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APPENDIX

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Under section 10(1) of the Finance Act 1966, references in certain Parts of
the Customs and Excise Act 1952 to “‘ships™ or ‘‘vessels” apply as if they in-
cluded references to hovercraft. A number of the customs control provisions
falling within these Parts of the 1952 Act apply only to ships or vessels of less
than a specified tons register. Because the capacity of hovercraft cannot be
computed in the same way as that of ships, that is, by reference to their tonnage,
it was necessary in the 1966 Act to provide for all hovercraft to be treated as
either over or under these specified tonnage limits. Hovercraft were considered
to present special risks of revenue evasion; the policy of the 1966 Act therefore
was to treat hovercraft in every case as if they were ships of less than the specified
tonnages.

Provision was made accordingly by paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 to the 1966 Act.
>aragraph 1 lists all the provisions of the 1952 Act which apply to ships of less
than the specified tonnage except, unaccountably, section 68(5). That subsection
requires all vessels not exceeding one hundred tons register to be marked in
accordance with the directions of the Commissioners of Customs and Excise. It
is clear that the requirement is meant to and does apply to hovercraft as “vessels™
but the application of the requirement is unclear because the words excluding
hovercraft over one hundred tons register are unworkable. It is thought that
the anomalous omission of this provision from the list in paragraph 1 of Schedule
2 to the 1966 Act must have been an oversight.

We therefore recommend that in reproducing section 68(5) of the 1952 Act it
should be treated as if it had been listed in paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 to the 1966
Act.

Effect is given to the recommendation in clause 81(7) of the Bill.

2. Schedule 12 to the Finance Act 1978 (pre-consolidation amendments)
includes in paragraph 19 a number of amendments designed to pave the way for
a more rational terminology in the customs and excise Acts. This was necessary
because the Finance (No. 2) Act 1975 had provided for the revenue elements of
customs duties to be renamed as excise duties, leaving the term “‘customs duties”
applying only to protective duties on imports. As a result the old terminology,
which was based on the traditional distinction betweens customs duties (as
being .uties on imported goods) and excise duties (as being duties on home-
proc¢ ced goods), had become misleading.

Paragraph 19(1)(a) of Schedule 12 to the 1978 Act replaces the 1952 Act’s
separate definitions of “‘customs Acts” and ‘“‘excise Acts” with one defined
expression ‘“the custom and excise Acts™. Paragraph 19(2) goes on to make any
reference to “the customs Acts” or ““the excise Acts” in any enactment (including
the 1952 Act) a reference to ““the customs and excise Acts” as defined in 19(1)(a).

Special provision was needed however in the case of Part IX of the 1952 Act.
That Part is about the control of persons engaged in the United Kingdom in
producing goods or in activities in respect of which excise duties are chargeable.
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Those persons (formerly “excise traders’”) are termed ‘‘revenue traders”™ in the
new terminology, and the provisions of the customs and excise Acts relating to
their activities are termed “the revenue trade provisions of the customs and excise
Acts”. In Part 1X there are a number of references to “the excise Acts” for which
it was inappropriate to substitute the expression “the customs and excise Acts”,
since Part IX is not concerned with imported goods. Accordingly paragraph
19(3) provides for these references to be replaced by the expression “the revenue
trade provisions of the customs and excise Acts”. By an oversight, however,
paragraph 19(3) does not apply to the reference to “the excise Acts” in section
253(1) of the 1952 Act. If this omission were not remedied on consolidation, the
effect would be that the scope of section 253(1) would be widened and its special
provisions about distress would apply in respect of unpaid penalties incurred by
a revenue trader under provisions of the customs and excise Acts not relating to
his trade. Paragraph 19 was not of course intended to make any such change of
substance. We therefore recommend that in reproducing section 253(1) there
should be substituted for the expression “‘the excise Acts” the expression “the
revenue trade provisions of the customs and excise Acts” and not simply “the
customs and excise Acts” as would be required on a literal consolidation.

—

Effect is given to this recommendation in clause 117(8) of the Bill.

3. Another term used in the 1952 Act which was falsified by the conversion
in 1975 of customs revenue duties into excise duties was “‘customs charge”. This
expression refers to the control which the Commissioners of Customs and Excise
exercise over imported goods for a period after their importation to secure the
payment of duty or the observance in other respects of the customs laws. When
this control has accomplished its purpose an out-of-charge note is issued in
respect of the goods.

“Customs charge” is inappropriate where the Commissioners’ control of
imported goods arises because the goods are chargeable on importation with
excise duty. Paragraph 19(7)(a) of Schedule 12 to the Finance Act 1978 was
intended to substitute in the specified cases the expression “‘out of charge” for
“from customs charge™. When paragraph 19(7)(a) was drafted, the words “from
customs charge” in section 260(1) of the 1952 Act were overlooked. To avoid a
confusing difference in terminology where there is no difference in the substance,
we recommend that, in reproducing section 260(1), the words ‘“‘out of charge”
be substituted for ““from customs charge”.

Effect is given to this recommendation in clause 127(1) of the Bill.

4. Section 3(3) of the Provisional Collection of Taxes Act 1968 applies where
a resolution of the House of Commons imposes an excise duty in respect of
goods produced or activities carried on in the United Kingdom to which
provisional statutory effect cannot be given under section 1 of that Act. Section
3(3) confers on the Commissioners power to secure the payment of the duty by
regulations which may apply the provisions of “the excise Acts” to the duty so
imposed, to the revenue trade in connection with which the duty may become
chargeable and to the person carrying on that trade.

As mentioned in connection with recommendation 2 above, paragraph 19(2)
of Schedule 12 to the Finance Act 1978 converts the expression “the excise Acts”,



into “the customs and excise Acts”. It is clear, however,
utory provisions which the Com-
e defined as ‘“‘the revenue trade

wherever it appears,
from the context of section 3(3), that the stat
missioners are empowered to apply are thos
provisions of the customs and excise Acts”. The Bill repeals paragraph 19(2)
of Schedule 12 to the 1978 Act and reproduces by way of textual amendment in
Schedule 4 its effect on enactments outside the consolidation. We recommend
that in amending section 3(3) of the 1968 Act consequentially on the repeal of
paragraph 19(2), the expression ‘“‘the revenue trade provisions of the customs and
excise Acts”, and not “‘the customs and excise Acts”, be substituted for “‘the

excise Acts”.

Effect is given to this recommendation in Schedule 4 to the Bill.
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