
VISUALISING LANDVALUESCAPE

“The Concept in a British Context”

A Survey of Global Practice in Value Maps

Introduction 

This paper forms part of doctoral research at Kingston University School of Surveying, London by Tony Vickers MRICS MScIS. The hypothesis posed is that there is a case for “UK plc” to embark upon a programme of property value mapping, because the societal benefits of value maps in that country now potentially outweigh their costs. 

There are three strands to this research: 

1. A Policy Delphi involving 29 UK-based experts and stakeholders in relevant professions and interest groups (Vickers 2004a); 

2. Production and demonstration of a trial Value Map of a part of Oxfordshire, in partnership with the local authorities there; and 

3. Investigation of overseas experience of Value maps, including visits to selected countries. 

This is the first piece of work written up for the third strand and includes the results of a preliminary survey, conducted in early 2002 and presented in outline at the World Congress of Surveyors in Washington DC in April that year (Thurstain-Goodwin & Vickers, 2002) but until now not reported in full.

The purpose of the paper is to introduce non-UK readers to the emerging findings of the author’s current work, in order to seek their views as to the generic conditions that favour the development of Value Mapping in all countries, their benefits and costs, and the also the likely obstacles. The paper is structured so that feedback is made as easy and relevant as possible to the author’s UK research, with a questionnaire at Appendix B that can be emailed back.

Background

The author enrolled at Kingston University in October 2001, having already conceived of the ‘landvaluescape’ concept early in his three-year programme of research into land value taxation (LVT) for Britain, a David C. Lincoln Fellowship in LVT commissioned by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Cambridge MA USA in December 1999. As almost his first task after commencing postgraduate study and with the assistance of the Féderation Internationale Géometrique (FIG), he issued a questionnaire “Value maps and Global Governance” to establish the current state of global practice in property assessment and value mapping.   Eighteen responses from four continents were eventually received, although the last two arrived too late to be included in the presentation to the 2002 FIG Congress.  They confirmed a clear global trend towards development of Value Mapping under certain favourable conditions but with a variety of forms. 

Vickers’ Lincoln Fellowship, originally supposed to be completed by the end of 2002, was delayed by unavoidable external factors but fed directly into his current work. Three working papers (Vickers 2000, 2002 and 2003) describe the Fellowship and these were condensed into a chapter (and two appendices) for a book written by one of the author’s supervisors at Kingston, published in April 2004 by Lincoln (Connellan 2004). 

The key findings are that the politics of land information systems and of property taxation are inextricably linked: reform and modernisation of land taxes can only sensibly proceed if clearly seen as part of enhanced national land management, for which new geo-data systems are needed - and indeed are planned for the UK. Three successive semi-structured surveys of property tax stakeholders that formed a large part of the Lincoln Fellowship clearly showed that the future of LVT in Britain is interlinked to that of Value Mapping: the latter either enabling or being enabled by the former, or both. 

To probe this further, it was decided to conduct a Policy Delphi (Turoff 1970) during 2004. This is a research method using a carefully selected ‘virtual committee’ to help reach conclusions on a complex subject: the reasons for adopting this method here are given in Vickers (2004a). The committee ‘meets’ anonymously three or four times, in between which they provide views and evidence pertaining to the subject matter to the research moderator.

The Delphi Group is currently (June 2004) engaged upon completing a ‘Round Two’ questionnaire (Vickers 2004b), which asks them to review the opinions they offered at Round One and to give their initial views on draft Policy Options (POs) that the author derived from an analysis of those opinions (Vickers 2004c). In Round Three (September) they will be asked to attempt consensus on a set of POs, having been presented with the factual evidence of Value Map experience in other countries and of the Oxfordshire LVT trial demonstrator products. A conference is being held in Oxford on 16 September, mainly to reveal the results of the Oxfordshire LVT Trial (Waterfront 2004).

Pilot FIG Survey

The questionnaire form seeking information on the status of Value Mapping and property taxes was sent to over 200 national representatives of FIG’s Commissions 3, 7, 8 & 9, both in hard copy in December 2001 (thanks to assistance from Atis Real Weatheralls, London-based international property consultants) and by e-mail from FIG Bureau the following month. A copy of the form is at Appendix A.

As well as answers to the questions posed, a number of comments on the form itself were received and new leads given for obtaining information. Until now, there has been hardly any follow-up from the pilot survey, although four ‘comparator countries’ from among those whose FIG representatives responded, have been tentatively chosen to be visited – if funds permit – as part of this research: Australia, United States, Lithuania and Denmark.  Reasons for choosing them are given below.

The responses to the pilot survey are at Table 1. Where respondents asked for their names and/or that of their countries to be kept confidential, no name or email address is given and ‘country’ is described by sub-continent. This information is now over two years old and respondents are being separately asked to confirm or update the facts when providing additional information in completing Appendix B, which takes account of comments received on design of the ‘pilot’ questionnaire (Appendix A).

	                                  Table 1 – Pilot Global Value Maps Questionnaire Responses (see Appendix A)


	
	
	

	Serial
	Country
	Name
	FIG
	Dig. Maps?
	Cadastre?
	Pub access
	Property tax 
	Separate
	CAMA?
	NLIS
	Price paid
	Tax values
	Value maps

	
	
	
	Com'n

	largest scale
	
	
	land val'n
	
	
	public?
	public?
	useful?

	Q’n>
	A1
	A4
	A9
	B1
	B2
	B2c
	B3a
	B3b
	B3c
	B4
	B6a
	B6b
	C1

	1
	Norway
	Helge Onsrud
	-
	Y 1:500
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	many
	Y
	LI
	N

	2
	USA/Mich
	Mary Feindt
	8
	Y  
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	Y
	unspec.
	Y
	
	Very

	3
	South American state

	9
	Y 1:10,000
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	Y
	?
	developing
	Y
	LI
	Y

	4
	Netherlands
	Ruud Kathmann
	9
	Y 1:1,000
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	N
	Y
	several
	Y
	N
	Y

	5
	Australian state
	9
	Y 1:500
	Y
	N
	Y Capital
	Y
	Y
	inc.value maps
	Y
	N
	Y

	6
	W Europe small state
	3
	Y 1:500
	Y
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	developing
	N
	N
	possibly

	7
	W Europe small state
	9
	see above
	
	
	
	Y
	
	
	
	
	Y

	8
	USA western state
	3
	Y
	some
	Y
	Y Capital(gen)
	Y
	Y (some)
	many
	Y
	LI/MI/LF
	Y local

	9
	Finland
	Kauko Viitanen
	9
	Y 1:500
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	Y
	Y
	many
	Y
	MI
	Y

	10
	Austria
	Gerhard Muggenhuber
	3
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Sweden
	Peter Ljung
	9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	www.lantmateriet.se
	www.aflonbladet.se

	12
	Baltic state
	2/7/8/9/10
	Y 1:500
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	Y
	Y-2004
	developing
	Y
	LI
	Very

	13
	Cyprus
	Elikkos Elia
	-
	Y 1:50,000
	Y
	limited
	?
	N
	developing
	developing
	Y
	LI
	Y

	14
	Denmark
	Bodil Ekner
	7
	Y 1:1000
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	many
	Y
	LI/LW
	Y

	15
	Hong Kong
	Hak Chan
	
	Y 1:1000
	Y
	Y
	Y Revenue
	Y
	?
	many - also private
	Y
	N
	Y

	16
	Austria
	Erwin Hynst
	8
	Y 1:200
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	Y
	?
	land use
	Y
	
	N - cost

	17
	New Zealand
	Brian Coutts
	?
	Y ?
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	Y
	?
	
	Y
	LI/LW
	

	18
	France
	Frantz Derlich
	7
	Y 1:500
	Y
	Y
	Y Capital
	Y
	Y
	developing
	?
	LI/MI
	Y - 2010-15


Virtually all respondents’ countries have computerised national mapping and map-based land ownership registers.  The majority value land for tax purposes separately from improvements, even though most do not have LVT.  About half already use computer-aided mass assessment (CAMA) and others are considering doing so. All use GIS extensively, but countries tend to have a different mix of GIS applications.  Property valuations for taxation are mainly expressed as capital values, although LVT campaigners usually prefer rental values. Almost all countries that responded allow public access to land ownership and price paid information, fewer – but still most – have some public access to property tax registers. Map-based public access to property tax information is rare but a subject of considerable interest in some countries. These are the countries where the author intends to focus his investigations.

Among the comments received from respondents to the FIG survey (Jan 2002) were the following. Rudd Kathmann, of the Netherlands Council for Real Estate Assessors, stated: “value maps are used for analysing results of CAMA assessments and market developments”.  Professor Kauko Viitanen of the Institute of Real Estate Studies at Helsinki University said: “We are using many kinds of value maps in tax, statistics, market analysis, planning, etc.”  Chan Hak of the Hong Kong Lands Department claimed: “Value maps would be widely used not just by government departments but also the private sector”.

Research of other countries’ use of value maps has continued by other means. So far it seems that the most advanced uses are in two highly developed, federal countries: the United States and Australia. As one of the two American FIG respondents said, one cannot make a single answer for such countries because there is a great variety of legislation and practice. Perhaps it is this diversity that encourages experimentation and excellence. The Chief Assessor and Auditor of Lucas County Ohio gave a presentation in the UK on 1 July 2003 (German 2003) at which he stated that: “When our system goes down, the lights on the switchboard go on.” It appears that once value maps are available to the property industry and the public, they can become indispensable. The purpose of this research can be summarised as an investigation into the conditions under which this status can be achieved in any jurisdiction.

UK Situation Compared
By comparison with most countries responding to the Pilot FIG survey, although the UK has a superb national topographic database, it has no national cadastral map. Except for Scotland, mainland Britain will have a map-based electronically maintained land register by about 2010, although there is as yet no plan to ensure retrospective capture of land title information to complete the register for England & Wales. Scotland has a complete land register but no plans to make it map-based. Only Northern Ireland has plans for an integrated and complete Province-wide, map-based land ownership and valuation system. 

Most of the UK land area is not subject to any property taxes and the urban areas that are taxed have two distinct forms of property tax, neither of them map-based: one for commercial land (with rental valuations) and one for residential land (crude capital valuations). Only Northern Ireland’s domestic residential property tax system plans to employ CAMA (from 2007).  The public can access land ownership information (for a fee), but price paid and property tax assessments are confidential – even to researchers working for other Government departments.

Until 1999, the whole of Great Britain was subject to a single legislative ‘blanket’ via the Westminster Parliament. This meant that any change to land management and taxation policy depended upon change coming from the centre. Even changes initiated by the European Union (EU) could generally only have a slight effect, unless they could be linked to measures to promote internal markets within the Union. As recent studies have shown (Guandin & Manthorpe 1998, Overchuk 2001, Remetey-Fülöpp 2002, Brown & Hepworth 2003), there is as much variety of cadastral, land valuation and taxation systems within the EU as in Europe as a whole and the wider developed world. There is certainly little appetite for property tax harmonisation, although there are moves towards a consistent EU-wide Land Information System (EULIS), with which the UK is broadly in accord. 

The INSPIRE project aspiration of the European Commission (EC) is driven by a desire to make it easier to process claims for compensation in the event of pollution disasters such as Seveso in Italy (EC 2002). This would require the extent, ownership, permitted and actual occupation and use – and value – of each parcel of land throughout Europe to be known and for such a database to be maintained in a way that all could access it. Failure by any member state to take measures towards achievement of this by some due date could lead to accusations that a free and fair market in property and business activity was being obstructed, since insurance premiums might need to vary widely between states if some presented conditions under which claims could not readily be processed.

The British tradition of ‘general boundaries’ and laissez faire LIS makes for less bureaucratic routine property transaction processes but more expensive litigation when disputes and claims of pollution do arise, since it is then left to the courts to research and contest the particular facts concerning ownership, occupation, extent and valuation. However cheaper processing of insurance claims is almost certainly not, on its own, a reason for producing comprehensive UK-wide value maps.

In looking at the ‘stakeholders’ in value maps more widely, a similar situation arises: each interest group alone almost certainly could not justify development of value maps in any jurisdiction. However taken together, it seems that (unless chance or dogma have prevailed, rather than reason!) in some countries there arises a combination of circumstances and stakeholder groups that act together to ensure value maps are developed. These categories of Value Map Stakeholder are being studied in the UK and they exist to some extent in every country:-

Property and GI data providers; software suppliers and IT consultants; property tax administrators; urban planners; sponsors of national e-government projects; politicians and campaign groups; property investors; insurers and underwriters; entrepreneurs and business managers; real estate agents and their customers (potentially all citizens).

Each of these groups will exhibit different characteristics in each country. For example in one country the tax administration system might be very mature but based on outdated technology, with a large ageing workforce. In another, there may be very few qualified assessors but a vigorous property market and low wage costs for IT specialists. Other things being equal, the latter country is more likely to adopt CAMA, from which value maps would be a by-product.

Appendix C sets out the generic benefits of value maps for each stakeholder group in any country with a property market (without such a market there can be no basis for valuing land). The author’s perception of the current situation in the UK is summarised below, based on the responses to Round One only of his Policy Delphi exercise (Vickers 2004c).

Property & GI data providers have been rapidly developing their products ever since the national mapping agencies (OS & OSNI) completed their topographic databases and (in the case of OS) created a topological structure for data. The potential for OS MasterMap to accommodate a land parcel layer is recognised; the land registration agency for England & Wales (HMLR) is rapidly creating such a layer for its own use. Private and public agencies that produce and sell property transaction data are constrained by data privacy laws but are developing spatially aggregated data products whose uses are beginning to be realised, especially in the commercial property sector. The globalisation of the high end of the property market is driving the market in such data.  However large gaps exist in data coverage and there is a need for Government to take a lead in ensuring datasets are comprehensive, consistent, affordable and regularly updated.

Software suppliers and IT consultants. The GI industry is fully occupied developing other application areas. Although some suppliers and individual consultants are aware of the potential of value maps, unless or until Government signals that it will take a lead in speeding up the completion of suitable datasets, the area will remain the preserve of a few academics.

Property tax administrators. Some senior officials are beginning to be aware of the potential of value maps but in the absence of serious budgetary pressure to improve operational efficiency or a coherent cross-Departmental initiative to look at wider benefits, their focus is on short-term goals and limited GI uses, such as identifying ‘missing’ taxable entities (Valuebill project). In general, senior rating professionals have little if any appreciation of the benefits of GI and are unlikely to press for major changes in professional practice, let alone tax reform.

Urban planners. Whilst some in the planning profession clearly appreciate the potential of value maps as a decision tool, there is also a view in the ‘old school’ of centralised planning that their work should not be unduly influenced by property market considerations and they should therefore be wary of how ‘value’ will be defined in such maps. Support for developing better ways of understanding land value effects is growing rapidly among urban planners, in the widest sense including many in the private sector.

Sponsors of national e-government projects. The synergies between various projects are imperfectly understood but there is a growing awareness that creation of a map-based cadastre of land parcels, ownership and value would greatly help justify rapid completion and maintenance of datasets to which Government is already committed. Lack of a single Champion for National Geospatial Strategy is hampering the necessary policy work.

Politicians and campaign groups. Decision makers in the British political culture are insufficiently technically aware and GI people are insufficiently politically aware. There is a need for good communicators to bring the potential of GI to the attention of campaigners.

Property investors. Globalisation of the property market, in which UK-based firms play a leading part, makes the property industry the most likely ‘carrier’ of this developing tool from countries where it is well developed already into the home UK environment. At present, GI is barely used by property researchers in the industry – but this is likely to change rapidly once more countries have value maps.

Insurers and underwriters. The steep rise in both property values and insurance premiums is making GIS a leading-edge tool in the UK insurance industry. Again, with many of the large players having international partners, developments in value maps overseas are likely to carry into UK business as soon as the data is available.

Entrepreneurs and business managers. Location Based Services (LBS) are now a mainstream business tool that uses GIS. Larger companies are starting to investigate the use of value maps as part of their decision making on location of offices, retail outlets and other operations. However few businesses will want to invest in specialist GI product development and this stakeholder group will only become important when value maps are adopted in other UK markets or in other EU countries. The UK GI industry should be concerned if other countries take a lead in developing commercial off-the-shelf Value Map products.

Real estate agents and their customers. There has been rapid recent growth in the use of IT by high-street property agents, since the National Land Information Service (NLIS) was introduced for conveyancing and many purchasers began demanding speed of - and internet access for – property transactions. The general public in the UK is highly receptive to the idea of value maps. The barriers to entry of this market are fairly low, data availability is rapidly increasing and there is potential for the home-buying market to see early use of value maps, both front-office (internet also) and back-office.  However as with other groups, this will depend on the rate at which basic GI infrastructure is completed.

Main Global Value Maps Survey

The above facts have been used to inform the design of a form to be used in establishing what conditions need to exist in order for value maps to develop as a useful tool. This form is at Appendix B. Information obtained from responses to the form will be analysed, summarised and then shared with the UK Delphi Group and others who have shown interest in this research. Their responses will then be combined with information from other strands in this research to produce a final set of conclusions and recommendations for developing the value maps concept in the UK.

Appendix B is designed to find out where value maps have begun to be used and what were the factors that led to their use. It tries to avoid asking for facts that can be obtained elsewhere. It is aimed at users of value maps as much as those who produce them. It is only being sent to contacts in countries that have a developing or mature property market and property taxation system, i.e. it excludes countries known to have little or none of the basic infrastructure needed to support the concept.

The Stakeholder Groups identified above can be divided into two types: enablers and beneficiaries. Enabler groups are those whose participation is essential if value maps are to develop at a national level and not be merely justified, created and used for specific projects, such as urban regeneration or transport infrastructure.  Some enabler groups are also major beneficiaries and some groups that could be major beneficiaries in the long run may not realise it or may indeed see value maps as a threat. Categorisation of a group as one or the other is difficult and the initial categorisation in Table 2 below may need to be adjusted after the responses to this survey have been analysed. In the table, each group is graded across the spectrum of being ‘key enabler’ to ‘primary beneficiary’. In a sense, enablers represent roadblocks (if they obstruct) or ‘pathways’ towards value mapping, whereas beneficiaries build the business case for value mapping.

	Stakeholder Group
	Enabler Score

	Beneficiary Score


	Property & GI data providers
	4
	2

	Software suppliers and IT consultants
	3
	2

	Property tax administrators
	2
	3

	Urban planners
	2
	3

	Sponsors of national e-government projects
	3
	2

	Politicians and campaign groups
	3
	3

	Property investors
	2
	3

	Insurers and underwriters
	2
	3-4

	Entrepreneurs and business managers
	1
	3

	Real estate agents and their customers
	1
	2


Table 2 – Stakeholder Groups as Enablers and/or Beneficiaries

The form seeks to find out (in B4), in the case of each country, whether there was (or is) an explicit national strategy for value maps, with defined purposes for them that might be used as evidence for one or more stakeholder group being a key enabler or a prime beneficiary – or something in between or a combination. The form is kept as simple as possible and will be followed up where the answers provide a lead, in order to confirm and expand upon facts provided therein.

Especially where there is no explicit national strategy for value maps, the opinions of the respondents are sought as to which, if any, stakeholder groups have enabled and/or are benefiting from value maps, why, how and to what extent. For this, Section C of the form, a distinction is drawn between past and current stakeholders for and in value maps respectively.  It is hoped that this distinction and the information it obtains will be useful for UK stakeholders to know and for the purpose of this research project, which is to build a business case and strategy for value maps here.

The other information sought in the form, namely the nature of the respondents and the status of value mapping in their country, will be used to try and establish the set of generic conditions that appears to favour development of value maps. As with the pilot survey in 2001/2, FIG is used as the maim means of reaching stakeholders because its membership (in Commissions 3, 7, 8 and 9) encompasses representatives in most countries of professions to which almost all stakeholder groups belong and in which many leading members are active.  It is thought that these FIG Commissions will also be interested in the results of this research and the final questions in the form asks respondents to share knowledge of ongoing research involving their countries in this subject.

Comparator Country Visits
In addition to the survey via FIG, it is hoped to conduct fact-finding visits to the following countries, for the purpose of interviewing users (in particular) and other stakeholders in value maps to see whether the theoretical benefits of them and reasons for producing them have been experienced there. These visits, especially those involving long-haul flights, will be subject to funds being obtained. If visits prove impossible, then emails, telephone conversations and internet research will be used.

The countries selected are as follows, with reasons, based on the pilot survey and other information received hitherto. 

a. Australia. All states exhibit sophisticated cadastral mapping and LVT. Two states (Victoria and Queensland) have recently re-engineered their LVT assessment systems to become fully dependent on value maps. It is thought that Australia exhibits the greatest maturity and breadth of experience of making and using value maps in the English speaking world, at state level. It also has a legal system with considerable similarities to Britain.

b. Denmark.  Although having had LVT for as long as Australia (over 80 years) and CAMA for property taxes for 20 years, the Danes recently gave up using value maps within their CAMA system. They appear to have re-considered this and to be planning to introduce GIS maps at national level. Formerly their property tax administration was managed at municipal level and used non-computerised maps. Denmark is the nearest country to Britain that has used value maps widely and it is felt that much can be learned from their current experiences.

c. Lithuania. A small, post-Communist country now in the EC but with an immature property market has adopted LVT without the encumbrance of heritage systems. It has had considerable assistance from northern European and American property tax and surveying experts and is known to have begun introducing value maps.  The Lithuanian ‘clean slate’ approach will be of considerable interest.

d. United States.  Possessing a huge variety of property tax and geo-data systems at state, county and city level, a few jurisdictions in the US are known to be highly developed in the art and use of value maps. As well as offering at least one example (Lucas County Ohio) where they have become an indispensable tool for the local property market and economic development (Ward et al 2002), there will be opportunities to discuss the reasons for many other cities and counties not to have adopted value maps – and assess the prospects for them to spread and grow in importance.  The issues of copyright, data pricing and privacy are dealt with in a very different way to the UK and may prove to be crucial in the overall business case.

A Committee of Members of the UK Parliament is planning to visit Asia, Australia and North America in autumn 2004, to learn about modern property taxes used for local government, including LVT.  The author has written to the Clerk of this Committee to offer advice and request permission to accompany the MPs on their study tour. It is hoped that this might enable him to secure funds for his own fact-finding research at the same time.
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Appendix A – Pilot Survey Form (Dec 2001)

Land Value Maps – A Global Survey

General note:  Where you are asked to choose one or more answers, the options are in ‘square brackets’ [  ] – please circle answers that apply.  Otherwise write in above the line ________ or in the space below the question, in the box provided, thus:-

Part A. Details of Respondent.  

Please make separate copies of this form for each person who you think it is appropriate to complete it.  If you are not yourself an appropriate person, please pass the whole package of documents to someone who is.  

You may prefer to attach or photocopy a business card or letter-head giving the information in A1-A8.

A1.  Country _____________________

A2.  Department _______________________________________________________

A3.  Position __________________________________________________________

A4. Name ____________________________________________________________

A5.  Postal address _____________________________________________________



________________________________________________________



________________________________________________________



________________________________________________________

A6.  Telephone ____________________ A7. Fax ____________________________

A8. E-mail ________________________________________________________

A9. Is your organisation a member of FIG?   [Yes/No]   

A9a. If ‘yes’ name the Commission number: _____

A10.  Would you like to be kept informed of the progress of this project?  [Yes / No]  

A10a. If ‘yes’, give preferred method of correspondence: [ letter / fax / e-mail]

A11. Would you like to join a news-group on the subject of Value Maps?  [Yes / No]

A12.  Are your answers to the questions below to be treated as confidential? [Yes / No]  

If ‘yes’, there will be no link between your answers and your country or organisation without your permission. In general, the answers given will be used for statistical purposes only.

Use this space, if you wish, to explain the nature of your organisation and/or why your answers to be treated as confidential.

Part B.  Your country’s use of CAMA / GIS / Value Maps.  

This section is for factual information. You can give your views in Part C.  The above terms are defined in the cover letter.
B1.  Topographic Maps.  

a. Does your country use computers for topographic mapping?  [Yes / No / not sure]  

b. If ‘yes’, what is the largest scale at which computerised maps are prepared in urban areas?     
1: ___________

c. If ‘no’, do you have plans to use computers at this scale?  [Yes / No / not sure]:

Explain here

B2.  Cadastre.   

a. Does your country have a cadastral system for recording legal land parcels on a surveyed map base?  [Yes / No / not sure]  

b. If ‘yes’, please give details here, e.g. when the cadastre was (or will be) completed.

c. Does the public have access to the cadastre, to enable people to know who owns particular land parcels?  [Yes / No/ not sure]

B3.  Property valuation.  

a. Does your country have a direct tax on land (or real estate)?  

[Capital / Revenue / Neither] If so ……
b. Is the value of land assessed separately from that of buildings etc?  

[Yes / No /not sure]

c.  Does your country use computer assisted mass appraisal (CAMA) when valuing land and property for taxation purposes?  [Yes / No / not sure]  

d.  If ‘no’, has CAMA been considered?  [Yes / No / not sure]

Give details here.

B4.  National land information systems.  

Please give any uses that you know of to which land and geographic information systems (LIS/GIS) are being put in your country.  If the use is only at the planning or development stage, please indicate.  Use the space below to give details.  

Examples are: land management, land use planning, economic development, public access to land-based information, economic monitoring, property transaction processing , property tax administration.
B5.  Responsibility within government.  Indicate which level (or levels) of government in your country is responsible for each of the following land-based functions. Write one or more of the letters N / R / L alongside each (national = N; regional = R; local/municipal = L):-

largest scale topographic mapping

registration of ownership (including any cadastre)

land use planning
property tax assessment
property tax administration
B6. Property market information.  

a.  ‘Raw’ data.  Is information on price paid for landed property market transactions (sale or rent) available to the general public in your country?  [Yes / No / not sure]

b. Tax assessments.  Are property tax assessments available to the public in any of the following forms (circle those applicable)?  Give details in box below.

inspection at office of list





LI

inspection at office of map





MI

published list available free (or minimal cost)


LF

in list form by internet (www) free




LW

in map form by internet





MW

on CD-ROM







MC

Use this space to give reasons for your present situation, if known.

Part C.  Your views and interests.  

Please give reasons for your answers, in the space provided if possible. 

C1.  Value maps.   Do you think that value maps would be useful in your country in the foreseeable future?  If not, indicate whether the cost of producing them is a factor.

C2.  Knowledge of this subject.  How would you assess your knowledge of the subject of value maps:       [Good / fair / poor]

C3.  Do you know of any research into land/property value maps in your country?  Please give details below of any research contacts that you have.

C4.  Would you (or your organisation) be interested in being involved with further research on this subject?

[Yes / No]

Appendix B – Main Survey Form (June 2004)

The form is posted separately or can be requested from info@landvaluescape.org 

Appendix C – Stakeholder Groups in Value Maps

The table below indicates the various benefits that different groups might expect to gain from development of value maps in any country. This is derived partly from evidence in a few countries that use them already but mainly from comments received from representative UK stakeholders in an ongoing Delphi exercise, supplemented by the author’s own thoughts following discussions with others.

	Stakeholder Group
	Reasons for likely interest in value maps

	Property and GI data providers
	It is assumed that, for reasons other than value maps, any developed nation will have at least a few organisations devoted to the production of topographic, cadastral and other map data, as well as (if a property market exists) property transaction data including price or valuation attributes. Such organisations, whether in the public or private sectors, would to some extent seek and expect increased revenue from sales and use of their property-related data in Value Mapping.

	Software suppliers
	Those who earn their living from selling or supporting computer systems would see value maps as a new application area to be developed. The wider the potential market for value maps, the more likely that systems will come with standard embedded software. Meanwhile there is a market for consultants and programmers to customise existing software products.

	Tax administrators
	Value maps are associated with tax modernisation and efficiency. The authorities responsible for valuation for taxation and operation of the property tax system would see increased efficiency coming from more timely, accurate, acceptable assessments and an enhanced status for the professions to which their employees belong. With property taxation in general threatened by the growing voter power of asset-rich, income-poor ageing populations in the developed world, the balance tips in favour of retaining such taxes if they are modernised and made more transparent and equitable. 

	Urban planners
	By enabling economic geographers, urban planners and regeneration professionals in all sectors to gain a better understanding of the factors that promote and suppress land values, value maps should assist spatial planning processes and lead to improved decision making and more sustainable environmental outcomes, hence enhanced professional status for planners. There is a huge potential for developing knowledge of human economic geography through refinement of geo-statistical analyses presented in map form.

	National Geo-spatial Project Sponsors
	In any country, those who promote the development of a coherent geo-spatial strategic infrastructure look for synergies between projects. If value maps are shown to have economic benefits, it can only strengthen the case for completing and maintaining funding for the data production, standardisation, supply and pricing mechanisms that underpin all such projects. Value maps will therefore improve the business case for National Geo-spatial Infrastructures (NGI) everywhere.

	Politicians and campaign groups
	Those who campaign for sustainable development, tax reform, economic justice and fairer, more secure funding of physical infrastructure projects will be able to use value maps to illustrate their arguments. value maps can become a tool for citizen and pressure-group empowerment.

	Property investors
	Those who invest in real estate and their professional advisers will see value maps as enabling earlier identification of local economic trends, better understanding of the workings of the property market, improved project evaluation and decision making, reduced financial risk and hence reduction in the element of speculation that all transactions are imbued with. With information comes power: value maps, if developed in the public domain and used appropriately, spread power to invest wisely from the few to the many.

	Insurers and underwriters
	With security of property rights and increased economic prosperity comes an increase in the transfer of risk to insurers and underwriters. As the proportion of wealth invested in property increases and the insurance industry becomes highly competitive, sophisticated exploitation of value maps gives the edge to companies that use them. They will enable premium structuring by location and in turn influence the decisions of investors and politicians in the private and public sectors.

	Business
	All companies, whether their business success depends crucially on choice of location or not – but especially if it does – will be able to make better property-related decisions if they and their advisers have resource to value maps. If value maps lead to taxation becoming less onerous on entrepreneurs, that will prove an added advantage. Value maps certainly help expose the inequities in some property tax regimes, which encourage under-use of potentially valuable land sites, blighting cities and suppressing construction and job creation where it is needed.

	Estate agents and their customers
	Better information about the value of particular locations when considering buying and selling or renting will help property professionals give better advice to clients. All parties to property transactions will use value maps to make better informed choices between sites and concerning rent and purchase price. This should lead to a more efficient market and lower transaction costs.


























� A paper by Tony Vickers MRICS MScIS, School of Surveying, Kingston University, London, England (June 2004). Kingston University is an academic affiliate member of FIG.


� Relevant FIG Commissions were seen to be: 3 (spatial information management); 7 (cadastre and land management); 8 (spatial planning & development); and 9 (valuation and management of real estate).


� Countries in bold are seen as prime candidates for further study of the potential of value maps.


� ‘Enablers’ are scored: 4= ‘key to implementation, cannot happen without them’; 3= ‘unlikely to happen without their support’; 2= ‘useful if they come on board from the outset’; 1= ‘hardly important at all initially’; 0= ‘likely to obstruct implementation’.


� ‘Beneficiaries’ are scored: 4= ‘prime beneficiary in the long run, key to support of business case’; 3= ‘major beneficiary but not crucial to initial business case’; 2= ‘significant beneficiary from the outset’; 1= ‘will probably benefit in the long run’; 0= ‘no benefits anticipated’.
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