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LANDVALUESCAPE NEWS: issue 2 (Feb 04)

“Monitoring the economic landscape”

Editor Tony Vickers tonyvickers@cix.co.uk writes:

Welcome to my newsletter. You have either collaborated with me on research in the past, before I coined the word ‘landvaluescape’ or created the web-site of that name (where back issues of this  newsletter can be  found) or you have recently indicated that you’d like to be kept informed of work in my area of interest: the mapping of land values. If you do not want to continue receiving this newsletter, which is planned as an electronic monthly, please e-mail info@landvaluescape.org with ‘remove’ in the subject line. If you think other colleagues might like to receive it, please pass it on and/or send me their e-mail address. I am happy to receive comments on my work via the same address. I invite readers to exchange URLs with me.

The working title of my PhD at Kingston University School of Surveying is: 

Visualising Landvaluescape: Developing the Concept for Britain. 

Essentially I am assessing the outline business case for ‘UK plc’ to embark on a programme of land valuation. There are three main strands to my work: 

· A Policy Delphi Process, involving 29 experts, stakeholder representatives and others interested in UK Value Mapping;

· Production of a Demonstrator Value Map of an area of Oxfordshire, mainly to test reaction to the concept from UK prospective users; and

· Fact-finding, through overseas visits to countries where Value Maps are already used or planned, and through the internet, e-mail and correspondence.

The Policy Delphi
A Delphi is a ‘virtual committee’ convened to share information and views about a complex technical policy area, so as to help develop a shared understanding of options for the future. Membership of my Delphi Group closed on 23 Feb, after three months of personal invitations to carefully selected contacts (direct and indirect), numbering nearly 100 in all. The final Group size is 29, consisting of roughly equal numbers from private, public and voluntary sectors
. A full breakdown of Group membership will be posted in the Delphi section of my web-site in March, with a description of the process for engaging them and plans to use the Group - as will progress reports analysing feedback from them. 

The only filter used in accepting applicants into the formal Delphi Process (which involves quantitative analysis and therefore needs to be as free of bias as possible) was that minds had to start ‘open’ to the broad concept of ‘landvaluescape’.  Anyone known to belong to a Land Tax campaign group, or who denied that “Landvaluescape is a reality”, was excluded. However anyone can participate as an observer to the process: they will simply not be included in my analysis.

There was considerable optimism from the outset as to the prospect of “UK probably being value mapped”. More than half the Group (15) expect this to happen by 2015. These include two thirds of the twelve self-declared ‘experts’ in one or more of the four relevant fields: geo-spatial analysis techniques; property valuation; land/tax policy; and geo-data policy.

The levels of expertise across the whole Group are expressed in Figure 1. Here the first column in each group (in red) denotes ‘experts’, the second (blue) is those with ‘good’ knowledge. Yellow, pale blue and grey columns denote ‘moderate’, ‘minimal’ and ‘nil’ levels of expertise.
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Figure 1: Group Expertise
Although an on-line facility for joining and participating in the Delphi was created, with the aim of making the process easier for all while maintaining confidentiality, for various reasons many of the Group did not use it fully (or even at all) to enrol or complete their first ‘Round’ questionnaire. Several people who signed up early on had to withdraw later. Overall, assembling the Group proved much more difficult than envisaged. However those who are now ‘in’ seem to have so far appreciated the experience and many have said they look forward to remaining stages.

The first Round consisted of an introduction to five ‘concepts’ central to the project: land value; ‘landvaluescape’; national land valuation; rolling revaluation; and a Tax Effect Demonstrator (TED) – of which the Oxfordshire Trial will be a UK first. It then listed 28 ‘issues’, each related to one or more of the concepts. It asked respondents to ‘score’ their acceptance of each concept and the perceived ‘importance’ of each issue. There was broad acceptance of all concepts but a considerable variation within the Group and between Issues as to their importance. All issues were, on average within the Group, regarded as at least ‘slightly important’ (score 2) but none as ‘very important’. Those most important were all related to land, tax or geo-data policy rather than to the technical areas of spatial analysis or valuation (see figure 2). The full list of Issues is in Table 1. Issues regarded as more than ‘important’ are in bold; those ‘slightly important’ in italics.
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Issue description (abbreviated)

Group Ave. Score



	Ref.
	Description of Issue

	1/1
	Inertia or insularity among UK valuers.

	1/2
	Difficulty of specifying ‘highest and best use’ for market/fair valuation of land, under the UK planning system.

	1/3
	‘Appeal culture’ liable to swamp any system where land values (in particular) are used for property tax assessment. 

	1/4 
	Sheer workload imposed on valuers.

	1/5
	Need for new legislation to define ‘land value’.

	1/6 
	Perceived threat to land with non-monetary ‘value’ (e.g. heritage or wildlife conservation and recreation) if its market value is exposed.

	2/1
	Difficulty of converting ‘price per land parcel’ to ‘price per unit area’, necessary for modelling land values.

	2/2
	Difficulty adjusting specific site values to a common base date, where values are changing rapidly over time.

	2/3
	Mass use of subjective valuation data other than for purpose for which it was intended.

	2/4
	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.

	2/5 
	Treatment of ‘fuzzy’ values over large areas where recent market valuation data is sparse.

	2/6
	Lack of transparency in the ‘black art’ of spatial data analysis.

	3/1
	Political sensitivity of commissioning a national land valuation for taxation.

	3/2
	Technical problems with completing and maintaining related data sets, such as addresses, ownership.

	3/3
	Institutional problems getting ‘joined up thinking’ between various agencies responsible for component data sets needed for land taxation.

	3/4 
	Lack of a single Government Champion for the idea.

	3/5
	Lack of a ‘cadastre’ of map-based land management information in the UK political culture.

	3/6
	Active resistance from landed interests to a perceived threat to their wealth.

	3/7
	Increasing pressure to find new, sustainable government revenue sources.

	4/1
	Technological advances reducing cost of large-scale, frequent revaluations.

	4/2
	Pressure from local/regional/central government funding departments to modernise property tax administration and save costs.

	4/3
	Property industry (esp. investor) pressure to have better market information in the public domain.

	4/4
	Globalisation and convergence of professional practice in surveying generally.

	5/1
	Public (i.e. taxpayer) pressure for more transparency in tax assessments.

	5/2
	Research funding in this field.

	5/3 
	Engaging potential commercial users of Value Maps sufficiently for them to even think about business benefits.

	5/4
	Problems with quantifying benefits.

	5/5
	Data pricing, ownership, licensing and liability policies acting as barriers to wider public use of Value Maps.


Table 1: Initial Value Maps Delphi “Issues” List

The Second Round of the Delphi Process will be in April, after analysis of Round One is complete. A third and possibly a fourth round will be later in the year, after the Demonstrator and most of the fact-finding are finished. 

Oxfordshire Trial

Contracts were signed on 31 January 2004 between the American Lincoln Institute of Land Policy (funding site valuations to the tune of $15,000), Vale of White Horse DC (Authority managing the project and custodian of the resulting database), CSH Property Consultants (their Director Robert Ashton-Kane FRICS IRRV is the Valuer) and myself as Researcher (entitled to use the results in research and publications). CSH have agreed a Methodology with the Authority and undertaken to complete ‘beacon site’ valuations by the end of March, that is all 100+ commercial sites and a further 100 domestic sites.

All members of the county and district councils have been informed of the Trial progress. Residents, owners and occupiers of properties in the trial area (see Figure 3 – area inside red line) have been sent a letter by the Valuer explaining why he may soon be approaching them to carry out his assessments. Local and national publicity for the LVT Trial was held back until this had happened but is now commencing. A one-day conference is being planned for mid-September to reveal the results: feedback from delegates will be an important part of my PhD research.

Further small grants for the Trial have been received from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and certain other organisations and individuals. This money is being used to create a web site, pay the expenses of volunteers helping the Valuer, procure other data (such as agricultural use classification of fields) and pay for publicity. I am obliged to write a report for Lincoln Institute on the creation of the Landvaluescape Demonstrator by the end of July.
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