VISUALISING LANDVALUESCAPE

(The Concept in a British Context)

Delphi Group Membership Analysis

This document analyses the membership of a Policy Delphi created by the author to inform and develop ideas on the subject of Value Mapping in the United Kingdom. The Delphi Process forms a major part of his PhD research dissertation at Kingston University (KU) School of Surveying. 

The aim was to convene a ‘virtual committee’ of some 25 experts in relevant fields, representing most types of professional stakeholder in Value Maps. In conditions of complete anonymity, these experts would be invited to contribute their views and comments on a range of concepts, issues and policy ideas. Their contributions would be analysed both quantitatively and qualitatively, summarised and then fed back to them for further comment, the process to be repeated two or three times leading towards a Group consensus as to the likely and/or desirable course of events in the future as regards possible implementation of Value Mapping in all or part of the UK.

The criteria for selection of prospective and actual Delphi Group members, also the process by which they were recruited, are fully described in a draft chapter of the PhD Dissertation A Delphi Process for “Visualising Landvaluescape” which is available for interested readers. This document will become an Appendix to that Chapter.

An important pre-filter, to reduce chance of bias in composition of the Group, was the exclusion of anyone known to be a member of an organisation that exists for the sole or main purpose of introducing land value taxation (LVT). The author is himself a member of several such groups and has access to their membership lists.  No other such persons were invited to join the Delphi and those who found details of it on the project web-site and volunteered to join were screened out
. However their responses were accepted informally and will be made available to the Group, although not included in any quantitative analysis.

The information herein was obtained from Delphi Group applicants (except where stated), hence no names or organisations are given to maintain the promised anonymity. The author’s KU supervisors have been given full access to the confidential returned application forms.

Although 32 people signed up to be members of the Group between 12 November 2003 and the 26 February 2004 (the final ‘final’ deadline), three of these failed to complete the first Round questionnaire by then and were therefore excluded, leaving 29 as full Group members. It is this final Group that is analysed here, which explains why numbers in certain tables and graphs below may be lower than in earlier drafts of this document.

[This version of the document is a final draft, written after formal Group membership was closed but before any detailed analysis of the responses of the Group to the first Round questionnaire. It will be revisited in the light of the findings from the Delphi Process, to see to what extent Group composition might have affected the outcome. ]

The main authority on how to create a Delphi Group is Linstone & Turoff (1975). The process used here is described in the Methodology chapter of the PhD disseretation. Three types of person were sought, in accordance with Linstone & Turoff (page 68):

a. Experts. These are people at the forefront of their field of knowledge, highly respected by their peers. Four groups of experts were identified, their fields being seen to have roughly equal importance to the overall study:

1). Spatial analysis techniques.

2). Property valuation.

3). Land & tax policy (UK).

4). Geographic information policy.

Views of experts may be given appropriate ex ante weight in analysing some responses to questionnaires.  With a ‘score’ of 4 for expert, 3 for good, 2 for moderate and 1 for minimal, each person gave themselves scores for expertise. The balance of expertise within the Group as a whole and between the four specialisms will be discussed.

b. Stakeholder representatives. Ten groups with a potential stake in value maps were identified. No special weighting was given to the views of stakeholder representatives, although their personal expertise was taken into account: group members could be both experts and stakeholder representatives. In the final analysis stage of the Delphi, when some assessment can be made as to the potential benefits of Value Maps to a stakeholder group, the collective views of its representatives (averaged out) may be given ex post weighting according to perceived benefits.

c. Facilitators. These are people who may have no relevant expertise in the subject matter and no ‘axe to grind’ or affiliation to a stakeholder group, but whose personality and motivational interest in the subject make them valuable to the process of communication. They are the kind of people who ask awkward questions of experts and defy the accepted norms of opinion, often used to stimulate committee discussion. Their views will be given no more weight than their knowledge merits.

Across all three types of Delphi participant, status sought and obtained is similar: from senior manager (or post-doctoral researcher) to director (or professor), or the equivalent.

First the Group is analysed to show the spread and level of expertise of members. Table 1 and Figure 1 show the number of people of each level and type of expertise in the four subject fields. Nobody has claimed to be ‘expert’ in more than one field and several people claim not to be expert in any field (see also Figure 3).  Some stakeholder representatives and facilitators claimed not even to have ‘moderate’ knowledge in any of the designated subject areas. Initially Group members were sought who were ‘good’ in at least two fields and ‘expert’ in one, however it was eventually seen as preferable to have someone representative of a stakeholder group and not at all expert than to have no representative of that group. The table shows that the Group is fairly well balanced across the four fields of technical and policy knowledge.

Table 1 – Spread of Expertise

	Field of Expertise
	No. Expert
	No. Good
	No. Moderate
	No. Minimal

	Geo-statistical Spatial Analysis Techniques
	3
	5
	6
	8

	Property Valuation
	2
	5
	7
	9

	Land (Taxation) Policy
	2
	5
	12
	8

	Geographic Information Policy
	4
	8
	6
	9
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In Chart 1 above each class of specialism, the five columns represent numbers of Delphi Group members scoring themselves expert (on left) through to ‘nil’ (knowledge) on the right. It can be clearly seen that more people admit to no knowledge of the more technical subjects than of the policy-related subjects. In particular, two thirds of the group claim to have at least moderate knowledge of land (tax) policy.

Table 2 gives the ten Stakeholder Groups, the reasons they are seen by the author to have a stake in Value Maps, and the numbers in the Delphi Group identifying primarily with each.  The ten stakeholder groups are not equally represented, with none coming from the groups most identifiable with ‘general public’: estate agents
. 

The figures in brackets after the number in some stakeholder categories are for experts in that category, e.g. there are three self-confessed experts of various kinds among the software suppliers (as would be expected in this case, since their business is selling expertise or tools to exploit it). This category includes consultants.

In some cases the category of stakeholder that people chose to identify with was somewhat surprising and not the one on behalf of which the author sought their participation. In many cases, people could have chosen several categories with which they identified to a certain extent but they were not allowed to. It may be desirable to refine these assignments later, especially if there is to be any weighting of responses according to stakeholder groups.

The Delphi application form asked two others questions, to assess the degree of open-mindedness and realism that applicants had at the start of the Process. These related to their ability to accept the concept of ‘landvaluescape’ and to envisage the possibility of the UK being Value Mapped. 

Table 2 shows, in the last column, the numbers of Delphi Group members in each category who accept the statement: “Landvaluescape is a reality. It just requires the application of sufficient resources
 to be able to map it.”  Roughly three quarters of the Group (23/29) positively accept this. Only one person
 actually disagreed and even he did so with a qualifying remark “I neither agree nor disagree” (4), showing his mind was not completely closed to the idea. The remainder (5/29) felt unable to answer at this stage in the process, as they had insufficient knowledge upon which to base a judgement.

Of the people who claim to belong mainly to a stakeholder group that would be user (rather than producer) of the data going into Value Maps, the proportion accepting the Landvaluescape concept at the very outset of the Delphi Process is even higher. The table has two ‘producer’ categories in italics (N-project sponsors produce the systems that would enable maps to be created, from data supplied by specific agencies in the ‘data supplier’ category) and if their numbers are excluded then 21/25 Group members accept the concept.

Nobody was going to be accepted into the Delphi if they rejected the Landvaluescape concept and had not the relevant expertise to do so (valuation or geospatial analysis).  In the event, this filter for entry into the Group did not have to be used.

Table 2: Stakeholder Groups in the Delphi and their Perceived ‘Stake’ in Value Maps

	Group name
	Code
	Nos.
	Likely reasons for having a stake in Value Maps
	No. accepting “LVScape is reality...”

	Property and GI data providers
	D
	2
	Increased revenue from sales and use of property related data in Value Mapping.
	1

	Software suppliers
	S
	5 (3)
	A new application area to be developed, sold and supported, with prospects of increased net revenue.
	4

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

	Urban planners
	U
	7 (2)
	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.
	6

	GI ‘N-project’
 sponsors
	N
	2
	Potential cost-sharing through synergy between projects, help in justifying extra funding for projects already approved.
	1

	Politicians and campaign groups
	P
	5 (2)
	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.
	4

	Property investors
	I
	2 (1)
	Earlier identification of trends, better understanding of workings of the market, improved project evaluation and decision making, reduced financial risk.
	2

	Insurers and underwriters
	R
	1 (1)
	Better risk assessment, premium structuring by location.
	1

	Business
	B
	2 (1)
	Improved decision making in choice of location, leading to better investment of capital and greater profitability.
	2

	Estate agents and their customers
	A
	0
	Better information about the value of particular locations when considering buying and selling or renting.
	0

	Totals
	
	29 (11)
	
	23


Figure 2 shows when members of the Group, at the outset, expected Britain “will probably have been value mapped”. Many felt unable to guess but of those who did (19) the mean answer was 2014 and only four gave a date later than that. The top part of Figure 2 shows a bar for each respondent (gaps being those who made no guess). The length of the bar is the number of years before Britain “will” be value mapped, from 2004. 

Below the main chart is a simple table putting a stakeholder group code above the number of years that each respondent guessed. There does not seem to be any relationship between expertise, stakeholder group and optimism, from these responses. Nine out of eleven ‘experts’ took a guess on this question and they include the two most pessimistic (2030 and 2050) as well as two of the three most optimistic (2006 and 2008).

Part of the problem with this question is that the form gave no definition of what Value Maps might be, in terms of scale, completeness, accuracy etc. It could however be presumed that full coverage of mainland Britain at the crudest of scales and a rough but consistent degree of accuracy of ‘land value’ was meant although, as one urban planner put it: “Like most things in the UK, coverage will be patchy and done only when needed” (49).

The full spreadsheet showing all responses on the Delphi application forms, plus a generic description of each Group member in words agreed with them that maintain anonymity, is at Figure 3
.

In summary, the Delphi Group appears to be as well balanced as a group of this size and covering such a broad range of expertise and stakeholder groups could be. It contains a fairly optimistic and open-minded number of both expert and curious (but less expert) people.
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Figure 3 – Full Group Membership Profiles

	Ref No
	Generic description
	SpatAnl
	Val'n
	Land/Tx
	GeoInfo
	Map By..
	Gp

	3
	urban regeneration finance and project manager
	0
	1
	1
	1
	2015
	U

	4F
	transport consultant and former Conservative Parliamentary candidate
	0
	0
	1
	1
	
	P

	5
	senior valuer and property tax expert, major property agency
	0
	3
	3
	0
	2020
	T

	7E
	county council policy director
	3
	2
	2
	4
	2010
	P

	10
	Built environment researcher, commercial property consultant, GIS user
	2
	1
	1
	3
	
	S

	11
	author and academic specialising in property appraisal
	1
	3
	2
	1
	2015
	I

	12
	emeritus professor of land information management
	3
	2
	2
	3
	
	N

	14
	senior urban planner with international property management consultants
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2020
	U

	16
	professor of planning studies in a development research department
	0
	1
	1
	1
	
	U

	17
	senior property tax policy representative
	0
	3
	3
	1
	2007
	T

	22E
	independent GIS consultant
	2
	1
	2
	4
	2050
	S

	24
	national assembly official, sponsor of geo-data project
	0
	0
	1
	3
	2010
	N

	27E
	senior UK-based private sector international valuer
	1
	4
	3
	2
	2030
	I

	29E
	professor of politics, local and regional government
	2
	1
	4
	2
	2009
	P

	31
	leading Lib Dem councillor and IT consultant
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2010
	P

	32E
	senior manager in tax administration
	1
	3
	4
	2
	2015
	T

	34E
	property mapping & GIS consultant
	3
	2
	2
	4
	2010
	B

	36
	senior manager, national mapping agency
	2
	1
	1
	3
	
	D

	38E
	GIS manager for a multi-national insurance company
	4
	3
	1
	2
	2010
	R

	40
	land reform campaigner and author
	2
	1
	2
	3
	
	P

	41
	geo-info policy manager, government agency
	1
	0
	2
	3
	
	D

	42
	director of a regional e-government agency
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2010
	S

	43
	GIS strategy officer for large city council
	3
	1
	1
	3
	2010
	U

	44E
	UK-based Chief Scientist for a Canadian market analytics company
	4
	0
	0
	0
	
	S

	45E
	UK-based academic specialising in European geo-data projects
	3
	0
	2
	4
	2006
	U

	46F
	adviser on property tax policy to business groups
	1
	2
	2
	1
	
	B

	48E
	UK valuation director of leading European property consultancy
	1
	4
	2
	1
	
	U

	49
	professor of planning
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2010
	U

	50E
	academic with research interest in GI and local taxation
	4
	2
	2
	3
	2008
	S
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(n) in the text denotes Delphi Group member identifiable (for reasons of confidentiality) only by the code in Figure 3 above.










� A paper by Tony Vickers, MScIS MRICS, School of Surveying, Kingston University (10 March 2004).


� However the Delphi Group might provide fertile ground for recruiting. One member (34) commented, before seeing the Round One questionnaire: “Landvaluescape ... 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.” The link between a technical tool (a map) and politics is implicit.


� Other means of engaging with this group in particular are being used in the overall project, outside the formal Delphi process but feeding into its later stages.


� Tax adminstrators are both producers and users of Value Maps and arguably are more focused on the subject than other stakeholder categories. The observation of one such respondent (32) is apt: “The degree of accuracy/definition required will determine the resource needed.”





� Individuals are quoted not by name but by the number assigned to them (see References at end and note 1 to Figure 3).


� ‘N-projects’ are those e-government GI projects that are already officially sponsored, such as NLIS, NLUD, NLPG, Acacia. Many are seriously under-funded.


� Notes to Figure 3


1: “Ref No”. Each prospective Delphi Group member was assigned a number for reference purposes. Fifty people were contacted initially, over a hundred by the end of the three months it took to assemble the Group. Reference numbers were re-assigned when a person or organisation declined to join the group. If a person recommended someone else from their organisation that person was assigned their reference number. People of similar profile to those in the initial list were later approached and given a ‘spare’ number if they accepted membership. Hence the Ref. Nos. here are spread between 1 and 50. The letter ‘F’ after a number denotes ‘facilitator’, ‘E’ denotes ‘expert’ (‘4’ in at least one field).


2: “Gp”. The Stakeholder Group code (see table 2) is in bold if the person accepted “Landvaluescape is a reality...”.
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