UK Value Maps Delphi: CONFIDENTIAL WHEN COMPLETED: Round Three form

UK Value Maps Policy Delphi – “Round Three”

Questionnaire: please complete by 20 December 2004

The preferred method of return is by email attachment to: tonyvickers@phonecoop.coop 

Alternatively by post to: Modern Maps, 62 Craven Road, Newbury, Berkshire RG14 5NJ UK or fax to 01635 230046

Part I: Policy Plan. This table sets out some Actions (mainly by Government) that it is suggested are required in order for the UK to be ‘value mapped’. A combination of Policy Options or Actions constitutes a Policy Plan. For example, by selecting Actions 1,4,5,6,8 and 11 but not the remainder, a particular Policy Plan is submitted. The table lists Actions in an approximate chronological order of feasibility.
You are asked to score each Action in three ‘dimensions’: relevance; desirability; feasibility (as in Round Two for ‘Issues’: from 1 to 5 – low to high). You are also asked to use the ‘links’ column to state which Actions are inter-dependent (e.g. enter ‘1’ against Action 4 if you think Action 1 is a pre-condition of Action 4). You are encouraged to use the Remarks column to enter brief comments (up to about 50 words).

	No.
	Action
	Explanation
	Relev.
	Desir.
	Feas.
	Links
	Remarks

	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.
	
	
	
	
	


	No.
	Action
	Explanation
	Relev.
	Desir.
	Feas.
	Links
	Remarks

	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.
	
	
	
	
	


	No.
	Action
	Explanation
	Relev.
	Desir.
	Feas.
	Links
	Remarks

	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) acc. 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 recognised.
	
	
	
	
	


Part II: Stakeholder Groups as Enablers and Beneficiaries.
The table below sets out the ten types of potential Value Map stakeholder groups that were introduced at the beginning of the Delphi Process. You are asked to give your views as to the relative importance of Value Maps to each (in the ‘Beneficiary’ column) and of each stakeholder group to the development of Value Maps in the UK (in the ‘Enabler’ column). Order from ‘10’ (= ‘benefit most’ or ‘most important group to enabling’). Give a different rank to each group: no ‘dead heats’! There is space also for ‘Remarks’ to explain your score.

	Gp Code
	Stakeholder Group (note: some descriptions are slightly amended from previous Rounds)
	Beneficiary Rank (10-1)
	Enabler Rank (10-1)
	Remarks (e.g. explain the benefits to this Group or how it could enable value maps, if not obvious).

	D
	Property & geographic data providers
	
	
	

	S
	Software suppliers and IT consultants
	
	
	

	T
	Property tax administrators
	
	
	

	U
	Urban planners (and developers)
	
	
	

	N
	Sponsors of national e-government projects
	
	
	

	P
	Politicians and campaign groups
	
	
	

	I
	Property investors (and owners)
	
	
	

	R
	Insurers, risk assessors and underwriters
	
	
	

	B
	Entrepreneurial business (property occupiers)
	
	
	

	E
	Real estate agencies (property intermediaries)
	
	
	


Part III: The Delphi Process
My supervisors and I would like to know what you thought of the methodology I’ve used. Please answer the following questions and feel free to add your own comments.

1) Do you think this is an appropriate method of research for this subject?   Yes / No
2) Place in order of your personal preference these methods of engaging in a Delphi: 

a) On-line

b) Email

c) Post and fax

3) Place in order of importance to you, as a participant, the following aspects of the Delphi Process (which have all been mentioned in the literature or to me personally by one or more of you):-
a) Anonymity (easier to express and change views);

b) Efficient use of time;

c) Flexibility (you do it when it suits you);

d) No need to travel;

e) Collaboration with ‘peers’ from various fields;

f) Combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis;

g) Personal involvement in a developing process.
4) Any comments on this particular Delphi Process:-

Don’t forget to fill in your name at the start of the form before returning it to me!

Thank you very much for participating.



Respondent name:








