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Proposed Land and Buildings Transaction Tax (LBTT) supplement on 

additional residential homes 

 

Submission from Morag Shaw 

 

Response 

 

I don’t believe it will assist home ownership at all, because this assumes that 

landlords or investors compete with homeowners for the same properties. I struggle 

to believe that this happens anywhere other than London, and to a much lesser 

extent, possibly small districts of Edinburgh, Glasgow and Aberdeen. Most landlords 

and small developers can’t afford London/Edinburgh/Glasgow west end prices either, 

and are more likely to look outside these areas for properties below market value, 

needing a bit of work, where there is scope to make a bit of profit. They will look for 

properties that have been languishing on the market for months with no-one showing 

any interest. They will often buy properties likely to appeal more to renters than 

buyers, or properties that are in poor condition or even un-mortgageable. The last 

thing they will do is get into a bidding war with a homebuyer who has their heart set 

on that very house, as the homebuyer will always be prepared to pay more than the 

landlord.   

A second important point is that many landlords are individuals who only rent out 

their home because they couldn’t sell it for a fair price, or even sell it at all, or 

because by switching it to a BTL mortgage they can free up some of the equity to 

move on to a bigger house for their growing family, or a smaller house where they 

can see out their retirement years with a little extra income. Very few landlords are 

rich and some barely break even. This extra 3% now payable on their new home will 

be a major blow to these people, for whom the BTL mortgage has until now been a 

blessing, for the first time allowing ordinary people to make some use of the equity in 

their homes before they drop dead.    

 

All that can be stopping most people from buying homes is high deposits, and 

nervous lenders. There are plenty of affordable homes out there, struggling to sell.  

If the government really wants to “level the playing field” for homebuyers, it should 

restore MIRAS for first time buyers in the 20% tax bracket, on homes up to say 

£150,000. One can buy a very presentable four bedroom house for that price, so that 

should suffice for a first time buy. At the risk of sounding like Victor Meldrew, in my 

day a first time buyer property was a one or two bedroom flat in need of a facelift, 

and at interest rates of up to13%, it needed two wages, and that was with MIRAS.  

Our first mortgage in the eighties took 57% of my full-time shift-working salary as a 

nursing assistant. That same flat now would take less than 30% of the equivalent 

salary today. If a true living wage of £10 an hour was ever to become a reality, that 

would solve the biggest part of the problem.  
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However, in the meantime, there are too many people who are too poor to ever 

afford to buy a house, and many who simply don’t want to, or are not currently in a 

position to do so. Unless more housing is built to increase a finite supply, crippling 

landlords and reducing investment in the PRS will only disadvantage tenants (often 

less well off) relative to homebuyers (somewhat better off). It is flawed logic to 

compare MIRAS for homebuyers with tax relief for landlords. MIRAS allows 

homebuyers to effectively pay less tax on their income, so they have more money 

left to pay the mortgage on their home. Landlords don’t get MIRAS on their home at 

present either, but like every other business that buys, sells, makes something or 

provides a service for payment, they are allowed to offset any costs they incur in 

providing their goods or service, against the payment they receive. What’s left is their 

profit, and that is then taxed like any other income. If a homeowner takes in a lodger 

for payment, they are expected to pay tax on that income, but they too are allowed to 

offset a certain amount before paying tax, which presumably is meant to recognise 

the fact that there are certain additional costs and risks involved in this, such as extra 

heating, cleaning, hot water, electricity, insurance, possible damage and wear and 

tear.  

 

There can be no justifiable purpose for this supplement other than to deter people 

from buying additional properties, but for what reason? If its purpose is to deter 

wealthy speculators from buying London properties to leave lying empty, while local 

workers struggle to buy or even rent a home, it will need to be a lot more than 3%. 

The people who can afford to do this are a very tiny minority, operate in very limited 

locations, and can well afford the extra 3%, though they will deeply grudge paying it, 

and they can still expect to make more than 3% in a year’s capital growth. Even 

average earners who really want to buy a second home for personal  holiday use will 

probably manage to stretch to the extra 3%, since it will be a one-off special 

purchase, though as usual it will disadvantage the less well off who aspire to buy 

even a small holiday home which would currently be exempt. 

 

The ones who will be the most seriously affected, will be those whose business it is 

to buy multiple or serial properties to re-furbish and sell on or rent out. It will have a 

significant impact on already slim profit margins in the PRS, and further 

disincentivise small developers from building or improving existing housing stock for 

occupation. Some builders depend on landlords reserving the first few properties in a 

development to boost their cash flow for the next phase. Coming on top of the new 

Housing (Scotland) Bill & George Osborne’s Clause 24, it may well be the final nail in 

the coffin of investment in the PRS. I have been reading a lot of material recently 

which receives little media coverage, indicating that the UK and Scottish 

governments are actually trying hard to find ways to incentivise large scale 

investment in the PRS, without much success. This is in direct contrast to the 

mainstream portrayal of the PRS as the work of the devil, which must be reined in or 

better still, destroyed. If that’s the intention, they’re on the right track. Politicians and 
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campaigners have finally found a scapegoat to blame for everything, which can be 

universally loathed by everyone from the Greens to the Conservatives. The fact is 

that renting houses is a high risk, low profit, labour intensive enterprise (no, definitely 

not a “passive investment”), and the big boys must know this. Low earners and those 

on benefits will be avoided like the plague in favour of high earning professionals, 

and they will be looking for incentives, risk mitigation and exit strategies at the 

taxpayer’s expense to tempt them to dip a toe in the water. They’ll only want to build 

sizeable developments in areas with a substantial anticipated target market. Small 

developments in suburbs or villages won’t stack up for them. High earning 

professional tenants are thin on the ground outside London and other big cities. The 

idea that housing associations are best placed with the right experience to manage 

these developments is a bit dubious. Their current remit, mindset, funding source, 

client group, staff attitudes, regulatory environment and service expectations are 

very different from those expected by demanding investors and high rent-paying 

tenants. It would come as a bit of a wake-up call I suspect.  

 

If enough new houses are built to satisfy the shortfall, I don’t think it necessarily 

matters too much what type of housing it is or who buys it. If it is upmarket housing, 

those who buy it will be freeing up progressively more affordable properties down the 

chain. If it is affordable housing, it might be sold directly to homebuyers or landlords, 

but either way, someone will get a home for each one built. I’m sure small landlords 

could be very easily persuaded to invest in new build housing, which would give 

builders some confidence to build. However, the current climate for small landlords is 

only serving to make us feel it’s no longer worth the aggravation.  

2. The proposed 3% rate for the supplement and the £40,000 purchase price at 

which it is proposed to take effect.  

If the purpose is simply to raise more tax, it would be fairer to restrict the supplement 

to only 1%, and this would have a far less deterrent effect on investment. At 3%, less 

people will be inclined to invest, so I suspect the tax take will be nothing like 

anticipated. Properties valued below £70-100,000 are often those most in need of 

up-grading for the affordable housing market, either for sale or to let, but profit 

margins are modest. A 3% tax hit would seriously deter investment at this level. 

3. The Scottish Government’s estimate that the measure will raise between £17 

million and £29 million in 2016-17. 

By my reckoning, this means approximately 8000 homes at £125,000 or 13,500 at 

£70,000 would need to change hands, as additional properties, to raise an extra £29 

million in tax. Is it likely that 8000-13,500 people will buy personal holiday homes?  I 

don’t know how many properties are sold per year in total, but if this 8000-13,500 is 

expected to be developers or landlords, I think most will see this tax as unfair and 

prohibitive, and they will simply defer purchases while they figure out an alternative 
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means to maintain a livelihood. The vendors whose houses they might have bought 

will be stuck with them a while longer, waiting for a homebuyer to come along 

instead. 

4. Any reliefs or exemptions that you consider should form part of the 

legislation. 

This supplement should only be applied, if at all, to homes which are being taken out 

of use as a primary home, ie genuine private second homes for the personal use of 

the buyer only. If the property is being bought with the intention to rent or refurbish to 

sell, the supplement should not apply, as such properties are just being turned 

around as part of a perfectly legitimate business, and not being removed from the 

general housing stock, and the extra charge would be a major disincentive to any 

landlord or developer. I have heard suggestions along the lines that exemptions 

should apply to purchases of fifteen units or more, or by limited companies, but this 

just gives an unfair advantage to large operators over smaller ones, and companies 

over individuals. What makes a full-time landlord with fourteen properties bought one 

at a time, deserving of a tax penalty on his next purchase, when someone who can 

afford to buy fifteen properties in one fell swoop gets off scot free? They may differ in 

scale, but both are providing the same service. This is similar to the discriminatory 

logic being applied to the Clause 24 tax penalty on smaller or individual landlords 

providing the same service as larger or company investors, which are spared the 

penalty. And I deliberately refer to it as a penalty, as opposed to the loss of a relief, 

because it actually taxes people on profits they have not made, or even on losses. 

Furthermore, smaller developers/landlords are the only ones likely to be prepared to 

invest time and money in restoring cheaper, smaller and one-off properties.  

5. The potential for tax avoidance under the supplement and how this should 

be addressed. 

There is already confusion among existing landlords who don’t know how it will be 

applied if they buy a new house to live in. From the guidance available so far, it 

seems the supplement will be charged on the new private residence(PR) if the 

current PR is not sold yet. If the old PR is sold within 18 months it will be refunded, 

but if the old PR is re-mortgaged to BTL and kept as a rental property, the tax will not 

be refunded. This will mean people will end up paying the second home supplement 

on their PR after all, and this is likely to be a higher value property than the former 

PR. If applied to the former PR, how will it be calculated? Will it be based on the 

price paid at purchase maybe ten years ago (when stamp duty might have been paid 

already), or its value at the time of transfer to the rental portfolio, or on the difference 

between the two?  What if they sell their main home and move into one of their rental 

properties temporarily while they house hunt? How will they prove that they have 

already sold their former main home, and the one they are currently living in is only a 

stop-gap? I understand that a marrying couple, who perhaps move into a new house 
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while keeping the husband’s old flat as a rental property, are to be treated as one 

unit for this tax, so they will need to pay the supplement on their marital home. What 

about parents sharing a joint mortgage with their child who is a first-time buyer to 

help them onto the housing ladder?  Many landlords are currently looking into the 

feasibility of transferring their portfolio to a company set-up, in order to escape the 

punitive effect of Clause 24, but this carries various costs and fees, including CGT 

and LBTT, as well as having to re-mortgage. To add a further 3% supplement to the 

cost of “buying” one’s own properties would be prohibitive to most small landlords, so 

yet another means of remaining afloat is denied to them.  

Houses bought as holiday lets, as opposed to private holiday homes, could be a 

good thing in some areas, helping to boost tourism, and the supplement would be a 

deterrent to this. Specific areas where locals are being disadvantaged for housing 

could be treated differently and local rules applied.  

Properties already in use as HMOs being bought by another landlord should be 

exempt as they are not suitable for a homeowner in their current state anyway.  

To avoid people buying additional homes for personal use trying to claim exemption 

by letting them out very occasionally, the supplement could be applied to all 

additional homes at the time of purchase. Genuine full-time landlords, holiday 

rentals, or developers could then claim it back over a period of say three years on 

their tax return, by demonstrating that the house was let to other people as a home 

or as part of a holiday letting business. 

6. The likely impact of forestalling. 

Presumably this means delaying implementation for the time being? This can only be 

a good thing, as this tax can be nothing but detrimental to the housing market in 

general, and the PRS, building industry, workforce mobility and tourism in particular. 

It can only cause a slowdown in churn and investment, and will not help 

homeowners. Vendors will lose a proportion of their potential buyers and may 

struggle to sell. Builders will lose some of their early investors and struggle to 

progress or complete developments. Buyers will try to barter prices into lower bands 

to save a little bit of tax. Property prices may take another dip, just as they are 

beginning to pick up after eight years of stagnation. Delaying or better still declining 

to introduce it at all, would give Scotland an advantage over the rest of the UK in 

attracting investment. Even if there were any conceivable advantages to it, it would 

be best to wait and see what results from Clause 24 and the Housing(Scotland) Bill, 

before delivering a third hammer blow to the PRS and its tenants. At the end of the 

day, it is tenants, as the end users, who will end up paying a substantial portion of 

these taxes, especially if supply is reduced and they have no choice but to pay the 

higher rents which the remaining landlords will be forced to charge, if they are to 

remain viable.  
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7. Any other comments you may have on the proposed supplement. 

The PRS in Scotland has, I understand, more than doubled in size over the last ten 

years or so, mainly due to small individual landlords from all walks of life, from carpet 

fitters to hospital consultants, using BTL mortgages. These people are a million miles 

away from the faceless multinational speculators who have driven the obscene 

growth in the London market. Without the BTL mortgage, most of these people could 

not have dreamt of “investing” in property. Most only have one or two properties, 

some have a more substantial number which provides them with a livelihood, and all 

are meeting a demand for flexible rented housing of every type in every location. If 

there was no demand they couldn’t do it. They also provide a stop gap for those 

waiting for social housing. Most never increase the rent except between tenancies, 

and then only if the market permits. They wouldn’t dream of evicting a tenant for no 

good reason, but when they do have a good reason, the process is difficult, stressful, 

expensive, time-consuming and unlikely to be successful, at least in respect of 

achieving any financial redress. Some make only a tiny profit or none at all, and few 

make more than 3 or 4% yield on the value of their property, never mind the time 

invested if they self-manage. We make 3.1% after routine expenses, assuming no 

voids or unexpected repairs. There are always plenty of voids and unexpected 

repairs, so realistically it is probably less than 2.5%. Between March and October 

this year, I had three days off, managing eight properties. I then had to go in for 

major surgery and handed over to an agent. I still spend about ten hours a week 

keeping tabs on the agent, and dealing with minor jobs myself as I like things done 

promptly and well, however it is a great relief to know that I can let the agent deal 

with 80% of what I used to do myself. If landlords don’t self-manage, they have to 

pay around 10% of their gross rent to an agent. They all take a very big risk in 

handing the keys to tens of thousands of pounds worth of property to complete 

strangers who are afforded far more rights in law than the landlord, and these rights 

are being enhanced all the time. As well as carrying this risk, they are also providing 

and maintaining housing to demanding standards with no taxpayer support or 

subsidy.  Housing benefit is a subsidy to the tenant, not the landlord, and in fact it 

can cause so many headaches for landlords, that it warrants a chapter to itself, some 

other time, and many landlords simply prefer to avoid it if they can. Along with all the 

increased legislation and publicity, has come an increased, disproportionate and 

misinformed hostility towards landlords, and increased opportunities for malicious 

tenants to cheat unsuspecting, and even experienced landlords, out of thousands of 

pounds in unpaid rent and compensation. Incidences of claims are on the rise for 

“unprotected deposits” even if the deposit was returned in full despite damages, or 

“overdue Gas Safety Checks” (when it was they who obstructed access) or 

“defective smoke alarms” (because they disconnected it themselves when it was 

peeping for a new battery, but they could get around to replacing it) or “gas leaks” 

(when they loosened a nut under the hob themselves) or “mould & damp” when the 

property never had a mould problem for the previous ten years, but they never open 

the curtains never mind a window, don’t heat the bedrooms, never clean the 
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windows, bathroom or kitchen, and disconnected the extractor fan because the hum 

was irritating. There are any number of ways in which a malicious person with 

uninterrupted control of a property, can engineer all sorts of defects to make it look 

as though the landlord has provided a below-standard property or refused to deal 

with repairs. Thankfully very few tenants (so far) are malicious, but many are pretty 

immature and irresponsible, and every landlord with a bit of experience could write a 

book on the topic. I don’t doubt there is a minority of bad landlords too, but they are 

operating outside the very ample existing rules and regulations. All that is needed is 

for the rules to be enforced, not to keep battering the rest of us with yet more rules. 

Despite all this, most landlords and tenants have a good working relationship, and 

most tenants I have known prefer to deal directly with a private landlord than an 

agent or organisation. That face to face human relationship, however superficial, 

means both parties are more empathic and respectful to one another, and less likely 

to try and cheat each other. The arrangement is generally mutually beneficial to both 

parties. The landlords, usually older, are supplementing their pension arrangements 

or helping their children through university, while the tenants are studying for their 

degree or saving for a deposit on their first home. There are of course many other 

circumstances too, but the point I make is that it is not a matter of rich versus poor, 

young versus old or powerful versus powerless as it is often portrayed. It’s just 

different people at different stages in life; most landlords were once tenants and may 

be again at some point, and some tenants might be landlords themselves a few 

years down the line. A few of mine are already landlords, or have a house 

elsewhere. Unless of course the BTL mortgage is destroyed; then it will once again 

become the preserve of only the very wealthy or slum landlords. As it stands, the 

PRS is a high risk and low profit business, increasingly burdensome in terms of 

standards and legislation, and becoming very worrying with regard to removing bad 

tenants and regaining possession, but it remains a slightly better if much riskier 

investment than the bank, or a useful pension supplement, and even a modest 

livelihood for some. The returns are just about enough to satisfy small individual 

investors, but insufficient to attract large corporates trying to satisfy shareholders and 

pension funds. Large scale student accommodation seems to be the only type taking 

off at present, but I gather the risks are underwritten by the universities, and they are 

far from affordable. I have recently housed two students in a nice quiet homely 

spacious flat with two double bedrooms, a new kitchen and fresh décor and carpets, 

for a total of £600 including energy and broadband, as opposed to £550 each for a 

room with shared kitchen in student halls.  

Clause 24 will cause all current 40% tax payers with mortgages to pay more than 

40% on their real profits, (see attached table) some current 20% taxpayers will enter 

the 40% bracket based on imaginary profits, some will pay all their profits and more 

in tax, having to subsidise their rental properties from their other income, and if they 

don’t have any other income, they’ll be bankrupted. Many perfectly sustainable, well-

managed rental portfolios will become unviable, and landlords will be forced to put 

up rents, incorporate, or sell up. Perfectly good happy tenants will be reluctantly 



8 
 

evicted, and might struggle to find somewhere else because other landlords are also 

selling up or raising rents. This unprecedented, illogical, discriminatory, inconsistent 

tax burden, applied retrospectively on only one business and only certain operators 

within that business, is likely by itself to have a decimating effect on the PRS across 

the UK. Together with the ever increasing regulatory burden, erosion of landlords’ 

minimal rights, and the 3% LBTT supplement, it is hard to envisage much more new 

or sustained investment from small investors, and large investors, who have cold 

feet anyway, will also be wondering where this crazy tax regime might go next. It 

seems anything is possible. 

Incorporation is not an option for most, as it incurs legal and registration fees, re-

mortgaging, liability for capital gains tax and LBTT. For our own portfolio of eight 

properties, there has been no capital gain since we started out nine years ago, but I 

worked out that we would need to pay £33,000 in the new LBTT to “buy” them from 

ourselves if we set up as a company, as opposed to about £6000 at present. New 

mortgages might be hard to obtain at our age and with our small income, but in any 

event would incur at least £10,000 in fees (also regarded as profit for the Clause 24 

tax penalty) and higher interest rates than at present.  This just isn’t an option.  

Very few landlords are aware yet of the impact of all these changes, but those who 

are, are doing their best to lobby politicians, and bring it to the attention of other 

landlords, local authorities, housing charities, tenants and the general public, all to 

no avail. Most landlords haven’t given it a second thought, also swallowing the line 

that it will only affect the really wealthy, which is the opposite of the truth. Everyone 

else couldn’t care less, convinced that all landlords are rich exploitative parasites 

earning a fortune from their poor victimised tenants, and Clause 24 is just closing a 

loophole and in fact doesn’t even go far enough.   

If the government wishes to encourage large scale investment in the private sector to 

alleviate a perceived need for more rented housing, how is this helped by 

demonising, legislating, regulating and taxing small landlords out of business? Small 

private landlords have doubled the supply in ten years, and could probably double it 

again if they weren’t now scared witless that they’ll be forced in future to house 

unpleasant tenants indefinitely while paying more in tax than they actually earn, and 

wondering how to keep up with all the regulatory requirements into the bargain. Even 

if large scale investors could be attracted, they couldn’t, or wouldn’t provide the 

range and quality of homes and locations that small private landlords can, and they 

wouldn’t take the risks or provide the personal service they do, nor would they leave 

the same tenant in situ for five or ten years without bothering to increase the rent, or 

buy a house with a garden for their tenants in the third floor flat after they had a 

baby, taking the tenants with them to viewings to help choose the house, or look 

after their tenant’s dog when they go on holiday, or put up with rent coming in dribs 

and drabs for eighteen months while someone gets back on their feet after a crisis.  
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Whatever the agenda is, the Westminster government for some reason best known 

to itself, seems determined at all costs to destroy the small landlord, and will brook 

no discussion on the matter. 

I truly hope that the Scottish government will actually listen to the facts from the 

people who know what they are talking about, and realise how unfair and detrimental 

these taxation measures will be. Most landlords, once aware, will have time and the 

resources to prepare themselves for this or just get out of the business, but it is 

tenants, local authorities and housing charities who will bear the brunt of it. 

Sometimes we should be careful what we wish for. 



 



Property Income details (per annum) assuming all fully 
occupied and no unexpected repairs. 

Landlord’s other income 

£20,000 per annum  (20% taxpayer) £50,000 per annum  (40% taxpayer) 

Property 
code 

Rent Mortgage  
Interest 
(MI) 

Routine 
Expenses 
(Factor, 
gas 
service, 
insurance,  
agent) 
(EXP) 

Real Profit  
ie what 
landlord has 
left . 
(PROF) 

Tax now: PROF + 
Salary – Personal 
Allowance (£10k*) 
=Taxable income, 
taxed at 20% on first 
£30k, then 40% on 
amount over £30k. 
 
*Tax rates and 

allowances 
approximated for ease of 
calculation. 

Tax in 2020: Rent 
– EXP + salary -
personal 
allowance = 
taxable income, 
tax calculated as 
now.  From this 
sum deduct 20% 
of MI = tax 
payable. 

Tax now: 
(Equivalent tax 
rate on real profit 
= 40%) 

Tax in 2020: 
Rent-Expenses+salary-personal allowance 
=taxable income. Deduct 20% of MI from 
tax due on taxable income=tax payable.  
 
Equivalent tax rate on real rental profit in 
2020, varies from one individual to the next 
and one property to the next, but always 
exceeds 40%. Basically as profit falls, 
relative tax rate increases, until it exceeds 
profit entirely, and doesn’t stop at 100%.  

VALUES ASSUMING INDIVIDUAL ONLY HAS ONE RENTAL PROPERTY  based on real properties 

Effect of 0.25% interest rate rise                                                                      Salary £20,000 per annum 
Two examples of further effect of one 2 month void and one appliance breakdown  

 

                  Salary £50,000 per annum 
 

A 
 
2 bed flat 

6000 
 
 
6000 

3204 
 
 
3380 

1680 
 
 
1680 

1116 
 
 
940 

2223   (2000 payable 

on salary alone,rest 
on PROF) 

2188 

2864-640=2223 
 
 
2864-676=2188=20% 

10446 (10k due 
on salary alone, 
rest on PROF) 
10376=40% of PROF 

11728-640=11088 
 
 
11728-676=11052 

1088/1116=97.5% 
 
 
1052/940=112% 

B 
2 bed flat 

6000 
6000 

588 
718 

1680 
1680 

3732 
3602 

2746 
2720 

2864-117=2746 
2864-143=2721 

11492 
11440 

11728-117=11611 
11728-143=11585 

1611/3732=43% 
1585/3602=44% 

C 
2 bed flat 

6000 
6000 

588 
718 

1680 
1680 

3732 
3602 

2746 
2720 

2864-117=2746 
2864-143=2721 

11492 
11440 

11728-117=11611 
11728-143=11585 

1611/3732=43% 
1585/3602=44% 

D 
2 bed flat 

7200 
7200 

2988 
3233 

1776 
1776 

2436 
2191 

2487 
2438 

3084-597=2487 
3084-646=2438 

10974 
10876 

12169-598=11571 
12169-646=11523 

1571/2436=64% 
1523/2191=69% 

E 
 
2 bed flat 

7200 
7200 
6000 

2988 
3233 
3233 

1776 
1776 
2326 

2436 
2191 
441 

2487 
2438 
2088 =20% of PROF 

3084-597=2487 
3084-646=2438 
2734-646=2088=20% 

10974 
10876 
10176=40% of PROF 

12169-598=11571 
12169-646=11523 
11469-646=10823 

1571/2436=64% 
1523/2191=69% 
823/441 = 187%  

F 
2 bed house 

7440 
7440 

1577 
1678 

795 
795 

5068 
4967 

3013 
2993 

3329-316=3013 
3329-335=2994 

12027 
11986 

12658-315=12343 
12658-335=12323 

2343/5058=46% 
2323/4967=47% 

G 
4 bed semi 

9600 
9600 

2731 
3001 

988 
988 

5881 
5611 

3176 
3122 

3722-546=3176 
3722-600=3122 

12352 
12244 

13444-546=12898 
13444-600=12844 

2898/5881=49% 
2844/5611=51% 

H 
3 bed 
detached 

9600 
9600 
8000 

3493 
3804 
3804 

1238 
1238 
2088 

4869 
4558 
2108 

2973 
2912 
2421=20% of PROF 

3672-699=2973 
3672-760=2912 
3182-760=2422  

11947 
11834 
10843=40%ofPROF 

13344-699=12645 
13344-760=12584 
12364-760=11604 

2645/4869=54% 
2584/4558=57% 
1604/2108=76%  



VALUES  ASSUMING LANDLORD MANAGES WHOLE PORTFOLIO     
Effect of 0.25% Interest rate rise   
Further effect of commonplace voids and increased expenses, 
eg  three tenancy changes and two appliance breakdowns.    
Further effect of an interest rate rise of a further 1.75%  

 
         Salary £20,000 per annum 
      Tax payable on salary alone=£2000 

 
    Salary £50,000 per annum 
Tax payable on salary alone=£10,000 

TOTALS Rents 
59040 
 
 
 
 
 
 
59040 
 
 
 
 
 
 
55440 
 
 
 
 
55440 

MI 
18157 
 
 
 
 
 
 
19765 
 
 
 
 
 
 
19765 
 
 
 
 
31021 

EXP 
11613 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11613 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13213 
 
 
 
 
13213 

PROFIT 
29270 
 
 
 
 
 
 
27662 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22462 
 
 
 
 
11206 

Tax now 30k@20%=6000 
9270 @40%=3708 
Total tax   = 9708 

7708/29270=26.3% 
 
 
 
 
30k@20%=6000 
7662@40%=3064 
Tax due= 9064 

9064/27662=25.5% of 

PROF 
 
30k@20%=6000 
2462@40%=984 
Tax due =6984 

=4984/22462=22% of 

PROF 
21206@20%=4241 
 
 

Tax in 2020 
30k@20%=6000 
27427@40%=10970 
=16970-3631(20% of MI) 
Tax due =  13339 

11339/29270=38.7% 

 
30k@20%=6000 
27427@40%=10970 
Tax due = 16970 
-3953 = 13017 

13017/27662=47%  

 
30k@20%=6000 
22227@40%=8890 
=14890-3953=10937 

8937/22462=40% of 

PROF 
 
30k@20%=6000 
22227@40%=8890 
=14890-6204=8686  

=77%   

Tax now 
30k@20%=6000 
39270@40% =15708 
Tax due =21708 

11708/29270 = 40%) 

 
 
30k@20%=6000 
37662@40%=15064 
Tax due=21064 

11064/27662=40% of 

PROF 
 
30K@20%=6000 
32462@40%=12984 
Tax due=18984 

8984/22462=40% of 

PROF 
 
30K@20%=6000 
21206@40%=8482 
=14482 

4482/11206=40% 

Tax in 2020 
30k@20%=6000 
57427@40%=22970  
= 28970 – 3631 
=Tax due =25339 

15339/29270=52.4% 

 
 
30k@20%=6000 
57427@40%=22970 
=28970-3953=25017 

15017/27662=54.3% 

 
 
30k@20%=6000 
52227@40%=20890 
26890-3953=22937 

12937/22462=57.6% 

 
30k@20%=6000 
52227@40%=20890 
26890-6204=20686 

10686/11206=95.3% 

Same colour coded scenarios as above Assuming landlord has no other income (NB Real pre-tax profit never exceeds 20% level) 
 59040 

 
59040 
 
55440 
 
55440 

18157 
 
19765 
 
19765 
 
31021 

11613 
 
11613 
 
13213 
 
13213 

29270 
 
27662 
 
22462 
 
11206 

29270-10000=19270@20%= tax due =3854 

3854/19270=20% 

27662-10000=17662@20%= tax due =3532  = 20% 
 

22462-10000=12462@20%= tax due=2492. = 20% 
 

11206-10000=1206@20%= Tax due =241. = 20% 

59040-11613-10000=37427. Tax=30k@20%, 7427@ 

40%.  Tax due=8970-3631=5339. 5339/19270=27.7% 
59040-11613-10000=37427.Tax=30k@20%, 7427 @ 

40%=Tax due 8970-3953=5017. 5017/17662=28.4% 
55440-13213-10000=32227.Tax=30k@20%, 2227@ 

40%. Tax due =6890-3953=2937. 2937/12462=23.6% 
55440-13213-10000=32227.Tax=30k@20%,2227@ 

40%. Tax due =6890-6204=686. 686/1206=56.9% 


