were a resident of Medway; 67 respondents (89.3%) 

were resident in Medway and 8 (10.7%) were not resident. Not every respondent gave an answer to 

every question. 

Executive Summary 
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52 respondents (70.3%) stated that were associated with an affected organisation, 20 respondents 

(27%) stated they were not and a further 2 respondents (2.7%) did not know. (Base 74 respondents). 

Of those 52 respondents 44.2% were associated with a charity, 42.3% with a community amateur 

sports club, 34.6% with a not for profit organisation and 3.8% another type of organisation. 

All individual respondents were asked a series of demographic questions to better understand who 

was responding. Respondents were more likely to be male (65.8%) than female (30.1%) (Base 73 

respondents).  

Age- 74 respondents answered this question 

16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and 
over 

I prefer 
not to say 

3 5 11 22 17 9 3 4 
4.1% 6.8% 14.9% 29.7% 23% 12.2% 4.1% 5.4% 

 

76.4% of respondents stated that they did not have a disability, 18.1% stated they had a disability 

and 5.6% of respondents preferred not to say (Base 72 respondents).  

Respondents were also asked their ethnicity 85.1% of respondents stated they were White and 4.1% 

from a Black or Minority Ethnic community and 10.8% preferred not to say. 

Organisation Respondent Profile 

All 81 organisation respondents were asked what type of organisation they were. Of those the vast 

majority were recipients of discretionary rate relief within Medway (90.1%), the next largest group 

was a charity, sports club or not for profit organisation not within Medway (6.2%) and the smallest 

group of respondents were business within Medway (3.7%). 

The 73 respondents who were recipients of discretionary rate relief within Medway and businesses 

within Medway were asked some further questions. They were most likely to be a charity (68.5%), 

with community amateur sports clubs (15.1%), not for profit organisations (9.6%), other (5.5%) and 

don’t know (1.4%). The main purpose of the organisations were self defined by respondents as 

supporting vulnerable people (46.6%), supporting lifestyle choices (23.3%), supporting regeneration 

or heritage (5.5%) and another main purpose (24.7%). 

Business within Medway Profile 

There were 3 respondents who stated that they were a business within Medway. There was one 

respondent in each of the following categories Retail – Cafe / Restaurant, Retail – Shop and Other. 
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Findings 

The findings from the survey are summarised below. They are grouped by the overall preference and 

detailed answers about each of the options. 

Discretionary Business Rates Relief Options 

When asked to rank the proposed options for the Discretionary Business Rate Relief scheme 69% of 

respondents favoured no change  by reinstating the scheme (Option 1), of those respondents who 

ranked an alternative scheme as their most preferred 21.3% favoured implementing a variable rate 

of relief based on the purpose of the organisation (Option 2).  

Implementing a variable rate of relief based on the purpose of the organisation (Option 2) was the 

most popular second choice with 33.9% of respondents selecting this option; a flat rate of relief 

(29.1%) and another option not listed (19.7%) were also frequently selected as second choice 

options. 

There were some differences in responses from different groups:-  

 Individuals were more likely than organisations to select another option not listed (Option 4) as 
one of their top three choices.  

 Individuals were also more likely than organisations to select Option 2 as their least preferred 
option. 

  Individuals associated with a community organisation were more likely to select Option 1 as 
their preferred option; especially so for individuals associated with community amateur sports 
clubs.  

 Those organisations who stated that they were supporting ‘lifestyle choices’ were more likely to 
chose to reinstate the current scheme than other categories of organisation. 

 

Respondents were asked to explain their choice of ranking. Common themes across the comments 

focused on:- 

 the impact on community organisations (financial burden / increase the risk of closure and a 

potential reduction in the level of service / facilities / investment made’). 

 the benefits that community organisations bring to Medway  

 the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and community 

than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations.   

 Other comments focussed on fairness and the need for an individual assessment of 

organisations. 

 

Lastly respondents were asked to make their own suggestion for guidelines. The majority of 

suggestions were about making an individual assessment of circumstances, leaving the scheme as it 

is or suggesting a variation of the level of relief granted. 

Option 1 – Reinstate the existing guidelines 

Three-fifths of respondents agreed that the Council should make savings from elsewhere if the 

current guidelines were to be reinstated.  Just over a fifth of respondents neither agreed nor 

disagreed and around a fifth disagreed.  
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There were some differences between respondents:- 

 Those who had chosen reinstating the current guidelines (Option 1) as their preferred option 

were more likely agree that savings should be made than those who had chosen Option 2. 

  Individuals who were not associated with a community organisation were more likely to 

disagree that savings should be made than those associated with one.  

 Community amateur sports clubs were more likely to agree that savings should be made than 
charities. 

 

Respondents who agreed with making savings commented that  

 the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and community 

than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations  

 the Council should reduce spending or raise income (focusing on inefficiencies, processes and 
service prioritisation or were just accepting that savings would have to be made). 

 

Those who disagreed were more diverse in their responses with many stating that;  

 the Council could reduce spending or increase income;  

 other services have already had to deal with cuts; and  

 those looking for fairness and equality for all.  

 
Those who neither agreed nor disagreed were also likely to suggest that the Council could reduce 
spending or increase income. 
 
In identifying areas where savings could be made respondents suggested that the Council should 
review services / spend, reduce Council spend, improve efficiency or increase income. 
 
When asked if there was anything else that should be considered before making a final decision 
respondents focused on the impact on the organisation in receipt of discretionary relief and the 
wider benefit of community organisations. The comments often covered the impact on those 
associated with the organisations and Medway Council itself. Respondents also commented about 
the need to consider alternatives such as making an assessment of the individual organisations 
circumstances / benefit and phasing in the changes to the levels of relief. 
 
Option 2 - Implement guidelines with a variable level of discretionary relief based on the purpose 

of the charity, not for profit organisation or community amateur sports club. 

Option 2 - Principles 

 

The focus of discretionary business rates relief should be for organisations seeking to improve the 

quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 

 

Just over two-thirds of respondents agreed that focus of discretionary rates relief should be for 

organisations seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise 

vulnerable.  Organisations who responded were more likely to agree that the focus should be for 

organisations supporting vulnerable people particularly amongst charities and not for profit 

organisations. Individuals associated with a charity were also more likely to agree. 
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Respondents who agreed stated that:- 

 other organisations should also share the focus of the relief, such as those promoting 

employment, conservation, sports and arts, fighting suicide, supporting young people, etc.  

 the council should define better certain concepts, like “vulnerable”, or “lifestyle”, or how to 

measure what difference the sector makes for the money this costs. 

 

Organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation should receive less priority when awarding 

discretionary rate relief 

 

Just over two-fifths of respondents agreed that organisations supporting animal welfare or 

conservation should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief. Around a quarter 

disagreed and a further quarter neither agreed nor disagreed. Individuals were more likely to 

disagree than organisations and female respondents were more likely to disagree than male 

respondents. Those who had selected Option 2 as their preferred option were more likely to agree.  

 

Those who agreed were more likely to comment that:- 

 organisations supporting people are a higher priority, particularly those supporting vulnerable 

people, or simply that animal welfare or conservation is not a key priority.  

 organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation already get funds elsewhere.  

 

Those who disagreed did so for a wide variety of reasons. Those who neither agreed nor disagreed 
suggested that this principle should be considered case-by-case, that it should also be a priority or 
that (like some of those who disagreed) conservation should be a higher priority than animal 
welfare.  Some respondents also felt that all charities should be treated the same. 
 

Organisations supporting lifestyle choices (arts, entertainment, leisure, fee paying education etc.) 

should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief 

 

Just under two-fifths (37.3%) of respondents agreed that organisations supporting lifestyle choices 

should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief. Almost as many respondents 

disagreed 36.6% as agreed and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed (24.2%). Respondents who 

had selected Option 1 were less likely to agree that organisations supporting lifestyle choices should 

receive less priority and those who had chosen Option 2 were more likely to agree. Individuals 

associated with not for profit organisations were more likely to disagree. 

 

Those that agreed with the principle commented that:- 

 lifestyle choices are a lower priority than supporting people, vulnerable people, education or 

health.  

 others felt that lifestyle choices should not be supported by the public sector, as they depend on 

people’s choices, and should be self-funded.  

 

The reasons for disagreement were very diverse:-  

 respondents argued that the arts should be a priority as they promote a healthy 

environment/lifestyle, tackle mental health issues, increase wellbeing, increase employment, 
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improving quality of life for vulnerable people, enriching residents’ lives, and reducing poverty 

and anti-social behaviour.  

 some respondents stated that these organisations save costs by providing their services.  

 some felt that the council should reconsider the definition of 'lifestyle choice', as it comprises 
very different elements. 

 

Organisations supporting heritage and regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief 

 

There were more respondents who disagreed than agreed that organisations supporting 

regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief; 40.1% disagreed, 25.7% of respondents 

agreed and 32.2% neither agreed nor disagreed. Those who had selected Option 2 as their preferred 

option were more likely to agree than those who selected Option 1. Individuals were more likely to 

disagree than organisations; with those associated with a charity being more likely to disagree than 

those associated with a Community Amateur Sports Club who were more likely to neither agree nor 

disagree. Organisations which identified themselves as charities are more likely to disagree than 

other organisation types. 

 

Those who disagreed were most likely to comment that:-  

 organisations supporting heritage and regeneration play a very important role in Medway and 

bring benefits to the whole area.  

 we should preserve our heritage as it is part of our history and our responsibility with future 

generations.  

 the implementation of this principle could place these organisations at risk, and  

 the cost of providing these services by the council would be higher than the discretionary rate 

relief income.  

 

Those who agreed stated that this was a lower priority cause compared to supporting people (or 
vulnerable people), especially in the current financial climate. There also comments regarding these 
organisations raising funds elsewhere, and the generation of income by some of them. 
 

Charity shops and cafes run by charities should not receive any top up discretionary relief as they 

have alternative means of raising funds and are competing with other businesses 

 

Over two-fifths (45%) of respondents agreed that charity shops and cafes should not receive any 

discretionary rate relief. A further 37.3% disagreed and 16% neither agreed nor disagreed. There 

were some difference between respondents:- 

 Those who had selected Option 2 as their preferred option were more likely to agree than those 

who selected Option 1.  

 Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals; of the organisations that are in receipt 

of discretionary business rate relief those supporting vulnerable people were more likely to 

disagree than any other purpose.  

 Amongst individual respondents female respondents were more likely to disagree than male 

respondents. 

 

Those who agreed with the principle mainly said that:-  
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 charity shops and cafes are commercial organisations, and as such, they generate incomes and 

are not not-for-profit organisations 

 charity shops and cafes are competing unfairly against other businesses, as they use volunteers, 

and are exempted from paying rates 

 charity shops and cafes raise funds elsewhere, and  

 there are too many charity shops and cafes in Medway, probably due to the level of support 

they receive.  

 
There were some comments that, even if agreeing with the proposal, there should be some case-by-
case assessment (i.e. depending on their income), where local charities would have priority in the 
level of relief over bigger/national charities. 
 

Amongst those who disagreed the main reasons given were that:-  

 these organisations do not really compete with other businesses, as the income they make goes 

to charity, and they are not trying to make real profit 

 charity shops and cafes play an important role in Medway (i.e. building up skills for employment 

and confidence, promoting local projects, employing volunteers with mental health issues, etc.).  

 implementation of this principle would put charity shops and cafes at risk, and that would 

undermine the work they do to support vulnerable people, and  

 would reduce affordable shopping for those who need it the most.  

 

Many respondents also stated that this measure would reduce the total income dedicated to 
charitable purposes.  
 

Do you have any suggestions for alternative principles that the Council should consider? 

 

The most common suggestion was to make an individual assessment of the organisation; the form of 

this assessment varied either being based upon local benefit, purpose of a charity shop / café, types 

of products sold, income of the organisation or type/ numbers of staff.  

 

There were a range of other comments;  

 suggesting alternate levels of relief;  

 suggesting making savings or raising income within the Council;  

 that the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and 

community than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other 

organisations; and  

 registered organisations should get relief. 
 

Level of relief for charities and community amateur sports clubs 

85.8% of respondents agreed that charities or community amateur sports clubs seeking to improve 

the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 

should get 20% top up relief. Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals that 20% top 

up should be given to organisations seeking to support vulnerable people. 
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Respondents were, however, more likely to disagree that charities or community amateur sports 

clubs supporting animal welfare or conservation (46.3%), lifestyle choices (55.5%) and heritage and 

regeneration (52.8%) should not receive any top up relief. 

 Across these three purposes those respondents who had selected Option 1 as their most 

preferred choice were most likely to disagree and those who had selected Option 2 were more 

likely to agree.  

 When considering animal welfare and conservation individuals who are linked to a charity are 

more likely to state ‘yes’ than those linked to a community amateur sports club.  

 Within those responding about Heritage and Regeneration organisations were more likely to 

agree than individuals that no top up should be given and individuals were more likely to 

disagree than organisations. 

 

Respondents were asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the level of relief for the 

respective organisation purposes.  The majority of comments focused on the impact on the 

community organisation or how the purposes were categorised.  

 

Those who commented on the categorisation of the purpose were likely to state that:-  

 the priority should be people; they were more likely to agree with the proposed levels of relief.  

 other purposes such as animal welfare, sports and art support children, elderly and vulnerable 

people too; these respondents were more likely to disagree with the proposed levels of relief.  

 there are wider benefits by supporting heritage and lifestyle choices and  

 some respondents queried how the categories have been defined / what is included.  

 

Those who commented on the impact on community organisations were most likely to comment on 

the financial burden / risk of closure to organisations. Respondents commenting in this way were 

most likely to agree with the level of relief for organisations supporting vulnerable people but 

disagree with the levels of relief for other organisations. 

 

Those who suggested an alternate level of relief suggested the need for an individual assessment of 

the charity or community amateur sports club or that a lower level of top up relief should be set for 

some organisations. 

Level of relief for charity shops and charity cafes 

 

Respondents were split over the level of relief for charity shops / cafes; 43.8% of respondents 

disagreed that charity shops and cafes should only receive 80% relief. However, 39.2% agreed and 

17% ‘did not know’. 

 

Respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred choice were most likely to disagree, 

with those who had chosen Option 2 more likely to agree. Organisations were more likely to agree 

that charity shops / cafes should receive no relief; although charities and those who defined 

themselves as supporting vulnerable people were more likely to disagree. Individuals were also 

more likely to disagree than organisations. 
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Respondents who agreed with the level of relief likely to comment that:- 

 Charity shops / cafes were businesses and they should pay rates.  

 Those who considered charity shops / cafes as business believed that they had an unfair 

advantage over other shops or that they were running a business. 

  They were also of the opinion that they could raise other funds. 

 

Respondents who disagreed were likely to comment about:-  

 the impact on the community organisation that the charity shop or cafe supports; they were 

concerned about them being less able to support vulnerable people and wider community. 

 the need for an individual assessment of the need for discretionary relief 

 

There was also a differentiation between local and national charities that was raised by both those 
who agree and disagree. 
 

Those who suggested an alternate level of relief felt there should be an individual assessment. 

 

Level of relief for not for profit organisations 

 

85.8% of respondents agreed that charities or community amateur sports clubs seeking to improve 

the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 

should get 20% top up relief.  

 

Respondents were, however, more likely to disagree that charities or community amateur sports 

clubs supporting animal welfare or conservation (54%), lifestyle choices (55.3%) and heritage and 

regeneration (54.8%) should not receive any top up relief. 

 

 When considering animal welfare and conservation individuals who were not associated with an 

organisation receiving discretionary business rate relief were more likely to say ‘no’ they do not 

agree that animal welfare organisations should get 70% relief than individuals who were 

associated with an organisation.  

 Amongst those responding about Heritage and Regeneration those respondents who had 

selected Option 1 as their preferred choice were most likely to disagree that no relief should be 

given to organisations supporting heritage and regeneration than those who had selected 

Option 2. Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals that no relief should be given 

to organisations supporting heritage and regeneration. 

 When considering the proposed 50% relief for organisations supporting lifestyle choices 
individuals responding to the survey were more likely to say ‘no’ they do not agree than 
organisations. Individuals who were not associated with an organisation receiving discretionary 
business rate relief were more likely to say ‘no’ they do not agree than individuals associated 
with an organisation. 

 

Respondents were asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the level of relief for the 

respective organisation purposes. Where there was a common theme the majority of comments 

focused on alternative levels of relief and how the purposes were categorised. There were a variety 

of levels given, some relate to all organisations (generally they should receive full relief) whilst 
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others are purpose specific. There was not, however, always agreement as to the purpose and the 

suggested level of relief. 

 

Those who commented on the categorisation of the purpose were likely to state that the priority 

should be people; those commenting in this way were generally split in agreement regarding the 

proposed level of relief for not for profit organisations. There were a number of comments 

suggesting that other purposes such as animal welfare, sports and art support children, elderly and 

vulnerable people should be priorities too; these respondents were more likely to disagree with the 

proposed levels of relief for animal welfare, heritage and lifestyle choices. 

 

Those who suggested an alternate level of relief were most likely to suggest the need for an 

individual assessment of the not for profit organisation. 

 

Other considerations for Option 2 

 

Respondents were asked for any other considerations that should be made about Option 2.  There 

were a wide range of comments. The most common comments received covered the scheme and its 

operation, the need for individual assessment and the categorisation of the organisation affected. 

 

Option 3 - Implement guidelines whereby all charities, not for profit organisations or community 

amateur sports clubs receive a flat rate of 80% relief. 

 

70.1% of respondents disagreed that there should be a flat rate of 80% relief; 25.2% agreed with the 

flat rate of 80% and just 4.8% of respondents did not know. 

 

Individuals who are not associated with a community organisation were more likely to be split in 

agreement / disagreement with the level of relief. Individuals who are associated with a not for 

profit organisation are also likely to be split in their opinion and are more likely to agree than those 

associated with other organisations. 

 

Those commenting who agreed were most likely to state that it was fair and equitable and easier to 

administrate.  

 

Whereas those commenting who disagreed were likely to comment on the ‘impact on community 

organisations’ and the ‘Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and 

community than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations’. 

Within the comments there was a differentiation between those organisations which are national or 

international charities compared to those that are local often smaller charities. There were a 

number of respondents who commented that the level of relief should stay at 100%. 

 

Respondents were asked if they had another suggestion for a flat rate of relief that should be 

granted. There were relatively few respondents who commented on this question; those who did 

make a suggestion for a rate was for 100% relief, other respondents suggested that the rate of relief 

is based on an individual assessment. The type of assessment varied but a theme was the local 
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nature of the organisation; the level of income of the organisation, whilst others suggested using an 

assessment based on sources of funding, local benefits or an impact analysis. 

 

When asked about any other considerations about Option 3 the majority of comments were about 

the option itself with some suggesting it was too inflexible and harsh and should not be considered 

as an option, others comparing option 3 to option 2 (saying it was high risk but less impact) and to 

option 1 (not as good as option 1) and lastly suggesting if it were to be introduced it should be 

phased in over a number of years. There were smaller numbers of other comments covering issues 

already mentioned in response to Option 3. 
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Background 
 

This consultation has been undertaken as the Council is reviewing its discretionary business rates 

policy in light of increasing demand and changes as to how the Government contributes to 

discretionary relief. The aim of the review is to consider options that could allow the Council to 

reduce expenditure whilst still supporting organisations within the area. Three options were 

identified and consulted upon. 

 Option 1 - Reinstate the existing guidelines. All charities, not for profit organisations and 

community amateur sports clubs would be treated the same and receive the maximum relief of 

100%. 

 Option 2 - Implement guidelines with a variable level of discretionary relief based on the 

purpose of the charity, not for profit organisation or community amateur sports club. Option 2 is 

the Council’s preferred option. 

 Option 3 - Implement guidelines whereby all charities, not for profit organisations or community 

amateur sports clubs receive a flat rate of 80% relief. 

 

Consultation methodology 
 

The consultation was a survey enabling respondents to give their views on the identified options for 

a discretionary business rate relief scheme, as well as enabling respondents to make their own 

suggestion. The Discretionary Business Rates survey was available to members of the public and 

organisations for a period of 12 weeks between 15 September and 7 December 2016. 

The consultation was sent in hardcopy format directly to each of the affected organisations within 

Medway; with encouragement to promote the survey to people they are supporting, their members, 

volunteers and other interested parties (additional copies of the survey were sent to each of the 

affected organisations to support this). The survey was made available via the Council’s website 

(medway.gov.uk) where respondents could complete the survey online. The online survey was 

created so that it was accessible on a PC using assisted technologies. Hardcopies of the survey were 

made available at libraries and community hubs and were available to organisations and members of 

the public on request. 

In order to ensure the survey was widely promoted it was featured twice in the My Medway e-mail 

sent to subscribers of the Medway Council e-mail list and was shared with businesses via town 

centre managers. 

 

Who responded 
 

There were 165 responses received to the Discretionary Business Rate Relief Consultation 8 

responses were excluded as they appeared to be duplicates. These relate to six responses online 

where the survey start and end time and date stamp, collected automatically within the survey, 

were exactly the same as another survey as were the contents of the response. There were also two 
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hardcopy surveys that were received that were photocopies where the handwriting and response 

contents were exactly the same as another survey. Therefore this results analysis has been 

conducted on 157 responses received. 

Respondents were asked if they were responding as an individual or an organisation. There were 156 

respondents who answered this question with 75 respondents (48.1%) stating that they were 

replying as an individual and 81 respondents (51.9%) responding as an organisation. 

Based on the two groups of respondents; individual respondents had a margin of error of +/- 11.4% 

and organisation respondents a margin of error of +/-11% at a 95% confidence level. It should be 

noted that sub groups will have larger margins of error, therefore only statistically significant 

difference between respondents are noted within the analysis. Some sub groups were too small for 

there to be any statistically significant differences. 

Individual Respondent Profile 

All 75 individual respondents were asked if they were a resident of Medway; 67 respondents (89.3%) 

were resident in Medway and 8 (10.7%) were not resident. 

Respondents were then asked ‘Are you currently supported by, a member of, a volunteer with or 

otherwise directly associated with one of the organisations affected by this consultation?’. There 

were 74 responses to this question with 52 respondents (70.3%) stating that were associated with 

an affected organisation, 20 respondents (27%) stated they were not and a further 2 respondents 

(2.7%) did not know. 

The 52 respondents who were associated with an affected organisation were asked a further 

question as to the type of organisation they were associated with. All 52 respondents replied with 

the breakdown shown in the table below:- 

Charity Community 
Amateur Sports 

Club 

Not for Profit 
Organisation 

Other Don’t know 

23 22 18 2 - 
44.2% 42.3% 34.6% 3.8% - 

 

All individual respondents were asked a series of demographic questions to better understand who 

was responding. 

Sex- 73 respondents answered this question. 

Female Male I prefer not to say 

22 48 3 
30.1% 65.8% 4.1% 

 

Age- 74 respondents answered this question 

16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and 
over 

I prefer 
not to say 
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3 5 11 22 17 9 3 4 
4.1% 6.8% 14.9% 29.7% 23% 12.2% 4.1% 5.4% 

 

 

 

Disability – 72 respondents answered this question 

Yes No I prefer not to say 

13 55 4 
18.1% 76.4% 5.6% 

 

Ethnicity – 74 respondents answered this question 

White Black and Minority Ethnic I prefer not to say 

63 3 8 
85.1% 4.1% 10.8% 

 

Organisation Respondent Profile 

All 81 organisation respondents were asked what type of organisation they were. 

A recipient of 
discretionary rate 

relief within 
Medway 

A business within 
Medway 

A charity, sports 
club or not for 

profit 
organisation not 
within Medway 

A business not 
within Medway 

Other 

73 3 5 - - 

90.1% 3.7% 6.2% - - 

 

Those who were recipients of discretionary rate relief within Medway and businesses within 

Medway were asked some further questions. 

Recipient of discretionary rate relief within Medway Profile 

Type of organisation – all 73 respondents gave a reply 

Charity Community 
Amateur Sports 

Club 

Not for Profit 
Organisation 

Other Don’t know 

50 11 7 4 1 
68.5% 15.1% 9.6% 5.5% 1.4% 

 

Main purpose of the organisation – all 73 respondents gave a reply 

Supporting Supporting Supporting Supporting I don’t know Other 
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vulnerable 
people 

animal 
welfare or 

conservation 

lifestyle 
choices (arts, 

entertainment, 
leisure, fee 

paying 
education etc.) 

regeneration 
or heritage 

34 - 17 4 - 18 

46.6% - 23.3% 5.5% - 24.7% 

 

Business within Medway Profile 

All 3 respondents provided an answer. 

Retail – Cafe / 
Restaurant 

Retail – Shop Retail – Other Industrial / 
Manufacturing 

Industrial / 
Manufacturing 

Other 

1 1 - - - 1 

33.3% 33.3% - - - 33.3% 

 

Findings 
 

The findings from the survey are summarised below. They are grouped by the overall preference and 

detailed answers about each of the options. 

Discretionary Business Rates Relief Options 
 

When asked to rank the proposed options for the Discretionary Business Rate Relief scheme 69% of 
respondents favoured no change  by reinstating the scheme (Option 1), of those respondents who 
ranked an alternative scheme as their most preferred 21.3% favoured implementing a variable rate 
of relief based on the purpose of the organisation (Option 2).  
 
Implementing a variable rate of relief based on the purpose of the organisation (Option 2) was the 
most popular second choice with 33.9% of respondents selecting this option; a flat rate of relief 
(29.1%) and another option not listed (19.7%) were also frequently selected as second choice 
options. 
 
Respondents were asked to explain their choice of ranking. Common themes across the comments 
focused on:- 

 the impact on community organisations (financial burden / increase the risk of closure and a 
potential reduction in the level of service / facilities / investment made’). 

 the benefits that community organisations bring to Medway  

 the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and community 
than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations.   

 Other comments focussed on fairness and the need for an individual assessment of 
organisations. 

 
Lastly respondents were asked to make their own suggestion for guidelines. The majority of 
suggestions were about making an individual assessment of circumstances, leaving the scheme as it 
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is or suggesting a variation of the level of relief granted. 
 
 

Question 1 - Please rank, from 1 to 4, the following options for Medway Council’s new discretionary 

business rates policy in order of your preference, where 1 is your most preferred option and 4 is 

your least preferred option 

Respondents were asked to rank the four options for the Discretionary Business Rate Relief scheme 

in order of their preference; ranking from 1 (most preferred) to 4 (least preferred). Respondents 

were able to rank up to four options; however, not every respondent gave a ranking to every option. 

There were 155 respondents who gave a response to this question, there was one error and one 

respondent did not rank any option. 

Of the four options reinstating the current scheme (Option 1) was most likely to be ranked 1 (most 

preferred), introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) was most likely to be ranked 2, 

introducing a flat rate 80 % relief (Option 3) was most likely to be ranked 3 and another option not 

listed (Option 4) was most likely to be ranked 4 (least preferred). 

The table below shows the number of respondents split by the four options and the given ranking 

preference. The percentages given are based on the number of respondents for each rank; therefore 

percentages will add up to 100% vertically within the table but not horizontally. 

  1 (Most preferred) 2 3 4 (Least preferred) 

Base 155 127 122 106 

Option 1 - Reinstate the 
existing guidelines 
  

107 22 13 5 

69.00% 17.30% 10.70% 4.70% 

Option 2 - Implement 
guidelines with a variable level 
of discretionary relief based 
on the purpose of the charity, 
not for profit organisation or 
community amateur sports 
club. 
  

33 43 43 13 

21.30% 33.90% 35.20% 12.30% 

Option 3 - Implement 
guidelines whereby all 
charities, not for profit 
organisation or community 
amateur sports clubs receive a 
flat rate of 80% relief. 
  

7 37 55 35 

4.50% 29.10% 45.10% 33.00% 

Option 4 – Another option not 
listed (there is space to explain 
your suggestion below) 
  

8 25 11 53 

5.20% 19.70% 9.00% 50.00% 
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All 155 respondents who answered the question gave one of the options a ranking of 1 (most 

preferred).  Reinstating the current scheme (Option 1) was given a ranking of 1 by 69% (107 

respondents) and introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) was the second most selected 

option with 21.3% (33 respondents) giving it a ranking of 1. Relatively few respondents selected 

Option 3 or 4 as their first preference; another option not listed was the third most selected with 

5.2% (8 respondents) and introducing a flat rate scheme (Option 3) was ranked 1 by the fewest 

number of respondents 4.5% (7 respondents). 

127 respondents who gave an answer to question 1 gave one of the options a ranking of 2, their 

second most preferred option. The responses for the second preferred option were less polarised 

with a close split between Options 2 and 3.  Introducing a variable scheme (Option 2) was the most 

selected option with 33.9% (43 respondents) giving it a ranking of 2, introducing a flat rate 80% relief 

(Option 3) was the second most selected option with 29.1% (37 respondents) ranking it 2, another 

option not listed (Option 4) was the third most selected with 19.7% (25 respondents) and reinstating 

the current scheme (Option 1) was given a ranking of 2 by 17.3% (22 respondents). 

122 respondents gave one of the options a ranking of 3, their third preferred option. Introducing a 

flat rate 80% relief (Option 3) was the most selected option with 45.1% (55 respondents) ranking it 3, 

introducing a variable scheme (Option 2) was the second most selected option with 35.2% (43 

respondents) giving it a ranking of 3, reinstating the current scheme (Option 1) was given a ranking 

of 3 by 10.7% (13 respondents) and another option not listed (Option 4) was the least selected with 

only 9% (11 respondents). 

Only 106 respondents who gave an answer to question 1 gave one of the options a ranking of 4, 

their least preferred option.  Another option not listed (Option 4) was most likely to be selected as 

the least preferred option with 50% (53 respondents), followed by introducing a flat rate 80% relief 

(Option 3) with 33% (35 respondents). Options 2 and 1 were selected as least preferred by less than 

a fifth of respondents with  introducing a variable scheme (Option 2) being selected by 12.3 (13 

respondents) and reinstating the current scheme (Option 1) only being selected by 4.7% (5 

respondents). 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Individuals were more likely to include another option not listed (Option 4) at rank 1, 2 or 3 than 

organisations who responded; this is particularly true for those respondents who are resident in 

Medway. Organisations were more likely to select Option 4 as their least preferred option; 

particularly those in receipt of discretionary relief. 

 Individuals were more likely to choose Option 2 as their least preferred option  than 

organisations were to (17.3% of individuals compared to 5.3% of organisations)  

 Individuals who were linked to a charity, community amateur sports club or not for profit 

organisation were more likely to rank Option 1 as their most preferred option and less likely to 

rank it as their least preferred option than those individuals who were not linked.  

 Individuals who were associated with a Community Amateur Sports Club (95.5%, 21 

respondents) were more likely to choose to reinstate the existing scheme (Option 1) than those 

linked to Charities (63.6%, 15 respondents). 
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 Individuals who were not linked to a charity, community amateur sports club or not for profit 

organisation were more likely to rank Option 3 as their second most preferred option than those 

individuals who were linked who were more likely to select it as their third preference.  

 Reinstating the current scheme (Option 1) was the most preferred option and another scheme 

not listed (Option 4) was the least preferred option for charities, community amateur sports 

clubs and not for profit organisations. However, the second and third preferences were more 

mixed community amateur sports clubs were more likely to rank the option in order (Options 1, 

2, 3, 4) whereas charities and not for profit organisations were more mixed between Options 2 

and 3. 

 Organisations who stated that their main purpose was supporting lifestyle choices were more 

likely to select reinstating the current scheme (Option 1) as their preferred option (94.1%, 17 

respondents).  

 Organisations who stated that their main purpose was supporting vulnerable people were less 

polarised in their most preferred option with reinstating the current scheme (Option 1, 51.5%, 

17 respondents) and introducing a variable rate of relief (Option 2, 42.4%, 14 respondents). 

 

Question 2 - Please explain why you have ranked the options in this way 

 

Respondents were asked to explain their rankings within question 2. There were 37 different ranking 

combinations suggested by respondents therefore the comments received have been grouped and 

assessed by their most preferred option.  

 

There were 93 comments made by respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred 

option. The majority of comments focused on the impact on community organisations particularly 

that ‘having to pay rates would put a financial burden / increase the risk of closure for the 

organisation’ and ‘there would potentially have to be a reduction in the level of service / facilities / 

investment made’. 

 

“I don't think a sports club or not for profit organisation should pay business for the main 

reason they are not a business and it would put many sports clubs would close down 

needing to find the extra money.” 

 

“I believe that the rate relief afforded to these organisations plays a direct role in what they 

can offer to their local communities. They have been awarded rates relief as these 

organisations are considered a benefit to the area and a not for profit business is unlikely to 

have any spare income to allocate to paying rates.     It is likely that a reduction in rates relief 

will lead to job losses and a less interesting community.” 

 

“Charities, whatever service they are providing for their local residents rely on income 

received through donations or grants.  Grants are usually ring fenced and have to be spent 

on the project concerned in the precise way they have been applied for.  Forcing charities to 

find the extra 20% top up will mean putting a strain on already difficult finances” 

“Our organisation would struggle with the burden of paying extra” 
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Other comments focused on the ‘benefits that community organisations bring to Medway’ and that 

the ‘Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and community than 

the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations’ 

 

“Many charities which offer valuable services to the public would close if the alternative 

options were chosen:- this is likely to then cost the Council more than the relative cost of 

discretionary rate relief as the charities provide services which the Council would otherwise 

have to provide.” 

 

“I believe charities provide a valuable resource to the council and should be helped - not 

hindered. the value they provide may not always be seen in monetary terms” 

 

“….It also needs to be said that other charities who are not working with priority categories 

may in any case be alleviating the potential load of those who do by the work they do - e.g. 

the local animal charity who are taking care of a socially isolated elderly person's dog who, in 

so doing, may be reducing the impact this person may make on other services if she did not 

have her companion; or a green spaces charity who provide an area for children to play, 

people to walk etc thereby improving the quality of life and wellbeing of those people who 

may otherwise drain the resources of statutory services etc etc,  The choice of the identified 

priority charities exempt from business rates is therefore naive in assessing the impact of 

the voluntary sector as a whole in terms of what they do to minimise demands on statutory 

services.” 

 

There were a number of comments asking for the ‘scheme to be left as it is’ as it was working well.   

 

“I believe that the guidelines work well and provides assistance where it is needed. there 

would also be no need to setup an additional bureaucracy to organisations” 

 

Although there was not always universal agreement regarding the next best alternatives in 

respondent’s opinions:- 

 

“Option 1: All the organisations manage to stay open how they are, charging what they have 

to    Option 2: this could be unfair to all organisations benefit the community, but some do 

get help elsewhere and others don't    option 3: to treat all the organisations fairly would be 

to treat them equally” 

 

“Charities use all proceeds after direct costs from sales at charity shops for the benefit of the 

wider community. I understand both the need of Medway Council to make savings at many 

levels and welcome this review.   My preference obviously is for no change but otherwise 

favour option 2 with variable levels of discretionary relief as explained below.  Also if 

possible consideration of additional costs being phased in over 2/3 years would be of benefit 

to charities.” 

There were a wide range of other comments from respondents discussing the level of relief with 

many suggesting that not for profit organisations should not pay rates, there were comments that 
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the Council should make savings or raise income elsewhere and suggesting that community 

organisations could support one another.  

There were a few comments about other options. The comments about option 2 were around 

uncertainty around the categorisation used and the concern that it would put organisations under 

financial pressure. The comments about option 3 were mixed some felt it would increase financial 

burdens whilst others felt it may be inflexible but was at least equitable.  

There were 29 comments received from respondents who had selected Option 2 as their preferred 

option. The impact on community organisations was still the most common comment from 

respondents particularly the financial pressures these organisations face with some expressing a 

concern towards the adoption of Option 3. 

“If the council needs to save money then option 1 is not an option.  As a small charity who 

has recently lost all of it's core funding from the council option 3 would finally put us out of 

action as we are already struggling to survive.  Option 2 would see us retaining 100% relief 

and still save the council money.” 

“we understand and sympathise with you regarding the current financial position in local 

government and endorse the need to examine existing funding support and discretionary 

allowances so believe that charities and not for profit organisations that are supporting 

children, the vulnerable and minority need groups should have priority. small charities 

would be hit very hard & likely be priced out of existence with option 3 in operation” 

Other comments focussed on the need for individual assessment of organisations – “I think that only 

charities which directly benefit the local community should receive the discretionary discount. Other 

charities are trading arms of large national charities who do not benefit local people directly” 
 

The level of relief was also mentioned where respondents felt that non-profit making organisations / 

those assessed as being a community benefit should not have to pay business rates. The comments 

about Option 2 expressed an uncertainty of the categorisation used, the need for flexibility and 

individual assessment.  Respondents were also likely to comment that these organisations benefited 

Medway. 
 

Respondents who selected Option 3 as their preferred option were most likely to comment that it 

was the fairest / most equitable approach “This seems a more equitable option2 and “does not 

favour one charity above the other but recognises that the council needs more money”. 
 

Respondents who selected Option 4 did so for a variety of reasons; some for fairness, others to allow 

individual assessment, the impact on organisations and looking to recognise the local benefit of 

organisations. 
 

Question 3 - Do you have an alternative suggestion for Medway Council’s discretionary business 

rates policy? 
 

There were 84 comments received although 31 of these were that there was no further suggestion. 

The majority of comments were about making an individual assessment of circumstances, leaving 

the scheme as it is or a variation of the level of relief granted. As the suggestions are so varied they 

are listed in full in Appendix 1. 
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Option 1 
 

Option 1 – Reinstate the existing guidelines 

By reinstating the current discretionary business rates policy all charities, not for profit organisations 

and community amateur sports clubs would be treated the same and receive the maximum relief of 

100%. 

The council would have to find savings from elsewhere to continue to fund 100% relief.  Therefore 

respondents to the survey were asked questions if they though that savings should be made and 

why they thought this, did they have any suggestions as to where savings could be made and if there 

was anything else that should be considered about Option 1. 

Three-fifths of respondents agreed that the Council should make savings from elsewhere if the 
current guidelines were to be reinstated.  Just over a fifth of respondents neither agreed nor 
disagreed and around a fifth disagreed.  
 
Respondents who agreed with making savings commented that  

 the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and community 
than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations  

 the Council should reduce spending or raise income (focusing on inefficiencies, processes and 
service prioritisation or were just accepting that savings would have to be made). 

 
Those who disagreed were more diverse in their responses with many stating that;  

 the Council could reduce spending or increase income;  

 other services have already had to deal with cuts; and  

 those looking for fairness and equality for all.  
 

Those who neither agreed nor disagreed were also likely to suggest that the Council could reduce 
spending or increase income. 
 
In identifying areas where savings could be made respondents suggested that the Council should 
review services / spend, reduce Council spend, improve efficiency or increase income. 
 
When asked if there was anything else that should be considered before making a final decision 
respondents focused on the impact on the organisation in receipt of discretionary relief and the 
wider benefit of community organisations. The comments often covered the impact on those 
associated with the organisations and Medway Council itself. Respondents also commented about 
the need to consider alternatives such as making an assessment of the individual organisations 
circumstances / benefit and phasing in the changes to the levels of relief. 
 
 

Question 4 - If the Council were to adopt option 1, how strongly do you agree or disagree that 

savings should be made from other services within the Council to continue to fund 100% relief? 

 

There were 155 responses to this question. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that savings should be made from 

elsewhere in the Council if Option 1 were to be adopted. Three-fifths (60%, 93 respondents) of 
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respondents agreed that the Council should make savings from elsewhere if the current guidelines 

were to be reinstated; two-fifths of respondents (38.7%, 60 respondents) strongly agreed.  Just over 

a fifth of respondents (21.3%) neither agreed nor disagreed and around a fifth (16.8%) disagreed. 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Agree 93 60.00% 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 33 21.30% 

Disagree 26 16.80% 

Don't know 3 1.90% 

 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen reinstating the current guidelines (Option 1) as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree that savings should be made from elsewhere(73.6%, 

78 respondents) than those who chose Option 2 as their most preferred option (33.3%, 11 

respondents). 

 Individuals who stated that they were not associated with a charity, community amateur sports 

club or not for profit organisation were more likely to disagree that savings should be made from 

elsewhere (40%, 8 respondents) than those who were associated with one (11.6%, 6 

respondents). 

 Organisations which stated that they were a Community Amateur Sports Club were more likely 

to agree that savings should be made elsewhere (80%, 8 respondents) than those who stated 

they were a charity (52%, 26 respondents). 

Question 5 - Please explain why you agree or disagree that savings should be made from other 

services within the Council to continue to fund 100% relief 

Question 5 then asked respondents to ‘explain why you agree or disagree that savings should be 

made from other services within the Council to continue to fund 100% relief’. There were 115 

comments received. 

There were 93 comments from those who agreed that the Council should make savings from 

elsewhere. The largest group of comments were about the ‘Council’s contribution creates a wider 

benefit and savings for the Council and community than the cost / there would be an increase in 

costs to the Council or other organisations’. Examples of the comments received include:- 

“Savings are already being made because organisations offer services to the community that 

the council cannot. If those organisations did not exist the council would be pressured even 

more to provide more services - for instance within mental health as an example.” 

“These charities often save the Council money by providing services to the public; if the 

charities close due to the additional rates burden then the council is going to have to fund 

these services themselves.” 
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“Charities often divert pressure/costs from statutory bodies e.g. supporting families can 

relieve pressure on social services and avoid crisis management.  Sports clubs promote a 

healthier lifestyle and therefore reduce pressure on NHS.” 

“Because charities perform a social service to local people that would be much more 

expensive if the council had to provide it. For example a local food bank to help the 

homeless and those on low income......this is a service to the community that the charity 

provides funded by its local charity shop that also sells cheap goods to the less well off - a 

thrift shop. If these charities did not exist it would put the burden for the work they do 

straight on the council who would then need to run the food bank themselves.” 

Another large group of comments from those who agreed that savings could be made was from 

those who thought that the Council should ‘reduce spending or raise income’. Many of the 

comments were not specific about the type of savings focusing on inefficiencies, processes and 

service prioritisation at this stage or were just accepting that savings would have to be made. 

Respondents often went into more detail within question 6 which asked for suggested savings. 

Examples of the comments received include:- 

“There has to be a full evaluation and review of all services maximising the efficiencies of all 

outcomes. It would seem to be an own goal to potentially penalise sporting clubs when 

health and obesity is so high on the Medway council agenda.” 

“Savings could be made across the board from services to administration, signs on streets 

that are never maintained or cleaned, if we cannot look after them don't put them up” 

“If the Council chose Option 1 then there is no doubt that savings would have to be made 

elsewhere. The Council has no free reserves from which it could pay for all of this relief.” 

Those who disagreed were more diverse in their responses with many stating that; the Council could 

reduce spending or increase income; others stating that other services have already had to deal with 

cuts; and those looking for fairness and equality for all. Those who neither agreed nor disagreed 

were also likely to suggest that the Council could reduce spending or increase income. 

Question 6 - Do you have any suggestions as to where savings could be made? 

Respondents were asked to make suggestions as to where savings could be made there were 95 

comments received for this question.  The majority of comments suggested that the Council should 

review services / spend, reduce Council spend, improve efficiency or increase income. 

Many of the comments about reviewing services / spend talk about a review across all service areas 

where as others suggested reviewing specific service areas such as waste services, libraries, Festivals, 

Arts, Theatres and Events, Social Services, Highways, communication and marketing  or bus routes. 

There were also suggestions for alternative delivery models such as co-production, outsourcing and 

closer working with partner organisations e.g. the CCG. 

Respondents suggested reducing staff benefits, pay or numbers as the main way of reducing Council 

spend; there was a small subset specifically focused on the costs of consultants and interim staff. 
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There were also suggestions to reduce spend on specific projects such as Rochester Airport, Dickens 

World, Bus Station, Big Screen TV or the City status bid. 

To improve efficiency most respondents suggested reducing or simplifying the administration of 

back office services and increasing digital to reduce costs and improve service delivery (for example 

more digital marketing, better linkage of back office and front end systems). 

To increase income suggestions were to raise income from parking charges (increasing permit 

charges / zones, stop free parking days, charge leisure users to park) and increase Council Tax or 

reduce the level of exemptions /Council Tax relief. There were also suggestions to make other 

businesses to pay more rates, increasing rates for businesses that have a negative community 

impact or encouraging economic development to increase the amount of business rates that can be 

collected. 

Question 7 - Is there anything else we should consider about option 1 before making a final 

decision? 

 

Respondents were finally asked if there were any other considerations that should be made about 

Option 1 before a final decision is made; 66 of those who responded provided a comment. Those 

comments were focused on the impact on the organisation in receipt of discretionary relief and the 

wider benefit of community organisations. The comments often covered the impact on those 

associated with the organisations and Medway Council itself. The three comments below exemplify 

the issues raised by respondents:- 

 

“We provide sports activities to many young people of all sorts of ages and abilities, varying 

levels of fitness, etc.  All of this is provided on an entirely voluntary basis by committed 

coaches who gladly give up their time from their busy lives.  We rely on voluntary donations 

to continue to exist.  Paying business rates will simply bring our activities to an end.” 

 

“The community groups and charities in Medway have a vital role to play in supporting our 

local area, in particularly people who are most disadvantaged, and families. Most of these 

groups will operate on a very tight budget and any rate increases would reduce the services 

they could offer or even cause them to close. I therefore think they should be given full 

relief.” 

 

“Yes community organisations matter; they give social cohesion and identity, they help all 

areas of society and provide the 'glue' in Medway to bond our community- they already 

struggle to survive in this current financial climate. This is a short sighted policy which will 

lead to the council needing to pay out far more to replace the services these organisations 

offer at such a relatively small cost to the council.” 

 

Respondents also commented about the need to consider alternatives such as making an 

assessment of the individual organisations circumstances and phasing in the changes to the levels of 

relief. 
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Option 2 
 

Option 2 - Implement guidelines with a variable level of discretionary relief based on the purpose 

of the charity, not for profit organisation or community amateur sports club. 

The Council’s preferred option (option 2) is to implement guidelines with a variable level of 

discretionary relief based on the purpose of the charity, not for profit organisation or community 

amateur sports club. Those guidelines have been designed around a set of five principles that have 

been applied across the purposes of the different charities, community amateur sports clubs and not 

for profit organisations. 

Within this option all charities and community amateur sport clubs would continue to receive their 

mandatory relief. 

There were a range of questions to understand:- what respondents thought about the principles 

used to decide the rate of relief; the amount of top-up relief for charities and community amateur 

sports clubs, the amount of top-up relief for charity shops and cafes; and the amount of relief for not 

for profit organisations. 

 

Option 2 - Principles 

 

Question 8 - The focus of discretionary business rates relief should be for organisations seeking to 

improve the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of 

society 

 

Just over two-thirds of respondents agreed that focus of discretionary rates relief should be for 
organisations seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise 
vulnerable.  One fifth of respondents disagreed. 
 
Respondents who agreed stated that :- 

 other organisations should also share the focus of the relief, such as those promoting 
employment, conservation, sports and arts, fighting suicide, supporting young people, etc.  

 the council should define better certain concepts, like “vulnerable”, or “lifestyle”, or how to 
measure what difference the sector makes for the money this costs. 

 
 

There were 155 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 2 be adopted that 

the focus of discretionary rates relief should be for organisations seeking to improve the quality of 

life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable. Just over two-thirds (67.7%, 105 

respondents) of respondents agreed that the focus of the discretionary business rate relief should be 

for organisations supporting vulnerable people; nearly two-fifths of respondents (36.8%, 56 

respondents) strongly agreed. One fifth of respondents disagreed (21.3%) and 1 in 10 neither agree 

not disagree (9.7%). 
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Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Agree 105 67.70% 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 15 9.70% 

Disagree 33 21.30% 

Don't know 2 1.30% 

 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree that the focus should be for organisations supporting 

vulnerable people (97%,32 respondents). 

 Organisations who responded were more likely to agree that the focus should be for 

organisations supporting vulnerable people; 74.1% of organisations compared to 61.1% of 

individuals. 

 Individuals who stated that they were associated with a charity were more likely to agree that 

the focus should be for organisations supporting vulnerable people; 82.6% of individuals 

associated with a charity agreed compared to 50% of individuals associated with a community 

amateur sports club and 43.8% of individuals associated with a not for profit organisation. 

 Respondents who stated that they were a community amateur sports club in Medway were less 

likely to agree that the focus should be for organisations supporting vulnerable people; 45.5% 

agreed compared to 78% agreeing amongst charities and 85.7% amongst not for profit 

organisations. 

 Recipients of discretionary business rates in Medway were more likely to agree that the focus 

should be for organisations supporting vulnerable people if the stated their main purpose as 

being ‘supporting vulnerable people’ (91.2%) or an ‘other’ main purpose (83.3%). 

There were 111 comments received to the question on why respondents had agreed / disagreed 

with the principle that the focus of discretionary business rates relief should be for organisations 

seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable 

members of society. 71% of the respondents (79 out of those 111) agreed with the principle. From 

those, many felt that other organisations should also share the focus of the relief, such as those 

promoting employment, conservation, sports and arts, fighting suicide, supporting young people, 

etc. A few respondents felt that the council should define better certain concepts, like “vulnerable”, 

or “lifestyle”, or how to measure what difference the sector makes for the money this costs. 

21% of the respondents disagreed with the principle, mainly on the basis that other organisations 

provide support to vulnerable people but are not included in the categorisation. For example, one of 

the respondents stated that “the quality of life for children, elderly and disabled is very much 

supported by local activities and I do not think you can see them as separate. They are both 

important to the support and socialisation of these members of our society” and another one said 

“the focus as defined is too narrow for example Heritage and Museum properties provide an 

educational resource for all age groups but are excluded from this definition”. Some respondents 
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stressed the importance of differentiating local charities from the nationally supported ones. Also, 

some of these respondents asked the council to make savings from somewhere else, or to consider 

charities on a case-to-case approach.  

From those who didn’t agree or disagree, there are not enough guidelines provided as to how the 

council will categorise, or they felt that all charities should be treated in the same manner. 

One respondent didn’t know how to respond the question, as he/she thought that “it's not just 

children, the elderly and disabled that have issues with health due to lack of exercise. Why limit the 

relief to the minority when the majority are facing challenges too”. 

Question 9 - Organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation should receive less priority 

when awarding discretionary rate relief 

 

Just over two-fifths of respondents agreed that organisations supporting animal welfare or 
conservation should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief. Around a quarter 
disagreed and a further quarter neither agreed nor disagreed.  
 
Those who agreed were more likely to comment that:- 

 organisations supporting people are a higher priority, particularly those supporting vulnerable 
people, or simply that animal welfare or conservation is not a key priority.  

 organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation already get funds elsewhere.  
 

Those who disagreed did so for a wide variety of reasons. Those who neither agreed nor disagreed 
suggested that this principle should be considered case-by-case, that it should also be a priority or 
that (like some of those who disagreed) conservation should be a higher priority than animal 
welfare.  Some respondents also felt that all charities should be treated the same. 
 

There were 154 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 2 be adopted that 

organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation should receive less priority when awarding 

discretionary rate relief. Just over two-fifths (44.2%, 68 respondents) of respondents agreed that 

organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation should receive less priority when awarding 

discretionary rate relief; just over one in ten respondents (13.0%, 20 respondents) strongly agreed. 

Around a quarter disagreed (24%) and a further quarter neither agreed nor disagreed (27.3%). 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Agree 68 44.20% 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 42 27.30% 

Disagree 37 24.00% 

Don't know 7 4.50% 
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When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree that organisations supporting animal welfare or 

conservation should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief (87.5%, 28 

respondents). 

 Individuals were more likely to disagree that organisations supporting animal welfare or 

conservation should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief; 33.8% of 

individuals compared to 13.9% of organisations responding. 

 Female respondents were more likely to disagree that organisations supporting animal welfare 

or conservation should receive less priority than males (50% of females compared to 27.1% of 

males) 

There were 92 comments explaining respondent’s answers. 

48 respondents to this question out of 92 (this represents 52% of the total) agreed with the principle 

that organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation should receive less priority when 

awarding discretionary rate relief. They mainly thought that organisations supporting people are a 

higher priority, particularly those supporting vulnerable people, or simply that animal welfare or 

conservation is not a key priority.  A few of the respondents stated that focussing on people and 

their education would ultimately “help to improve those organisations supporting animals or 

conservation”, and that “they will look after animals, conservation etc”. Also, some respondents felt 

that organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation already get funds elsewhere.  

29% of the respondents to this question (27 out of 92) disagreed with this principle.  From those, 

approximately one third stated that animal welfare/conservation should be considered a priority for 

different reasons. For example, one respondent said that all these support activities “are intricacy 

linked and provide the society we need to Medway”. Among those responses, a couple gave priority 

to conservation over animal welfare.  The remaining two thirds of the responses that expressed 

disagreement were extremely varied. Some examples of the feedback we got are:  

“I do not believe our country is so poor that we cannot support such groups who enrich the 

lives of many.  Central government are giving local authorities a very rough deal with regards 

to funding and it is a shame that the councils seem unable to stand up to them”. 

 

“I believe people matter more than animals, but animals clearly do matter and the cost to 

the council of dealing with the resulting rise in strays, unwanted litters etc etc should be 

considered”. 

 

“All voluntary organisations and registered charities should receive the benefit of rate 

relief”. 

 

“It shouldn't be a choice between animals, environment and people. All should be supported 

proportionate to the benefit they bring to the residents of Medway”. 
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14% of those who responded to this question neither agreed nor disagreed with the principle.  Some 

of them suggested that this principle should be considered case-by-case. Others stated that this 

cause should also be a priority or that (like some of those who disagreed) conservation should be a 

higher priority than animal welfare. Also, some respondents felt that all charities should be treated 

the same, and one noted that paying this business rate could be a problem for these organisations.  

Question 10 - Organisations supporting lifestyle choices (arts, entertainment, leisure, fee paying 

education etc.) should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief 

Just under two-fifths (37.3%) of respondents agreed that organisations supporting lifestyle choices 
should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief. Almost as many respondents 
disagreed 36.6% as agreed and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed (24.2%).  
 
Those that agreed with the principle commented that:- 

 lifestyle choices are a lower priority than supporting people, vulnerable people, education or 
health.  

 others felt that lifestyle choices should not be supported by the public sector, as they depend on 
people’s choices, and should be self-funded.  
 

The reasons for disagreement were very diverse:-  

 respondents argued that the arts should be a priority as they promote a healthy 
environment/lifestyle, tackle mental health issues, increase wellbeing, increase employment, 
improving quality of life for vulnerable people, enriching residents’ lives, and reducing poverty 
and anti-social behaviour.  

 some respondents stated that these organisations save costs by providing their services.  

 some felt that the council should reconsider the definition of 'lifestyle choice', as it comprises 
very different elements. 

 
 

There were 153 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 2 be adopted that 

organisations supporting lifestyle choices should receive less priority when awarding discretionary 

rate relief. Just under two-fifths (37.3%, 57 respondents) of respondents agreed that organisations 

supporting lifestyle choices should receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief; 

around one in seven respondents (15.7%, 24 respondents) strongly agreed. Almost as many 

respondents disagreed 36.6% as agreed and a quarter neither agreed nor disagreed (24.2%). 

 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Agree 57 37.30% 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 37 24.20% 

Disagree 56 36.60% 

Don't know 3 2.00% 
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When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen reinstating the current guidelines (Option 1) as their most 

preferred option were less likely to agree that organisations supporting lifestyle choices should 

receive less priority (23.8%, 25 respondents) than those who had selected Option2. 

 Respondents who had chosen introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree that organisations supporting lifestyle choices should 

receive less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief (87.5%, 28 respondents). 

 Individuals  who were associated with a not for profit organisation were more likely to disagree 

that organisations supporting lifestyle should receive less priority when awarding discretionary 

rate relief; 62.5%, 10 respondents. 

There were 99 comments explaining respondent’s answers. 

41% of the respondents to this question (41 respondents out of 99) agreed that organisations 

supporting lifestyle choices (arts, entertainment, leisure, fee paying education etc) should receive 

less priority when awarding discretionary rate relief. Approximately half of the respondents stated 

that lifestyle choices are not a priority, or that they are a lower priority than supporting people, 

vulnerable people, education or health. One respondent considered heritage to be a higher priority 

than lifestyle choices. The other half of the respondents felt that lifestyle choices should not be 

supported by the public sector, as they depend on people’s choices, and should be self-funded. 

42 out of 99 respondents disagreed with this principle. The reasons for disagreement were very 

diverse. In general, respondents argued that the arts should be a priority as they are essential in 

promoting a healthy environment/lifestyle, and can help in tackling mental health issues, increasing 

wellbeing, increasing employment, improving quality of life for vulnerable people, enriching 

residents’ lives, and reducing poverty and anti-social behaviour. Also, some respondents stated that 

these organisations save costs by providing their services.  Some also felt that the council should 

reconsider the definition of 'lifestyle choice', as it comprises very different elements. For example, 

respondents felt that fee paying education should not be treated/related to the arts in terms of 

lifestyle choices. A few respondents mentioned that all charities should be treated the same. One 

said that the council should keep rates as they are, and another one questioned the difficulty of 

categorising different activities as lifestyle choices.   

13% respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. From those, some questioned 

“What does it mean to be a civil society?” referring for example to the benefits that an active arts 

programme could have in challenging behaviours towards minorities in our community. A couple of 

respondents suggested considering this principle on a case-by-case scenario, and others suggested 

treating all charities the same. One respondent that although people are a higher priority, the arts 

are also very important, and another one said wasn’t “sure about extra relief at times of austerity”.   
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Question 11 - Organisations supporting heritage and regeneration should not receive any 

discretionary rate relief 

There were more respondents who disagreed than agreed that organisations supporting 
regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief; 40.1% disagreed, 25.7% of respondents 
agreed and 32.2% neither agreed nor disagreed.  
 
Those who disagreed were most likely to comment that:-  

 organisations supporting heritage and regeneration play a very important role in Medway and 
bring benefits to the whole area.  

 we should preserve our heritage as it is part of our history and our responsibility with future 
generations.  

 the implementation of this principle could place these organisations at risk, and  

 the cost of providing these services by the council would be higher than the discretionary rate 
relief income.  
 

Those who agreed stated that this was a lower priority cause compared to supporting people (or 
vulnerable people), especially in the current financial climate. There also comments regarding these 
organisations raising funds elsewhere, and the generation of income by some of them. 
 
 

There were 152 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 2 be adopted that 

organisations supporting regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief.  There were 

more respondents who disagreed than agreed. Two fifths of respondents (40.1%) disagreed that 

organisations supporting regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief; with one fifth 

(19.1%) strongly disagreeing. A quarter (25.7%) of respondents agreed that organisations supporting 

regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief and a third of respondents neither 

agreed nor disagreed (32.2%) 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Agree 39 25.70% 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 49 32.20% 

Disagree 61 40.10% 

Don't know 3 2.00% 

 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree that organisations supporting regeneration should 

not receive any discretionary rate relief (48.4%, 15 respondents) than those who preferred 

Option 1 (20%, 21 respondents). 
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 Individuals were more likely to disagree than organisations (47.9% of individuals compared to 

32.1% of organisations) that organisations supporting regeneration should not receive any 

discretionary rate relief. Organisations were more likely to be split with as many agreeing as 

disagreeing and more neither agreeing nor disagreeing. 

 Individuals who are associated with a charity were more likely to disagree than those associated 

with a community amateur sports club (60.9% compared to 36.4%). 

 Those associated with a community amateur sports club are more likely to neither agree not 

disagree (45.5%) than those associated with a charity (21.7%) or not for profit organisation 

(17.6%). 

 Organisations identifying themselves as a charity were more likely to disagree (38.6%) that 

organisations supporting regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief than 

community amateur sports clubs (20%) or not for profit organisations (16.7%). 

There were 88 comments explaining respondent’s answers. 

25% of the respondents to this question (22 out of 88), agreed with the principle that organisations 

supporting heritage and regeneration should not receive any discretionary rate relief. Their main 

reason for agreeing was that this is a lower priority cause compared to supporting people (or 

vulnerable people), especially in the current financial climate. There also comments regarding these 

organisations raising funds elsewhere, and the generation of income by some of them.   

Disagreement with this principle was stated by 50% of those who responded to this question (44 

respondents out of 88).  They mainly argued that organisations supporting heritage and 

regeneration play a very important role in Medway. For example, respondents mentioned that these 

organisations help improving the community, fighting unemployment, maintaining tourism, and in 

general contributing to the economic development of Medway and bringing benefits to the whole 

area.  Some respondents added that we should preserve our heritage as it is part of our history and 

our responsibility with future generations. Some respondents said that the implementation of this 

statement could place these organisations under risk, and that the cost of providing these services 

by the council would be higher than the discretionary rate relief income.  

A few other respondents mentioned that organisations supporting heritage and regeneration don’t 

receive enough funding, the council could make savings from somewhere else, and that these 

activities could save money in the future.  

There were also comments on a case-by-case consideration of these organisations. A few of the 

respondents would like all charities to be treated the same. 

18 respondents (20% of those who responded this question) neither agreed nor disagreed with this 

principle. Some of them can understand the logic of the principle, especially in the current economic 

times, but still they think we should be able to support all these causes. Some suggested looking at 

charities on a case-by-case scenario. Also, one respondent rhetorically asked “What does it mean to 

be a civil society?” questioning how much we would like “shaping our identity and informing our 

future choices as a society”.  
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Question 12 - Charity shops and cafes run by charities should not receive any top up discretionary 

relief as they have alternative means of raising funds and are competing with other businesses 

Over two-fifths (45%) of respondents agreed that charity shops and cafes should not receive any 
discretionary rate relief. A further 37.3% disagreed and 16% neither agreed nor disagreed.  
 
Those who agreed with the principle mainly said that:-  

 charity shops and cafes are commercial organisations, and as such, they generate incomes and 
are not not-for-profit organisations 

 charity shops and cafes are competing unfairly against other businesses, as they use volunteers, 
and are exempted from paying rates 

 charity shops and cafes raise funds elsewhere, and  

 there are too many charity shops and cafes in Medway, probably due to the level of support 
they receive.  

 
There were some comments that, even if agreeing with the proposal, there should be some case-by-
case assessment (i.e. depending on their income), where local charities would have priority in the 
level of relief over bigger/national charities. 
 
Amongst those who disagreed the main reasons given were that:-  

 these organisations do not really compete with other businesses, as the income they make goes 
to charity, and they are not trying to make real profit 

 charity shops and cafes play an important role in Medway (i.e. building up skills for employment 
and confidence, promoting local projects, employing volunteers with mental health issues, etc).  

 implementation of this principle would put charity shops and cafes at risk, and that would 
undermine the work they do to support vulnerable people, and  

 would reduce affordable shopping for those who need it the most.  
 
Many respondents also stated that this measure would reduce the total income dedicated to 
charitable purposes.  
 
 

There were 151 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 2 be adopted that 

charity shops and cafes should not receive any discretionary rate relief.  Over two-fifths (45%) of 

respondents agreed that charity shops and cafes should not receive any discretionary rate relief. A 

further 37.3% disagreed and 16% neither agreed nor disagreed. 

 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Agree 68 45.00% 

Neither Agree nor 
Disagree 25 16.60% 

Disagree 56 37.10% 

Don't know 2 1.30% 
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When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen introducing a variable relief rate scheme (Option 2) as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree that charity shops and cafes should not receive any 

discretionary rate relief (67.7%, 21 respondents) than those who preferred Option 1 (35.6%, 37 

respondents). 

 Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals (51.9% of organisations compared to 

38% of individuals) that charity shops should not receive any discretionary rate relief. Individuals 

were more likely to be split with as many agreeing as disagreeing. 

 Of the organisations that are in receipt of discretionary business rate relief those supporting 

vulnerable people were more likely to disagree (54.5%, 18 respondents) than any other purpose. 

 Female respondents were more likely to disagree than male respondents (54.5% of female 

respondents compared to 31.1% of male respondents). 

There were 97 comments explaining respondent’s answers. 

Those who agreed with the statement (39 respondents out of the 97 who responded, which 

represents 40% of the responses to this question) mainly said that charity shops and cafes are 

commercial organisations, and as such, they generate incomes and are not not-for-profit 

organisations. Many respondents expressed their views that charity shops and cafes are competing 

unfairly against other businesses, as they do not faces employees’ wages (as they use volunteers), 

and are exempted from paying rates. Some respondents stated that charity shops and cafes raise 

funds elsewhere, and some others mentioned that there are too many charity shops and cafes in 

Medway, probably due to the level of support they receive. A couple of respondents mentioned that 

the purpose of charity shops and cafes is not directly linked to a benefit for the community. There 

were some comments that, even if agreeing with the proposal, there should be some case-by-case 

assessment (i.e. depending on their income), where local charities would have priority in the level of 

relief over bigger/national charities. 

44% of those who responded this question (43 respondents) disagreed with the statement. The main 

reasons given were that these organisations do not really compete with other businesses, as they 

income they make goes to charity, and they are not trying to make real profit. Also, many 

respondents stated that charity shops and cafes play an important role in Medway (i.e. building up 

skills for employment and confidence, promoting local projects, employing volunteers with mental 

health issues, etc). Respondents felt that the implementation of this statement would put charity 

shops and cafes under risk, and that would undermine the work they do to support vulnerable 

people, and also would reduce affordable shopping for those who need it the most. Many 

respondents also stated that this measure would reduce the total income dedicated to charitable 

purposes, and one respondent mentioned that by putting under risk the survival of charity shops, 

high streets in Medway could see their main shops disappearing.  

Those who neither agree nor disagree with this statement were 11% (11 out of 97) of the total 

respondents to this question. Some of them recognised that the implementation of this statement 

could put these organisations under risk, and that there should be some consideration given in a 

case-by-case scenario. For example, the rates assessment could be income/wealth based not on 
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type of premises. There was one mention that the disappearing of charity shops and cafes could 

increase Medway Council costs when trying to cover for the services they provide. 

Question 13 - Do you have any suggestions for alternative principles that the Council should 

consider? 

The most common suggestion was to make an individual assessment of the organisation; the form of 
this assessment varied either being based upon local benefit, purpose of a charity shop / café, types 
of products sold, income of the organisation or type/ numbers of staff.  
 
There were a range of other comments;  

 suggesting alternate levels of relief;  

 suggesting making savings or raising income within the Council;  

 that the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and 
community than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other 
organisations; and  

 registered organisations should get relief. 
 
 

There were 56 comments made about alternative principles that should be considered by the 

Council; 20 of these were that there ‘no alternative suggestions’. Of the remaining comments the 

most common suggestion was to make an individual assessment of the organisation; the form of this 

assessment varied either being based upon local benefit, purpose of a charity shop / café, types of 

products sold, income of the organisation or type/ numbers of staff. Some comments that:- 

“The assessment should not be on felt value of the audience these organisations seek to 

serve - it should be on the monetary value of the services that are offered across the wider 

community and how that compares with the costings that the Council will have to meet in 

each scenario.  It should also take into account the potential for charitable organisations to 

develop sustainability and how payments can be phased to mirror this.” 

“As relief is paid for by local residents through their council tax, priority should be given to 

organisations that provide a direct benefit to Medway residents and thus have a true local 

connection.” 

There was a range of other comments suggesting alternate levels of relief; suggesting making savings 

or raising income within the Council; that the Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and 

savings for the Council and community than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the 

Council or other organisations; and registered organisations should get relief. 

Level of relief for charities and community amateur sports clubs 

85.8% of respondents agreed that charities or community amateur sports clubs seeking to improve 
the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 
should get 20% top up relief.  
 
Respondents were, however, more likely to disagree that charities or community amateur sports 
clubs supporting animal welfare or conservation (46.3%), lifestyle choices (55.5%) and heritage and 
regeneration (52.8%) should not receive any top up relief. 
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Respondents were asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the level of relief for the 
respective organisation purposes.  The majority of comments focused on the impact on the 
community organisation or how the purposes were categorised.  
 
Those who commented on the categorisation of the purpose were likely to state that:-  

 the priority should be people; they  were more likely to agree with the proposed levels of relief.  

 other purposes such as animal welfare, sports and art support children, elderly and vulnerable 
people too; these respondents were more likely to disagree with the proposed levels of relief.  

 there are wider benefits by supporting heritage and lifestyle choices and  

 some respondents queried how the categories have been defined / what is included.  
 
Those who commented on the impact on community organisations were most likely to comment on 
the financial burden / risk of closure to organisations. Respondents commenting in this way were 
most likely to agree with the level of relief for organisations supporting vulnerable people but 
disagree with the levels of relief for other organisations. 
 
Those who suggested an alternate level of relief suggested the need for an individual assessment of 
the charity or community amateur sports club or that a lower level of top up relief should be set for 
some organisations. 
 
 
 

Question 14 - If the Council were to adopt option 2 do you agree with the level of top up 

discretionary business rate relief for the following groups of charities and community amateur sports 

clubs? 

Respondents were asked to assess the proposed level of relief for Charities and Community Amateur 

Sports Clubs based on the purpose of the organisation. 

  Base Yes No 
Don't 
know 

20% top up relief for charities or community amateur sports 
clubs seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the 

elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 
155 

133 12 10 

85.80% 7.70% 6.50% 

No top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs 
supporting animal welfare or conservation but not dealing 

directly with people 
147 

49 68 30 

33.30% 46.30% 20.40% 

No top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs 
supporting lifestyle choices (arts, entertainment, leisure, fee 

paying education etc.) for all members of the community 
146 

37 81 28 

25.30% 55.50% 19.20% 

No top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs 
supporting heritage and regeneration 

144 

38 76 30 

26.40% 52.80% 20.80% 
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20% top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs seeking to improve the quality of 

life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 

There were 155 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that 20% top up relief should be given to 

charities or community amateur sports clubs seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the 

elderly disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society.  The overwhelming majority of 

respondents said ‘yes’ they agree, 85.8% of respondents.  Only 7.7% of respondents disagreed and 

6.5% ‘did not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals (92.6% of organisations compared to 

78.1% of individuals) that 20% top up should be given to organisations seeking to support 

vulnerable people. 

No top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs supporting animal welfare or 

conservation but not dealing directly with people 

There were 147 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that no top up relief should be given to 

charities or community amateur sports clubs supporting animal welfare or conservation but not 

dealing directly with people.  The majority of respondents said ‘no’ they do not agree that they 

should not receive any relief, 46.3% of respondents.  A third of respondents (33.3%) agreed that no 

top up relief should be given. A fifth (20.4%) stated that they ‘do not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Those respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred option were less likely to 

agree with only 20.4% (20 respondents) answering ‘yes’.  Conversely those who had chosen 

Option 2 as their most preferred option were more likely to agree with 66.7% (22 respondents) 

answering ‘yes’ they should receive no top up. 

 Individuals who are linked to a charity are more likely to state ‘yes’ (38.1%) than those linked to 

a community amateur sports club (14.3%). Those who are associated with a community amateur 

sports club (57.1%) or not for profit organisation (60%) were more likely to state ‘no’ they do not 

agree than those associated with a charity (33.3%). 
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No top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs supporting lifestyle choices (arts, 

entertainment, leisure, fee paying education etc.) for all members of the community 

There were 146 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that no top up relief should be given to 

charities or community amateur sports clubs supporting lifestyle choices.  The majority of 

respondents said ‘no’ they do not agree that organisations supporting lifestyle choices should not 

receive any relief, 55.5% of respondents.  A quarter of respondents (25.3%) agreed that no top up 

relief should be given. A fifth (19.2%) stated that they ‘do not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Those respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred option were less likely to 

agree with only 9.3% (9 respondents) answering ‘yes’ and were more likely to state ‘no’ 71.1% 

(69 respondents).  Conversely those who had chosen Option 2 as their most preferred option 

were more likely to agree with 63.6% (21 respondents) answering ‘yes’ they should receive no 

top up and were more likely to answer ‘no’ with 21.2% (7 respondents). 

No top up relief for charities or community amateur sports clubs supporting heritage and 

regeneration 

There were 144 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that no top up relief should be given to 

charities or community amateur sports clubs supporting heritage and regeneration.  The majority of 

respondents said ‘no’ they do not agree that organisations supporting heritage and regeneration 

should not receive any relief, 52.8% of respondents.  A quarter of respondents (26.4%) agreed that 

no top up relief should be given. A fifth (20.8%) stated that they ‘do not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Those respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred option were more likely to 

state ‘no’ 61.9% (60 respondents).  Conversely those who had chosen Option 2 as their most 

preferred option were more likely to agree with 54.8% (17 respondents) answering ‘yes’ they 

should receive no top up. 

 Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals (33.3% of organisations compared to 

19.1% of individuals) that no top up should be given to organisations supporting heritage and 

regeneration. 

 Individuals were more likely to disagree than organisations (44% of organisations compared to 

61.8% of individuals) that no top up should be given to organisations supporting heritage and 

regeneration. 
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Respondents were asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the level of relief for the 

respective organisation purposes.  The majority of comments focused on the impact on the 

community organisation or how the purposes were categorised. 

Those who commented on the categorisation of the purpose were likely to state that the priority 

should be people; those commenting in this way were more likely to agree with the levels of relief 

proposed in Option2. There were a number of comments suggesting that other purposes such as 

animal welfare, sports and art support children, elderly and vulnerable people too; these 

respondents were more likely to disagree with the proposed levels of relief for animal welfare, 

heritage and lifestyle choices. Some examples of comments received were:- 

“I'm not sure I know enough about the workings of the Council save to suggest that sporting 

clubs must be protected for health, welfare and social reasons.” 

“Animal welfare and sports / social clubs / arts all play an important role in helping people” 

Others considered there to be wider benefits by supporting heritage and lifestyle choices; although 

there was not always universal agreement of which elements created benefit. 

“Organisations supporting heritage and regeneration provide a key role in sustaining the 

local community and should be prioritised over those supporting animal welfare, 

conservation or lifestyle choices” 

Some respondents queried how the categories have been defined / what is included.  

 “…the distinction between 'charities and community amateur sports clubs', those 

'supporting animal welfare or conservation but not dealing directly with people', those 

'supporting lifestyle choices' (except fee paying education, which should not be put in the 

same category in my view), and those 'supporting heritage and regeneration' is arbitrary, not 

evidence based and short sighted. I believe you are failing to see the incalculable added 

value and wider benefit - to people's health and wellbeing, social inclusion, prosperity, and 

the environment we live in - that all of these organisations contribute.” 

“I support the option that the 20% relief should be prioritised only to supporting the 

principle of improving the quality of life for children, providing this includes scout groups” 

This may suggest that should Option 2 be agreed in its current format that some further work may 

need to be undertaken to ensure that organisations and members of the public are aware of how 

organisations are categorised. 

Those who commented on the impact on community organisations were most likely to comment on 

the financial burden / risk of closure to organisations. Respondents commenting in this way were 

most likely to agree with the level of relief for organisations supporting vulnerable people but 

disagree with the levels of relief for other organisations. 

“It is important that organisations seeking to further and assist sports, charitable, health or 

other well being activities are not penalised or threatened in a poor area like Medway.  

Funding cuts will close some organisations and put unnecessary pressure on others.  What 

sense does this make?!!” 
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Question 16 - Do you have any other suggestions for alternative levels of top up discretionary 

business rate relief for charities and community amateur sports clubs that the Council should 

consider? 

In question 16 respondents were asked for other suggestions of alternative levels of top up 

discretionary business rate relief for charities and community amateur sports clubs. There were 48 

comments received; of which 20 gave no further suggestions. The remaining suggestions where 

there was a consistent theme was for there to be an individual assessment of the charity or 

community amateur sports club or that a lower level of top up relief should be set. 

Suggestions for individual assessments were based on purpose, income or benefit to the local area. 

“A sliding scales-Starting as 20% for vulnerable people charities through 15%,10%,5% for 

luxury lifestyle choice organisations.” 

“Selection to those that contribute the most to the local community.” 

There was a range of other comments suggesting 100% relief; suggesting raising income within the 

Council; other alternative suggestions; change the categories and community organisations should 

be supported. 

Level of relief for charity shops and charity cafes 

 

Respondents were split over the level of relief for charity shops / cafes; 43.8% of respondents 
disagreed that charity shops and cafes should only receive 80% relief. However, 39.2% agreed and 
17% ‘did not know’. 
 
Respondents who agreed with the level of relief likely to comment that:- 

 Charity shops / cafes were businesses and they should pay rates.  

 Those who considered charity shops / cafes as business believed that they had an unfair 
advantage over other shops or that they were running a business. 

  They were also of the opinion that they could raise other funds. 
 
Respondents who disagreed were likely to comment about:-  

 the impact on the community organisation that the charity shop or cafe supports ; they were 
concerned about them being less able to support vulnerable people and wider community. 

 the need for an individual assessment of the need for discretionary relief 
 
There was also a differentiation between local and national charities that was raised by both those 
who agree and disagree. 
 
Those who suggested an alternate level of relief felt there should be an individual assessment. 
 
 

Question 17 - Do you agree that charity shops and charity cafes should only receive 80% mandatory 

relief? 

 

There were 153 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 
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Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 2 be adopted that 

charity shops and cafes should only receive 80% relief.  Over two-fifths (43.8%, 67 respondents) of 

respondents disagreed that charity shops and cafes should only receive 80% relief. However, almost 

as many 39.2% (60 respondents) agreed that charity shops should only receive 80% relief. There 

were also 17% (26 respondents) who ‘did not know’. 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Yes 60 39.20% 

No 67 43.80% 

Don't 
know 26 17.00% 

 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred option were more likely to state 

‘no’ 51.4% (60 respondents) than those who had chosen Option 2, with 18.8% (6 respondents).  

Conversely those who had chosen Option 2 as their most preferred option were more likely to 

agree with 56.3% (18 respondents) answering ‘yes’ they should only receive 80% relief, 

compared to 31.4% (33 respondents) of those who chose Option 1 . 

 Organisations were more likely to say ‘yes’ charity shops should only receive 80% relief than 

individuals (46.3% of organisations compared to 31.9% of individuals). Individuals were more 

likely to disagree saying ‘no’ to charity shops only receiving 80% relief (50% of individuals 

compared to 37.5% of organisations). 

 Those organisations who responded as a charity were less likely to say ‘yes’ (34%) and more 

likely to say ‘no’ (46%) than community amateur sports clubs (‘yes’ – 72.7% and ‘no’ – 18.2%). 

 Those organisations in receipt of discretionary business rate relief who stated their main 

purpose as supporting vulnerable people were less likely to say ‘yes’ 24.2% and more likely to 

say ‘no’ 54.5% than all recipients of discretionary rates – 44.4% ‘yes’ and 40.2% ‘no’. 

 Those organisations in receipt of discretionary business rate relief who stated their main 

purpose as supporting lifestyle choices were more likely to say ‘yes’ 70.6% and more likely to say 

‘no’ 11.8% than all recipients of discretionary rates – 44.4% ‘yes’ and 40.2% ‘no’. 

Question 18 - Please explain why you agree or disagree that charity shops and charity cafes should 

only receive 80% mandatory relief 

Respondents were then asked to explain why they agree or disagree with charity shops and cafes 

receiving mandatory (80%) relief only (Question 18). There were 103 comments received; which like 

the previous question were split in their responses. 

There were 39 comments from respondents who said yes that charity shops and cafes should only 

receive mandatory relief; these respondents were more likely to view charity shops / cafes as 

businesses and they should pay rates. Those who considered charity shops / cafes as business 

believed that they had an unfair advantage over other shops (use of volunteers, reductions in rates, 
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sell donated goods, minimal overheads) or that they were running a business (like other shops, 

competing with other shops, should be considered a business if employing staff).  

“They have unfair advantage and because of this are taking over the town centres “ 

“They already receive significant advantages compared with similar competing businesses” 

“Charity shops and cafes compete with commercial organisations. However if they are run 

by unpaid volunteers they should receive discretionary relief.” 

The last comment starts to show some of the narrow margins between opinions on charity shops 

and cafes. This may be due to the wide variety of shops and cafes within Medway and who runs 

them; is it a local charity that directly benefits the local area or is it a national / international 

organisation that may indirectly benefit the local area. This issue is highlighted amongst those who 

said no. 

Those respondents who felt that charity shops / cafes should be able to pay felt that these premises 

had strong revenue streams, could support their finances through sales and had other means of 

raising funds to meet the loss of discretionary relief. 

“The[y] can support their finances through sales of products.” 
 
“They have alternative means of providing income and compete directly with private 
businesses” 

 
There were 51 comments from those who said no. The majority of these comments were about the 

impact on the community organisation that the charity shop or cafe supports and the need for an 

individual assessment of the need for discretionary relief. 

Those who commented that that only giving mandatory relief would mean that charity shops / cafes 

would be less able to support vulnerable people and wider community. Some of the comments from 

respondents were that:- 

“Many charity shops are run by large national or international organisations, and in these 

circumstances are able to pay something towards their rates. Cafes which operate from 

within independent or local charity premises however often serve an important function in 

the community, and therefore should receive the discretionary rate relief.” 

“Disagree as many of these cafes give work experience to those with health issues, incl 

mental health, drug rehabilitation, reformed prisoners to try and help them better 

themselves and gain work.  By blanketing all charities and cafés it will stop some of them 

being able to spend the time with the people that need the mentoring and make them 

concentrate purely on sales for the cafes and shops” 

“The more that is taken from them the less money they will have for their causes.  It really is 
not a good idea to seek to extract even more from charity cafes and shops many of whom 
already operate at low prices and provide a useful place for social inter-action to low income 
and vulnerable communities.” 
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Those who felt there should be an individual assessment were focused around the shop / cafe being 
a local or national organisation and should be exempt if non profit making / supporting the 
community. 
 

“National/international charities should receive less relief than local charities.” 
 
“…those who exist to benefit LOCAL community should ideally benefit from some 
discretionary relief in the short term even if this has to be slowly phased out over next few 
years as pressure on Medway Council budgets dictate” 
 
“As  long as non profit making other than to support charitable activity then it is fitting they 
are exempt” 
 

Question 19 - Do you have any other suggestions for alternative levels of top up discretionary 
business rate relief for charity shops and charity cafes that the Council should consider? 
 

There were 52 comments from respondents about alternative levels of relief, half of which were that 

they had no alternative suggestions. Those who did make a suggestion about an alternative level of 

relief suggested making an individual assessment based on local benefit or income. 

“Those providing demonstrable benefits to Medway residents should continue to get 

support from Medway Council” 

“Consider a sliding scale of discretionary support according to the level of service against 

business being run.” 

“The Council should award discretionary relief on charity shops and cafes when those 

charities are improving the quality of life for vulnerable people.” 

There were a handful of other comments some suggesting that there should be no relief and the 

amount is generous enough, others that organisations should be supported as much as possible.  

Level of relief for not for profit organisations 

85.8% of respondents agreed that charities or community amateur sports clubs seeking to improve 
the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 
should get 20% top up relief.  
 
Respondents were, however, more likely to disagree that charities or community amateur sports 
clubs supporting animal welfare or conservation (54%), lifestyle choices (55.3%) and heritage and 
regeneration (54.8%) should not receive any top up relief. 
 
Respondents were asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the level of relief for the 
respective organisation purposes. Where there was a common theme the majority of comments 
focused on alternative levels of relief and how the purposes were categorised. There were a variety 
of levels given, some relate to all organisations (generally they should receive full relief) whilst 
others are purpose specific. There was not, however, always agreement as to the purpose and the 
suggested level of relief. 
 
Those who commented on the categorisation of the purpose were likely to state that the priority 
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should be people; those commenting in this way were generally split in agreement regarding the 
proposed level of relief for not for profit organisations. There were a number of comments 
suggesting that other purposes such as animal welfare, sports and art support children, elderly and 
vulnerable people should be priorities too; these respondents were more likely to disagree with the 
proposed levels of relief for animal welfare, heritage and lifestyle choices. 
 
Those who suggested an alternate level of relief were most likely to suggest the need for an 
individual assessment of the not for profit organisation. 
 
 

Question 20 - If the Council were to adopt option 2 do you agree with the level of discretionary 

business rate relief for the following groups of not for profit organisations 

Respondents were asked to assess the proposed level of relief for not for profit organisations based 

on the purpose of the organisation. 

  Base Yes No 
Don't 
know 

100% discretionary relief for not for profit organisations seeking 

to improve the quality of life for children, the elderly, disabled 

or otherwise vulnerable members of society 

155 

133 13 9 

85.80% 8.40% 5.80% 

70% discretionary relief for supporting animal welfare or 

conservation but not dealing directly with people 
150 

43 81 26 

28.70% 54.00% 17.30% 

50% discretionary relief for not for profit organisations 

supporting lifestyle choices (arts, entertainment, leisure, fee 

paying education etc.) for all members of the community 

150 

39 83 28 

26.00% 55.30% 18.70% 

No discretionary relief for not for profit organisations 

supporting heritage and regeneration 
146 

32 80 34 

21.90% 54.80% 23.30% 

 

100% relief for not for profit organisations seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the 

elderly, disabled or otherwise vulnerable members of society 

There were 155 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that 100% relief should be given to not 

for profit organisations seeking to improve the quality of life for children, the elderly disabled or 

otherwise vulnerable members of society.  The overwhelming majority of respondents said ‘yes’ 

they agree, 85.8% of respondents.  Only 8.4% of respondents disagreed and 5.8% ‘did not know’. 

There are no statistically significant differences between the sub groups. 
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70% relief for not for profit organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation but not dealing 

directly with people 

There were 150 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that 70% relief should be given to not for 

profit organisations supporting animal welfare or conservation but not dealing directly with people.  

The majority of respondents said ‘no’ they do not agree that they should not receive any relief, 54% 

of respondents.  Nearly a third of respondents (28.7%) agreed that 70% relief should be given. 

Nearly one fifth (17.3%) stated that they ‘do not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Individuals who were not associated with an organisation receiving discretionary business rate 

relief were more likely to say ‘no’ they do not agree than individuals associated with an 

organisation receiving discretionary business rate relief (80% of those not associated compared 

to 50% of those associated). 

50% relief for not for profit organisations supporting lifestyle choices (arts, entertainment, leisure, 

fee paying education etc.) for all members of the community 

There were 150 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that 50% relief should be given to not for 

profit organisations supporting lifestyle choices.  The majority of respondents said ‘no’ they do not 

agree that organisations supporting lifestyle choices should not receive any relief, 55.3% of 

respondents.  A quarter of respondents (26%) agreed that 50% relief should be given. A fifth (18.7%) 

stated that they ‘do not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Individuals responding to the survey were more likely to say ‘no’ they do not agree than 

organisations (62% individuals compared to 48.7% of organisations). 

 Individuals who were not associated with an organisation receiving discretionary business rate 

relief were more likely to say ‘no’ they do not agree than individuals associated with an 

organisation receiving discretionary business rate relief (90% of those not associated compared 

to 50% of those associated). 

No discretionary relief for not for profit organisations supporting heritage and regeneration 

There were 146 responses to this part of the question, please note that where sub groups are 

referenced their total number of respondents will be smaller. 
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Respondents were asked ‘yes’ or ‘no’ whether they  agreed that no discretionary relief should be 

given to not for profit organisations supporting heritage and regeneration.  The majority of 

respondents said ‘no’ they do not agree that organisations supporting heritage and regeneration 

should not receive any relief, 54.8% of respondents.  Around a fifth of respondents (21.9%) agreed 

that no discretionary relief should be given. Nearly a quarter (23.3%) stated that they ‘do not know’. 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Those respondents who had chosen Option 1 as their most preferred option were more likely to 

state ‘no’ and less likely to state ‘yes’ than those who had chosen Option 2 as their most 

preferred option (Option 1 - 61.6% ‘no’ and  14.1% ‘yes’ compared to Option 2 – 29% ‘no’ and 

45.2% ‘yes’).  

 Organisations were more likely to agree than individuals (28% of organisations compared to 

15.7% of individuals) that no relief should be given to organisations supporting heritage and 

regeneration. 

Question 21 - Please explain why you agree or disagree with the level of discretionary business rate 

relief for not for profit organisations 

Respondents were asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the level of relief for the 

respective organisation purposes in question 21.  Where there was a common theme the majority of 

comments focused on alternative levels of relief and how the purposes were categorised. 

There were a variety of levels given, some relate to all organisations (generally they should receive 

full relief) whilst others are purpose specific. There was not, however, always a consensus as to the 

purpose and the suggested level of relief (there was a range of relief from 0% to full relief). 

“Animal welfare should not receive higher discretionary relief that arts and entertainment.    

Arts and Entertainment on amateur status improve the quality of life for children, the elderly 

and disabled and should receive 100% relief” 

“Animal & Lifestyle charities should receive 0% relief…” 

“Sports clubs who are non-profit making that support children & youth activities with their 

own funds, in own opinion should receive the full 100% relief” 

Those who commented on the categorisation of the purpose were likely to state that the priority 

should be people; those commenting in this way were generally split in agreement regarding the 

level of relief proposed for not for profit organisations in Option2. There were a number of 

comments suggesting that other purposes such as animal welfare, sports and art support children, 

elderly and vulnerable people should be priorities too; these respondents were more likely to 

disagree with the proposed levels of relief for animal welfare, heritage and lifestyle choices. In 

answering ‘yes’ to 100% for organisations supporting vulnerable people one respondent wrote:- 

“In my answer 'Yes' I include socialisation through sports clubs and other organisations” 

Another respondent referred to their response to an earlier question stating:- 
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“I don't think you can simply group these categories and place them in a box marked 

'Lifestyle' without fully understanding the benefits that people get out of them.  For example 

a dance class for elderly people helps with their mental and physical state, gets them out of 

the house and allows them to interact with others.” 

Another wrote:- 

“Sports clubs should be included in organisations seeking to improve the quality of life for 

children, the elderly members of the community” 

Question 22 - Do you have any other suggestions for alternative levels of discretionary business rate 

relief for not for profit organisations that the Council should consider? 

In question 22 respondents were asked for other suggestions of alternative levels of top up 

discretionary business rate relief for not for profit organisations. There were 46 comments received; 

of which 22 gave no further suggestions. Where there was a consistent theme the suggestions were 

for there to be an individual assessment of the not for profit organisation. 

Suggestions for individual assessments were based on purpose, size / income of the organisation or 

benefit to the local area. 

“Take into account: - Size of organisation, Purpose, no. of volunteers, limited funds. is the 

organisation already paying rent to the council + is this value for money” 

There was a range of other comments suggesting 100% relief; other alternative suggestions; 

category specific suggestions and the contribution from Council creates a wider benefit for the 

Council and community than the cost / increase in other cost to the Council / other organisations. 

Question23 - Is there anything else we should consider about option 2 before making a final 

decision? 

Respondents were asked for any other considerations that should be made about Option 2.  There 
were a wide range of comments. The most common comments received covered the scheme and its 
operation, the need for individual assessment and the categorisation of the organisation affected. 
 

61 respondents made a comment about any other considerations about Option 2 before a final 

decision is made; of those 26 stated that there were no further considerations.  There were a wide 

range of comments. The most common comments received covered the scheme and its operation, 

the need for individual assessment and the categorisation of the organisation affected. 

Those commenting on the scheme and its operation were concerned with the complexity of the 

scheme and the cost to administer, the need to determine eligibility with a right of appeal, a wider 

right of appeal about all aspects of the scheme and the flexibility of the scheme. 

“Try to avoid a complex and administratively costly option where several rates are involved - 

Keep it simple” 
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“There needs to be a mechanism in place to ensure those organisations seeking the 

discretionary relief are eligible. And also a system of appeal if the decision is deemed to be 

incorrect from the applying organisation” 

The need to make individual assessment of organisations is again a key theme the comments made 

suggest that the scheme should consider the local benefit of organisations, the income of an 

organisation and an understanding of what organisation does and its benefit. 

“The proposed system does not take into account the importance of all charity projects to 

medway.” 

“Base relief on the wealth of the charity not the type of property it occupies or its funding 

method.” 

A number of comments also mentioned categorisation of the purpose of organisations, stating that; 

they were ill defined; that categories such as arts, leisure or animal welfare support vulnerable 

people too / had a wider benefit and commented on the nature of the buildings related to some 

activities. 

“Animal welfare and arts / social  / sports are not lesser charities. They all play a major role 

in society that prevents other problems occurring such as antisocial behaviour” 

One comment highlights the sentiment within the three main comment categories:- 

“Option 2 is not sufficiently flexible giving an either/or choice based on very ill defined 

categories rather than providing a range of options based on merit of the individual 

application.” 
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Option 3 
 

Option 3 - Implement guidelines whereby all charities, not for profit organisations or community 

amateur sports clubs receive a flat rate of 80% relief. 

Charity and community amateur sports club properties in receipt of mandatory relief (a reduction in 

their business rates bill of 80%) would not receive any discretionary top up. Any not for profit 

organisation properties who currently receive 100% discretionary relief would have their award 

limited to 80% discretionary relief. 

This option would mean that all charity, community amateur sports clubs and not for profit 

organisation properties would have to pay 20% towards their business rates bill. 

70.1% of respondents disagreed that there should be a flat rate of 80% relief; 25.2% agreed with the 
flat rate of 80% and just 4.8% of respondents did not know. 
 
Those commenting who agreed were most likely to state that it was fair and equitable and easier to 
administrate.  
 
Whereas those commenting who disagreed were likely to comment on the ‘impact on community 
organisations’ and the ‘Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and 
community than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations’. 
Within the comments there was a differentiation between those organisations which are national or 
international charities compared to those that are local often smaller charities. There were a 
number of respondents who commented that the level of relief should stay at 100%. 
 
Respondents were asked if they had another suggestion for a flat rate of relief that should be 
granted. There were relatively few respondents who commented on this question; those who did 
make a suggestion for a rate was for 100% relief, other respondents suggested that the rate of relief 
is based on an individual assessment. The type of assessment varied but a theme was the local 
nature of the organisation; the level of income of the organisation, whilst others suggested using an 
assessment based on sources of funding, local benefits or an impact analysis. 
 
When asked about any other considerations about Option 3 the majority of comments were about 
the option itself with some suggesting it was too inflexible and harsh and should not be considered 
as an option, others comparing option 3 to option 2 (saying it was high risk but less impact) and to 
option 1 (not as good as option 1) and lastly suggesting if it were to be introduced it should be 
phased in over a number of years. There were smaller numbers of other comments covering issues 
already mentioned in response to Option 3. 
 
 

Question 24 - If the Council were to adopt option 3, do you agree that all charities, not for profit 

organisations and community amateur sports clubs should receive a flat rate of 80% relief? 

 

There were 147 responses to this question, please note that where sub groups are referenced their 

total number of respondents will be smaller. 

 

Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that should Option 3 be adopted that all 

organisations should receive a flat rate 80% relief.  Over two-thirds (70.1%) of respondents 
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disagreed that organisations should receive a flat rate 80% relief. A quarter of respondents (25.2%) 

agreed and there were only 4.8% of respondents who ‘did not know’. 

Category 
Number of 
respondents 

Percentage 
response 

Yes 37 25.20% 

No 103 70.10% 

Don't 
know 7 4.80% 

 

When assessing the replies from the various groups of respondents the following differences were 

noted:- 

 Individuals who are not associated with a charity, community amateur sports club or not for 

profit organisation are more likely to have a split opinion with 50% agreeing and 50% 

disagreeing; they are more likely to agree and less likely to disagree than those who are 

associated with a charity, community amateur sports club or not for profit organisation (22.2% 

agree and 75.6% disagree). 

 Individuals who are associated with a not for profit organisation are more likely to have a split 

opinion with 50% agreeing and 50% disagreeing; they are more likely to agree and less likely to 

disagree than those who are associated with a charity or community amateur sports club (15% 

and 20% agree respectively). 

Question 25 - Please explain why you agree or disagree that all charities, not for profit organisations 

and community amateur sports clubs should receive a flat rate of 80% relief 

Question 25 then asked respondents to explain why they agreed or disagreed with the flat rate of 

relief for all organisations affected. There were 92 comments received. Of the 37 respondents who 

agreed with the 80% flat relief 18 commented. Those commenting who agreed were most likely to 

state that they viewed it as being fair and equitable with respondents stating “fair and reasonable 

and easier to administrate” or “if Option 1 is not available then the fairest alternative is for all 

organisations to be treated the same”. 

Of the 103 respondents who disagreed with the 80% flat relief 69 commented. Those commenting 

who disagreed were likely to comment on the ‘impact on community organisations’ and the 

‘Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and community than the 

cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations’. 

“Although more fair than being variable, there are many organisations that would not be 

able to continue with this extra deficit - they are already struggling.” 

“Having to find 20% of the business rate would severely limit the amount charities can spend 

on its client group and therefore place a greater burden on the council to meet those needs” 
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Within these groupings there was a feeling of a difference between those organisations which are 

national or international charities compared to those that are local often smaller charities. 

“This is a blunt instrument that would disadvantage small local organisations relative to 

national/international and/or larger ones that have more resources to draw on.” 

“Many charities, especially small local ones benefit the local community hugely providing 

'soft' social services such as help and advice on getting back into work, food banks, free 

books and educational equipment, cheap or free food etc. These activities are worth 

supporting and the cost of a few thousand pounds in rate relief is far less than it would cost 

the council/taxpayer to provide these services directly. Many of these charities are fully run 

by unpaid volunteers and have relatively low funding.  Big wealthy charities with paid 

employees huge property holdings massive reserves and multi million pound funding 

streams can pay rates small charities should not.  Income less than £250,000 should get full 

100% relief. Income over £250,000 should get only 80% relief.” 

There were a number of respondents who commented that community organisations should not pay 

business rates / should receive 100% relief as they currently do. 

Question 26 - Do you have another suggestion as to the flat rate of relief that should be granted? 

Respondents were asked if they had another suggestion for a flat rate of relief that should be 

granted. There were relatively few respondents who commented on this question; only 39 

respondents. The majority 20 of the 39 had no suggestion to make. Of those who did make a 

suggestion for a rate it was for 100% relief, as many respondents suggested that the rate of relief is 

based on an individual assessment. The type of assessment varied but a theme was the local nature 

of the organisation; some suggestions focused on the level of income of the organisation (for 

example less than £250,000 would get full relief, over £250,000 would get 80% relief or using a % of 

audited net profit), whilst others suggested using an individual assessment (for example based on 

sources of funding, an assessment of the local benefits or an impact analysis for charity shops). 

Question 27 - Is there anything else we should consider about option 3 before making a final 

decision? 

Respondents were finally asked if there were any other considerations that should be made about 

Option 3 before a final decision is made; 36 of those who responded provided a comment. The 

majority of comments were that there was nothing else to consider. The remaining comments were 

about the option itself with some of those suggesting it was too inflexible and harsh and should not 

be considered as an option, others comparing option 3 to option 2 (saying it was high risk but less 

impact) and to option 1 (not as good as option 1) and lastly suggesting if it were to be introduced it 

should be phased in over a number of years.  

There were smaller numbers of other comments covering issues already mentioned; the ‘financial 

burden / risk of closure’ faced by organisations, the need for an ‘individual assessment of 

organisations’ and the ‘Council’s contribution creates a wider benefit and savings for the Council and 

community than the cost / there would be an increase in costs to the Council or other organisations’. 

The remaining comments were spread over a number of different topic areas. 
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Appendix 1 – Question 3 Do you have an alternative suggestion for Medway Council’s 

discretionary business rates policy? 

These are the verbatim responses of respondents to question 3, where a respondent has referred to 

a comment in another question these have been added in for ease of comparison within this report. 

As option 2 but including conservation in the 
priority organisations. 

Set the discretionary relief at a lower level, 
eg. 10%. 

Option 4 but no relief for charity shops that 
make a profit 

We would feel that there shouldn't be a set 
criteria for the discretionary relief as every 
charity is different and wouldn't necessarily 
fall into 'boxed' criteria 

No 

Medway Council may wish to consider 
widening the discretionary rate relief to 
include Heritage and Museum properties. 
These properties attract visitors to the area 
boosting trade and helping renovate and 
maintain important historical buildings.  The 
Trust appointed an independent research 
company to estimate the economic impact of 
visitors to The Historic Dockyard Chatham 
which concluded that visitors contributed 
over £2.5 million to Medway.  There is a 
further £2 million spent on direct 
procurement in Medway and £2.1 million 
spent in the rest of Kent. 

As per option 2 but to to include 100% relief 
is prioritised for childrens charities, the 
elderly and vulnerable.  To add to that group 
any club, group, community hall etc that 
offers a unmet need in a given community.  
E.g. a local judo club, scout hall etc are likely 
to be fairly unique in a given area of medway 
and serve that community.  Where as a 
shop/cafe is duplicating available services 
these should not be prioritised, particularly 
for national/international charities. 

see above [Response added from question 2 - 
We think all not for profit ogranisations and 
sports clubs should receive maximum relief] 

We should all be treated the same 

My answer in 2. explains this [Response 
added from question 2 - I thinkl all not for 
profit organisations and sports clubs should 
receive maximum relief. I would not include 
charity shops + cafes in this, if they make a 
profit.] 

that everyone pays AT LEAST  something and 
it becomes fairer set discretionary relief at 15,10 or 5% 
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Reduce it to 75% 

Full discretionary relief for registered 
charities, statutory relief for those who 
currently receive it 

I understand that charity shops will be 
separately catagorised as they have an 
element of earned income but know from 
long experience in the charity sector locally 
as  volunteer and/ or  Trustee of 4 Medway 
based charities that some shops operate 
differently to others - some sell only locally 
donated goods (as opposed to bought in 
items) some access surplus new stock from  
UK companies. Others provide extra 
employment locally alongside substantial 
amounts of volunteering (short and long 
term) , work hard at mentoring , building 
skills and confidence towards employability . 
Another major difference is how the funds 
generated - do they directly benefit the 
people of Medway or are they part of a 
nationwide chain where costs are sometimes  
higher and profits are disbursed nationwide.  
I declare an interest in the Strood Community 
Project with whom I volunteer and who are 
committed to a wide variety of projects 
locally including on th Peninsula and who are 
committed to using the shop to raise 
awareness and move people towards 
employability and a more fulfilled lifestyle. 

you could set it at a lower level and reduce 
councils services accordingly 

I think that IF the discretionary 20% is in 
danger of being lost, why not see how much 
work the different NFP/Charity and sports 
organisations actually do for their community 
and I mean across the board, not just one 
sector like for example 'the deaf' or 
'physically disabled' and award the relief to 
the organisations that do the most for the 
largest variety of groups in the community? No 
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Go for Option 2 with the additional provision 
for charity shops (and others) who directly 
improve local welfare according to your 
stated brief for children, vulnerable adults 
and the elderly.  For example Demelza 
charity shops benefit the local community 
directly by:  -supporting the provision of 
hospice care services for children 
(Sittingbourne hospice provides care to the 
whole of Kent and beyond).  All profits are 
returned to parent charity,  -providing local 
employment  -providing volunteering 
opportunities for vulnerable adults to be in 
the work place thereby gaining skills and self 
confidence  -a secondary benefit is providing 
second-hand  goods and furniture to local 
people/students etc. 

If the council needs additional revenues - all 
local halls - including church (+Similar) halls 
should share the burden, as should charity 
shops shops - although all these are of 
benefit to less wealthy or less healthy 
residents - Albeit some are not in the UK. 

Option 3 (b) Reduce support for charity shops 
and cafes No. 

No 
Leave & provide a discretionary business 
rates policy. 

Leave it as it is. Cut waste in local government 

No 

Our suggestion is a development of Option 2 
but continuing to allow the discretionary rate 
relief on charity shops and cafes where those 
shops and cafes exist to financially (and in 
others ways too) to contribute to the work of 
those charities which improve the quality of 
life for children, the elderly, etc. It seems odd 
to allow the offices and premises of these 
organisations to benefit from the 
discretionary relief but then tax their 
fundraising efforts. 

Offer the discretionary 20% business rates to 
those sports clubs that contribute the most 
and who are growing their participation year-
on-year. No 

Support is needed to community clubs and 
organisations as this creates that society in 
which we live and we need to look at the 
options available to save money elsewhere 
or in indeed to focus on other areas of 
business rates rather than those 'small' clubs 
trying to survive in a hostile environment. 

Set discretionary relif at lower level eg 15% 
,10%,or 5% 
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Instead of increasing the financial burden on 
on non profit and sporting organisation 
maybe the Council should look to increase 
the Business rate for for profit organisations 
that are detrimental to Community health, 
such as Fast Food outlets, Gambling 
Establishments, and those that sell Alcohol. N/A 

No business rates should hit NFP sports 
organisations like cricket or football clubs. 

Supporting vulnerable people should also 
include charity shops that raise money for 
vulnerable people. 

I would suggest money is spent much more 
wisely elsewhere at Medway council, rather 
than waste time and money on any of these 
changes. Really spending the huge sums 
reported on resurfacing Rochester Airport, 
which stands to make money from this 
activity??? 

Not really, if not status quo, then allow 
charities to appeal/present their case 

I think that any form of change should be 
fully discussed with the local authority and 
chairperson of local clubs so that a full 
understanding of implications on such 
decisions can be had. A lean event with 
independent facilitators would be a 
preferred option to enhance transparency. No, not at this stage 

PLEASE LEAVE THEM AS THEY ARE 

direct funds from less needed projects within 
the community which does not changes lives 
or attitudes 

Clubs that can afford to  pay for overseas 
players should be classed as businesses. Most 
clubs survive on the goodwill and free time of 
their members to continue providing sport 
and developing future players from colt to 
senior level. No 

I would suggest for the Council to oppose the 
election of a Police and Crime Commissioner 
and use the money spent on this role more 
wisely on the local charities, not-for-profit 
organisations and community amateur sports 
clubs, which go some way to reducing crime 
and anti-social behaviour in the local area 
anyway. N/a 

No 

See above [Response added from question 2 
-I am a member of a lawn tennis club (CLT) 
Rochester. we are able play 6 months of 
year. We maintain all facilities ourselves 
including lessons for children thru 
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July/Aug/Sept. Any increase in what we pay 
(Rent £550) P.A. would put the club in 
jeopardy. I do believe though that most 
charities . INFO. could pay a levy of some 
description] 

No 

I would argue that there are some 
organisations which should not receive the 
same level of discretionary relief, i.e. private 
educational institutions would be a prime 
example, and possibly organisations which 
exist primarily to promote a particular 
political or religious belief (i.e. which are 
primarily not in existence to promote social 
inclusion, wellbeing or some other social 
good). 

Implement a system based on individual 
organisation turnover and review whether 
business rates would have a severe impact 
on the organisation - based on strict risk 
assessing. 

No - again we agree with the existing 
guidelines 

No. 
Set discretionary relief at lower level eg 15%, 
10%, or 5% 

N/A Ask the organisation for annual accounts 

What are other councils in kent doing? Surely 
its best to do the same or one council will 
end up with all the charities meaning 
customers will have to travel further No 

No No. 

If Option 2 (or similar) is selected, then there 
must be clear guidelines to safeguard those 
charities working in health and wellbeing, 
and those involved in inclusivity work across 
all their locations. 

3. the council would create considerably 
more income through business rates if it did 
more to encourage for-profit organisations 
into the area. 

An alternative is for the council to provide 
the resources such as house, equipment 
required to complete any such projects 
because of other hidden cost borned by the 
volunteers and charities. 

It would be a good idea to assess 
organisations' ability to self sustain - across 
long term plans (5 to 10 years) - if the council 
have the charge variable rates.  But these 
would need to be conversations with the 
organisations that take into account all 
support opportunities for them - a two way 
dialogue that would hopefully benefit the 
organisations as well as the Council. 
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Not really. Reinstating option 1 would send a 
strong supportive message to the charities in 
Medway, that the Council is on our side and 
we would all need to recognise that the 
Council is backing us up. 

No alternative I support the councils option 2 
provided the improving the quality of life for 
children includes scout groups H.Q's 

No No 

Make the discretionary relief less than 20%, 
eg 15, or 10% 

A sliding scale of relief that reflects the local 
benefit provided to Medway residents rather 
than the amount of relief being based on a 
broad grouping of 'types' of offering.  
Medway residents are likely to support relief 
being given to local organisations, and will 
benefit from their contribution (through their 
council tax payments) to organisations that 
provide benefits for local residents, be they 
hospices, sports clubs or organisations that 
improve the environment. For example, it is 
likely that residents would be highly 
supportive of Demelza House shops receiving 
the full discretionary relief but less 
supportive of, say, Oxfam shops, which have 
a large resource to draw on, receiving the 
same. In the case of the 'Leisure' category, 
which our organisation is placed in, sports 
and arts provision is crucial to a healthy 
community, and something that the council 
does not provide in sufficient quantity - 
again, value for money. 

N/A No 

N/A 

Yes.  The discretionary relief should be based 
on the charity's INCOME - its ability to pay 
and the effect that the rates would have on 
it.  Charities with an income over 250,000 per 
annum or more than 3 properties should get 
only the 80% statutory relief  Charities with 
an income below 250,000 per annum or less 
than 3 propertiesshould get 80% statutory 
relief and 20% discretionary relief.    This 
suggestion would mean that small local 
charities would benefit from the relief but 
large waelty charities would pay some rates 

None 

AS we are not aware of other charities and 
clubs needs we feel the greatest need gets 
most with a scale that is not less than 70% 
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I would prefer option 1 but would be ok with 
option 2 as this criteria fits within the 
services our charity currently provides No! 

We have no suggestions for the discretionary 
business rates policy. leave 

No 

while aware of the strains of the councils 
finances it seems the way option might be to 
set the discretionary relief at lower levels i.e. 
10% etc 

No, we are sure that Medway Council have 
the same problem as us with balancing 
finance. It's never easy but as we have 
already stated central and local government 
are putting much more burden on us 
financially, but still want us to be able to 
deliver the same service. This will be 
impossible. 

try to reduce costs in other ways E.G. review 
the need for residential care and 
domestically care. consider the polishing of 
service then getting back in to the 
community 

 


