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1. Introduction

This paper describes ongoing research in Britain into the potential for using aggregated property valuations as both a means of making property taxes more equitable and of monitoring and restoring economic health, by applying geo-spatial modeling and display techniques to produce value maps from tax assessment data. It argues for consideration of land value taxation (LVT) in particular as a form of environmental taxation and then, in more detail, the context within which a trial of LVT in Oxfordshire, England is using value maps to help explain the likely effects on owners, occupiers and local authorities of possible reforms in current local property taxes in Britain.

The Oxfordshire LVT Trial is one of three strands of work involving Vickers, under his Director of Studies, Sayce, forming part of a PhD thesis due to be presented in early 2005. His hypothesis is that the benefits of value maps to ‘UK plc’ outweigh the costs and that the barriers to their development are institutional rather than technical or financial. His work is contributing to the curriculum development of courses at the School of Surveying for practitioners in professions of the built environment, particularly a Sustainable Futures masters degree launched in 2003 (Kingston University 2003). Already Kingston has become the first British university accredited by RICS (surveyors’ professional body in the UK) to offer modules in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to undergraduates in real estate.

Although value maps can be seen as a means of enabling introduction of LVT, it is the possible influence firstly of advances in GIS and also of moves towards sustainable taxation that forms the focus of research. It is asserted that tax reform in a mature economy and society like Britain can never be the sole justification for value maps, but that their wider benefits as an aid to decision making by property market players in all sectors could lead to their becoming a tool for all ‘knowledge economies’.

The second strand of Vickers’ PhD thesis is a Policy Delphi, which integrates the anonymous views of a group of UK-based experts and stakeholders in value maps, on issues around their introduction in that country, in a structured and iterative way in order to derive a likely set of Policy Options. This paper is written following the analysis of the second of three Rounds of the Delphi Process and presents the Delphi Group views on draft Policy Options.

The third strand of research draws on the experiences of other countries in the use of value maps, largely through a pilot survey of members of the Federation Internationale Geometrique (FIG) carried out at the start of Vickers’ PhD studies in 2001/2, with further investigations in late 2004 ongoing, including a second FIG survey. The results of the first and third strands of work will be incorporated into Round Three of the Delphi issued to the Group following completion of this paper.

Although the research described in the paper is focused on Britain, the paper itself concentrates on those aspects that are likely to be of interest to property tax reformers in other developed countries.

2. Land Taxes and the Environment

In Vickers (2002a), now published in Milne et al (2003), the assertion was made that LVT is a form of environmental taxation. Although Williams (2003) has firmly placed it there since, it is not as obvious as with some more commonly cited environmental taxes and LVT does not primarily derive its environmental credentials from the economic theories outlined in Milne (2003): internalization of external costs (Pigou); polluter pays; least cost abatement; or double dividend. It is worth considering how LVT fits with these theories and how value maps might illustrate them acting in the real world.

Locations at or near where polluting and other harmful activities occur tend, other things being equal, to have depressed property values. This effect may be masked by others, such as the tendency for land use to change in response to locational factors. For example, living near a busy transport interchange comes with higher levels of noise, air and street pollution than in a quiet cul-de-sac but the reduction in house prices is generally outweighed by the attraction of the site to those needing easy access to trains, whether for commuting or to carry on a business from that site and benefit from greater footfall. Those who impose the costs (e.g the takeaway food shops whose litter blows in the street) tend to pick up the LVT bills, whereas LVT provides automatic compensation for those who suffer from the noise and other pollution, because depressed site values mean lower tax bills. An owner of a derelict site or building, which tends to attract garbage and to blight adjacent properties, will continue to pay LVT as though the site was economically active, again in accord with the Pigou principle.
Value maps can illustrate where a region is suffering economic harm. Such regions will tend to attract ‘exports’ of pollution and polluting activities. By exposing the landvaluescape, value maps expose regions of economic blight and enable governments to focus attention on them.

Although ‘polluter pays’ is a widely accepted principle, Milne points out it is not strictly an ‘economic theory’. It can however be made to fit the theory which underpins LVT, because the natural ‘sinks’ which atmosphere and water bodies or streams are have a capacity and an economic value which can – albeit with great difficulty – be measured. Like land, they are scarce and finite natural (not man-made) phenomena and economic rent is attached to rights of access to them. If a sovereign state claims those rights for its community then fiscal and market devices such as tradable emissions can be seen as forms of LVT. Just as land and property markets enable values to be assigned to land sites in a mature economy, so it will be possible to assign different values to different parts of the natural sinks into which pollution is discharged – and to the licenses issued to players in the tradable emissions market. Just as Hong Kong, by retaining freehold in land and issuing licenses to develop it in return for payment is in effect levying LVT, so a government that retains superior rights in tradable emissions markets is practicing LVT when it moderates those markets. 

As emissions trading markets become more sophisticated, so it will become possible to create value maps to show regional variations in value of natural sinks to society. Such rights will generally have a high value in major cities and a lower one in wilderness areas, reflecting variations in demand to carry out polluting activities. In the meantime, maps of pollution levels show who ‘pays’ for pollution – whether or not they are a polluter!  Assuming most of the environmental costs of pollution are not internalized but are largely carried by payers of property taxes, value maps can show the capacity of such taxes to spread the burden of paying for pollution.
As with ‘polluter pays principle’ (Milne 2003, 9), LVT too “is concerned with preventing trade distortions and achieving efficiencies that are incentives but do not necessarily fully internalize cost.” So too is LVT in accord with least cost abatement, since its advocates always assert that it should be used to enable abatement of other taxes that are less efficient economically. Studies show (Plassman & Tideman 1997) that a revenue neutral shift of taxation off buildings onto land values corresponds to a sustainable increase in construction activity of roughly 16%, taking place largely on under-used urban sites where dereliction is no longer cost-free to owners. To those cities that do it, it is an entirely free fiscal policy, whereas regulation would not be: it is a ‘least cost abatement’ of dereliction.
Furthermore LVT brings ‘double dividend’, by enabling active economic agents in a society whose government uses it to retain more of their resources and invest in improved efficiency and competitiveness. By shifting the tax burden onto those who own resources and off those who need to use them, it actively encourages more efficient use of scarce natural resources. LVT goes with the grain of the free market and liberates those engaging in transactions in land and other natural resources. Taxes like the new Stamp Duty Land Tax in UK, which are only applied to transactions in property, were described by David Ricardo as “the ultimate anti-market tax” (Bird and Slack 2002, 64). With a more free-flowing market, there is a greater volume of transaction data from which the geo-spatial analyses that underpin value maps can be made. 
Unlike many other resources that are the target of eco-taxes, land is physically identifiable and capable of being appropriated (Lichfield and Connellan 2000a, 4). Providing basic land information exists in a cadastre, LVT is therefore a low-cost tax to administer once these geo-spatial techniques have been mastered, so that value maps themselves bring ‘double dividend’ by reducing costs of tax administration and compliance and making available a new tool for property markets to use to further enhance their efficiency.
Therefore LVT, while not deriving its theoretical roots from environmentalism, is fully in accord with all the theories of environmental taxation. If value maps have potential as tools of such taxes and hence of environmental management, then this paper deserves consideration in the literature of eco-taxation.

3. UK Context of the Visualising Landvaluescape Project

The authors came to the subject of value mapping via its links to property tax reform. Connellan (2004) draws together earlier Working Papers on LVT (Lichfield and Connellan 2000a and b, Vickers 2000, 2002 and 2003). Vickers’ work with the UK Association for Geographic Information (AGI), as a public policy adviser, led him to focus on the geo-data aspects, hence his PhD project.

There has not been as much debate about environmental taxes in the UK as about local taxes: the financing of local government. Property taxes play a major part in local revenues throughout the developed world (Bird & Slack 2002) and in Great Britain (GB) and Northern Ireland (NI) respectively were reformed in 1992 and are to be reformed in 2007. In the first case, a major and rapid reform of the tax base was forced upon central government by the unpopularity of the Community Charge (or Poll Tax) imposed by the previous Conservative Government and itself replacing a property tax that remains in NI, known as ‘the general rate’ or ‘rating system’. This system fell into disrepute largely because the ten-yearly revaluation was postponed for seven years, causing inequities between taxpayers and a fear by the government of dire electoral consequences and costly appeals following revaluation (Butler et al 1994). There was also a feeling that local services should be funded on the ‘user pays’ principle, which takes account neither of ability to pay nor of the environment.

The NI reforms to be operationalised in 2007 are not affecting the tax base but involve changing the method of assessment, for domestic properties only. For the first time in the UK, computer aided mass assessment (CAMA) and GIS are to be used, for reasons of efficiency and following studies of North American practice in particular.

In GB there are now two local property taxes: a hybrid of the Poll Tax and rates (on domestic properties only) called Council Tax (CT); and a continuing rate on non-domestic properties, assigned to but not set by local authorities. Each contributes roughly a third of local government revenue. Also known as the Uniform Business Rate (UBR), because the rate is uniform for each of the three nations of GB (England, Scotland and Wales), the non-domestic rate (NDR) is subject to GB-wide revaluations by the Inland Revenue (IR) Valuation Office Agency (VOA) every five years. VOA still uses systems basically unchanged since the 1970s, with no facility for CAMA or GIS. A revaluation of NDR comes into effect on 1 April 2005, based on 2003 valuations.
CT is based on crude ‘bands’ of capital value, which makes it highly regressive: the highest of eight bands includes all properties valued over £320,000 and the most valuable property cannot by law pay a rate more than 50% above the average Band D; yet all the lowest Band A properties must pay two-thirds of the Band D tax.  CT has not yet undergone a revaluation since 1991 and with a domestic property revaluation due in 2007
 significant exposure to appeals is expected, despite claims by VOA that they intend to be ‘right first time’ (VOA 2002, 20).  The recent press release on CAMA  indicates that a main reason for using it in the 2007 English CT revaluation is to ‘to provide council taxpayers with more information about how their property has been valued’(VOA 2004).
Since the 1992 reforms local councils in GB have depended for about 75% of their revenue on taxes over which they have no control. Britain now has one of the most centralised funding systems for local government in the developed world. NDR revenue, although collected by local councils, is pooled nationally and distributed by Government back to councils according to assessed need. Councils can receive substantially more or less than they contribute to the pool.  The remaining third of revenue comes as ring-fenced grants from central government for specified statutory services such as schools and social welfare. Grants vary from year to year for reasons that local authorities find hard to understand or predict. A change of £1 in revenue received from Government results in about a £4 change in revenue required from CT, if a council’s total funding levels are not to be affected between years: the so-called ‘gearing effect’ that makes CT so volatile with councils and voters. Combined with the inherent regressive nature of CT, this has led to a campaign to “Axe The Tax” that has nothing to do with the environment apart from the fact that environmental spending plans by councils are the first to be cut when CT rises are cut
, because they are mainly non-statutory. For this reason, both current GB local property taxes can be said to be anti-environment.
All UK local property taxes exempt derelict urban land and most empty properties, which is unique in Europe (Brown and Hepworth 2002). Furthermore there is no tax levied on any undeveloped land outside settlements and built-up areas. Lack of any financial incentive to keep developed or productive land in use is another anti-environment aspect of policy. 

Current GB moves for reform of local government finance are thus not driven by environmental considerations but by the recognition that there is a growing and serious imbalance between what is spent and what is collected in revenue locally: the Balance of Funding report of July 2004 analysed the problem and presented some solutions but deferred any decision until after the General Election widely expected in May 2005 (Raynsford 2004). 

Modern UK interest in LVT began when a major report on urban renewal in 1999 accepted that fiscal policy instruments currently used are dysfunctional (Rogers 1999). The final report of the Urban Task Force (UTF) recommended a Vacant Land Tax. A separate report the UTF commissioned, by accountants KPMG on fiscal measures, scored LVT more highly as a policy instrument than any other (KPMG 1999). There is wide acceptance that LVT would encourage better use of urban land and help protect the countryside from sprawl (Evans and Bate 2000, Jacobs 2000, Robertson 1999).  This brings together two interest groups: those seeking a means of stimulating urban renewal in areas where the local economy is weak; and those concerned at the effect on land and house prices in parts of the country where the economy is over-heated and infrastructure is stretched to capacity.

The first UK studies of LVT since 1974 took place in 2001-3 in Liverpool, which had suffered one of the largest losses of jobs and population in the British Isles since the creation of the European Union (EU). Here the driver was funding of urban renewal: large amounts of government grant have disappeared into the pockets of absentee landowners and the newly elected Liberal Democrat city administration resolved in 2000 to ask Government to be allowed to use LVT. A desk study of local stakeholder attitudes, using GIS to present results of Tax Shift from buildings to land values, in a small 60-site inner city area in 2002/3 (Vickers 2003), indicated that there would be support for the measure if it were used specifically to help fund a Business Improvement District (BID). At the time, the Government was bringing in legislation to allow BIDs to raise an additional rate from UBR, whereas many organisations were campaigning to allow BIDs to choose a variant of LVT. The Government has promised to look at BIDs’ funding again in 2006. Meanwhile Liverpool has been designated the European Capital of Culture for 2008 and became a UN Heritage Site in July 2004: both awards have brought large amounts of inward investment and the City Council’s interest in fiscal solutions for urban renewal has dissipated.
Encouraged by early results from the Liverpool trial, councillors from Oxfordshire (Oxon) County Council resolved in June 2002 to have their own LVT trial “to study the feasibility and desirability” of the tax. Progress on the Oxon LVT trial is described below.

Meanwhile the Labour Government commissioned two studies in 2003 that produced evidence in support of LVT as an economic instrument. The Treasury’s review of measures required to prepare the UK for possible entry to the Euro included a paper by Professor John Muellbauer of Oxford University in which he pointed to the risk that continuing low interest rates, needed to align sterling with the Euro, would cause house prices to rocket (Muellbauer 2003). Muellbauer recommended LVT as the best way to dampen this rise, which would otherwise fuel an unsustainable consumer-led spending boom. LVT would, he said, tend to reduce consumer spending and increase investment in much-needed homes and transport infrastructure.

Another study commissioned by the Treasury was by a Bank of England economist Kate Barker, who was charged with looking at the supply side of the UK housing market and recommending measures that would lead to more houses being built – another way to dampen house price rises (Barker 2004). She found that LVT had many merits as an economic instrument, although she concluded that it would probably not achieve enough to overcome the problems she was persuaded might follow its introduction in the UK, largely due to the nature of the planning system. Somewhat perversely in view of recent UK history of failure of similar measures (Blundell 1993), her April 2004 report recommended a one-off tax on the increase in land values that results from award of planning permission.

Alongside these Treasury-led studies a research programme led by the Department responsible for regional planning (the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister – ODPM), the Mayor of London’s transport authority Transport for London (TfL) and the RICS has been evaluating methods of measuring the impact of transport infrastructure projects on land values, in order to devise ways of tapping into those values to fund transport investment (Whelan 2003 & RICS 2004).  Using many of the same sources of property value data as the VOA but so far without being allowing access to VOA’s own database, RICS’ consultants Atis Real Weatheralls have developed a methodology for mapping land values and separating out the land value element attributable to a particular project. Further testing of the method is under way.

VOA itself has been looking at GIS, as a tool to help identify properties that have been missed from its UBR and CT lists. Project Valuebill aims to recover a quarter of up to £825 million that fails to be collected and paid into local government revenues each year because of the inability of VOA’s current IT system to spot defaulters graphically. The pilot of Valuebill has proved very successful in ten local authority areas, mainly by ensuring completion of a ‘clean’ and consistent local land and property gazetteer (LLPG): full implementation was announced in June 2004, to be completed across GB by 2007 at an estimated total cost of only £70 million (Newham LB 2004). 

This use of GIS by VOA is however not yet part of a fundamental re-engineering that could incorporate GIS in CAMA, however the potential is there for value maps to play a role in a fully modernised UK property tax system.  In early 2004 IR appointed a new IT support partner, Cap Gemini Ernst & Young (CGEY), whose reputation as being proactive in GIS application development is somewhat stronger than its predecessor. The IR’s ASPIRE project involves CGEY in looking at all IT, including that in VOA, with a view to making efficiency savings and other improvements over the next five years (Inland Revenue 2003). CGEY took over responsibility for VOA’s IT in July 2004.

Meanwhile a study of how LVT fits with the UK planning system and could use GIS in its administration has begun in Whitstable, Kent (south east England), where the last two major UK studies of LVT took place in 1963 and 1973, before PCs, CAMA, GIS and the internet were invented. The researchers undertaking this study are a leading rating expert and a planner involved with the ODPM/TfL/RICS research, both also based at Kingston University. Their research is due to be finished in 2005 (McGill & Plimmer 2004).

The final set of factors within which this research takes place are international: the development of EU-wide e-government and spatial databases and changes to the way international companies have to value their assets, including land and buildings, for insurance and share markets.

The INSPIRE Directive 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. The EC’s formal Proposal for such a Directive was published in July 2004 (EC 2004). One third of the themes in the original scope of INSPIRE, including value, had been dropped
. The Proposal now merely requires member states to publish metadata on their existing and planned land information datasets, although the EC Environment Commissioner claims it “will harmonise geographical information in the EU”. It is expected that INSPIRE will be implemented by 2009 (Longhorn 2004), although ‘implementation’ is likely to mean merely a structure for exchange of higher priority metadata and planning for exchange of actual thematic data. 
As a move towards this objective, several EU member states have begun to develop a European Land Information Service (EULIS). UK is among these largely northern European states, whose first efforts focus on providing a portal to the metadata on land: terminology, institutional and cultural differences preclude early implementation of transparent cross-border means of access to cadastres themselves. EULIS explicitly aspires to include property and land values within its remit.
On another front, the International Valuation Standards Authority (IVSA), hosted by RICS in London, which sets standards for how assets are to be valued for the accounts of companies wishing to trade their stocks globally, has issued two new Standards (IAS 16 & 17) which, between them, will from 2005 require all property owned or leased by multi-national companies to be assessed at Fair Value (close to what UK valuers call Market Value) and to apportion such value between land and buildings (RICS 2003). This could lead to a commercial requirement for city centres to undergo land valuation and thereby potentially generate value maps independently of changes in property tax.
In transitional economies setting up property markets and land policy from scratch, such as the Baltic States, Hungary and Poland, registers of land, property and addresses are being created holistically as part of e-government. All such countries are adopting property taxes for local government and using CAMA and GIS to do so. This aspect is pursued in section 6 below.
4. The Oxfordshire LVT Trial

Oxon resolved in June 2002 to investigate LVT. A Working Group was formed “to advise the [Council’s] Executive on the feasibility and advisability of ... lobbying government to allow it to raise a Land Tax”(Godden 2003). It was given permission to invite expert witnesses and commission studies but a budget of only £500. Counties in England rely on their component districts for most spatial data sets, so the County Council Working Group identified Vale of White Horse (VoWH) area as a suitable District Council partner for a study, because of its mixture of suburban and rural areas and the support of its senior officers and elected members for the trial. VoWH officials in finance and GIS have been fully engaged in the trial and done most of the work.

A trial area was selected that bordered Oxford city and included all types of land use. Basic information about land and property was assembled by the VoWH GIS section but when Vickers was invited to address the Working Group in July 2003 no estimate had been made as to the cost of producing site valuations. He offered to approach Lincoln Institute and his academic supervisors at Kingston University to make the “OxonLVT “ trial his value map demonstrator within his PhD.  In October 2003 Lincoln awarded him a $15,000 grant for production of a full set of site valuations which, although only a fifth of the original quotation by his chosen Valuer, has proved sufficient.

The same Valuer used for his Liverpool study has provided assessments of site values for all commercial and other non-residential land parcels and about one tenth of the residential sites: so-called ‘beacon’ sites, between which he has interpolated site values for the remaining 3000 or so sites.  The Valuer’s report was due in mid July [but communication problems with VoWH GIS Section meant that the final set of site values was not delivered until October.

Two problems were experienced before even attempting to incorporate site values in the database. Because there is no land cadastre in the UK, it is necessary to create indicative land parcels from the physical features in the basic scale topographic map data that VoWH holds. Even though this now includes polygons, they do not necessarily conform to legal boundaries of parcels or even aggregate to form such parcels For example a typical residential parcel will consist of a house (building polygon), a back garden (polygon formed by three sides of fence or wall and one of the house) and a front garden which may have no physical boundary features on the OS map (see figure 1). 

Her Majesty’s Land Registry (HMLR), which only covers England and Wales, plans to complete its work on electronic map-based registration of titles to land by 2012 (Hollis 2004) but meanwhile there are no plans to complete any part of the country earlier to suit the needs of other projects. Until the Land Registry creates ‘true’ land ownership parcels, there can be no authentic set of such data. VoWH meanwhile has to guess where the legal boundaries are and then manually create ‘indicative’ land parcel polygons. Registration only takes upon change of ownership or leases longer than three years or charges – such as a new mortgage – against title. Hence ‘completion’ of the registers presumes that Government will order the retrospective completion of the remaining land, estimated as 10% by value and almost half by area. Meanwhile HMLR’s Index Map is for internal use only, compiled in the same way as VoWH used for this trial and not formatted in such a way that it can be shared with external users.
Figure 1
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There is an even more fundamental problem that affects almost all UK GIS applications: address matching failures in the National Land & Property Gazetteer (NLPG), made up of several hundred local gazetteers supplied and maintained by local authorities such as VoWH. Typically the success rate on matching different sets of postal addresses held by different agencies or departments within a local authority is only 70-90%: towards the low end in commercial areas, better in residential areas.

For the trial area, VoWH has ‘cleaned’ its address lists used for current property taxes while the Valuer was preparing his site valuations. About thirty percent of the addresses in its only ‘complete’ geo-coded address list failed to match the corresponding text in the tax records, requiring manual correction before these records could be linked to the map.

Once the existing tax records have been linked to the map, a ‘tax map’ of the trial area can be produced using the GIS. Tax records are in two forms: firstly the gross liability of hereditaments
 and secondly the actual liability of occupiers, who may be entitled to exemptions and discounts. A first use of the GIS will be to show the effect of removing current exemptions, e.g. for empty properties or single occupancy homes. With the land parcel layer, tax records can be linked to specific parcels. Where there are several tax records per parcel (because a taxable ‘hereditament’ may be associated with merely a part of a building and a land parcel can be several buildings) these are aggregated to give the current tax liability of the indicative parcel. 
The sum of the tax liabilities of all properties in the trial area forms the baseline figure for calculating the impact of LVT. Each site is then assigned a proportion of the total revenue liability according to its assessed value, initially assuming a uniform tax rate on all types of land and no exemptions. Value maps will be used to illustrate the effect of the tax shift, as was done for the much smaller Liverpool trial (Vickers 2003).

Figure 2

(taken from Appendix 1 to Vickers 2003)
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As well as these ‘tax effect’ maps, value maps will be created to show the ‘landvaluescape’ in its absolute form, using 3D analysis to generate ‘value contours’ and/or layer tinting, to aid understanding of the changes in value. It is these kinds of map which it is expected will be more useful for urban planners.
5. The Policy Delphi

While the OxonLVT Trial was under way, a survey of selected UK-based experts and stakeholders in aspects of value maps was undertaken by Vickers, using a Delphi Process moderated by Sayce, Connellan and Morad. A Delphi is…  

“a method for structuring a group communication process so that the process is effective in allowing a group of individuals, as a whole, to deal with a complex problem.” (Turoff & Linstone 1975)

Policy Delphis have been used for research across a wide range of public policies, especially where a number of expert specialisms are involved that normally do not deal with each other, as often happens when technologies and policies progress. They are like ‘virtual committees’, in which a monitoring group (in this case Vickers and his PhD supervisors) set the agenda, select and convene the membership for ‘Rounds’ (virtual meetings) and develop the ideas of the Group towards a set of Policy Options (POs).

Vickers’ earlier work in this field, which formed the core of a three-year Fellowship with the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and was described in Vickers (2002) at a previous conference in the Global Environmental Taxation series, included several surveys into attitudes towards LVT and property taxes. Because these showed overwhelming support for value maps – essential for LVT - as a part of the national geospatial data infrastructure, it was decided to focus the research on the potential for wider uses of such maps. 
5.1 The Process

The Delphi Process was selected because it “combines quantitative and qualitative opportunities to explore the future ... in order to make appropriate and reasonable plans or changes” (Ludwig 1997). When initially brainstorming the issues that might affect the prospects for development of value mapping in the UK, it was soon realised that a wide range of stakeholders and experts need to be involved. The most efficient way of doing so in the age of the internet seemed to be via a Delphi. 
Postal and on-line questionnaires to a large target audience, by themselves, are biased towards those with strong opinions for and against a particular outcome. Face-to-face and telephone interviews, with structured questionnaires, had been used in the earlier series of studies by the author (Vickers 2000, 2002b & 2003) but had not allowed the subject matter to be investigated deeply enough or had involved only a small sub-set of stakeholders in a single geographic area. A single Colloquium for representative stakeholders and experts to meet physically for exchange of views was held during the final stage of Vickers’ Lincoln Fellowship in LVT but failed to establish much common ground (Vickers 2002b, 33 & 89-95). These methods are expensive where ideas and participants need to be revisited several times in a rapidly evolving and complex technical policy area.

Selection of the Delphi participants involved defining the stakeholder groups and expertise that were needed for the exercise, then deciding the minimum and optimum numbers of each and the total number that was manageable for the Group. To remove bias as far as possible and in acknowledgement of the link between LVT and value mapping, anybody known to be active in a LVT campaign group was excluded, as was anyone with a known prejudice against the use of value maps and no fully reasoned basis for that view.

Vickers used his existing contacts and those of his supervisors, plus advice from relevant organisations with which he is associated, to approach individually some 100 potential participants. He composed a short introductory paper and application form, which was posted onto the special www.landvaluescape.org website created for the research. Emails were sent to several hundred contacts drawing attention to the research, including many overseas who, although excluded from ‘full’ membership of the Delphi Group, were invited to act as ‘observers’ and comment on the Process as it developed.

Participants were invited to ‘sign up’ formally to three (or possibly four) Rounds of the Delphi Process over the calendar year 2004, involving them in no more than a half-hour of form-filling in each Round and a maximum of a day’s work in total. They were asked to either participate in the whole Process or not at all, because an important part of the research was to analyze how views changed, individually and collectively, as a result of the Delphi. 

It was assumed that participants would all have insufficient knowledge across the spectrum of expertise needed and that they would be willing to learn and modify their views. The specialist knowledge or perspective of each was to be actively sought and shared with the Group, but to encourage frankness each participant was described to the others in a way that prevented their name and organization from being known (other than to the moderators). It is much easier to modify one’s views and to accept those of others when nobody can know the source of specific statements being contributed to the Process and shared with the Group.

Considerable care was taken to develop Concepts, describe Issues and put forward POs as the Process was taken forward, in such a way that the language was accessible to all and the reasoning clear and logical to a multi-disciplinary set of people. Five Concepts that participants needed to understand were defined and incorporated into statements with which Delphi participants were invited to agree (See Figure 3). Then 28 Issues, grouped under one of the Concepts, were set down and participants were asked to score each according to its importance in the context of UK value mapping.  

In Round Two, after being presented with the analysis of their Round One responses, including many of the comments that individual participants had offered, the Group was asked to score all but the least important (in their collective opinion) of the Issues according to Relevance, Feasibility and Desirability of resolution, as well as give a Confidence score (indicating their certainty as to whether they had the ‘right’ scores for this Issue). Then a set of draft POs was presented, which the author had concluded from Round One might lead to UK value mapping. The Delphi Group was asked to score and comment on these (Vickers 2004c).

After Round Two, the scores on all Issues were adjusted to take account of respondents’ confidence in their own views. Issues where the Group score had significantly changed were highlighted and analysed in more detail. In all cases except one, the significant rises in Group scores (‘important’ or ‘relevant’) were even more marked after applying the confidence factor, as Figure 4 shows.
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5.2 Stakeholders and Experts

Four groups of experts whose knowledge and skills are needed to study and then develop and implement value maps in any society: spatial analysts; property valuers; land and tax policy experts; and specialists in geo-data policy. The Delphi Group had to include several of each and each participant’s level of expertise in each field was self-assessed, so that their opinions could be weighted when analyzing the Delphi Group’s responses. In Round One there seemed to be little correlation between the views of participants and either the nature of their expertise or their stakeholding. Their spread of expertise is shown in Table 1.

Table 1  Spread of expertise in Delphi group (no. self-assessed as …)
	Field of Expertise 
	Expert
	Good
	Moderate
	Minimal
	Nil

	Geo-statistical Spatial Analysis Techniques
	3  (1)
	5  (4)
	6  (5)
	8  (5)
	7  (7)

	Property Valuation
	2  (1)
	5  (4)
	7  (5)
	9  (7)
	6  (5)

	Land (Taxation) Policy
	2  (2)
	5  (3)
	12 (10)
	8  (6)
	2  (2)

	Geographic Information Policy
	4  (3)
	8  (7)
	6  (3)
	9  (8)
	2  (2)


Note: figures in brackets are for Round Two, after six of the original Group dropped out.
Ten types of stakeholder were also identified as having an interest in value maps (Table 2). Such stakeholders exist in every country, as does the potential for a Policy Delphi on the subject of environmental taxation. The groups can be sub-divided into Enablers and Beneficiaries, where each is scored according to both dimensions: note that it is suggested that a group can score as both a Key Enabler (3 or 4) and a Primary Beneficiary (3 or 4): that is, their members can be important in helping to overcome barriers (e.g. lack of property-related data or political will to bring forward legislation); and they can be important in making the business case for value maps.

The scores in Table 2 are merely the opinion of one of the authors (Vickers) but in Round Three the Delphi Group are being asked to score each Stakeholder Group in both dimensions, using a slightly different scoring system to that which overseas FIG member representatives have already been asked to use, which was as follows. ‘Enablers’ are scored from 4= ‘key to implementation, cannot happen without them’ through to 1= ‘hardly important at all initially’ and 0= ‘likely to obstruct implementation’. ‘Beneficiaries’ are scored from 4= ‘prime beneficiary in the long run, key to support of business case’ through to 0= ‘no benefits anticipated’.

Table 2 – Stakeholders in Value Maps

	Stakeholder Group
	Likely reasons for interest
	Enabler Score
	Beneficiary Score

	Property & GI data providers
	Increased revenue from sales and use of property related data in Value Mapping.
	4
	2

	Software suppliers and IT consultants
	A new application area to be developed, sold and supported, with prospects of increased net revenue.
	3
	2

	Property tax administrators
	Improved accuracy, timeliness, acceptability and/or extensive use of property tax assessments, leading to enhanced status for professions and individuals in it, securing the future of property taxation in the UK.
	2
	1-3 (see below) 

	Urban planners
	Potential for giving better advice and improved decision making processes and outcomes, hence enhanced professional status. Better prospects of local and regional plans being achieved, if value mapping is taken up by tax reformers.
	2
	3

	Sponsors of national e-government projects
	Potential cost-sharing through synergy between projects, help in justifying extra funding for projects already approved.
	3
	2

	Politicians and campaign groups
	Aid in campaigning and persuading the public of benefits of tax and other land policy reforms. Better information sharing and understanding of relationship between different policies and outcomes.
	3
	3

	Property investors
	Earlier identification of trends, better understanding of workings of the market, improved project evaluation and decision making, reduced financial risk.
	2
	3

	Insurers and underwriters
	Better risk assessment, premium structuring by location.
	2
	4

	Entrepreneurs and business managers
	Improved decision making in choice of location, leading to better investment of capital and greater profitability.
	1
	3

	Real estate agents and their customers
	Better information about the value of particular locations when considering buying and selling or renting.
	1
	2


For cultural reasons, some stakeholder groups will be more important or powerful in certain countries than in others and an important part of this research involves testing the hypothesis that the pattern of these scores and categories has an impact on whether and how value maps develop and property tax reform happens. This is being covered in the overseas fact-finding strand of the project.

The range of scores for tax administrators is because some will see anything that involves major change to the way they work as a threat. The UK Rating Surveyors Association was the only body to refuse to collaborate in this research. However others see more of a threat to property taxes in failure to modernize.

Figure 3: Changes in Delphi Group Scores between Rounds 1 and 2.
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5.3 Analysis of Issues

After analysis of participants’ responses to Round One, several new Issues emerged and it seemed that some of the original ones could be subsumed into others and redefined or were not important enough to study further in this research. The most important Issues appeared not to be technical but political and institutional. Some which could have relevance to countries other than the UK are briefly discussed here.

The “political sensitivity of commissioning a national land valuation for taxation” (3/1) scored most highly of all. Although most respondents when signing up to the Delphi believed Britain would be value mapped by 2010 and also accepted the implicit link between taxation and land valuation, there were several participants who felt that reasons other than taxation would need to be found to undertake the task. An EU Directive, developments in international accounting standards or some other external requirement was needed to force major reform in such politically sensitive areas as land policy, taxation and information about property values. Some thought that a private sector initiative, such as a “pool of insurers” could take up value mapping; others that existing data in the public domain could enable it to be done crudely now. However at very least “central government sponsorship and involvement” was seen as essential, not least because almost all key data sets are publicly owned. One person pointed out “it would be less important if all parties backed it”, as happened when tax relief on mortgage interest payments suddenly ceased to be a political issue in the 1980s.

From this it can be concluded that value maps need to help demonstrate that there would be more voters ‘winning’ than ‘losing’, before they are used in tax reform. It is one aim of the Oxon LVT Trial to show this, using GIS to display the effects on owners and occupiers of various options for replacing existing local property taxes with LVT.

However in Round Three the Group is asked for their views on the idea of a land valuation initiative by a private sector consortium (see Table 4).

“Lack of a single Government Champion for the idea” (3/4) also scored highly, although less so after Round 2. The UK Government, in addition to its heterogeneous devolution of functions, has no obvious single Department that could be expected to lead the task of ‘joining up’ policies in relevant areas.  Topographic mapping is carried out GB-wide by a highly respected single public sector agency, the Ordnance Survey (OS), whose flagship product MasterMap is capable of incorporating a land parcel polygon layer. OS currently comes under the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM). However the responsibility for registering legal land title in GB is split between Registers of Scotland (RoS) – with complete and publicly accessible (but not yet map-based) coverage of Scotland but over which London has no authority – and Her Majesty’s Land Registry (HMLR), which comes under the Lord Chancellor’s Department. 

As for property value information, IR covers the whole UK but its VOA only maintains property tax lists for England & Wales, for which the ODPM (which oversees local and regional government in England only) and the Welsh Executive pay the equivalent of 75% of VOA’s budget. IR’s Department of State is HM Treasury (HMT), headed by the Chancellor of the Exchequer. HMT doubled the size of its property tax policy team during 2004, an indication of the growing importance of land taxes in the national policy debate. HMT is also known to be specifically studying LVT.
The best hope of forcing change may lie through e-government, for which the Cabinet Office – directly under the Prime Minister (PM) – is responsible. The Cabinet Office is growing increasingly strong under PM Tony Blair and is known to have taken an interest in LVT and in promoting the wider use of all information collected at public expense.  The Cabinet Office coordinates responses to EC initiatives such as INSPIRE and the Directive on re-use of public sector information (PSI).
Currently the Director General of OS is the Adviser to Ministers on all matters relating to maps, surveying and geographic information (GI), which makes ODPM the lead Department on GI also. However ODPM confirmed in July 2004 that an independent GI Panel is to be established shortly. The AGI has written to ODPM to suggest that the GI Panel reports to a Minister other than the one responsible for OS and furthermore should link with the recently formed Commission on PSI, which reports to the Cabinet Office (Alderson 2004). This Minister should then be Champion for initiatives such as value maps.
Politicians within the Delphi Group rated “active resistance from landed interests to a perceived threat to their wealth” (3/6) as highly important, although such interests are no longer the threat they were when LVT was last seriously debated in Britain a hundred years ago. The Upper House of the UK Parliament, the House of (land-)Lords, long ago lost its power to stall finance legislation, along with (only in 1999) most of its hereditary landowning members. Land ownership is by area still concentrated very strongly in a few hands (Cahill 2001) but power over the most valuable land is mainly exercised through banks, pension funds and other city institutions which arguably have an equally strong interest in the financial stability and property market efficiency that LVT and value maps should bring. 
The emotional attachment to land ownership remains very strong but is shared by a large majority of the population in a society where most aspire to own their own home. Without evidence to the contrary accessed through value maps, voters could easily be stirred into opposing LVT as ‘a tax on homes’. Hence the significance – recognized strongly by the Group in Round 2 - of “Public pressure for more transparency in tax assessments” (5/1), which suggests that value maps should precede tax reform..
“Technical problems with completing and maintaining related data sets, such as addresses and ownership” (3/2) features highly as an Issue.  The UK is almost unique in not possessing a formal cadastral land information management system and even if a Government Champion for value maps could be found, (s)he would be faced with significant problems that few countries have managed to solve fully even where law and practice requires them to be. Bird & Slack (2002) assert that among “preconditions for property tax reform is the existence of a cadastre”. 

However the problems are not ‘technical’ in the sense that the technology is overly problematic and Government has long aspired to overcome them in order to achieve e-government and a wide range of efficiency savings in public administration and business costs. Projects such as the National Land Information Service (NLIS), which have all-party backing and have shown massive potential benefits, require almost all the features that LVT and value maps require of fundamental geo-spatial datasets. The UK is acquiring a cadastre ‘by the back-door’, i.e. de facto if not de jure.

Arguably value maps are as important in the UK to these other ‘N-projects’, in that they provide a further argument for increasing their funding and accelerating their implementation, as the N-projects and their swift completion are to LVT campaigners and those who wish to use value maps. That is why N-project sponsors are seen as both Key Enablers and Primary Beneficiaries of value maps in the UK. This research expects to produce first-order figures for the additional costs and benefits of value maps to support other N-projects’ business cases, assuming that the cost of overcoming most ‘problems with ... related data sets’ is already accounted for by them. 

Pragmatism may emerge as a strong ally of tax reform, in that “pressure from local/regional/central government funding departments to modernise property tax administration and save costs” (4/2) was regarded as a very important Delphi Issue in Round 1. Notwithstanding the view of Bird and Slack (2002, 74) that “successful property tax reform ... is seldom easy, usually difficult technically, and often not too rewarding in either revenue or political terms”, the momentum behind UK e-government initiatives and confidence of administrators is strong and certainly giving cause for hope that technical problems will be resolved cost–effectively. With local property tax reform firmly on the agenda, the low cost of administering LVT on the back of CAMA, GIS and other technologies argues for trials involving value maps to be pursued further. 

The advent of continuous revision and electronic publication of other datasets (topographic maps by OS, electoral registers, LLPGs, local house price indices – all with huge associated cost benefits for government, citizen and business) signals a need for serious consideration of ‘rolling revaluation’ for property tax assessments. OS basic scales digital data was a by-product of the automation of paper map production which, as recently as 1980, could be over twenty years between new editions. A study of the wider possible uses of ‘digital mapping’, which Vickers initiated in 1982 (Ordnance Survey 1983), led to a nationwide continuously maintained seamless structured data product within 18 years. 

For house prices, in Oct 2003 ODPM launched a trial of monthly national indices, based on data supplied voluntarily by the Society of Mortgage Lenders. Almost immediately ODPM was receiving data on over 70% of loans to first-time buyers (ODPM 2004b), because most lenders found it easier to supply their entire database than the 10% sample which ODPM needed. Continuous revision of these property tax registers in electronic form would make possible the abandonment of expensive revaluations and reform of the associated convoluted tax roll maintenance and appeal systems. 
Delphi Group members strongly supported this Concept and could see benefits to urban planning in particular from the wide availability of up-to-date consistent value maps. In Round Three they will be asked for their views on a Policy Option to move towards continuous revision of all key datasets.
5.4 Emerging Policy Options

At the time of writing, a full analysis of Round Two responses is complete. Delphi Group members were asked to score ‘desirability’ only for six of the seven POs, the exception being PO4 (see Table 3) where it was thought that nobody could disagree that the aim was desirable: it was the feasibility of achieving a single Government Champion that was at issue. 

Most respondents agree that Government should support existing LVT trials with access to data; that a cost/benefit study of the direct and indirect implications of fundamental local property tax reform be undertaken, looking at rolling revaluation as well as LVT, as compared to simply modernising existing taxes; and – most strongly – that re-engineering VOA’s IT systems to enable it to take advantage of CAMA and GIS ought to be carried out, irrespective of tax reform but for potential wider public benefits such as value mapping.

Visits to Key Enabler agencies - such as OS, HMLR, VOA – as well as representatives of Primary Beneficiary stakeholders such as insurance companies and strategic planning bodies, are being undertaken to explore these POs further. 
Table 3 – Delphi Round Two: Draft Policy Options & Scores

	PO No
	Description
	Score

	1
	Government to support existing LVT ‘desk studies’ by others, specifically by allowing free access to confidential
 publicly held property value data in trial areas.
	3.77

	2
	Enabling legislation, possibly based on the BIDs section of the 2003 Local Government Bill, to allow trials of LVT in a range of areas.
	3.05

	3
	Commission a UK Value Maps Market Analysis, building on NLIS & Project Acacia.
	3.00

	4
	Lobby Government to appoint a single UK politician as Champion to oversee all national geo-data initiatives, including valuation within land management on the European model.
	3.05

	5
	Re-engineering VOA’s IT systems to enable it to take account of advances in CAMA and GIS techniques, both for internal efficiencies and wider public benefits.
	4.45

	6
	Compare first- and second-order costs of continuing with the present UBR/CT property taxes (albeit modernised and using GIS) with periodic and annual revaluations, and replacing both with LVT and rolling revaluation.
	3.68

	7
	Extend UBR to cover all non-domestic, non-agricultural land, including vacant sites and derelict buildings at HABU valuation, to give nation-wide coverage of property values
	2.86


In Round Three, the Group will be asked to score most of the POs in Table 3, plus several more that have emerged during analysis and discussion with key stakeholders, in the same four dimensions as were used for Issues in Round Two. They will also be asked to select a sub-set of Policy Options or Actions to constitute their preferred Policy Plan, showing linkages between Actions. Finally they will be asked to put the Stakeholder Groups (Table 2) into order as both Enablers and Beneficiaries.

The choice of Policy Actions presented to the Delphi Group in Round Three is given in Table 4.

Table 4: Delphi Round Three proposed Policy Actions

	No.
	Action
	Explanation

	1
	Government statement of support for the idea of a national land valuation, independent of tax reform and primarily as a potential tool of land policy.
	Would encourage a number of research activities and justify access by researchers to publicly-held datasets. Would not immediately require Government to provide any other resources.

	2
	Government to accept publicly that, in principle, the monitoring of all key datasets should be continuous and not periodic.
	Applies to census, electoral register, etc. – as well as land and property values. Already accepted for topographic data, postcodes, etc. Would make it harder to resist calls for rolling revaluation, irrespective of type of property tax.

	3
	Government’s proposed “GI Panel” to report to a different Department than OS (preferably Cabinet Office).
	Makes it more likely that projects are seen as part of wider e-government. Helps avoid conflict of interest when a public agency also trades with other public sector bodies.

	4
	Private sector consortium offer to  Government to fund national land valuation.
	Could be: Association of British Insurers, who need building values; Society of Mortgage Lenders, who need house market prices; British Property Federation, interested in commercial property.

	5
	Public Private Partnership Agreement to produce and maintain consistent all-embracing land value dataset.
	If data is to be used for any statutory purposes, it will need Government approval. First stage: ‘in principle’ agreement.

	6
	Commissioning a UK Value Maps Market Analysis
	Following directly from PPP Agreement in principle, would identify costs as well as benefits. Needs Government support but to be carried out by private sector.

	7
	Appointing a Government Champion for GI, including Value Maps.
	The same Minister responsible for e-government would be best. Hopefully this is someone in Cabinet Office.

	8
	Completing the UK Land Registers (map based).
	Assuming a ‘trigger’ is needed for retrospective title registration in Britain: Scotland’s situation different than E&W.

	9
	Separate data custodianship responsibilities from production and use, creating a State Enterprise Centre of Registers (SECR).
	Advantages: 1) overcomes conflicts of interest between producers, users and the wider public interest in key data sets; 2) concentrates expertise in information management; 3) maximises revenue to Exchequer from private sector users of public data. This is the institutional expression of ‘joined up e-government’. Could incorporate land title and ownership parcels, land use, addresses and values (not ‘raw’ data).

	10
	Create network of Local Land Information Managers (LLIMs)
	Might be employed by SECR, as its local presence. Also resource for local GI users. Needn’t be public sector, local surveyors might tender to provide the service. Main task: identification and classification of changes in attributes of spatial features held by SECR.

	11
	Re-engineer property tax IT systems to fully exploit GIS / CAMA.
	Irrespective of tax reform. Include all types of land in due course. Assumes Valuebill completes NLPG by 2007.

	12
	Allow tax-raising trials of LVT
	Although value maps and land valuation can happen without LVT, it seems sensible to link any tax reform studies to value maps. Government support needed (Scotland might not need approval from UK). Could come if BIDs’ funding arrangements prove unsatisfactory at 2006 review.

	13
	Revive National Land Use Database (NLUD) according to original purpose.
	To include actual use and ‘HABU’ for all land types (assumed to be same as actual unless proved otherwise). 

	14
	Extend property taxes to all urban land
	Might help justify value maps. Has other benefits, as Urban Task Force recognized (Rogers 1999).


6.  Global Experience in Value Mapping
The pilot survey of international experience in value mapping, conducted through FIG in early 2002 and reported in Vickers (2002) seemed to indicate a steady move into CAMA and GIS, linked to increasing use of value maps as an aid to property tax calculations and presentation of results to stakeholders.  There was little sign that wider uses of the maps were envisaged, although some respondents mentioned that potential benefits were seen to exist for the property market.
In the current investigation, the number of responses to a second FIG-sponsored questionnaire was disappointing: only five completed forms, compared to 18 in the pilot. The reasons for this will be analysed but meanwhile certain important lessons about the drivers for value mapping have been learned at a seminar on Introducing a Market Value-Based Mass Appraisal System for Taxation of Real Property, organized for Latvian officials in Lithuania’s capital Vilnius in October 2004 by Lincoln Institute and attended by Vickers.

The experience of the Baltic States post-Communism has been salutary and impressive but so far almost entirely disconnected from any political debate about taxes. The main driver for property valuation has been land privatization and the need to create a market in real estate where none existed before. Coming at a time when the technology for CAMA, GIS and land management has matured and is relatively cheap to acquire, in small countries with highly educated and motivated bureaucracies and close to some of the most advanced examples of efficient property tax administrations (Denmark, Sweden, Finland) progress has been impressive.
Technical and financial support has come from bilateral and EU sources, with accession to the EU in 2004 a significant motivating factor. Laws were passed early on giving authority to official agencies to prepare zoning and valuation maps and registers, in some cases even before tax laws that would assure the statutory need to maintain such systems have been passed. The strategy seems to be that if a transparent, efficient and comprehensive set of systems is in place first, clearly offering wider benefits than just enabling revenue collection, it will be much easier to persuade politicians and the public to accept land taxes. “Visibility is good: it brings accountability” and “The property tax is a means of land policy implementation” (Youngman, 2004). The Deputy Director of the Lithuanian State Enterprise Centre of Registers – responsible for real property administration policy and administration – says: “It is the responsibility of professionals to present the case [for market-based property taxes] to public and politicians better. Transparency of property values helps make such a tax acceptable.” (Ramanauskas 2004).
To embed the practices being developed and reduce exposure to budget cuts, the Lithuanian Centre of Registers is actively seeking other revenue-earning uses of its products, including value maps. Funds from land privatization sales valuation fees are due to dry up in about three years and without a substantial real estate tax to sustain their work, its fruits are vulnerable to decay. Municipalities, the Social Assistance Ministry and other countries in transition have expressed interest in using their valuations or their system for non-tax purposes, even before a fully market-based system has been implemented. While the Vilnius/Lincoln seminar was still in progress, the Government passed a law giving superior status to the Centre’s assessments over those of privately commissioned valuations. This strengthens the Centre’s commitment to quality through annual revaluations.
Bilateral private meetings were held by Vickers with the Vilnius Mayor’s Adviser and the Director of GIS & Cartography of the National Land Service, also with a senior private sector property analyst with a Danish consultancy. All three expressed strong support in words and actions for what the Lithuanian Centre of Registers is doing, which is very much what their Latvian colleagues have also embarked upon. There seems no doubt that joined-up policy on e-government, land management and property market infrastructure requires development of value maps in a modern information society. Where countries aspiring to liberal democracy have a ‘clean sheet’ upon which to write their specification for a twenty-first century land management system, comprehensive market-based property taxes and value maps are essential components of such a system.
However most of the world is not like the Baltic States. Most advanced liberal democracies inherit old and unsuitable systems, bad habits, complex and opaque property and tax laws and overstretched budgets where reform of land registers is hard to make a priority. Undeveloped countries lack the human and technical resources to undertake the necessary reforms without major external assistance, even if they have the political will. Command economies cannot comprehend or countenance a free property market. Therefore value maps are unlikely to rapidly progress outside those few countries where drivers for change are strong.
7. Summary and way forward
This research began with assumptions that (a) value mapping is inevitably linked to property taxes and (b) there was a very strong probability that in the UK it could not happen without the introduction of LVT. Although that is still probably seen as the most likely scenario, it now seems that making that link explicit could be counter-productive both to achieving radical tax reform that would benefit the environment and to the development of value mapping. An alternative scenario envisages a national land valuation and value mapping initiative led by a consortium of private sector industry bodies (insurers, lenders and commercial property investors) seeking a partnership with Government, perhaps eventually incorporating publicly held datasets and managed by a PPP ‘hub’ venture.
The remainder of the project will consist of: analysis of the third and final Delphi responses and feedback from presentations of value maps; completion of the OxonLVT Trial and a report on its findings; further investigation of selected overseas examples of value mapping; and outline investigation into the costs and benefits of a staged implementation of the UK Value Mapping Policy Plan that a future Government might initiate.

More general conclusions for a wider international readership that can be drawn from what is ‘work in progress’ include:-

1. The course by which value maps arrive in a country will vary greatly according to its culture, history, economy and system of government. 
2. The Delphi method of researching this and similar subjects relating to environmental taxation appears suitable for any country or jurisdiction where a common policy or plan of action is under consideration.
3. The political and institutional aspects of value mapping are far more difficult and important than the technical aspects. 
4. In Europe, there is a strong probability that a combination of external global and regional factors will give some initiatives by EU member states a sufficient push – even without a tax modernization imperative – for a nation-wide value mapping programme to evolve on the back of e-government and e-business in the next five to ten years.
5. The concept of a ‘State Enterprise Centre for Registers’, adopted by Lithuania, deserves to be looked at by any country considering the development of a modern property tax system and/or value mapping. It allows for the integration of key spatial datasets whilst keeping separate, if required, the responsibility for the core functions that primarily justify each one. Site values used in value maps, a product of aggregated and mass-produced tax assessments based on market rents and prices, can be considered as a Register, like land ownership and parcel definitions.

6. Transitional economies in Europe that are creating their property markets and geo-spatial data infrastructures from scratch are very likely to lead the way with value mapping for other ‘old Europe’ member states and will be supported by North American and Australasian examples of the art.

7. The most efficient and effective way to maximize the use of value maps for the benefit of society, citizens, commerce and governments is to involve the private sector in the necessary investment and exploitation, while retaining responsibility for custodianship within a public body or bodies. Issues of pricing, licensing, privacy and data-sharing are non-trivial but should not be allowed to stand in the way of developing what seems to be an extremely beneficial tool for land policy, property markets and sustainability.
Value maps can undoubtedly make property taxes more understandable. They can also make the workings of local and regional economies more transparent to citizens, commerce and policy makers. Since modern, market-value-based property taxes are good for the environment and good for economies, the development of value mapping must make for a better chance that such taxes will be acceptable.
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‘5’= “I totally agree”


‘4’= “I partly agree”


‘3’= “I neither agree nor disagree”


‘2’= “I partly disagree”


‘1’= “I totally disagree”.�






1. “Land Value can, albeit with some difficulty, be separated from gross property value and should be based upon Market (or ‘Fair’) Value.”


2. “Landvaluescape is economic reality, which can usefully be mapped as an aid to good land management and an efficient property market.”


3. “UK nation-wide Value Mapping presupposes a Government initiative to conduct a national Land Valuation, using property tax data.”


4. “Rolling revaluation of property tax assessments could not only be enabled by Value Maps but make their production viable for other purposes.”


5. “If Tax Effect Demonstrator value maps have proved useful in other countries, they ought to prove useful in the UK.”








( All of Property Real Estate and Information for Sustainable Management (PRISM), School of Surveying, Kingston University, Kingston upon Thames, KT1 2QJ. Prof. Sayce is Head of School, Connellan is Professor Emeritus, Dr Morad is Manager, Kingston Centre for GIS.


Email of corresponding author: � HYPERLINK "mailto:tonyvickers@phonecoop.coop" ��tonyvickers@phonecoop.coop�


� Council tax revaluation for Wales is a year earlier, in 2006.


� Central government retains powers to ‘cap’ rises in CT voted on by local councils. In effect, grants can be cut by an amount equal to that above which Government believes the council tax rise to be excessive.


� ‘Cadastral parcels’ and ‘property identifiers’ are among ‘Annex II’ themes, to be ‘implemented’ by member states by 2012.


� A hereditament is a taxable entity: property ‘belongs’ to people but people (occupiers and owners) ‘belong’ to hereditaments, in data terms.


� Data is only ‘confidential’ because legislation under which it is obtained states that it will not be put to other uses. No personal or raw transactional information is needed for LVT studies.
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		LANDVALUESCAPE DELPHI GROUP - MONITORING CHART (Round One responses)				CONFIDENTIAL				CONFIDENTIAL

		Ref No		Generic description		Name		Phone number		Organisation		SpatAnl		Val'n		Land/Tx		GeoInfo		All		Val Map		Inv. Letter		Gp				E-ack.		Accept		stakeholder		Questionnaire 1 responses																																																																		no.issues		no.issues

						no spreadsheet please										Self-assessed expertise score				Average		By..				Code		in yrs						Group		C1:Land Value		C2:Landvaluescape		C3:National Land Valuation		C4:Rolling Revaluation		C5:Tax Effect Demonstrator		1/1: valuer inertia		1/2: 'HABU' valuation		1/3:appeal culture		1/4: valuer workload		1/5: legal definition		1/6: cons'v'n threat		2/1: unit-area conversion		2/2: val'n date adjus't		2/3: misuse of source data		2/4: MAUP		2/5: 'fuzzy' data repres'n		2/6: obscurity of method		3/1: LVT politics		3/2: assoc'd data problems		3/3: data-set integr'n policy		3/4: Gov't Champion		3/5: no cadastre		3/6: landowner resistance		3/7: revenue needs push		4/1: falling val'n costs		4/2:tax admin cost push		4/3: property market info push		4/4: global'n methods		5/1: taxpayer push for transparency		5/2: research funds		5/3: low vis. to most stakeholders		5/4: quant'g benefits		5/5: data access/price issues		no-view		commented

		3		urban regeneration finance and project manager		Andrea Titterington		0151 703 2703		Liverpool Vision		0		1		1		1		0.75		2015		6-Jan		U		11		7-Jan		22-Jan		urban		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		2		3		3				2		3		4		3		3		4				4		3		3		4		3		1		2		3		3		3		3		2		6

		4		transport consultant and former Conservative Parliamentary candidate		Michael Flynn		07803 156425		Keolis		0		0		1		1		0.5						P				8-Jan		19-Jan		political		4		3		4		3		3		2		2		3		1		1		4		1		1		2		1		2		3		4		3		4		4		4		1		1		4		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		0		0

		5		senior valuer and property tax expert, major property agency		Jerry Schurder		07836 573750		GerardEve / RICS		0		3		3		0		1.5		2020		5-Jan		T		16				12-Jan		tax admin		3		3		2		3		3		2		4		4		2		1		1		4		3		3		3		4		4		2		4		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		3		1		3		1		2		1		2		0		1

		7		county council policy director		Michael Jennings		020 8541 9043		Surrey County Council		3		2		2		4		2.75		2010		9-Jan		P		6		9-Jan		9-Jan		political		4		4		5		5		4		3		3		3		4		4		2		1		2		3		3		2		2		4		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		2		2		1		1		3		3		4		0		1

		10		Built environment researcher, commercial property consultant, GIS user		Harry Bruhns		0207 679 1629		UCL		2		1		1		3		1.75		?		19-Nov		S				4-Dec		8-Dec		software		4		3		4		3		3		4		3		2		2		3		2		1		2		1		1		3		1		4		2		3		2		4		4		3		3		3		3		2		2		2		3		2		3		0		5

		11		author and academic specialising in property appraisal		David Jenkins		01443 482336		Univ of Glamorgan		1		3		2		1		1.75		2015				I		11				13-Feb		investment		4		4		3		4		3		4		2		2		3		1		2		1		3		2				3		3		2		3		3		4		3		2				2		3		3		4		1		4		3		2		4		2		0

		12		emeritus professor of land information management		Peter Dale		01465 861227				3		2		2		3		2.5				-		N				27-Nov		10-Dec		n-project		2		1		3		1		1		2		4		2		1		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		2		2		2		3		3		2		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		1		3		3		0		0

		14		senior urban planner with international property management consultants		Jim Whelan		020 7911 2374		GVA Grimley		1		2		2		1		1.5		2020		19-Nov		U		16		20-Nov		24-Nov		urban		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		3		2		3		2		2		3		3		3		2		2		4		2		2		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		2		3		2		3		2		2		0		0

		16		professor of planning studies in a development research department		Harry Dimitriou		0207 679 7501		Professor UCL		0		1		1		1		0.75				6-Jan		U						28-Jan		urban		4		5		4		5		5				3		4		4		4		4		3		3		3				3		4		4		2		4		4		2		3		3		2		3		4		3		3		3		2		4		4		2		0

		17		senior property tax policy representative		Janet Alexander		0207 691 8973		IRRV		0		3		3		1		1.75		2007		19-Nov		T		3		20-Nov		14-Jan		tax admin		4		4		3		4		3		3		3		4		4		4		1		2		2		2		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		3		4		3		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		0		0

		22		independent GIS consultant		Jeff Owen		01783 613550				2		1		2		4		2.25		2050		20-Nov		S		46		20-Nov		3-Dec		software		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		2		4		3		2		3		4		4		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		3		4		3		3		2		3		4		4		3		2		3		0		0

		24		national assembly official, sponsor of geo-data project		Gareth McGrath		07787 515856		OSNI		0		0		1		3		1		2010		30-Jan		N		6				23-Feb		n-project		4		4		4		5		4		4		3		4		3		4		2		2		3		3		4		4		2		4		3		4		4		3		4		3		3		4		3		1		3		2		3		3		4		0		0

		27		senior UK-based private sector international valuer		Richard Asher		020 7399 5369		Jones Lang LaSalle		1		4		3		2		2.5		2030		20-Nov		I		26		20-Nov		3-Dec		investment		4		2		4		2		2		1		3		3		3		4		1		1		4		1		3		4		3		4		3		1		4		2		4		4		4		3		1		3		3		2		3		3		3		0		14

		29		professor of politics, local and regional government		Iain McLean		01865 278646		Nuffield Oxford		2		1		4		2		2.25		2009		19-Nov		P		5		20-Nov		20-Nov		political		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3		2		4		2		2		2		3		2		3		2		4		1		2		2		2		4		2		3		4		1		2		2		2		2		2		2		0		0

		31		leading Lib Dem councillor and IT consultant		Paul Bizzell		01235 530647		White Horse DC		1		1		3		2		1.75		2010				P		6				8-Jan		political		5		4		4		4		4		1		3		2		2		3		2		1		2		2		2		1		1		2		1		2		1		1		4		4		3		3		2		1		2		2		2		1		2		0		25

		32		senior manager in tax administration		David Hughes		0207 506 1877		VOA		1		3		4		2		2.5		2015		19-Nov		T		11		20-Nov		28-Nov		tax admin		2		3		4		4		4		1		4		4		3		2		2		3		3		2		4		3		2		3		4		3		3		2		3		1		3		3		2		2		2		1		2		3		3		0		0

		34		property mapping & GIS consultant		Robin Waters		01480 386644				3		2		2		4		2.75		2010		19-Nov		B		6		20-Nov		20-Nov		business		4		4		4		5		4		4		3		3		3		4		3		2		3		3		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		3		4		4		4		3		3		2		3		4		3		4		4		0		0

		36		senior manager, national mapping agency		Clare Hadley		023 8079 2131		OS		2		1		1		3		1.75						D						22-Jan		data supplier		3		3		4		3		3								2						3		3				2		2		2				4		4		3		4																						3		17		10

		38		GIS manager for a multi-national insurance company		Jill Boulton				Norwich Union		4		3		1		2		2.5		2010		19-Nov		R		6		20-Nov		1-Dec		insurance		4		4		5		5		4		3		2		3		3		4		4		2		4		3		4		2		3		2		4		3		4		3		3		2		3		3		2		2		3		2		3		2		4		0		13

		40		land reform campaigner and author		Andy Wightman		0131 538 5175		WHOOwnsScotland		2		1		2		3		2						P				7-Dec		9-Dec		political		4		4		2		2		3		2		3		1		1		3		2		2		2		3		3		4		2		4		4		4		3		4		2		3		3		4		2		2		3		2		3		3		2		0		0

		41		geo-info policy manager, government agency		Bern Munday		020 7917 8888		HMLR		1		0		2		3		1.5				19-Nov		D				9-Dec		16-Dec		data supplier		4		3		5		3		5		3		4		4		2		2		2		3		4		4		3		1		2		4		3		3		4		3		4		4		2		2		3		1		4		3		3		4		4		0		0

		42		director of a regional e-government agency		Steve Pennant		07930 461883		Valuebill		0		0		0		1		0.25		2010		19-Nov		S		6		12-Jan		12-Jan		software		4		4		3		4		4		3		3		2		4		4		2		4		3		2		2		3		2		2		4		4		3		2		4		3		3		4		3		2		3		2		3		4		3		0		0

		43		GIS strategy officer for large city council		Mick Marlow		0121 464 7282		Birmingham City Council		3		1		1		3		2		2010		8-Jan		U		6		8-Jan		16-Jan		urban		4		3		3		2		2		2		1		2		3		2		1		1		2		2		2		3		2		3		1		3		3		2		3		3		2		3		2		3		3		2		2		2		3		0		0

		44		UK-based Chief Scientist for a Canadian market analytics company		Chris Satchwell		01489 574767		Technical Forecasts Ltd		4		0		0		0		1						S						22-Feb		software		5		3		4		3		3														4		4				4		4						2																												3		22		0

		45		UK-based academic specialising in European geo-data projects		Max Craglia		0114 222 6180		Sheffield Uni / INSPIRE		3		0		2		4		2.75		2006		20-Nov		U		2		20-Nov		30-Jan		urban		5		5		3		4		5		2		1		2		2		2		2		1		2		2		1		1		1		3		1		3		4		2		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		0		0

		46		adviser on property tax policy to business groups		Margaret de Wolf				ReduceTheUse		1		2		2		1		1.5				20-Nov		B						2-Dec		business		4		2		4		1		1				3				3																						3																		4										24		21

		48		UK valuation director of leading european property consultancy		Mark Gerold		0207 338 4100		Weatheralls		1		4		2		1		2.12				20-Nov		U						1-Dec		urban		4		2		2		4		2		3		1		4		3		3		3		4		3		3		3		3		1		3		2		3		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		2		3		3		3		3		4		0		2

		49		professor of planning		Peter Roberts		0151 794 3108		Liverpool University		2		2		3		2		2.25		2010		21-Nov		U		6		21-Nov		28-Nov		urban		3		4		1		4		4		4		3		3		2		2				2		2		2								4		3		4		2		3		3		2		2		2		4		3		2		4		3		2		3		4		10

		50		academic with research interest in GI and local taxation		Seraphim Alvanides		0191 222 5421		Newcastle University		4		2		2		3		2.75		2008				S		4				9-Dec		software		4		3		5		3		4		3		4		2		1		4		3		1		2		3		2		3		2		3		2		2		3		3		4		3		4		4		3		2		4		4		2		2		3		0		0

						total score on expertise >>		>>		>>		47		46		55		61		52.87								199								109		100		105		101		97		70		79		75		70		79		60		61		77		68		65		76		60		87		78		88		89		72		85		73		75		82		67		56		73		66		68		68		87		73		108

		KEY TO COLOURS etc				experts (4) >>>		>>		>>		3		2		2		4														No. non-scores>>		no. people not responding >>		0		0		0		0		0		4		2		3		1		3		4		1		1		3		5		2		3		3		1		1		2		3		3		4		3		3		3		3		2		3		3		3		1		73

		expert				good (3) >>>		>>		>>		5		5		5		8																total no. of respondents >>		29		29		29		29		29		25		27		26		28		26		25		28		28		26		24		27		26		26		28		28		27		26		26		25		26		26		26		26		27		26		26		26		28

		other (stakeholder)				moderate (2) >>>		>>		>>		6		7		12		6

		facilitator				minimal (1) >>>		>>		>>		8		9		8		9

						nil		>>		>>		7		6		2		2

																																no. replying				C1:Land Value		C2:Landvaluescape		C3:National Land Valuation		C4:Rolling Revaluation		C5:Tax Effect Demonstrator		1/1: valuer inertia		1/2: 'HABU' valuation		1/3:appeal culture		1/4: valuer workload		1/5: legal definition		1/6: cons'v'n threat		2/1: unit-area conversion		2/2: val'n date adjus't		2/3: misuse of source data		2/4: MAUP		2/5: 'fuzzy' data repres'n		2/6: obscurity of method		3/1: LVT politics		3/2: assoc'd data problems		3/3: data-set integr'n policy		3/4: Gov't Champion		3/5: no cadastre		3/6: landowner resistance		3/7: revenue needs push		4/1: falling val'n costs		4/2:tax admin cost push		4/3: property market info push		4/4: global'n methods		5/1: taxpayer push for transparency		5/2: research funds		5/3: low vis. to most stakeholders		5/4: quant'g benefits		5/5:

																																ave. score		ave. score of those responding >>		3.7586206897		3.4482758621		3.6206896552		3.4827586207		3.3448275862		2.8		2.9259259259		2.8846153846		2.5		3.0384615385		2.4		2.1785714286		2.75		2.6153846154		2.7083333333		2.8148148148		2.3076923077		3.3461538462		2.7857142857		3.1428571429		3.2962962963		2.7692307692		3.2692307692		2.92		2.8846153846		3.1538461538		2.5769230769		2.1538461538		2.7037037037		2.5384615385		2.6153846154		2.6153846154		3.1071428571

				Invitation to key Organisation join Delphi not yet affirmed								4				expert in field

				key individual unable to join Delphi

				generic description wording agreed

				generic description wording not yet agreed

		TU		Tutor >>		Sarah Sayce		0208 547 7070		Kingston Uni		0		4		2		0		1.5		2020												investment		4		4		3		3		2		4		4				3		4		1		2		2		2		2		3		2		4		4						3		3		2		3		2		1		4		1		2		4		3		4

		TU		Tutor >>		Owen Connellan		01372 376505		Kingston Uni		0		4		4		1		2.25		2009												tax admin		4		5		5		5		5		3		2		3		3		3		1		3		3		3		3		3		4		4		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		3

		TU		Tutor >>		Munir Morad				Kingston Uni		3		1		2		3		2.25		2010												business		4		5		5		4		4		4		3		3		2		4		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		4		3		4		4		4		4		4		3		3		4		4		4		3		3		3		3

		Vol		Property industry journalist (LVT supporter)		John Allen				CIOB		1		2		3		3		2.25		2012												politics

		Vol		US-based British LVT supporter		Harry Pollard						0		1		3		0		1		2005												politics



Vickers:
Possibly - decide after meeting 4/12

Vickers:
too busy to be a reliable participant

Vickers:
Interested but couldn't access web-site. Responded 28/11 with copy of RICS Proposal. PD ack this and promises to decide by 8/12.

Vickers:
Suggested by Paul Spencer, agreed by phone 3/12

Vickers:
bold indicates follow-up phone contact made 1/12

Vickers:
by phone - form to follow e-chased 16/12

Vickers:
Has moved to London Connects w.e.f. 8/12, keeps ValueBill interest

Vickers:
spoke 4/12, he will probably accept

Vickers:
doesn't think he's suitable

Vickers:
Bob Ashwin long-term sick from 1/04

Vickers:
bold means form received

Vickers:
spoke to David Magor

Vickers:
spoke 16/9 promised to consider, again 16/1

Vickers:
his form deleted, e-mailed 16/12

Vickers:
e-chased 19/1

Vickers:
If it is possible to separate out value as per statement 1, then the mapping of landvaluescape would be a reality. In fact, it would almost be a necessity for operational purposes.

Vickers:
They may well be. However, I would need to look at some examples, but in principle this sounds fine.

Vickers:
As an insurer it would be useful to know the cost of the building - which we would need to replace - rather than the combined total

Vickers:
However to be acceptable long term this would need to be more transparent than council tax bandings were and made available to others

Vickers:
The issue is the quality of other data to enable real value to be driven out. I understand the constraints govt agencies operate under but this does not always lead to the best quality of data being made available to others - quality must become an important aspect

Vickers:
Current legislation is ill thought through and needs to be re-drafted - and without legislation many of your other issues will swamp the process

Vickers:
It is a real issue and legislation is needed to protect that land

Vickers:
This issue ties in with the transparency issue - it is achievable but won't necessarily be acceptable to stakeholders

Vickers:
If it doesn't keep up with changing circumstance it will be devalued

Vickers:
The issues need to be made clear to users and the impact assessed. In Insurance we often use data that was not intended for that purpose - it does not invalidate the outcome!

Vickers:
Needs to be considered and agreed up front - with a contingency for what may happen in future

Vickers:
Working in data I know that quality is vital - and maintaining it. Many of the datasets are'owned' by govt and should be no issue

Vickers:
It would be less important if all parties backed this

Vickers:
Government departments are not good at joined up thinking - and are very suspicious of non-govt companies - this will be a handicap

Vickers:
But an issue successive govts have not taken on board and need to

Vickers:
Without a powerful champion (or political pressure) this will never happen

Vickers:
Will give govt reason to do this but not the right one

Vickers:
Govt funded data is often priced at ridiculous levels as they do not understand the difference between added value and data - to ensure wide use of this data it would have to be widely available and therefore cheap

Vickers:
As a practitioner, I am always trying to improve project feasibility and tend to work in situations where land is either brownfield or has existing buildings which I am improving or modifying. However, the issues of land value vis a vis contamination, etc. seem to be relevant here.

Vickers:
The difficulties in this is the resources necessary to carry out the exercise and the outdated data in the property tax information.

Vickers:
It would be important to get buy in from a wide section of the community as there are significant winners in the time lag of property valuations and also people would want to know what the extra tax was going to be used for.

Vickers:
It is very difficult to translate any one part of the tax/finance system from another country. For example, with HART credit, David Smith first worked with UK counterparts to create an ecology of the entire system and then the US tax credit had to be changed and modified to see how it would work in the UK context to achieve what we wanted to achieve in the UK context. See www.hartcredit.org.uk

Vickers:
This is a particular problem when one is trying to bring affordability into the equation. Also, planning is in itself a critical factor in the value of land.

Vickers:
I assume by this that you are referring to the propensity to appeal to a tribunal to dispute the value placed on property. If this was allowed across the spectrum, the system would grind to a halt.

Vickers:
Without using factors such as rental streams, etc. the collection of comparators and external factors to the property, such as transport links, a proposed motorway or whatever, can lead to different valuations. For odd properties, such as football stadia, this is even more difficult.

Vickers:
Not clear about this issue. Have to pass!

Vickers:
I may have missed this trend, but I have found valuers and surveyors very national in their approach - not international.

Vickers:
I think that people are only interested in paying the least tax possible. There is no connection between taxes collected and services demanded. I don't see much UK public interest in tax reform or change.

Vickers:
Land value is different from gross property value. Both can be assessed and valued - separating one out of the other may not be an appropriate way to assess however.

Vickers:
One can assess the value of individual parcels of land having regard to their indiviudla characteristics. That value could be analysed on a per unit basis and represented on a map but it would relate to that site only and could not be interpolated to apply elsewhere. Alternatively one could look at land values in a much mire general way and day that, ignoring any site or other physical constraints, land in a locality for a specific use is worth £x per hectare.

Vickers:
One should develop the concept and then assess how it might be used.

Vickers:
I support frequent revaluations but do not see that value maps bring an added dimension.

Vickers:
Do not know enough to be able to comment - I have my doubts though.

Vickers:
It's not an appeal culture - merely business taking logical and appropriate action to ensure they minimise their tax liability. This woudl be exacerbated with any new tax.

Vickers:
If I recall correctly, this is done in New Zealand

Vickers:
Mapping involves numerous assumptions required to convert discrete parcel data into a map. It depends on the protocals and conventions of the particular map type.

Vickers:
I assume that presupposes means requires

Vickers:
It depends on too many other things to give an answer

Vickers:
What this means is that I dont know.

Vickers:
IF it is adopted, and good systems developed, the work load is not an issue in comparison to the work load of existing systems. IF is critical

Vickers:
As with questino 2/4 this is dependent on the knowledge of analysts. There is nothing black art about spatial analysis, only its misuse and inappropriate use, ie using without understanding what one is doing.

Vickers:
These are important in that they need to be done, properly, but if the decision to do them is there, and adequate resources available, they are quite doable. Therefore not important in the final decisions as to whether to proceed or not.

Vickers:
Joined up govt already moving in this direction

Vickers:
I would have thought that was a negative pressure

Vickers:
Technically any form of valuation can be prepared separately from gross property values. The answer to 'can it ...?' must be 'yes' but that is the totally wrong question. The issue is whether a reliable estimate of land value can be made and the answer to this at present is 'no'. We have no adequate models. To give an example, in the City of London there are very high land values and as the City Surveyor can tell you there are small slivers of land all over the place (the odd square metre here and the odd square metre there) that are owned by the City that were left over after redevelopment projects. In theory they add up to a significant asset but this cannot be realised in cash terms and the slivers are in one sense of no commercial value. Until there are more sophisticated ways of modelling land use and land value within a unified whole we will not be able to derive a fair assessment of the latter. Furthermore, the use of market (or 'fair') prices is unsophisticated and fickle. The market is volatile and hence any land values assessed on this basis would be dynamic and would need to be date-stamped. The value would be 'time expired' at the moment of calculation. A recent RICS report suggested that although techniques had improved there are still major differences between the estimate and what is realised. You shouldnt base a tax system on guesswork however inspired. Finally the land market for most citizens works on the basis of gross property value. Ordinary people buy a house with land attached not the other way round. The market in vacant plots is limited by availability. Scarcity pushes up the market price without directly impinging on the land (rather than gross property) value of existing development.

Vickers:
Landvaluescape is a concept not a reality and you need to define 'good land management'. To some this quite simply means good soils management; to others it is associated with agriculture and forestry. You need to distinguish between 'space management' and the resources of the Earth. I personally do not accept that money is the only way to measure value hence the impact of the property market on my concept of the 'value' of the landscape is often negative, which is why most planners shun land values and ignore land market impacts in judging physical planning issues. Once again you need to explore land use controls before considering land values. As to the efficiency of the property market, this is largely a technical issue (efficient land registration, transparency in assessments etc.). The key to an efficient property market lies in access to good information, which in the case of landvaluescape is sadly lacking.

Vickers:
It depends on what the value mapping is to be used for. If it is for scientific research it does not require a government initiative but if it is for the purposes of raising taxes then it does. In which case property tax data may be of little use since market prices in general have not discriminated between land and buildings in the purchase of many millions of homes.

Vickers:
It is naïf to assume that Value Maps will make any difference to how often the property tax assessments will be re-valued. Revaluation is a political issue and will in part depend on the cost and the ease with which the tax level rather than the value level can be raised. Value maps may well have other applications and this is something that is worth exploring. As an example the Land Registry summaries on house price movements have had much wider use than was originally anticipated.

Vickers:
Any information is useful. 'Ought' however has a moral tone. I don’t doubt that value maps will prove useful in some circumstances for some purposes but I would refrain from passing moral judgement on how the data 'ought' to be used. Where I would use the word 'ought' is in the context of planning been more responsive to local opinion than outside commercial interests.

Vickers:
there is not necessarily an accurate connection between property tax and land value!

Vickers:
I would like it to work but fear that due to our regulatory regime (eg planning) sites can fluctuate in value at random let alone due to market conditions - adjoining sites with identical physical characteristics can have hugely differing values at different points in time according to the use permitted or alternatively due to listed building control

Vickers:
if the data was reliable in the first innstance

Vickers:
see answer for 2

Vickers:
by this I mean that it is not difficult

Vickers:
plus issues relating to extreme value variance in small adjoining parcels

Vickers:
away early Feb - spoke to Sue Edwards 10/2

Vickers:
on sabattical

Vickers:
home 01932 862665

Vickers:
Any "hypothetical" basis of value can be derived to form a basis for assessment of tax. However, relating such a "hypothetical" value to Market Value may prove extremely difficult.

Vickers:
Separating land value from the value of the property with land and buildings on it may in some circumstances, prove to be very difficult if it is to be related to the market.

Vickers:
Whether administered at local level or not, such an initiative can only proceed on this basis.

Vickers:
Not necessarily, the UK has a much more sophisticated land use control pattern than many other countries, individual plots can have widely differing value profiles, and even widely different values in different circumstances.

Vickers:
As a valuer, I believe that valuers have sufficient flexibility to consider a wide range of senarios, providing adequate definition of the basis of valuation is provided.

Vickers:
Absence of the availablity of adequate comparable market based evidence of land values could prove to be a problem.

Vickers:
This is inevitable where tax is concerned

Vickers:
Currently there is a shortage of skilled valuers.

Vickers:
In my view the whole system would be predicated on government legislation.

Vickers:
There could be adequate provision for exemptions or rebates for such land, or it could simply be shown as a "nil value".

Vickers:
This should be relatively easy for valuers who are used to dealing with the complexities of such analysis.

Vickers:
This is not just a question of converting to a common base date, which valuers have some experience of, but of obtaining relevant market data.

Vickers:
Not considered to be an issue if government decide

Vickers:
I do not think this woiuld be an issue if legislation is provided. My experience is that the agencies are mainly constrained by statute.

Vickers:
Very dependant on adequate funding. Actual technical problems are not insurmountable

Vickers:
I believe that such a champion is essential

Vickers:
I believe this culture is beginning to change with the advent of e-conveyancing etc.

Vickers:
I think the majority of the industry still support a non-disclosure culture. But this is changing slowly.

Vickers:
Land Value can, albeit with some difficulty, be separated from gross property value and should be based upon Market (or ‘Fair’) Value

Vickers:
Landvaluescape is economic reality, which can usefully be mapped as an aid to good land management and an efficient property market

Vickers:
UK nation-wide Value Mapping presupposes a Government initiative to conduct a national Land Valuation, using property tax data

Vickers:
Rolling revaluation of property tax assessments could not only be enabled by Value Maps but make their production viable for other purposes

Vickers:
If Tax Effect Demonstrator value maps have proved useful in other countries, they ought to prove useful in the UK

Vickers:
Inertia or insularity among UK valuers

Vickers:
Difficulty of specifying ‘highest and best use’ for market/fair valuation of land, under the UK planning system.

Vickers:
‘Appeal culture’ liable to swamp any system where land values (in particular) are used for property tax assessment.

Vickers:
Sheer workload imposed on valuers.

Vickers:
Need for new legislation to define ‘land value’.

Vickers:
Perceived threat to land with non-monetary ‘value’ (e.g. heritage or wildlife conservation and recreation) if its market value is exposed.

Vickers:
Difficulty of converting ‘price per land parcel’ to ‘price per unit area’, necessary for modelling land values.

Vickers:
Difficulty adjusting specific site values to a common base date, where values are changing rapidly over time.

Vickers:
Mass use of subjective valuation data other than for purpose for which it was intended.

Vickers:
The ‘Modifiable Areal Unit Problem’ (MAUP), in which major differences in outcome from spatial analysis result, depending on where boundaries of aggregate values are drawn.

Vickers:
Treatment of ‘fuzzy’ values over large areas where recent market valuation data is sparse.

Vickers:
Lack of transparency in the ‘black art’ of spatial data analysis.

Vickers:
Political sensitivity of commissioning a national land valuation for taxation.

Vickers:
Technical problems with completing and maintaining related data sets, such as addresses, ownership.

Vickers:
Institutional problems getting ‘joined up thinking’ between various agencies responsible for component data sets needed for land taxation.

Vickers:
Lack of a single Government Champion for the idea.

Vickers:
Lack of a ‘cadastre’ of map-based land management information in the UK political culture.

Vickers:
Active resistance from landed interests to a perceived threat to their wealth.

Vickers:
Increasing pressure to find new, sustainable government revenue sources.

Vickers:
Technological advances reducing cost of large-scale, frequent revaluations.

Vickers:
Pressure from local/regional/central government funding departments to modernise property tax administration and save costs.

Vickers:
Property industry (esp. investor) pressure to have better market information in the public domain.

Vickers:
Globalisation and convergence of professional practice in surveying generally.

Vickers:
Public (i.e. taxpayer) pressure for more transparency in tax assessments.

Vickers:
Research funding in this field.

Vickers:
Engaging potential commercial users of Value Maps sufficiently for them to even think about business benefits.

Vickers:
Problems with quantifying benefits.

Vickers:
Data pricing, ownership, licensing and liability policies acting as barriers to wider public use of Value Maps.

Vickers:
Most of us would understand the difference between the insured value of our house as a building (the notional rebuilding costs) and the full market value of the property including the land.
Land with no buildings has market value depending on the size, location and planning status in terms of planning permissions, development plan allocations etc.

Vickers:
Any flaws in the estimations, e.g. assumed building value, may have misleading and adverse effects on the market. The mapping should be at appropriate levels of generalisation/resolution, e.g . hectare grid squares or street blocks to avoid any association with particular plots or properties.

Vickers:
Alternatively, sources such as the VOA could be put more of  their non-confidential material in the public domain for others (private sector, academia, public/private partnerships) to develop Value Mapping. The VOA already provide access to a few attributes on individual records on their web site.
The public sector should have a significant stake because (a) it is a major land owner and (b) it is responsible for town and country planning, transport planning and the general social and economic well-being of communities.

Vickers:
As I understand it, property tax assessments still require surveys and valuations in the field by trained, skilled staff. Nevertheless, the cost-benefit case for Value Mapping should become stronger with increased use of GIS, mobile data capture and other automation techniques.

Vickers:
I am not sure that I fully understand what a TED is!

Vickers:
There is not yet a complete land ownership parcel dataset for the country, so no baseline from which to do the calculation.

Vickers:
The property life cycle and maintenance of the currency of land parcel extents and their values need to be addressed. e.g. to coordinate when a parcel is split or amalgamated.

Vickers:
Often completely overlooked by users of spatial data who do not understand the underlying issues relating to the data

Vickers:
Fuzziness is not dealt with well, or really at all, in current GI software. If 'fuzziness is needed, significant developments would be required.

Vickers:
Similar to 2/4 - many people manipulate spatial data using widely available tools, but with no real knowledge of what they are dealing with or doing. Significant education would be needed.

Vickers:
There are significant issues around the maintenance of such datasets. Current initiatives such as Project Acacia are seeking to improve the situation and remove some of the more 'organisational' problems, but after that, there significant technical problems will remain.

Vickers:
Government does not have a good record on other issues!

Vickers:
Tied in to 3/3 above. It requires cross-government action and also 'joining up' down the levels of government. A figurehead would be needed to push it through.

Vickers:
A pre-requisite, I understand, for land value tax. Not so much a lack in the political culture, as a lack in realty. Parcel extents do exist in OS MasterMap, but only in some cases would be the parcels required for land value tax. Creation of a complete 'cadastre' as in other countries could use the registers as a starting point, but the effort in doing this should not be underestimated.

Vickers:
The intellectual property rights of the owners of data used in the land valuations, will need to be protected by appropriate licensing arrangements.

Vickers:
I am not yet sure how this assessment will be made, or by whom. To be of any value it must be based on scientific principles and stand scrutiny. Those involved in the process must be beyond reproach if the results are to be taken seriously.

Vickers:
Will the value of the ‘land’ include any mines and minerals etc below the surface. If not, and the land surface is wasteland or bog, the ‘land surface’ value will be disproportionately low. I think there are issues to be addressed here.

Vickers:
Central Government sponsorship and involvement is essential. It is unrealistic to expect Local Authorities to provide this information on a consistent basis. VOA seems the obvious candidate for assistance. Land Registry might be able to provide information from its Property Price Index, but registration only covers England and Wales and they will not have national coverage for some years.

Vickers:
I think it would help but I remain to be convinced that ‘land’ value maps will have a pivotal influence on property tax assessments which, by their very nature, look at the value of the ‘whole’ poroperty.

Vickers:
– the only issues are how we get there and the public perception of its purpose.

Vickers:
I agree that it would make sense for a government department e.g. ODPM to sponsor this exercise and et in place the mechanisms for updating. However, the question uses the term “presupposes” which I am not sure is true. For example you could envisage a situation where a large insurance company or pool of insurers get together to develop a value map for the UK without govt. sponsorship. Equivalent examples would be Norwhich Union sponsoring a detailed map of heights for flooding risk assessment.

Vickers:
Land value cannot be separated from the factors noted in my comments on 'other issues' (strategic planning issues, economic potential, infrastructure).

Vickers:
1. The cost of mapping may be excessive - don't spend a pound to find a penny is a good guide.
2. Value is not only site specific, it is also regional & locality-based and should be treated as such. A map of crude values (treating all places as equal) would be of less value than one which is normalised for spatial factors (like trend surface analysis).

Vickers:
1. No it doesn't - but yes it could. Value mapping has an intrinsic value but could be used for a number of purposes.
2. To confuse value with taxation value is to complicate the issue at the outset. This should not be imposed so early in the exercise.

Vickers:
1. Yes, it is essential for value maps to be up-to-date. This would allow them to be used for strategic and development planning purposes.
2. The market wants current values. An historic map is of general interest but little direct help when making investment decisions.

Vickers:
Yes, especially if they can be used (e.g.) to help assess and develop regeneration options. How was the Liverpool exercise used and/or constructed? Details please.

Vickers:
That is why you need strategic planning context.

Vickers:
Retrain unemployed architects

Vickers:
But this is not the case - a big mistake! You can put a monetary value on heritage / wildlife / landscape etc if you want to. We really need to talk about this. I have 25 years experience with EIA / SEA which has addressed this issue.

Vickers:
Yes but this is done already.

Vickers:
Done all the time for other factors.

Vickers:
Spatial analysis is an objective science.

Vickers:
But this is not (need not be) the purpose.

Vickers:
Esp. OS who hold the copyright to many sorts of spatial data.

Vickers:
There isn't any at present.

Vickers:
Also in planning, architecture, etc.

Vickers:
 I can imagine being able to separate the value of land from buildings and structures (and flora) upon it. However just as the value of the building will depend on the interplay of its historical/architectural value, current use and condition, and potential future use, so the land’s value will depend on its terrain, its productive capacity (mineral/flora/fauna), its landscape/beauty value, its accessibility and proximity to other value enhancing/depressing facilities, its environmental quality (land and airborne protection, exposure, pollution), and its current exploitability, and prospective value in planning terms, and the nature of its ownership and the ownership of surrounding land.

Vickers:
I think this can be done. Indeed I know of work done to draw property value contours associated with the Channel Tunnel link which showed property prices too near the line fell (noise), whilst those reasonably near rose (improved train access to London and the continent).

Vickers:
It is possible to build this up, say by local authority area, but they would need to be strongly incentivised to drive this through, in term of having a local pay-off, national support/resources, and an overall national framework. Therefore I can only see this happening as a result of a Government initiative, but Government would only do this if there were an external requirement – EU directive, International Accounting Standard etc, - and/or a strong policy reason – e.g. to support new taxation arrangements, for instance if the current Balance of Funding Review of local government funding resulted in a proposal for improved residential and commercial property taxation, or the proposal for tariffs for S106 community payments from developers in the new planning regime were to relate to increased land value (as in the former Community Land Tax) rather than specified infrastructure improvements.
However experience to date does not bode well. The Government has dropped LASER (leaving local government with a large bill) and has failed to back NLPG against delays from two interested parties within ACACIA.

Vickers:

Vickers:
As you rightly state, infrequent revaluations lead to real problems. The question is to whether rolling revaluations should be done by only area, or also in-between property by property at point of sale or redevelopment. I think there is merit in the latter as it would both influence and be influenced by the market – thus ensuring the process was “real” and in “real time”.

Vickers:
I think this would be helpful precisely because it would challenge the historical inadequacy and inconsistency of the property taxes in this country – residential and commercial and agricultural.

Vickers:
Because of boundaries and planning policies, I suspect it may be a mistake to expect land values to be capable of always being represented by a continuous variable. One of the difficulties I would anticipate is discontinuities in price per area.

Vickers:
By the time they are ready, socio-economic conditions may have moved on from those prevailing when data was prepared. Land Registry price data is erratic. To get hung up on price paid introduces noise.

Vickers:
At a coarse level, this could be done privately by subtracting building costs from LR postcode sector price data.

Vickers:
Once again, looking at LR price data, detaiched houses in postcode sector SO31 9 had quarterly values of £306k, £476k, £277k and £285k for 2003. The implication is that the sample size available for rolling revaluations is going to be very small, with a major ongoing problem of separating signal from noise.

Vickers:
I would be concerned that a 'map' that suited the circumstances of one area would carry the implication that the techniques used to create it could automatically be used to produce a similarly good map for another area.

Vickers:
There is limited information in the above commentary regarding “Fair Values”, but if they are defined as similar to the UK’s Market Values then I can see no reason why they cannot be separated from gross property values.  It is implied in the commentary that land value is generally much higher compared to the value of ‘bricks and mortar’.  I believe this is generally true for residential properties as they are strongly affected by externalities.  However, I am not sure how this argument applies to premium priced structures, such as executive accommodation, prestigious offices and even buildings of historic importance (your example). A more complicated issue is to what extent “land value” and structure value interact to produce gross “property value”.  You seem to imply that property value is the sum of two components: “land value” and “structure value”.  My view is that the effect is synergetic and may be defined with “considerable” (as opposed to “some”) difficulty, therefore I do not “totally” agree with your statement.

Vickers:
In your commentary you state: “the responses of property market players to Value Maps can actually change the market conditions and hence change the Landvaluescape” and I fully agree with this, so landvaluescape is an economic reality (part of your statement).  However, you are asking us to take an ethical stand by stating that landvaluescape can “usefully” be mapped in order to aid “good” management.  If there is likely to be a feedback “between Value Maps and Landvaluescape” similar to the one in the stock market today, I am not convinced that importing current stock market practices to the property market is at all “useful”, “good” or “efficient”.  The problem is to what extent the property market players will be further enabled to influence the valuelandscape, as they currently do, rather than if Value Maps are a good way for portraying the market. I agree latter (but it is a technical issue) but disagree with the former (which is ethical).

Vickers:
I agree about the public sector involvement, but it is not clear how you can move from “property tax data” to “land values” as you defined them above. I guess this is a technical issue, though, so I will go along with this statement.

Vickers:
I agree with the rolling revaluation concept in principle, but I am not convinced with the notion that “the greater the frequency of revaluations for property tax, the greater the equity of such taxes.”  This statement implies that equity in taxation should depend only on property/land values, while I strongly believe that other factors should also be taken into account in order to achieve fairness.  Also, this statement seems to contradict statement 3: I was under the impression that Value Mapping will be the result of a national Land Valuation (using property tax data) rather than Value Maps enabling revaluation of property tax assessments (as stated here!)

Vickers:
It is still not clear to me how exactly TEDs value maps have proved to be useful in other countries from your statement above. Also, I cannot see why “the specific taxable values of individual properties” should be masked to preserve confidentiality!  The current VOA website gives council tax bands for properties in the UK and is extremely useful to potential buyers of properties, as they can factor this into their real expenses when relocating. I am in favour of a transparent system at all stages, rather than a black-box approach that conceals vital information from the public.

Vickers:
Land values typically reflect their strategic attraction and market utility in the context of a particular economic climate and phases of physical development of on an overall approved plan (where one exists).  Proximity to transport infrastructure and other public services, especially if efficiently operated, raises the value of such land substantially in economically buoyant environments, in comparison to other locations which may not have the same attributes or experience the same market trends.  Changes in trends of the economic environment (say from manufacturing to services) can also impact on the property value itself, depending upon the buildings’ capability to have its use recycled or not.  Where property has architectural merit and/or is in a conservation area, the potential for changed use may be more limiting, depending on the planning restrictions that prevail.

Vickers:
I entirely concur with the points made above.  However, what does not seem to be taken into account is the fact that different interests, stakeholders, etc. might value a parcel of land and the building(s) located on it differently, according to the nature of activities in which they are engaged/support and the potential return on investment over time. Is it, therefore, more significant to look at the optimum values placed on land lots and their buildings, thereby plotting value maps and land valuescape maps based on optimum values, or is it better to draw them up by taking into account other considerations such as environmental, social equity and environmental concerns which, while they may generate a less optimum value map, they do convey a more sustainable outcome as measured by a broader set of criteria?

Vickers:
Yes, but this need not be the case.  Such maps could also be developed as outputs of future scenarios (of market developments or physical changes, even climate change), responding to different mixes of trends, policies and planning initiatives.  This would prove especially challenging and helpful for sub-regional development initiatives such as for the Thames Gateway.

Vickers:
This point is most important.  Yet, assessing the dynamics of change and plotting this is hugely challenging and on occasions prohibitively expensive.  Having said this, on the assumption that such exercises are acknowledged to provide illustrations of developments in one particular point of time alone, it is essential that these exercises are conducted on a regular and frequent basis, especially in regions/times of dynamic change.

Vickers:
This is so, as long as the assumptions of the estimations are made totally clear.

Vickers:
There needs to be a consideration of the costs of this and on whom they would fall. Would the "ratepayer" accept that it is a reasonable thing for public money to spent on?

Vickers:
Overcoming the general propensity to accept staus quo and resist change is a major element of projects in every sphere of activity.

Vickers:
This is likely to be more about perception than reality, however it is essentially a political opinion so not difficult to solicit, merely difficult to resolve a concensus!

Vickers:
There is always an assertion from opponents to any change that the system will be swamped by appeals. However reality seldom bears this out. e.g. Introduction of Human Rights Act.

Vickers:
Most valuers to whom I have spoken see no problem in doing this – total value les rebuild value gives the value of the land.  The objections are to the system and the need to do it!

Vickers:
It has theoretical reality and only when the system is accepted by the professionals will it be an economic reality.

Vickers:
All the theory in the world is totally irrelevant if it is never to become practice.  The UK has an amazing culture of research but no action!  Money is always available for research but rarely for action.

Vickers:
In the days of the Bayliss Group – and in subsequent discussion and meetings at ODPM – it was argued that five year Valuations were the most realistic and effective (three year and ten year being dismissed).   It can be argued that, with the introduction of computers, the VO is effectively applying rolling valuations but applying them in five-yearly increments to suit the application of Business Rates.  Is this not the best of both?

Vickers:
We must always be careful to compare like with like and, unless the tax systems of different countries are the same, comparisons cannot be made.  It is also relevant to add that, if the Liverpool trial was too small, why was it carried out?  Surely values varied even within this small area.

If the Business Rates system is overly complex at present, how will this simplify it?

Vickers:
There is a difference between disagreeing with a system and being insular or showing inertia!

Vickers:
Appeals indicate a lack of faith in the system; it will be interesting to see if the VOAs new approach results in a reduction of appeals.  It may well do if the so-called cowboys are kept at bay.

Vickers:
Computerisation and the VOAs new approach will help

Vickers:
Why?

Vickers:
A logical and fair system would not have this problem if it was introduced in a realistic manner

Vickers:
Implies that the system would not work

Vickers:
Computers should deal with this if the system is realistic and practical

Vickers:
Why is it subjective?

Vickers:
Must mean something to somebody!

Vickers:
Well get more data!

Vickers:
VOA is now more of a white art – and improving!

Vickers:
elucidate

Vickers:
Why technical – surely just inefficiency if data is not up to date

Vickers:
But not insurmountable

Vickers:
Lack of any Government Champion would appear to be the present problem

Vickers:
By what definition?

Vickers:
That means that the system is unfair or has not been explained correctly

Vickers:
Is there?

Vickers:
See other relevant comments

Vickers:
It is not so much modernise as rationalise!  The basic system is not complex; its implementation is – Transitional Relief being the main cause.

Vickers:
This does not precluded simplification of the existing system

Vickers:
This should be a positive force from valuers themselves since any change in legislation which creates a peak in workload will make them a scarce resource and hence increase their value.

Vickers:
Parliamentary time is limited. It's likely that any bill that requires primary legislation would be competing with existing government agenda.

Vickers:
The key is this is it's a perceived threat if the adopted scheme recognises that land with a key non monetary value should have its monetary value discounted.

Vickers:
This is a technical issue for which a methodology can be developed.

Vickers:
All taxation is currently done on a spot value anything that relys on an annual revaluation is an improvement on what we have at the momment.

Vickers:
It will be important to ensure that methodologies used are adapted for new specific purpose.

Vickers:
This is no different to many existing issues in planning. For example how ward boundaries effect indexes of multiple deprevation. You have the careful when you join the boundaries you're not exacerabting the situation.

Vickers:
Even where you have sparse datas it is possible to interpolate the inclusion of a robust appeals mechanism will avoide injustices.

Vickers:
When do the lay public ever get a chance to understand professional methodology?

Vickers:
We're facing a 10 year reevaltion anyway.

Vickers:
This problem has been well addressed with recent e-government initative. NLIS.

Vickers:
This is getting better anyway as a result of a data of issues like the data protection act and partnership working between local government and other agencies.

Vickers:
As and when the idea gains credence the champion will emerge.

Vickers:
This will follow as a natural consequence of increasing egovernment intiative.

Vickers:
The interests with significant land holdings will have access to the means to lobby and campaign long and hard.

Vickers:
it's interesting to note the current review of the balance of funding is already talking about the need of 'bouyant' taxes.

Vickers:
it's interesting to note the current review of the balance of funding is already talking about the need of 'bouyant' taxes so we don't have to keep putting the rate up every year.

Vickers:
Taxation is a local decision.

Vickers:
Most of the tax payer pressure rates to personal interest rather than theoretical models.

Vickers:
Any ally will be useful.

Vickers:
There are sifficant simple stated benefits to be able to argue the case.

Vickers:
This is diminishing. The Freedom of Information Act is requiring a great deal more thought to be given about how data can be presented and made accessible.

Vickers:
Land Value can, albeit with some difficulty, be separated from gross property value and should be based upon Market (or ‘Fair’) Value

Vickers:
Landvaluescape is economic reality, which can usefully be mapped as an aid to good land management and an efficient property market

Vickers:
UK nation-wide Value Mapping presupposes a Government initiative to conduct a national Land Valuation, using property tax data

Vickers:
Rolling revaluation of property tax assessments could not only be enabled by Value Maps but make their production viable for other purposes

Vickers:
If Tax Effect Demonstrator value maps have proved useful in other countries, they ought to prove useful in the UK

Vickers:
Inertia or insularity among UK valuers

Vickers:
Difficulty of specifying ‘highest and best use’ for market/fair valuation of land, under the UK planning system.

Vickers:
‘Appeal culture’ liable to swamp any system where land values (in particular) are used for property tax assessment.

Vickers:
Sheer workload imposed on valuers.

Vickers:
Need for new legislation to define ‘land value’.

Vickers:
Perceived threat to land with non-monetary ‘value’ (e.g. heritage or wildlife conservation and recreation) if its market value is exposed.

Vickers:
Difficulty of converting ‘price per land parcel’ to ‘price per unit area’, necessary for modelling land values.

Vickers:
Difficulty adjusting specific site values to a common base date, where values are changing rapidly over time.

Vickers:
Mass use of subjective valuation data other than for purpose for which it was intended.

Vickers:
The ‘Modifiable Areal Unit Problem’ (MAUP), in which major differences in outcome from spatial analysis result, depending on where boundaries of aggregate values are drawn.

Vickers:
Treatment of ‘fuzzy’ values over large areas where recent market valuation data is sparse.

Vickers:
Lack of transparency in the ‘black art’ of spatial data analysis.

Vickers:
Political sensitivity of commissioning a national land valuation for taxation.

Vickers:
Technical problems with completing and maintaining related data sets, such as addresses, ownership.

Vickers:
Institutional problems getting ‘joined up thinking’ between various agencies responsible for component data sets needed for land taxation.

Vickers:
Lack of a single Government Champion for the idea.

Vickers:
Lack of a ‘cadastre’ of map-based land management information in the UK political culture.

Vickers:
Active resistance from landed interests to a perceived threat to their wealth.

Vickers:
Increasing pressure to find new, sustainable government revenue sources.

Vickers:
Technological advances reducing cost of large-scale, frequent revaluations.

Vickers:
Pressure from local/regional/central government funding departments to modernise property tax administration and save costs.

Vickers:
Property industry (esp. investor) pressure to have better market information in the public domain.

Vickers:
Globalisation and convergence of professional practice in surveying generally.

Vickers:
Public (i.e. taxpayer) pressure for more transparency in tax assessments.

Vickers:
Research funding in this field.

Vickers:
Engaging potential commercial users of Value Maps sufficiently for them to even think about business benefits.

Vickers:
Problems with quantifying benefits.

Vickers:
Data pricing, ownership, licensing and liability policies acting as barriers to wider public use of Value Maps.

Vickers:
Topic deserves more discussion

Vickers:
Topic deserves more discussion

Vickers:
This will depend on the ‘tax burden’ distribution in other countries, and the extent to which direct taxation (taxing income level) is balanced against indirect taxation (on good, transactions and services). In other words, the maps are also a projection of other landscapes, so to speak.

Vickers:
There are a number of logistical issues behind the “difficulty”.  It is also quite difficult to reconcile property addresses to TOID information, until the Acacia project has matured.

Vickers:
All comments against persons are by them, not by "Vickers".

Vickers:
Wording agreed with respondent.

Vickers:
Over 100 people were approached. Ref. No. here does not indicate order in which they were approached.

Vickers:
Geo-statistical spatial analysis techniques.

Vickers:
Property valuation.

Vickers:
Land and/or tax policy

Vickers:
Geo-data policy.

Vickers:
Date given in answer to "Britain will probably be value mapped by…"

Vickers:
Stakeholder Group code, used in charts.

Vickers:
Bold indicates agreement with "Landvaluescape is a reality…"

Vickers:
Years (from 2004) before Britain "will probably be value mapped".

Vickers:
Comments hereunder are suggested new Issues or general comments on the Process.

Vickers:
Urban planner

Vickers:
Political or campign group

Vickers:
tax administration

Vickers:
Includes GIS consultancy services.

Vickers:
Investors themselves or property advisers.

Vickers:
National ge-spatial data project sponsor.

Vickers:
The only point I wish to raise here is the importance of setting out clearly to policy-makers and stakeholders the contextual information surrounding the values mapped, so that cause and effect relationships are more readily understood as is the dynamics of change in identified values.

Vickers:
(App. Form)Landvaluescape is a reality but it requires more than just resources to be able to map it: it needs a vision that is translated into a coherent political programme that can gain cross-party support. It needs to be seen as a means to a more fair and just society.
better N-project?

Vickers:
On one side of the road where I live, houses sell for twice the price of similar houses on the other side. The Reason: one side enjoys sea views, the other does not.
Two core technical issues:
1. Obtaining the best inference from sparse, noisy data.
2. Creating a tool to update price to current circumstances. AVM models typically use building society regional indices.

Vickers:
(App. form) Landvaluescape is a very exciting prospect that requires sufficient resources to be able to map it and understand it. However it should not be treated solely as a technical/resource issue and it is important to engage actors from a range of disciplines, other than property valuation and land taxation.
A thought-provoking and straightforward questionnaire, although the exact scale for evaluating the 5 statements was not very clear to me: was 1 representing “slightly agree” or “totally disagree”? I treated it as “totally disagree” with 3 being “neither agree nor disagree”, so you may want to make adjustments to my5 scores.  I feel this questionnaire covers most issues that need to be addressed and I am happy for my comments to be used in reports and attributed to me by name and job title.  I look forward to the next round.

Vickers:
Objectivity!
Landvaluescape is feasible and, with sufficient funding, might prove its worth.

Vickers:
1. Key strategic planning issues and economic development potential. My research (a £1/4m study of brownfield sites) showed that these contextual factors were often the most important in determining the value of individual sites & the overall 'value' of a locality.
2. Infrastructure issues generally was the second most important factor (transport, services, social infrastructure, etc.)
3. Trained staff -not just money - need to be made available.

Vickers:
General business stakeholder.

Vickers:
Inclused underwriting and risk (hence code "R") assessment.

Vickers:
Geo-spatial data supplier.

Vickers:
Individuals may associate with more than one Group but this is agreed to be their main one.

Vickers:
No. of Issues where no response given

Vickers:
No. of Concepts & Issues where person commented.

Vickers:
but like most things in the UK, coverage will be patchy and done only when needed.

Vickers:
But need to qualify what is meant by 'reality' - an integral part of value, or as something seen/perceived as identifiable.

Vickers:
Buildings' value on land is also a reality.

Vickers:
The degree of accuracy/definition required will determine the resource needed.

Vickers:
Together with the political will to do so in the face of possible public anxiety.

Vickers:
I look forward to learning more about both the scope and potential application.

Vickers:
It depends on your definition of reality. It will require a great deal more than sufficient resources to map it with an acceotable level of integrity and consistency. There are major conceptual issues to be addressed before mapping could begin in any meaningful way.

Vickers:
In my opinion, Britain provides a fertile ground for developing the value mapping concept further. If the current trend continues, then there is a good chance that Britain will have been 'value mapped' by 2008 (I.e. after the next valuation).

Vickers:
Because there is sufficient data in the UK to enable it to be mapped. Apart from resources, the other difficulty up to now has been that the access to this information has been severely restricted.

Vickers:
A significant amount of resources required need to be put into the development of Policy to drive the understanding of how to use LandValueScape to best advantage

Vickers:
Neither agree nor disagree but not an option

Vickers:
However just as important is a coherent approach to the freedom of information, data protection, and above all tradeable information issues which dog development in this area

Vickers:
I remain to be convinced. In a rapidly changing market place constant updating will be necessary
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