VISUALISING LANDVALUESCAPE

“The Concept in a British Context”

Delphi Group Round Two Commentary & Form

Introduction

The first ‘Round’ questionnaire [Stage1Q.doc
] of this Policy Delphi Process introduced five Concepts
 and 28 Issues
 related to Value Mapping in the UK to 29 members of a carefully selected group of stakeholders in the subject. The composition of the Delphi Group is analysed elsewhere [Group Anal.doc] and their collective responses are set out in [Round One.doc]. The Group has also been sent the entire consolidated data (profiles and Round One responses) in a single spreadsheet that includes all Group members’ comments [Mon1Open.xls] but not their names or identifying details. The entire Delphi Process is described in a document that continues to be revised [DelphiLVScape.doc].

In this second Round, some conclusions drawn from Round One are presented as draft Policy Options (see page 2), to which the Group is asked to respond. Most of the original Issues – the ones that the Group scored ‘2.5’ or higher overall - are then re-presented, in the order of ‘importance’ which the Group scored them (from page 12). This time the Group is asked to score these Issues – and two new ones that arose from the responses to the Concepts in Round One – in up to four ‘dimensions’, in the context of the Policy Options set out above them and contents of previously mentioned documents. These Dimensions are based on Turoff (1970).

Group members
 are asked to note the views and information supplied by their colleagues in the Delphi Process before responding. The preferred method of response is, as before, on-line via the www.landvaluescape.org/delphi website facility. However the blank form can be sent as an email attachment if preferred.  

The Delphi Process is being broadcast via the e-mailed Landvaluescape News to a large number of interested observers
 in the UK and overseas, for whom on-line access only is offered: their contributions will be included in the qualitative analysis of Round Two but not in the quantitative analysis.  Strict confidentiality will be maintained as to the composition and views of the formal Group and is also offered to contributing observers, if they indicate this in their responses. However only contributions from people who first complete a Profile form at http://www.landvaluescape.org/delphi/login.php will be accepted.

The Privacy terms for participation in the Delphi are at http://www.landvaluescape.org/privacy.html 

Draft Policy Options

From the results of Round One it is possible to draw some tentative conclusions about UK Value Maps policy options. ‘Policy’ is used here in its broadest sense: although most actions require government involvement, the ‘politics’ exists also within private industry, academic, professional and institutional circles. Actions indicated all require changes in current practice to be considered: some can be initiated without legislation but all will involve the exercise of considerable political will and leadership.

For each Policy Option (PO) that follows, as with the Concepts in Round One the opinions of Delphi Group members are requested, to score each PO in the range 1 to 5
.  Comments are also welcomed, as before. After an analysis of results from this simple PO scoring, and other concurrent research activity exploring POs (e.g. interviews with relevant agencies), these and other emerging options for developing the Value Maps concept for UK will be presented in Round Three for more sophisticated scoring by the Delphi Group, probably in September.

Index to draft Policy Options
	PO No
	Description
	Page

	
	
	

	1
	Government to support existing LVT ‘desk studies’ by others in trial areas, specifically by allowing free access to confidential publicly held property value data 
	3

	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
	5

	
	
	

	3
	Private sector led UK Value Maps Market Analysis, building on NLIS & Project Acacia
	6

	
	
	

	4
	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
	7

	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
	8

	
	
	

	6
	Compare first- and second-order costs of continuing with the present UBR/CT property taxes (albeit modernised and using GIS) with periodic revaluations, and replacing both with LVT and rolling revaluation
	9

	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
	10

	?
	Add additional ‘Policy Options’ (desirable/relevant/feasible actions that you would like to see) here.....
	11


The most important issue arising from Round One was 3/1: “Political sensitivity of commissioning a national land valuation for taxation”. Such a valuation is, almost all respondents conceded, a pre-condition for nation-wide Value Mapping. 

Note that ‘taxation’ need not mean LVT: most of North America has land values assessed separately from building values for tax purposes – but very few legislatures on that continent use LVT. Separate land and building valuations need not even imply differential tax rates as between land and buildings. Land values are assessed separately partly as a result of assessors recognising the entirely different behaviour of land and building values over time and partly – now increasingly – as a by-product of the more statistically based CAMA systems employed by American tax authorities.

Hence not all the following policy options pre-suppose LVT, although they do pre-suppose a not unfavourable disposition by Government towards its consideration. In that light, the Chancellor’s Budget Statement of 17 March 2004 contained a hint that the first PO might be imminent. In his comments on the report by Kate Barker, a member of the Monetary Policy Committee of the Bank of England, for HM Treasury on Housing Supply (Barker 2004), which was published the same day, he said:

“While the business rate sets a tax on developed properties, the Barker Report states that there is none on the unearned increment in land values when undeveloped land is granted planning permission. Because this is a long-term issue for both housing and [economic] stability, the way forward is not only to consult widely but to see whether a long term consensus can be agreed. So I hope that over the next year all parties will study the Barker proposal and it must be in the interests of the whole country to see whether we can forge a shared approach that would safeguard our environment, lead to more affordable housing and at the same time keep interest rates as low as possible and contribute to the greater economic stability of Britain.” (Brown 2004)

There are several points in this section of the speech that indicate initiatives currently being taken outside central government might now attract official Whitehall interest and resources, if not yet overt political backing. Firstly the ‘unearned increment’ affects not just ‘undeveloped land’ (i.e. ‘green’ land) but also previously developed (‘brown field’ land) and land in the vicinity of developments, which receives a value spill-over of usually positive nature. 

The Barker Report ‘states’ much more about land values than the fact that no tax is levied on the award of planning permission. It provides an excellent analysis of the inter-action between taxes and land and property markets, before making some unexpected judgements about the relative efficacies of different kinds of land tax
. Any study of ‘the Barker proposal’ should involve research into the whole phenomenon of this ‘unearned increment’, almost certainly using Value Maps.

The ongoing Oxfordshire LVT Trial will produce such maps by July 2004 as part of this PhD project. A study of LVT in Whitstable (McGill & Plimmer 2004) will also produce Value Maps within the timeframe of the Chancellor’s call for study. The latter study in particular will investigate the specific relationships between tax reform, the planning system and property markets that Barker recognises as complex and poorly understood.

So the first Policy Option is this:

PO1: Government to support existing LVT ‘desk studies’ by others in trial areas, specifically by allowing free access to confidential publicly held property value data.

The aim, from the Government’s viewpoint and that of all those already involved in these studies, would be to develop standards, protocols and conventions for producing and portraying by means of maps the site rental values of properties as distinct from gross market capital values.

PO1 ‘Desirability’ Score 1-5                 
Comments:

However if Government is serious in wanting to explore ‘a tax ... on the unearned increment’ thus exposed, it needs to develop an understanding of how various options for tax reform including LVT will impact upon ‘the environment’, ‘affordable housing’ supply, ‘interest rates’, ‘economic stability’, etc., all mentioned in the above extract. It can only do this by allowing pilots of actual tax-raising: mere economic modelling is almost certainly unable to prove anything, although it can give some indications. Therefore, whilst some of the aims of the next Policy Option can be achieved through studying the effects of existing desk studies, only Government
 itself can introduce....

PO2: Enabling legislation, possibly based on the BIDs section of the 2003 Local Government Bill, to allow trials of LVT in a range of areas.

In all parts of the UK, LVT could be tried out alongside existing property taxes, which could be abated to some extent so that the overall revenue take within trial areas was unchanged. This is how the Pennsylvania split-rate cities move towards LVT: it should never be seen as a source of additional revenue but as an economic instrument. In BIDs, where the legislation allows additional business rates to be levied, LVT would be seen as a way of replacing that additional levy with revenue from a wider range of property interests –spreading the tax burden.

In the context of this research into Value Maps, the main benefit of PO2 is that only after successful trials of LVT (or other property tax reform involving use of land values) can a commitment to nation-wide production of such maps for tax purposes be expected. LVT is the means to achieve a tool with potentially much wider and different benefits than those listed in the Chancellor’s speech. 

PO2 Desirability Score 1-5:


Comments:

The third Policy Option, which need not depend on the first two to be begun, could be led by the property industry and professions. Following the successful model of the National Land Information Service (NLIS), all stakeholders in Value Maps could commence a direct follow-up of this research and commission a market needs analysis, applying their own in-house resources or appointing independent consultants. The Whitstable and Oxfordshire LVT trials will produce landvaluescape models that others could use. 

The business model emerging from some remarks in Round One of this Delphi would be a Public-Private Partnership (PPP): a private sector company such as CGE&Y, which is in the process of taking over responsibility for all Inland Revenue IT systems, could undertake to design for VOA and then invest in a re-engineered set of property tax systems that exploit public (and possibly also private) datasets in the national interest.

PO3: Private sector led UK Value Maps Market Analysis, building on NLIS & Project Acacia.

It is the aim of this project to outline a possible specification for such a study, indicating the method to be followed. Clear support from Government, for the reasons stated in the preamble to PO1, would be extremely helpful but not essential in order for it to be undertaken.  The views of the Delphi Group are particularly sought on the scope of this study and how it might be set up and managed.

PO3 Desirability score:

Comments:

The problem with PO3 is that there is no clear single Champion – either in Government or outside – whose remit might include the sponsorship of such a study. The exception is NI, where all agencies (for valuation, land registration, and mapping) come under a single Minister. UK-wide, the best candidate to act as Champion might be the Association for Geographic Information (AGI), however although it has the motivation and membership capable of representing all interests, it does not have the power or the resources. It could however lobby Government, or a small group of its more rich and powerful corporate members, to commission the study and then give AGI responsibility for forming a steering committee to take the study forward.

It is perhaps a separate PO that is needed here, because the important issue identified in Round One (I3/4: Lack of a single government Champion for the idea [of Value Maps]) has implications beyond PO3.

PO4: 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.

The EU INSPIRE and EULIS initiatives specifically include ‘value’ among the attributes intended for member states’ land information systems. In the UK, Project Acacia has VOA among its members but the project has no funds and appears to have no Champion at Ministerial level. There would be benefits to public policy far beyond the matters of property taxation and Value Maps from the appointment of such a Champion. However it is not easy to see where such a person would emerge from: NLIS was largely the creation of the Chief Land Registrar, who provided seed funding from within HMLR’s core budget at the outset.

Given the current political focus on affordable housing and local government finance, it might be that the target of lobbying ought to be the Minister in charge of local government, whose budget pays for most of the operating costs of VOA. A Parliamentary scrutiny of VOA’s operations might not be amiss: is the ODPM getting value for money, given the breadth of its public policy responsibilities?

PO4 Feasibility
 score:

Comments

On the way to recommending who should champion national land management and related geo-data initiatives, an investigation into VOA might validate this author’s findings in Vickers (2003) that the Agency’s IT systems should not be modernised until the potential benefits of CAMA & GIS, within and beyond its current remit as an Agency, have been studied. The VOA’s own recent Review (VOA 2002) said that its databases ought to be seen as a national asset to be exploited more widely for public benefit, as far as was consistent with data protection laws. This leads to fifth PO:

PO5: 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.

The danger is that VOA will undergo modernisation purely for its own internal reasons and miss a generational opportunity to exploit the potential of Value Maps more widely. The cycle of revaluations for current property taxes means that the best time to commence this project is immediately after the 2005 Revaluation comes into effect – or at least after the work on it is substantially complete. That is imminent, hence there is a need, if this PO is supported, for VOA, its IT partner CGE&Y and its sponsor department HM Treasury to be persuaded not to finalise its new systems’ specifications without CAMA/GIS/LVT ‘future proofing’.

PO5 desirability score:

Comments

Another, largely distinct consequence of the broad support for rolling revaluation in Round One is that VOA should again investigate the comparative costs of ‘continuous revision’ and periodic revision for existing property taxes
. This should be looked at with and without the separation of land values from overall property values. Also the second-order costs that fall externally to VOA to taxpayers should be taken into account, e.g. fees paid to rating advisers and the cost of the appeals system. Third-order costs (and benefits) would be picked up in the wider study (PO3 above).

Vickers (2003) concluded that it might cost no more to administer LVT with annual adjustment of tax assessments at local authority budget setting times, than to continue with present taxes and revaluations at five- (for UBR) and ten-yearly (for CT) intervals. In other words, using the period between the 2005 (2006-7) and 2010 (2016-17) revaluations to shift from an occupier-based non-domestic (and crude capital value domestic) property tax system respectively to a uniform LVT site-rental based system need cost no more in administration terms than continuing with – and even modernising – the existing systems. 
In such a ‘tax shift’ scenario, almost all rating valuers would work on LVT after 2005 and UBR/CT would be phased out as the revenue from – and accuracy of assessments for – LVT improved during the transition 
period. By about 2015 the unified tax roll would be maintained under continuous revision. An annual snapshot would be taken for tax and budget setting purposes.

This needs to be validated. The underlying assumption is that CAMA/GIS enable the vast majority of site valuations to be done geo-statistically without site inspection, leaving valuers to concentrate on the few sites that are difficult to assess, because land/site value is a residual of computations. This is described in Ward et al (2002) for a US county and nothing has been said in Round One to suggest that, once UK land registries are complete, it would technically be very difficult here. Hence PO6:-

PO6: 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.

A further assumption is that without introducing rolling revaluation and extending public access to all non-confidential VOA data, property tax assessments that are not maintained reasonably up-to-date will have a very limited use outside the tax system.  Therefore even if the scope of PO6 excludes third-order matters (i.e. societal benefits of Value Maps – covered in PO3), there is almost certainly a very significant financial handicap attached to the status quo option. It is hoped that this project can produce a first-order figure on the third-order costs and benefits, however without Government support (PO1) there can be no first-order estimate much better than that in Vickers (2003).

PO6 desirability score:

Comments

An alternative proposal by another UK LVT researcher is to extend the coverage of the present property taxes across all settled areas of the UK, defined by settlement boundaries on Local Development Plans, thus filling the holes in the UK’s urban landvaluescape.  She believes that the HABU principle could be incorporated into UK law more easily than strict ‘land value’ and that extending UBR to cover vacant and under-used land, as recommended by the Urban Task Force (Rogers 1999), would probably be politically more acceptable.  At a later stage, split valuations could be brought in on the North American model, then split rates
 if desired – even zero-rating buildings.

Plimmer suggests: “remove the requirement for "beneficial occupation" from the tenets of rateable occupation - i.e. land and buildings currently need to be capable of commanding a rent to be rateable” (Plimmer 2004). There is provision in UK law already for statutory HABU market capital valuation (for CPO) and a combination of these two relatively minor changes to the current VOA system for tax assessment could achieve her aim.
This proposal appears to have the disadvantage that it is less likely to allow a move to rolling revaluations, because there would remain the need to inspect buildings. It would be far less amenable to CAMA (except in residential areas) and unlikely to produce consistent, large-scale nation-wide Value Maps as soon as if there was a shift in one stage (not counting limited trials – PO2) to LVT. It would presumably not cover rural areas, which currently have no property tax assessments.

If the purpose of this research was to devise the most acceptable way of introducing LVT and there was an underlying political will to do this, quite apart from any non-tax benefits of Value Maps, this option would deserve strong support. As it is, PO7 is a fall-back:

PO7: 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.

This PO is set out independent of specific land valuation, for reasons given above. It would not, of itself, require a nation-wide land valuation although it would seem to require that most rating valuers gain experience in techniques similar to those used where LVT exists.

PO7 score:

Comments.

With the experience of explicit LVT trials (see PO1) and implementation of PO7, it would be fairly simple to then ask VOA to conduct a national land valuation, providing split land:buildings assessments for all legal land parcels nation-wide. The first assessments could be obtained partly by self-assessment. The initial LVT tax rates would be quite low and errors would therefore be unlikely to lead to many appeals. As the LVT rate was raised, the UBR rate would be correspondingly lowered and the quality of land value assessments improved.

This scenario is described in a contribution (Chapter 15, by Vickers) to a new book (Connellan 2004) described at http://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/pub-detail.asp?id=891   which will shortly be available from the authors or the Lincoln Institute web site. Appendices to the book giving further details of proposed policy options (conceived before the start of this Delphi), will be available from the Lincoln web site only, from April 2004.

It is at the completion of a first full professional national land valuation for taxation that “Britain will have been value mapped” (the phrase used in the invitation to join this Delphi Group), according to most responses to Round One. Assuming this to be the case, Group members are now asked to re-assess their estimate of the year
 by when this will have been achieved. 

Britain will have been ‘Value Mapped’ by  20____.

If there are further PO’s that you think are necessary for this to happen, please describe each one below, with a brief explanation.

Additional PO: description

Comment

Additional PO: description

Comment

The remainder of this form consists of a table of Issues, on which your scores (and any comments) are required...
Table 1 –Issues ‘Score Sheet’ (Round Two)

Notes on following pages:

1. Issues. Wording of some issues has slightly changed (as shown in bold or strikethrough) as a result of Round One responses. Low-scoring Issues have been dropped from further consideration or merged into other similar ones. Several new Issues are added at the end, others are now listed in order of Group score on ‘importance’ and have reference numbers used in Round One. 

2. ‘Relevance’ scoring guide: 1= ‘unimportant’ (no priority/ relevance, should be dropped as an item for consideration); 2= ‘slightly important’ (not a determining factor, insignificantly relevant); 3= ‘important’ (is relevant but does not have to be fully resolved – at least not initially); 4= ‘very important’ (a most relevant point, must be resolved).

3. ‘Desirability’ scoring guide: 1= ‘very undesirable’ (will have a major negative effect on chances of success or harmful / not justifiable for other reasons); 2= ‘undesirable’ (will have a negative effect or harmful, only justifiable as a by-product of a very desirable item); 3= ‘desirable’ (will have positive effect and little or no negative effect, justifiable as a by-product or in conjunction with other items); 4= ‘very desirable’ (extremely beneficial, justifiable on its own merits). 

4. ‘Feasibility’ scoring guide: 1= ‘definitely unfeasible’ (cannot be done, all indications are negative as to feasibility); 2= ‘possibly unfeasible’ (significant unanswered questions or indications of unfeasibility); 3= ‘possibly feasible’ (some R&D still required or further consideration or preparation to be given to public or political reaction); 4= ‘definitely feasible’ (no hindrance to implementation or R&D required). 

5. ‘Confidence’ scoring guide [N.B. Use this to enable weighting of your scores for other ‘dimensions’]: 1= ‘unreliable’ (no validity in premise or argument for it, great risk of being wrong); 2= ‘risky’ (substantial risk of being wrong, many incorrect inferences being drawn, unable to decide on this basis alone); 3= ‘reliable’ (some risk of being wrong, decision based on this alone could be in error but most inferences will be correct); 4= ‘certain’ (decision based on this will not be wrong because of this ‘fact’, low risk).

6. Cells that are ‘greyed out’ should not be scored. Either it is clear that the particular ‘dimension’ is inapplicable to this issue/item or in Round One the matter was resolved by expert comment, (e.g. ‘land value’ has been defined already, hence is certainly ‘feasible’, although it may not have been established in UK legal systems). Turoff (1970) advises: “It is usually unwise to attempt to ask for a vote on more than two dimensions of any item.” Hence some trouble has been taken to achieve minimum votes per item. The above scoring system (notes 2 to 5) closely follows Turoff (1970) pp86-87.
7. Can’t answer simply – or at all?! In the on-line version of the form, every page of the form allows you to add a short comment (up to 50 words) and includes the relevant Round One analysis text. If you are using MSWord to complete the form, please use ‘Insert/Comment’ facility whenever you feel a simple score is inadequate. You will need to print out [RoundOne.doc] and refer to it as you fill in Table 1. Please do not leave cells blank but use the ‘confidence’ column.

	Ref
	Score Rd. 1
	Description of Issue
	Relevance

1-4
	Desirability 1-4
	Feasibility 1-4
	Confidence 1-4

	3/1
	3.3
	political sensitivity of Commissioning a national land valuation for taxation.
	
	
	
	

	3/6
	3.25
	Active resistance from landed interests to a perceived threat to their wealth.
	
	
	
	

	3/4 
	3.2
	Lack of A single Government Champion for the idea.
	
	
	
	

	1/5
	3.1
	Need for new legislation to define ‘land value’.
	
	
	
	

	3/3
	3.1
	Institutional problems getting ‘joined up thinking’ between various agencies responsible for component data sets needed for land taxation.
	
	
	
	

	4/2
	3.1
	Pressure from local/regional/central government funding departments to modernise property tax administration and save costs.
	
	
	
	

	5/5
	3.1
	Data pricing, ownership, licensing and liability policies acting as barriers to wider public use of Value Maps.
	
	
	
	

	3/7
	2.95
	Increasing pressure to find Finding new, sustainable government revenue sources.
	
	
	
	

	1/2
	2.9
	Difficulty of Specifying ‘highest and best use’ for market/fair valuation of land, under the UK planning system.
	
	
	
	

	Ref
	Score Rd. 1
	Description of Issue
	Relevance

1-4
	Desirability 1-4
	Feasibility 1-4
	Confidence 1-4

	1/3
	2.9
	‘Appeal culture’ liable to swamp any system where land values are used for property tax assessment. 
	
	
	
	

	4/1
	2.9
	Technological advances reducing cost of large-scale, frequent revaluations.
	
	
	
	

	1/1
	2.8
	Inertia or insularity among UK valuers.
	
	
	
	

	2/5 
	2.8
	Development of cartographic conventions and protocols for Value Maps

	
	
	
	

	3/2
	2.8
	Technical problems with completing and maintaining related data sets, such as addresses, ownership.
	
	
	
	

	3/5
	2.8
	Developing a ‘cadastre’ of map-based land management information in the UK political culture.
	
	
	
	

	2/2
	2.75
	Maintaining currency of site values

	
	
	
	

	2/4
	2.7
	Deciding which ‘geographies’ to use in landvaluescape models

	
	
	
	

	5/1
	2.7
	Public (i.e. taxpayer) pressure for more transparency in tax assessments.
	
	
	
	


	Ref
	Score Rd. 1
	Description of Issue
	Relevance

1-4
	Desirability 1-4
	Feasibility 1-4
	Confidence 1-4

	2/3
	2.6
	Mass use of subjective valuation data in modelling land values
.
	
	
	
	

	5/3 
	2.6
	Marketing Value Maps across all sectors
.
	
	
	
	

	4/3
	2.55
	Having better property market information in the public domain.
	
	
	
	

	2/7
	new

	Impact of landvaluescape on property market, inc. spatial planning decision-making.
	
	
	
	

	2/8
	new
	Statutory functions of Value Maps
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� Files denoted [filename.doc] can be downloaded from � HYPERLINK "http://www.landvaluescape.org/delphi" ��www.landvaluescape.org/delphi�  after you log on. Those not highlighted can be e-mailed by the author � HYPERLINK "mailto:tonyvickers@cix.co.uk" ��tonyvickers@cix.co.uk� on request: they are normally  only sent to Delphi Group members.


� C1 – Land Value; C2 – Landvaluescape; C3 – National Land Valuation; C4 – Rolling Revaluation; C5 – Tax Effect Demonstrator.


� Each Issue related to one of the Concepts. Most are included below in Table 1, e.g. Issue 3/2 is the second Issue relating to National Land Valuation. For more details see [Round One.doc]


� Anyone can attempt this form, after logging on (see note 1). The full spreadsheet of Round One responses, including those of the Delphi monitoring team at Kingston University (not included in the quantitative analysis) can be viewed at [Mon1Open.xls] on request. Group responses include selected comments in the text of [Round One.doc].


� Please send email addresses of people who might be interested and able to assist this study to the author.


� For each PO, only one ‘dimension’ of scoring is asked for at this stage, usually ‘desirability’. A score of ‘5’ indicates ‘strong agreement’, ‘3’ indicates ‘no opinion’ and ‘1’ indicates ‘strong disagreement’.  But see also the box under each PO and the notes to Table 1. If a score does not adequately allow you to express your view, please use comments.


� The Interim Barker Report contained a more complete analysis of housing land economics, which appeared to favour LVT over other forms of land value capture (Barker 2003).


� It should be noted that both the Scottish Parliament and Northern Ireland (NI) Assembly are able to introduce and pass such legislation, without reference to Westminster. The technical steps in these devolved parts of the UK would need to be subtly different to what England & Wales would require but it would be very desirable to run LVT trials in all nations of the UK simultaneously, especially as the Chancellor has in mind ‘economic stability’ in advance of (and after) a possible UK entry to the Euro.





� It is assumed that everyone would agree that this is desirable. Is it politically feasible?


� Such a re-engineering project could form part of the outcome of PO3. However that might be some years away, hence the need to take action now.


� No evidence has been found that ‘continuous revision’ has ever been seriously studied by VOA.


� Some 20 cities in Pennsylvania have adopted split-rate property taxes, with higher rates on land values than on building values (Hartzok 1997).


� Your original answer is in column K of the spreadsheet [Mon1Open.xls].


� Incorporates issue in previous wording: “Treatment of ‘fuzzy’ values over large areas where recent market valuation data is sparse.”


� Reworded, was: “Difficulty adjusting specific site values to a common base date, where values are changing rapidly over time.”


� Reworded, was: “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.”


� Combined with Issue 2/1 (now dropped) and reworded, now incorporates all issues relating to inappropriate use of raw valuation data.


� Combined with Issue 5/4 and reworded, now incorporates the two main aspects of marketing: expressing benefits and communicating them effectively.


� The explanation for including this - and 2/8 - is in the Commentary on Concept 2 (Landvaluescape) of the Round One analysis.
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