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Background

This is an analysis of the third and final round of questions put to a Delphi Group of experts and stakeholders in the subject of Value Maps in late 2004. Previous rounds were sent out in November 2003 and April 2004, and responses were analysed in documents posted on the author’s website and sent to participants and interested parties (Vickers 2004a and 2004b). The Policy Delphi Process is described in Vickers (2004c). 
The purpose of the exercise was to guide participants in an informed discussion to elicit views and comments and, if possible, enable the author to achieve with them a consensus as to a plan of action that might lead to a UK implementation of value mapping. It formed the major part of fieldwork to discover what the indicative costs and benefits, barriers and drivers, might be as regards the subject activity at the present time.

The questionnaire for Round Three (see Appendix 1) had three parts, which were not closely inter-related. Part I asked for views on a plan of action, consisting of fourteen Policy Actions; Part II dealt with ten stakeholder groups and their likely roles in relation to value mapping; Part III was about the Policy Delphi Process.

In parallel with the Delphi Process the author has conducted a number of individual and small group discussions with stakeholders in value mapping, including some members of the Delphi Group. He has also been involved with production of a demonstrator ‘landvaluescape’ model data set by Vale of White Horse District Council (VoWH) in Oxfordshire, as part of a study of land value taxation (LVT) there, so as to use the data to present value mapping in a UK context to a number of audiences. These strands of research will be described separately and drawn together in the PhD dissertation.

Participants and Group Size
Out of 29 members of the original group who had signed up to take part in the three-round Delphi Process by January 2004, only 21 responded to Round Three and one of these responses was so incomplete as to be not worth including in the analysis
. However all but two of the six people who dropped out at the second stage were able to rejoin the process for Round Three. Hence 27 of the 29 took part in at least two of the rounds (see Table 1), of whom 14 took part in all three rounds.

An analysis (Vickers 2004b, 3) of the difference between Group scores for Round One, with and without Round Two drop-outs’ scores excluded, showed no significant difference. In Round Three the one representative of the insurance industry rejoined and most experts in all subjects participated in the process for at least two rounds. Therefore it can be said that 27 people participated sufficiently for their views to be included in the final analysis.

Whereas Round Two responses lacked anyone from the insurance industry (Group Code ‘R’), Round Three instead lacked any data supplier (D) representation. This will be discussed below when responses are analysed. It should be noted that neither member of Group Code ‘D’ claimed to be expert in geo-information policy: three of the four self-proclaimed experts remain in this round. 
The drop-outs in this round also included three of the seven categorising themselves as ‘urban planners’, all of them academics. One of these was also one of the four experts in geo-information policy. All other ten experts in the four fields of knowledge took part in Round Three, whereas three experts failed to respond to Round Two. Representatives of three key organisations failed to respond this time: the main professional institution specialising in all aspects of property taxation and two of the government agencies responsible for key spatial datasets. However the responses included at least one from another member of that Institution and from people who work closely with both agencies.

	TABLE 1 - LANDVALUESCAPE DELPHI GROUP  PARTICIPATION THROUGH THE PROCESS
	
	
	
	
	Expertise
	
	
	

	Ref
	Generic description
	Gp
	Part’n
	in
	round
	SpatAnl
	Val'n
	Land/Tx
	GeoInfo
	Map

	No
	 
	Code
	One
	Two
	Three
	 Self-
	Ass-
	-essed
	Score
	By..

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

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

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

	7
	county council policy director
	P
	 
	 
	 
	3
	2
	2
	4
	2010

	10
	Built environment researcher, commercial property consultant, GIS user
	S
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

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

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

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

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

	22
	independent GIS consultant
	S
	 
	 
	 
	2
	1
	2
	4
	2050

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	40
	land reform campaigner and author
	P
	 
	 
	 
	2
	1
	2
	3
	 

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

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

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

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

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

	46
	adviser on property tax policy to business groups
	B
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

	49
	professor of planning
	U
	 
	 
	
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2010

	50
	academic with research interest in GI and local taxation
	S
	 
	 
	 
	4
	2
	2
	3
	2008

	
	 TOTALS
	 
	29
	23
	20
	44
	43
	52
	57
	 


The main authority in Delphi research (Turoff & Linstone 1975) states that a group of between 15 and 25 participants is normally sufficient, if a fully representative range of views and knowledge is contained within the group. Given the wide range of expertise and stakeholder involvement needed to cover the subject of this research, this size range was considered somewhat inadequate. However whether the lower figure of 16 that completed all three rounds or the higher one of 27 that completed two out of three is taken, it is asserted that the number of participants is sufficient for some value to be placed on the quantitative analysis that follows.

The elimination of those that failed to fully participate from the Group that started, to give a final group of 20 that participated in Round Three results in an adjusted score for expertise, as shown in Table 2. The second figure is for the group of 20.

Table 2 – Expertise of Group
	Field of Expertise
	No. Expert
	No. Good
	No. Moderate
	No. Minimal
	Group Score

	Geo-statistical Spatial Analysis Techniques
	3 / 3
	5 / 3
	6 / 3
	8 / 6
	47 / 36

	Property Valuation
	2 / 2
	5 / 4
	7 / 5
	9 / 6
	46 / 36

	Land (Taxation) Policy
	2 / 2
	5 / 3
	12 / 9
	8 / 4
	55 / 39

	Geographic Information Policy
	4 / 3
	8 / 5
	6 / 5
	9 / 4
	61 / 42


Arguably the group is better balanced and contains proportionately more expertise in all areas at the end of the process than when it began. As expected, it is mainly the stakeholder representatives with less expertise across the board and hence less to contribute and perhaps less to gain (in their perception) that dropped out.

The reasons people gave for having to drop out of the Delphi were mainly pressure of work. An extension of over six weeks was given from the original deadline for Round Three responses, 20 December, at which time only seven forms had been returned. It is likely that for those who couldn’t manage a return, the time needed to re-engage with the subject matter after some eight months since the previous round was considerable. The time required to read Round Two Analysis before attempting Round Three was far greater than the time needed to fill in the form. To make a properly considered judgement on their responses, participants needed to refresh their minds as to the arguments that the Group had presented previously.

Recognising this fact, participants were asked to record two attempts at completing the form: one before they read Round Two Analysis and then a final score after considering that document fully. Only one person did so but it was noticeable that his scores changed quite considerably as a result
. This seems to show that the Delphi Process could have had a marked influence on the views of all individual participants.

I. The Action Plan

The Plan as a Whole

The Stage 3 questionnaire put fourteen suggested Policy Actions to the Delphi Group, in ‘approximate chronological order’. Introducing these in the Round Two Analysis document, the author gave each a Priority of either ‘High’ or ‘Medium’. Participants were asked to score each Action in the same three dimensions by which Issues were defined in Stage 2: Relevance, Desirability and Feasibility. A combination of Policy Actions constitutes a Policy Plan for introducing Value Mapping to the UK. Although individual respondents might wish to reject one or more Actions from their Policy Plan, they were asked to score all of them in all three dimensions. They were encouraged to use the ‘Remarks’ column to explain their scores and also to indicate in a ‘Links’ column where they thought that particular Actions were dependent upon – or preconditions for – other Actions. The Actions are listed and described in Table 3, their brief titles in bold. The numbers of respondents who specified links between Actions are shown in Table 4, along with the ranking of each Action on all three dimensions and overall, with scores on each dimension simply added together.

Table 3 – Policy Actions
	Action No.
	Description

	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.

	2
	Government to accept publicly that, in principle, the monitoring of all key datasets should be continuous and not periodic.

	3
	Government’s proposed “GI Panel” to report to a different Department than OS (preferably Cabinet Office).

	4
	Private sector consortium offer to  Government to fund national land valuation.

	5
	Public Private Partnership Agreement to produce and maintain consistent all-embracing land value dataset.

	6
	Commissioning a UK Value Maps Market Analysis

	7
	Appointing a Government Champion for GI, including Value Maps.

	8
	Completing the UK Land Registers (map based).

	9
	Separate data custodianship responsibilities from production and use, creating a State Enterprise Centre of Registers (SECR).

	10
	Create network of Local Land Information Managers (LLIMs)

	11
	Re-engineer property tax IT systems to fully exploit GIS / CAMA.

	12
	Allow tax-raising trials of LVT

	13
	Revive National Land Use Database (NLUD) acc. to original purpose.

	14
	Extend property taxes to all urban land


The opportunity to add new Actions was not offered, however some variations in Actions were given in the Remarks column. A more detailed explanation of the Actions could be deduced from the commentary introducing them in the Stage 2 Analysis and is given again, drawing on the comments from the Group, in the detailed analysis that follows below.

At a fairly superficial level, the responses show that three Policy Actions score highly in relevance and either desirability or feasibility: numbers 1, 6 and 7. The latter two are closely linked by several members of the Group, not directly to each other but through both being necessary pre-conditions for several other Actions. Action 1 is seen by most of those who used the Links facility as being a pre-condition for most other Actions. What this shows is that, perhaps before anything else relevant happens, it is essential for Government to make it clear that it favours, in principle, the idea that there should be a national land valuation. A market analysis of UK value mapping is unlikely to happen without this in-principle support from Government. However it is also seen by the Group as unlikely that the market analysis will be done without some involvement by Government and highly desirable that an individual Champion for GI within Government is appointed to oversee such an exercise and whatever might follow from it. These three Actions therefore form part of any Policy Plan: all are seen as highly feasible.

Three other Actions are seen as highly desirable: numbers 2, 8 and 11. The first two are linked (in the minds of two respondents) probably because they see that the in-principle acceptance of the need to continuously monitor changes in all key datasets would sit uncomfortably with land registers that were allowed to remain incomplete. However these two Actions are not seen as being easily achieved: both score fairly low on feasibility. The re-engineering of property tax IT systems is second only in desirability to completion of land registers – and also highly relevant - but is not seen as highly feasible at present. This is naturally seen as linked to allowing tax-raising trials of LVT and to extension of the scope of property taxes.

In terms of feasibility scores, the only Action not so far mentioned that is among the top three is number 3: the separation of the function of GI advice from that of sponsoring OS. However this scores quite low on both desirability and relevance. It is also notable that all Actions score significantly lower overall on feasibility than they do in respect of the other two ‘dimensions’. Only the appointment of a GI Champion and the carrying out of a value maps market analysis are seen by the Group as both politically and technically easy, with a score of over 4 out of a possible 5.

Of the seven Policy Actions that were assessed initially as high priority (1,4,5,6,7,8 & 11), the Group differ in terms of overall ranking with two (Actions 4 and 5) and in terms of Relevance also Action 8 rates below the top seven.

Analysis of Individual Proposed Policy Actions

Each Action is now analysed using the individual and group scores of Delphi participants, as well as their comments. There were a large number of comments in the ‘Remarks’ column on the form, spread fairly evenly among Actions and between participants: all except four of the 20 respondents made comments, of them four commented on every Action and a further four commented on at least half the Actions. The comments were copied from the completed forms into the Excel spreadsheet used for analysis, together with any numbers entered in the ‘Links’ column. Generally links were placed under ‘feasibility’, as they relate to the technical and/or political process of any overall Policy Plan. Comments were placed in whichever of the three columns (headed ‘r’, ‘d’, and ‘f’’ in the spreadsheet) that they seemed most to relate to (relevance, desirability and feasibility). Here they are grouped together but the three dimensions of each Action are analysed in that order.

For each Group score and each dimension, a mean and standard deviation (SD) were calculated. A low SD indicates good agreement within the Group. An overall ranking order of Policy Actions was produced by simply adding together the three mean Group scores for each dimension. The Actions are analysed in their overall ranking order.

Action 6: Value Maps Market Analysis. 

This scored second highest in Relevance (4.55) and Feasibility (4.05), sixth in Desirability (4.3). It was seen as being linked to Actions 1 (support for national land valuation – 3 respondents), 5 (production of land value dataset – 4 resp.), 4 (private sector offer to fund land valuation – 2 resp.) and 7 (GI Champion – 1 resp.). The SDs for Desirability and Feasibility are high (both 1.15) but for Relevance lower (0.85).

Lower scores may have been influenced – definitely were in one case – by the reference to private sector partnership in this exercise. Four out of five comments stated that they felt this was something that Government and not the private sector should undertake: one respondent, an IT consultant who is also a local councillor, scored this initially at ‘1’ for all dimensions but explicitly commented that he would score it “differently (5-5-5) if not PPP”. On ice it was made cleat that it was not the intention to insist on a PPP (Public Private Partnership), he allowed his alternative maximum scores to be used. The comment of another respondent who scored this 2-1-2 indicates that he might agree:

“Hate to be native [sic] but this is something for government. I distrust private involvement.” (44)
However a senior manager in the most relevant of public agencies highlights the ‘chicken and egg’ nature of proving the market exists:-

“If there is genuinely a market for value maps this vital first step should not need to depend on government support.  The deliverables must be clearly defined.” (32)
His last sentence is important: ownership of certain deliverables from this study should remain with Government and for this to happen Government must play a key role. Perhaps ‘PPP’ implies a too specific form of partnership but how does one prove the market exists until the market analysis is done? If private sector interests perceive a business case exists, then some form of partnership between the sectors is highly desirable from the start. Much of the information that needs to be considered in a value maps market analysis is owned by Government and many of the candidate applications will be public sector ones, if overseas experience is to be a guide.

Someone with long experience of public policy in UK GI summarised the Group views on the importance of this Action:

“This would be critical to taking value mapping forward and achieving acceptance in both public and private sectors (7)

Action 1: Government support for the idea of a national land valuation. 

This was ranked top in Relevance (score 4.75), equal third in Desirability (4.5) and fourth (3.6) in Feasibility. Low SDs for the first two dimensions indicated a good measure of agreement; views diverged considerably over Feasibility (SD 1.29). It was linked by respondents to almost all other Actions, notably to number 2 (continuous monitoring – 7 resp.). Perhaps because it was presented early on in the form, it attracted some of the most (10) comments of which several were lengthy.

The low scores in Feasibility were justified by assertions that this is – and will remain – a low profile subject politically, such as:

“I am not convinced that the government is interested in making any great changes in systems (taxation or IT) at this stage. It has to deliver on major programmes that register with voters and is less likely to be ready to look at major structural alterations now.” (3)

Another private sector respondent, a valuer opposed to tax reform, said:

“If separated from tax reform I have doubts if such a statement would be forthcoming without a compelling business case.  The key word here is potential.  Unless the usefulness of the tool is proven it will be difficult to garner support.” (32)
This again points to a ‘chicken and egg’ situation: the business case is difficult to make unless sponsors of a value maps market analysis know that a consistent, comprehensive nation-wide dataset is going to be forthcoming before they commission a study of the case. Such data is invariably sourced from property tax authorities, which makes it very difficult to separate value maps from tax reform.

Another from the private sector who is highly experienced in the way Governments work, scored this only ‘1’ for feasibility and said:

“Whilst this would be enormously beneficial, it has to be recognised that Government does not ‘fly kites’ in this way. Politicians are unlikely to nail their flag to a mast without having a clear policy objective or indication as to the likely outcome.” (5)

Two respondents who work in the public sector underlined their high scores for Relevance and Desirability but one urged similar caution to the above:

“This would be a major step for government. I think it would be very unlikely in the current political climate.” (24)

“Easy to do and almost cost free.” (31)

The answer may be that a form of words would be found, if and when a Market Analysis is commissioned, that indicates that a decision on national land valuation would follow from a positive outcome to such an analysis. Another possibility is that land valuation, at a crude level initially and not related to taxation (other than perhaps using data already held by VOA), could begin for regional rather than land policy purposes. Several respondents have queried what scale of value mapping was envisaged, because different issues arise with large-scale, detailed mapping than with small-scale mapping that requires land parcel data. 
Action 7: Government Champion for GI.

This came out with top score on feasibility (4.2) and third on relevance (4.3) but scored equally highly – although only ranked 7 - on desirability (4.25). It is seen as being linked to Actions 3 (GI Panel reporting – 5 resp.), 1 (support for land valuation), 2 (continuous monitoring of datasets) and 6 – these three were each cited by two respondents. The SDs are just over unity (1.1) for Desirability and Relevance, 0.87 for Feasibility. There were five comments.

It was not the intention here to confuse the issue of having a Champion for GI – including value mapping – within Government with the separate issue of where within Government that person should sit, specifically whether it should be in the same Department or reporting chain as the Director General of OS. The form mentioned Cabinet Office as a possible place for GI Champion to sit. This issue is covered under Action 3 (see previous paragraph). However one response here indicated the closeness of these two putative Actions:

“Currently the CEO of the OS acts as Government advisor.  A conflict of interests if ever I’ve seen one!”  (22)
Another alluded to the same point:

“Agree that the champion could be in Cabinet Office, even if provision of the service was elsewhere, e.g. OS.” (42)
One respondent close to GI policy matters, who scored this Action only ‘3’ in all dimensions, pointed out that….

“This complicates the Value Maps issue by involving other datasets.” (34)
Despite the high scores, seven of the 20 respondents scored this at or below a neutral ‘3’. One who scored it only ‘1’ (except for feasibility at ‘5’) and who has experience of working with other so-called Champions in Government was highly sceptical:

“…My fear is that this would be easy to do and simply create an illusion of something happening.” (31)
He is particularly scathing of the e-government Champion’s role of Cabinet Office now, based on his work in local government. However the other two respondents who are active in local government score this Action below the Group mean for feasibility but positively (4 or 5) for both other dimensions. One of them explained:-

“This would help increase the profile of GI and hopefully provide the opportunity to raise it from being treated as a logistical problem to a policy issue and allow interested parties (private and public) to talk to Government rather than vested interests in Whitehall and its agencies.” (7)

It may be that the role of Champion is useful where a function or facility – here GI – is seen by policy makers as embryonic or peripheral, which IT generally is no longer suffering from. The problem is perhaps lack of focus or a focus distorted by the leadership role of OS in UK GI, seen as map-based rather than content based. As with the previously discussed Action – market analysis – there is a need for careful definition of what a GI Champion would do: it could be crucial to success if the right person is appointed with the right job specification but it could also be a distraction from the main Plan.

Action 11: Re-engineer property tax IT systems.

This scored second highest (4.7) on Desirability, seventh on Relevance (4.1) and eighth on Feasibility (3.35). Strong agreement on the merits of this Action is shown by the low SD of 0.71, on other dimensions the SD was unity. Most of the seven links given were with Actions 12 (allow tax-raising LVT trials – 3 resp.) and 14 (extend property taxes to all land – 2 resp.). There were also seven comments offered.

The feasibility was related to both political and technical issues. The explanation given in the table at the end of the Round Two analysis linked this Action to completion of the NLPG in 2007, through the VOA-led Valuebill project. Two respondents referred to this. The first refers to an internal dispute within the GI profession (and within Government) as to the future business model for address datasets:-

“This is desirable but assumes that NLPG is delivered and not seen off in attempt to create top down Governmental database for national addressing.” (7)

“NLPG completion is not dependent on Valuebill.” (32)

This latter comment is from someone closely involved with NLPG within VOA, which is the Government agency most committed to the current model for addressing. He scored this Action at the maximum ‘5’ but did not think it relevant to value mapping, saying:

“GIS/CAMA will be fully exploited to the extent they support the requirements of the existing tax regime.  The additional cost of capturing and maintaining property extents must be justified by the specific tax reforms envisaged.  Including all land implies the need to tax all land at individual record level.”

This indicates that some re-engineering is already happening, which may make it more difficult to justify a further upgrade in systems soon. On the other hand, if the advantages of CAMA/GIS are thereby proved to VOA, it will have begun the process of altering the mind-sets of professional valuers. Parcel-based value maps will require a considerably greater degree of systems re-design.

A local politician who works as an IT consultant pointed out that such re-engineering has been done before, at very short notice:-

“Complex to do as a one-off but not impossible.  Analogous to the introduction of Council tax..” (31)

It is not recommended that introduction of value maps into the property tax administration be done in a rush or for purely political reasons, as was the case with council tax. However another respondent explicitly stated what most probably believe: that without a wider political (i.e. tax reform) reason it won’t happen:-

“Definitely feasible. But without tax reform? Unlikely!” (22)
Probably it requires a combination of political and technical reasons, the latter would include a belief that it will result in improved property tax data, as this IT specialist managing a government project to improve property information flows put it:-

“Crucial for better quality of data.” (42)
The low score on feasibility may relate to the poor reputation of Government to get IT projects delivered, rather than to political difficulty in making a case for tax reform:-

“Government has a really bad IT track record.” (12)
What this shows is that a business case for value maps needs to be made before re-engineering of VOA’s IT systems can be justified, also that the case probably needs to include a study of the wider economic benefits of property tax reforms such as LVT and not just internal efficiencies for VOA – although the early use of CAMA/GIS within VOA now starting should help make that case.

Action 2: Monitoring all Key Datasets Continuously

This Action was ranked third equal in Relevance (4.25), fourth in Desirability (4.5) and only ninth in Feasibility (3.3). SDs are fairly high in all dimensions, indicating lack of agreement among respondents. Eight comments were offered, several of them fairly lengthy. The predominant linkage was seen as being with Action 1 (acceptance of land valuation – 4 resp.).

There is reason to believe that a less forthright wording of the full Policy Action would have resulted in a higher score. Some respondents clearly picked on certain words in the Action and scored this without reference to the phrase ‘in principle’ in the full wording, which was:

“Government to accept publicly that, in principle, the monitoring of all key datasets should be continuous and not periodic.”
Reactions included:

“The key word here is ALL. This is absolutely not feasible on grounds of cost.  I’d hate to have to pay the tax to support that.  It will be more cost effective to forego small amounts of increments on any parcels which change hands pending a whole area review.  Continuous monitoring would also destabilise the ability to forward plan, especially as values can go down as well as up.” (18)

and…

“What is meant by monitoring?  All the underlying datasets mentioned, except the census, are maintained continuously already.  Only the analysis and/or publication of data varies.  Valuation is atypical in that it is not purely a factual matter.” (32)

Clearly the cost of implementing full, comprehensive monitoring of all datasets immediately would be totally impossible to justify, even if technically feasible. The intention was to highlight the relatively long periods (five and ten years) between publication and use, for tax purposes, of current lists of property values. This compares with annual reviews of personal income tax liability and even more frequent revision of physical maps and electoral registers. Only the census is subject to as long or longer a revaluation period and this is only indirectly used for revenue purposes.

Several respondents gave this Action a fairly high score for Feasibility despite noting the cost, perhaps because they had in mind a longer timescale for action. As (32) above points out (he is extremely well informed on this), the monitoring of property values and related data already occurs semi-continuously. The key point is that it isn’t published in any form for up to several years, so that in effect some of the costs of continuous monitoring are already being carried whilst the benefits are not being realised. The implications for this study are highlighted by two people:-

“As you have noted this is policy objective that would bring benefit irrespective of the Land Valuation issue.  On the latter subject I strongly feel that continuous monitoring is essential because the ‘intangibles’ about choice of location can cause prices to fluctuate rapidly.” (22)

“I strongly advocate this approach, as all too frequently key datasets can be 'out of sync'.” (24)
Evidence was presented that this may happen in the medium term:

“The Government is moving towards this on electoral registration …. I was on the group that advised ONS on the proposals to move towards continuous integrated population registers and am reasonably optimistic this will happen after the next Census.” (7)

The contrary case for periodic monitoring was put by a senior local government IT person:

“Advantages of periodic ‘snapshot’ for many types of data, e.g. countrywide consistency, comparability and completeness.” (43)
Continuous monitoring can run alongside periodic publication of such ‘snapshot’ views and may even be cheaper (e.g. elections can be carried out at less cost if changes between periodic registers – still published annually - are being collected all the time).

As one who works closely with government on rating issues on behalf of the private sector and professions put it, for the purpose of this research:-

“Without the commitment in [Action] 1[to national land valuation], there may be insufficient support from Government.” (5)
Action 13: Revive NLUD in Accordance with Original Purpose

This Action was ranked fifth, also SDs were well below unity, in all dimensions. Relatively few links were given with other Actions: two respondents noted that it relates to extension of property taxes to all land (Action 14). This indicates a high level of agreement that it is important in its own right.

The National Land Use Database has stagnated as merely an adjunct to the drive for re-use of urban ‘brownfield’ land. There is no current effort to extend it to capturing the actual, let alone ‘highest and best’ use category, for other types of land. Since value mapping requires comprehensive market-led valuation of all land, it clearly would help if such valuations were informed by an authoritative source of land use data. The ‘Explanation’ in Stage Two Analysis stated that HABU could default to current use.

One respondent mentioned that another national GIS project – the National Land Information Service - appears to have lost its visionary purpose:-

“Can we revive NLIS to its original purpose at the same time?”(24)

Another alluded to the unequal relationship between central government, which initiates such projects, and those bodies which it expects to do most of the work in data collection:-

“This would only work if Whitehall treated local authorities as partners not suppliers (see responses to 10, and 11)” (7)

Two who gave this Action maximum score in all dimensions expanded on their reasons:

“Actually, I cannot see how you can separate land valuation from use.” (22)

“To cover the whole of the country even if ‘coarser’ in rural areas.” (34)

This latter comment hints at the importance of an appropriate level of detail for defining the nature and extent of land uses, an issue that was also mentioned by someone who scored this Action much lower in Relevance (2) and Feasibility (3):-

“The HABU is much more speculative than existing use and is highly dependent on the extents of the properties considered.  The classification will be too general for fair taxation at individual property level.” (32)

The positive side of feasibility was covered by someone who scored it the same:-

“OS MasterMap achieves this up to a point. Suppliers of aerial photo data can also be commissioned to produce land use interpretation data.” (43)

Land use can be inferred without visiting the area. Alternatively it does not need an expert to attribute actual land use: local school children or other residents can do it quite easily, given guidance. As (7) implies, this is a task much more easily carried out locally than by a national agency. The motivation for the local authorities engaged in the Oxfordshire LVT study, at least at officer level, was to improve land use understanding not to assist property tax reform.

Action 8: Completing the UK Land Registers

This is the overall lowest ranked (7) Action to score more than a neutral ‘3’ as mean for both Relevance (4.05) and Desirability (4.79), in which it was ninth and top scoring respectively. It scored only 11= on Feasibility (3.11). All SDs were above unity, although for ‘d’ only one respondent (31) scored it below ‘3’ and his score of ‘1’ did not accord with his comment “It will happen anyway.” Over half (12) of the responses gave a maximum score of ‘5’ for Desirability. This Action had the lowest number of links cited, also the lowest number of comments (6).

Clearly there is no need to know the ownership of land in order to value it, unless a tax on owners is proposed, such as LVT. Therefore an even lower Relevance ranking might have been expected. Despite the absence of links specified by respondents, it would seem that the Group accepts a link between LVT and value maps, by giving high score to Relevance. One fairly low score (2) here is explained by the only Scottish respondent:-

“I’ve given a low score for relevance because unless the information is to be used as the basis for levying a tax or for any other universal application, individual ownership is not necessary. Where such information is needed it can be obtained already. Such an exercise (completing registers) is also expensive and would have to be justified by the gains made by doing so.” (40)

Another respondent whose scores here were a puzzling ‘2,5,5’ discussed issues that appear to diminish his ‘d’ and ‘f’ scores:-

“I’m not convinced land valuation should be based on land ownership.  The granularity is too small and would cause unfairness (possible even hardship). Perhaps the Neighbourhood statistics areas would be more equitable?” (22) 

In fact countries that do value mapping often use a granularity that roughly equates to census output area, e.g. Denmark. Again, this points to a disconnect between ownership and valuation.

The fact that, at least for England and Wales, it is already assumed by the head of the agency that registers land title (HMLR) that completion will happen, does not appear to have been realised by even some of those who will need to be involved. This comment was from a county council policy director:-

“It is difficult to see this being achieved: what incentives/funding would there need to be?” (7)

By around 2012, the backlog of work at HMLR in registering title under triggers in the 2001 Act will have been finished. No extra staff will be needed to complete retrospective title registration and EU legislation (the INSPIRE Directive) will make the UK’s lack of a complete register fairly obvious and embarrassing to any Government. Internal savings from being able to close down HMLR’s systems for handling enquiries on unregistered land could be sufficient to persuade Government to enact the secondary legislation needed, if LVT doesn’t supply the reason first.

The Desirability of this Action does not seem to be in question and whether Relevant to value mapping or not it seems reasonable to assume that it will have happened by the time UK is value mapped. That makes LVT more likely, which in turn puts a spotlight on the links between LVT and value mapping.


Action 9: Separate Date Custodianship from Production and Use

This slightly esoteric Action had an overall score below 4 but was ranked in the top half for Feasibility (score 3.5), with Relevance at 4.06 (eighth, as with Desirability). SDs in all dimensions were well above unity, which indicates a divergence of views. Only 18 of the Group gave this Action any score at all but of these ten commented as well. It was linked by four people to Action 10 (network of local land information managers) and by the author to the establishment of a State Enterprise Centre of Registers (SECR) as in Lithuania.

One respondent pointed out that a model already exists in the UK for this approach:

“Model already exists with National Archives etc. Not sure a new body needs to be set up since existing bodies could do it.” (40)

There was evidence that some respondents misunderstood the idea, which is not surprising since it was presented in an over-simplified manner, with three supporting ‘Advantages’ under ‘Explanation’ that were not backed up. These are repeated here:-

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.

Comments were received on all three points. 

Several people, including this spatial analysis expert, gave reasons to oppose such a move:

“Dilutes feedback from users to data aggregators. I think a central source with dual responsibility is better.” (44)

“There would be weak motivation for updating records.” (12)

“If the private sector funds data collection, maintenance, and portals, then the only role of Government is one of stewardship and regulation.  How does the Exchequer benefit?  I rather see Government as a customer.(22)
Most comprehensively, this was scored only ‘1’ for Desirability by someone with considerable experience of European geo-data policy:-

“Unfortunately this might get into the hands of the lawyers as has happened in some other European countries. I am not convinced that registries (which include companies, ships, patents, etc.) have enough in common with each other to justify putting them under one roof. I am afraid the ‘information management’ would be overwhelmed by the bureaucracy.” (34)
Another, from local government but with relevant IT experience, gave a list of drawbacks with his low score (1,1,3):-

“Would be complex to set up. Government at any level does not have a good track record of entrepreneurship.  Should be a Local Authority function.  Charges can be specified for use to create a level playing field.  This mechanism exists already for a number of functions such as searches.” (31) 
However a local government negotiator with central government cited the ACACIA programme experience while scoring this ‘5,4,3’ and saying:
“Vested interests will seek to prevent any new solution and Whitehall has difficulty with anything other than traditional top-down, centralised structures.” (7)
Another very experienced public sector data manager drew attention to problems with feasibility but scored the Action positively overall:

“This is but one possible solution.  Another might be a virtual distributed database formed by linking the core datasets.  The commentary seems blind to the additional costs of maintaining duplicate datasets.  The core datasets are maintained for specific purposes the need for which will remain.  Unless the outcome is to be purely hypothetical the “raw” price paid data will also be required.” (32)
The last point refers to the last sentence in the ‘Explanation’ column on the form against this Action: “Could incorporate land title and ownership parcels, land use, addresses and values (not ‘raw’ data).” The point with creating a SECR is not to replace the authenticity of the data creator (in this case VOA or other property valuation body) but to highlight and nurture the spin-off benefits from the data. Instead of the datasets being managed primarily for the benefit of VOA, a SECR would ‘add value’ to them by exploiting their joining-up in a way that each of the producer agencies might not be able to as well. However this respondent’s alternative solution deserves to be pursued when this research is finally drawn together.

It may that there is a better case for creating a new agency without separating the functions of data collection, custodianship and marketing for wider use. One possibility might be a merger between HMLR and VOA, with perhaps additional duties for holding land use information. This would fit the top-down culture of Whitehall but might add to the already considerable distance between where change occurs on the ground and where control sits: a veritable monolith custodian. Virtual database solutions fostered by a stronger GI Champion but without changing current data management responsibilities appear more attractive on balance.

Action 5: Public Private Partnership Agreement to Produce Land Value Dataset

Relevance (4.15) was seen as fairly high but this Action scored low on Desirability (3.75, equal ninth) and Feasibility (3.2, tenth). SD on ‘f’ was low at 0.77, indicating broad agreement as to its infeasibility, but above unity on ‘r’ and ‘d’. The strongest and most obvious link was to Action 4 (private sector offer to fund national land valuation – 5 resp.) but Action numbers 1 and 2 were also mentioned twice each, indicating that positive Government statements would need to precede a move towards PPP funding.

The precedent of NLPG (but not NLIS) was cited, not entirely favourably:

“Given the questions as to the success or otherwise of NLPG, I would not support a PPP.” (24)
The issues surrounding NLPG will be covered in the main dissertation. They impact on NLIS, which uses NLPG and would be a strong candidate for participating in a UK land value mapping service. 

All but one comment was on balance against this proposal. The positive comment…..
“May help reassure the private sector about a potential market for this information.”(22)
… presupposes that a market analysis isn’t carried out before an Agreement to produce the dataset is concluded, which seems unlikely. It is hard to form a view on this Action until Government policy on re-use of public sector information (PSI) is rationalised and a market analysis (Action 6) is completed.

A balanced comment came from a regeneration finance expert with experience of PPP negotiations in other industries. She said:-

“This is more likely as a method because it won’t involve as much direct government expenditure. However, any PPP project takes many years to structure and it means getting the relevant private sector stakeholders involved as well as convincing government that the whole project is worthwhile.” (3)
There almost certainly is sufficient time to structure such a project as is proposed here, assuming Government makes favourable statements very soon and other Actions proceed. However the whole principle of private sector involvement made several respondents very uncomfortable:-

“Both spectre of ownership AND more bureaucracy!” (31)

“There is an assumption here that the private sector must be involved, which should be justified by evidence.” (32)
“This is probably the best way forward in the circumstances if the Valuation Office were not to be funded to lead this on its own. However rivalry from other Government agencies and concern from other parts of the private GI sector which were not in the PPP would mean doing this would need very careful handling. I suspect this would attract European and American interest and incidentally bring forward the challenge to OS’ monopoly they so fear.” (7)

“'Private' partners may drop out - this invites inconsistency”. (44)

“Generally sceptical about PPPs adding value without seeing a business case and understanding the market better.” (42)

This last comment came from someone who gave the Action maximum score for Relevance. The Group’s high score on this dimension, combined with a low score on feasibility and high SD on desirability all point to one of the most important, difficult and disputatious issues in the whole venture: that of copyright, licensing and ownership of PSI. The recent EU Directive on the matter and Government’s response to this, which is being discussed during early 2005, may lead to greater clarity on the potential for a PPP.

Action 3: GI Panel Report to Different Department

This attracted fairly low scores (3.45, 3.68, 3.74) with high SDs from the Group as a whole, indicating that it was not something that seemed to matter much to many people and would in any case be difficult to achieve. It was the least relevant Action but the low Feasibility score was nevertheless the third highest of the 14 Actions, which is perhaps an indication of how difficult the others will be to achieve rather than the ease of prising GI policy from OS and its Minister, where responsibility now lies. A clear link to Action 7 (GI Champion) was recognised by eight respondents. There were a total of 14 links specified: two each to Actions one and two.

At the time of writing, the first informal meeting of the GI Panel is imminent but membership of the Panel has not been finalised.  One public sector respondent correctly stated the situation:
“GI Panel will report to ODPM and will initially be chaired by the DG of OS. Thereafter chair will be rotated.” (24)

The case for a change in responsibilities was put best by a land reform campaigner:

“Agree strongly that such an important initiative should be the responsibility of a non-trading part of Government that has no vested interests in the outcomes.”(40)…

… whilst that for the status quo was put by the board chairman of a Government GI project:

“Government is more efficient when expertise and responsibility are focussed in one area. Do not accept conflict of interest argument as OS is a government agency accountable to government.” (42)
It will be hard to reconcile these opposing views. Both the last two quotes came from people who accepted that a change was perfectly feasible, whereas a more sceptical but equally expert view in favour of change, from a county council policy director, pointed to a problem and scored this ‘4,4,2’:-

“I doubt that GI would be moved to another department (unless Whitehall is restructured more generally), though I would like it to be because I think ODPM sees GI as a problem to be solved, not an opportunity to be grasped, and have been quite unable to understand a business model that isn’t top down, centralised, and either public or private.”(7)
Members of the Group who had more than moderate GI policy knowledge scored this Action higher than others on the whole but the exceptions were enough to keep the overall Group scores around the same level, even when the scores were weighted according to GI policy expertise. 

One specific alternative to OS was suggested by a GIS consultant:
“I believe that this is essential to free both e-government and commerce from the self-interest of the Ordnance Survey.  Perhaps a Commission rather like the Statistics Commission would have more influence.”(22)
This Commission comes under Treasury, as does VOA. A Treasury Minister might be a suitable Champion of wider GI interests, able to link land values to other economic indicators.

It is worth noting that a major restructuring of Whitehall departments has been signalled by all three main parties in the pre-election period. This might provide an opportunity to separate OS management from GI policy.

Action 12: Allow Tax-Raising Trials of LVT

This collected the bottom score on Desirability (3.5) and was only slightly higher on Relevance (3.7, twelfth equal). However on these two dimensions there was very wide disagreement within the Group, shown by the highest SDs among all Actions. On the other hand, there was clear agreement from respondents that it might be among the more feasible of policy Actions, scoring 3.4 with SD 0.97. It was linked by one property tax expert to all the first eight listed Actions, to Action 11 (re-engineer tax IT systems) by three people but no other links were specified. There were nine comments made.

Clearly this is a very ‘political’ policy idea, which anyone utterly opposed to LVT would regard as undesirable. One such was this GIS consultant, who gave a neutral ‘3’ to Relevance:

“Fair Taxation should be based on realised wealth not unrealised assets, and definitely not location.” (22)

Two others who gave the lowest score on Desirability offered more measured reasons. One cited the Poll Tax ‘trial’ in Scotland, which was actually not a trial but the first phase of a fairly rushed nation-wide implementation against the wishes of a majority:-

“This failed badly in Scotland when Poll Tax was tried. If it cannot be designed right, so that an experiment is not needed, it should not be done.” (44)
The other comment, from a senior tax administrator, was…

“The case for LVT has yet to be substantiated and it would be premature to implement such a regime without a critical analysis of the pilot studies, which have been superficial at best.” (32)
This goes without saying. Perhaps an intermediate Policy Action should have been included in the list: “Government to support existing desk studies of LVT”. There is certainly more that needs to be done before a tax-raising trial should be imposed - as opposed to being allowed by willing bodies such as BIDs (which were suggested in Round Two Analysis).  Several local authorities have recently voted to ask Government for permission to trial LVT and such trials would presumably need to include a period for careful design of processes. Participants in desk studies need some indication from Government that there is a chance of their leading to actual revenue raising, if the studies are to be treated seriously.

An academic who has become a mild supporter of LVT during this research project put it best:

“It is highly relevant, so that there is enough evidence to support a roll-out, but it is clear from the Delphi analysis that this is going to be a contested and politically sensitive issue; it may be best to exhaust desk studies at this stage.” (50)
A local government GIS official with unknown views on LVT made a succinct policy research case for tax-raising trials:

“Better to have trials to test new procedures and customer reaction before national implementations.” (43)
From one whose councillor colleagues have already accepted his lead towards such a trial said:

“Suspect this is not politically feasible unless there are volunteers asking for permission.” (31)
It may be that a further Policy Action needed to precede this one is: “Local authorities to campaign for devolved tax-raising powers, to include LVT as an option.” If, as in much of North America, property tax valuations produced separate assessments for land value, then the administrative burden of having diversity of tax systems would be minimised. Scotland, with property tax assessment still carried out at a local level, would have less of a difficulty than England and Wales in accommodating tax-raising trials.

An interesting possibility was put forward by someone in local government policy:

“A more likely route that BIDs would be the proposition put forward by the LGA to seek to capture the value added from development to fund infrastructure on a bigger scale than S106 etc. This may come about if the Government accepts that infrastructure really is needed to go alongside house building, especially in the South East.”(7)
It is known that Treasury officials are looking at ways of capturing this ‘value added’ through measures such as LVT, collectively called Alternative Funding Mechanisms (AFMs). It is certainly preferable to have a measure of assurance that such trials would not be short-lived: tying them to specific long-term spending initiatives such as major rail infrastructure could secure that assurance.

This research will pursue the implications of this Action, using the Oxfordshire LVT study as a basis for cost estimates.

Action 10: Create Network of Local Land Information Managers

This scored low in all three dimensions (3.78,3.67,3.11) although SDs were high indicating little agreement within the Group. There were four links to Action 9 (separate data custodianship from production and use) and two to Action 1 (Government support for land valuation). There was a fairly high number of comments (9).

From one of six people who gave it a maximum score for Relevance came the most thoughtful and positive comment, which correlates to the original concept:

“Any system will require change intelligence to maintain credibility. Local authorities would be obvious agents for this, as much change intelligence comes to them because of their statutory roles. However, OS and private surveyors should be allowed to tender to ensure competitive pricing and service.” (7)

Dealing more with desirability than relevance, this was another positive comment from a property tax administrator:

“This is naturally a local authority function and there are many examples of statutory duties.  These could be privatised but may need efficiency studies to demonstrate the advantages.” (32)
Despite giving it a maximum score all round, this respondent urged caution:

“Locally based but MUST be centrally quality assured.  Opportunities for local corruption/collusion must be avoided at all costs.” (34)
One who might claim to have invented the term also made a somewhat negative comment while giving maximum score for all but feasibility:

“Needs surveyors with more imagination.” (12)

His original concept was much wider than some were envisaging, catering for the updating of utility streetworks as well as statutory data collection. Were such a network to exist, it would seem appropriate to give responsibility for collecting all attributes that relate to property values, rather than have them actually conduct the revaluations. It was not the intention to justify LLIMs purely on the grounds of value mapping, as one respondent (a non-surveyor) seemed to think:

“Easy enough to do, but there are already several similar networks such as LACORS for licensing functions. Why add overheads by re-inventing a wheel?” (31)

His suggestion of LACORS (Local Authorities Coordinators of Regulatory Services) would not be as suitable as those of Local Land & Property Gazetteer Custodians – coordinated by NLPG – or OS Liaison Officers (OSLOs), both of which (like LACORS) are employed by district-level councils.

From Northern Ireland came a refinement of the idea:

“Rather than LLIMs, I would prefer GIMs (Geographic Information Managers). They should in some way report to Government Champion for GI.” (24)

A link to the SECR idea (Action 9) was not specified in the questionnaire, which said “Might be employed by SECR, as its local presence” but was assumed by a respondent in Scotland:

“Assumes creation of SECR. Don’t see why local authorities cannot be the vehicle to undertake this work. They of course may outsource it but essentially they are the best focal point in my view for a whole host of reasons. Not least of all, they are the key players in strategic land use planning at a local level.” (40)

Again, the link with SECR was assumed here:

“Do believe a local presence is important, reservation based on a lack of understanding of how SECR would work.” (42)
All the above comments indicate stronger support than the Group score would indicate for this Action. The moderate scores may result from a poor explanation of what was intended. There was only one comment from a low scoring respondent which did not accord with the theory that the concept was being misunderstood as linked to SECR. This was from the only private sector property industry figure to comment:

“High cost  - and more centralised systems would be more efficient.”(27)
Action 14: Extend Property Taxes to All Urban Land

Decoupling this tax reform from LVT enabled several respondents to score it higher for Desirability: it came in ninth overall at 3.75. However it was seen as considerably less feasible (3.1, thirteenth) and no more relevant, perhaps because although it extends the tax base it doesn’t provide for assessment of land/site values. SDs for all three dimensions were among the highest, indicating little agreement. Respondents offered eleven links, three to Action 12 and two each to Actions 11 and 13.

The main benefits were seen in urban planning:

“Provides a better understanding of an urban area by government.” (42)

“Needed to give sufficient teeth to planning system.” (31)

This provides an answer to a criticism that value maps are a solution looking for problems:

“Value maps should serve a purpose and not be an end in themselves.” (44)
However the link with planning goes both ways: better information on potential planned use (HABU) is needed, as two respondents noted:

“But the valuation for tax has to take into account Planning, since the latter determines use, which determines value.” (22)

“This has got to be fairer.  There can be adjustments to avoid steep increases (and even an incremental ratchet for sites that get planning permission for higher value use).” (34)

Undoubtedly there are technical difficulties, which someone very qualified to know of pointed out:

“A significant level of effort would be needed to assemble the database of additional ownership parcels and their valuation significant attributes.” (32)

However he scored this ‘5,5,3’ which was almost the highest overall personal score for this Action. The only person who explained a low feasibility score seems to have wanted to go further:

“I would have thought it has to be all land to provide equitable treatment nationally and locally….”(7)

There is no clear pattern to responses here. The Round Two Analysis added the words “especially vacant land and derelict properties” to the Action: this would be politically popular and technically easier than LVT. However a similar Round Two Policy Option did not attract much support from this Group and its low score on Relevance here means that it would seem not to deserve pursuing at this time.

Action 4: Consortium Offer to Fund National Land Valuation

Whilst this scored quite respectably on Relevance (3.95), it came lowest on the other two dimensions, with 3.4 and a definitely unfeasible 2.7 with SD 0.97. There were five links to PPP (action 5), four to Action 6 (market analysis) and one each to Actions 1,9,12 & 13.

The simplest response given was:

“Government should do it.” (12)

This was spelled out in other responses, some of which were less dismissive but still unsupportive:

“Questions of data integrity and special interest influence could make this less attractive.” (27)

“This would introduce the spectre of “ownership” of the data by a private company, rather like has happened with genetic codes.  Doesn’t need to happen, it should be done by government on behalf of the people it serves.” (31)

“Might not carry same weight as ONS or similar figures” (44)

“Whilst the private sector stands to benefit from such data, any offer appears superficially attractive and may indeed be so if no other source of funding can be obtained. However, it is important that such an offer is not made on terms which might prejudice full public access (on a free basis) to the results.” (40)
A public sector tax system manager was quite enthusiastic:

“This funding will naturally need to cover all additional costs inherent in such a proposal including those in the public sector.  I suspect the value added would need to be quantified before such commitments are given.” (32)

Someone in local government but involved with both private sector and government agency partners where a contract has gone badly sour said ruefully:

“If I were in the private sector I would  be nervous about offering this because of the cost, and lack of confidence that the Government would use it, or use it in a way that didn’t alarm them. They would need to see cast iron benefits and clear undertakings from Government not to see those benefits eroded.” (7)

In summary, lack of trust between parties could make this Action extremely difficult to envisage or to accept in present circumstances. However if the overall Action Plan was constructed carefully, this might have some part to play.

Conclusions from Analysis of Policy Actions

From the above, a logical flow chart of Actions that could lead to UK Value Mapping can be drawn (Figure 1). This is called the Action Plan Logic Diagram and it postulates the policy routes by which a national value mapping programme might be achieved. There is as yet no timescale or cost/benefit analysis attached to this: it simply shows a possible order in which things could happen and the relationships between these possible events and activities. The diagram will be further developed after studying the other strands of research in this project: the Oxfordshire LVT Trial, in-depth discussions with key stakeholders and overseas experience. It also needs to take into account the various stakeholder groups whose impact on the process the Delphi Group was asked to give views on in Part II of the Round 3 questionnaire (see below).
Essentially there are two routes: one that relies mainly on a Market Analysis of the wider benefits of value mapping and not on the adoption of LVT; and another that is predicated upon LVT. It is assumed that these ‘market-led’ and ‘tax-reform-led’ policy routes can proceed independently to a considerable degree, although they would be mutually supporting if in fact both were progressed.

The Market Led actions need to start with government support for the idea of national land valuation (Action 1). Because so much of the necessary data is held by public sector bodies which would probably need ministerial approval to participate in a market analysis, it would not be feasible for the key activity – the Market Analysis (Action 6) – to be undertaken by academia or the private sector unless Government participated. Hence there is a need for a Government Champion of GI to first exist, then to ensure all relevant public agencies co-operate. Ideally the Market Analysis should be sponsored by the GI Champion. The remit of a GI Champion is far wider than responsibility for data production: it must include responsibility for advising Government on the potential for using GI in all sectors, for the benefit of ‘UK plc’. Hence the future of NLUD and the frequency of revision of all GI datasets, including property valuations for tax and non-tax purposes, which are relevant to the Market Analysis of Value Mapping, logically fall within the responsibility of this Minister. Some move towards more frequent monitoring of change information would assist the market-led case for value mapping but the completion of the Market Analysis is independent of other actions.
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Figure 1: Action Plan Logic Diagram



Enablers and Beneficiaries

The second part of the Stage 3 Delphi questionnaire asked participants to place in order the ten ‘stakeholder groups’ that had been defined at the start of the Delphi Process, both in terms of their ability to enable value mapping to happen and the degree to which they would benefit from it. Nineteen of the respondents did so and their views are analysed below. Nine of the nineteen took the opportunity to comment on all or some of their answers, as well as listing the groups in numeric order from ‘10’ (‘benefit most’ or ‘enabling most’) to ‘1’.

Ranking System & Results
Table 5 shows the ten categories and the ranking given them by the Delphi Group in both respects. The range of scores within the Group is also indicated by SD, as with the scores for Policy Actions above. Note that a high score merely indicates a relatively high degree of perceived benefit or enabling, compared to other stakeholder categories given. Respondents were not asked “Will Category ‘x’ greatly (benefit from  / enable) value maps?” but “Will Category ‘x’ benefit from / enable value maps more than categories ‘y’, ‘z’ etc?” Comments help to ‘bench mark’ the quantitative answers from individuals.
Table 5: Value Mapping Stakeholder Group Ranking, Beneficiaries & Enablers
	Stakeholder Group
	Beneficiary
	Enabler

	
	Score
	Rank
	SD
	Score
	Rank
	SD

	Property and geographic Data suppliers
	6.1
	7
	2.4
	6.8
	2
	3.2

	Software suppliers & IT consultants
	4.6
	10
	2.68
	6.6
	3
	2.09

	Property Tax administrators
	7.1
	2=
	3.1
	6.5
	4=
	2.9

	Urban planners (and developers)
	6.9
	4
	2.5
	6.5
	4=
	2.0

	National e-government  project sponsors
	6.2
	5=
	2.6
	6.5
	4=
	3.0

	Politicians and campaign groups
	5.2
	9
	2.9
	7.3
	1
	3.3

	Property Investors (and owners)
	7.1
	2=
	3.23
	4.5
	9
	2.8

	Insurers, Risk assessors and underwriters
	7.3
	1
	2.1
	5.6
	7
	2.0

	Entrepreneurial Business (property occupiers)
	6.2
	5=
	2.7
	5.4
	8
	2.9

	Real Estate agencies (property intermediaries)
	6.0
	8
	2.5
	4.1
	10
	2.5


In Table 5, the top-scoring four categories for each function are highlighted. It can be seen that insurers, investors, tax administrators and urban planners are seen as the main beneficiaries. Major stakeholders in terms of enabling value mapping to take place are four further groups: data suppliers, software consultants and system suppliers, sponsors of other GI projects and – the top-ranking enabler group – politicians and other campaigners. The two largest groups in terms of numbers and possibly therefore aggregate impact on the national economy – business entrepreneurs and property intermediaries in particular – are seen as having a relatively small ability to influence the development of value mapping.

Discussion on Each Stakeholder Group
Scores and comments in all stakeholder categories are discussed below, with special emphasis on the two which score well on both enabling and benefiting: tax administrators and urban planners. The scores and comments about their own self-assigned stakeholder group from Delphi participants are also analysed, since these are likely to carry more weight than the views of outsiders.

Data Suppliers

These include such agencies as OS, VOA, HMLR and their value-added resellers. Unfortunately neither of the original people, working for two of these agencies, who described themselves as belonging to this category, participated in Round Three. 

Local authorities are also potential suppliers of data, either directly or through systems such as NLIS. There is a major problem in that these public sector agencies are not operating in a free market but are under a combination of statutory and short-term financial constraints, even where they are Trading Funds. As one local councillor, also an IT consultant but self-confessed member of the ‘P’ stakeholder group, put it:

“Can’t happen without them but probably near neutral in overall effect on their business.” (31)

So why should they do value mapping? Another ‘P’ respondent, from Scotland and specialising in land policy, said:

“As beneficiaries they appear neutral but are significant players in enabling.”(40)
Perhaps envisaging a threat to their protected status from recent EU legislation (the PSI Directive and draft INSPIRE Directive), another respondent from a local government and IT background said:

“Some of their reason for being diminishes.”(42)

This could be interpreted as saying that data suppliers could be obstacles rather than enablers, unless their political masters are persuaded to change their functions or priorities. The very high SD for Enabling could result from some scores of ‘1’ meaning not ‘low influence’ but ‘obstructing’. Two people gave data suppliers the lowest score for  both ‘b’ and ‘e’, however there was broad agreement that they score relatively low as beneficiaries from value mapping: they were the only category which nobody gave top score to on this count.

Based on the combination of scores and comments, it is concluded that the Delphi Group regard data suppliers as being key players in achieving value mapping but just as likely to be ‘brakes’ or ‘spoilers’ and unlikely to see any major benefits to themselves. Through external pressure from their political masters, instigated by other stakeholder interest groups, they will need to be made to adapt their businesses.

Software Suppliers and IT Consultants

This group was seen – particularly by its own members - to benefit least of all: “I don’t see a huge opportunity here”, said one (22). Other similar reasons were given:

“Difficult to rate as it creates a benefit to this group but it’s akin to a one-off rather than ongoing and also removes revenues from existing products.” (31)

“This is not rocket science and it must be centralised. Therefore not many contracts?” (40)

“Value maps are a political issue, rather than a technical one, so s/w suppliers are least likely to benefit from the process.” (50)

In terms of enabling value mapping to happen, they are scored consistently high but since the technical problems to solve are fairly minor (value maps are already in existence elsewhere), it is geo-data policy or IS consultants, not software (IT) specialists, that are key enablers. Business process re-engineering is what is needed.

Tax Administrators

Respondents views on property tax clouded their scoring and meant that the SDs on both counts were high. This from one who scored them a minimum on both counts and whose views on tax reform have been negative throughout the Delphi Process:
“I really don’t want them to be a beneficiary or a participant in the process!” (22)

Tax specialists themselves might be ambivalent about value maps, as two respondent pointed out:

“Would make their life easier but would it require less of them?” (31)

“Institutionally obvious, though individuals will resist.” (34)

In fact, the two respondents who belong to this group, scored it lower than average on benefits (4 against 7+): the public sector person (32) scored it relatively high (8 or third highest) on enabling. 

Several respondents gave much higher scores for enabling than for benefiting, several others had completely opposite views. Two who gave ‘10’ for ‘b’, gave below ‘5’ for ‘e’, whereas three graded ‘e’ at least four points above ‘b’. Only one from each school of thought expanded on their scores: both describe themselves as political campaigning types and are now known to favour LVT. 

(31)’s view (above) seems to be that value maps would lead to efficiencies in tax administration, which could lead to redundancies and would certainly involve change, which is always a threat to some in any profession. He had in mind the people who actually ‘do’ tax administration, whereas (40) makes clear that he is scoring for those who set tax policy – “strictly speaking the tax policy makers rather than simply the administrators” – when he points out:-

“Seeing any data on land value would be of immense value to tax administrators.”

Only Investors (see below) received more top scores of ‘10’ as beneficiaries – six against four who came top in this category. Overall this was seen as the most crucial category, ranked second and fourth equal with the balance in favour of benefits probably in recognition of the likelihood of initial resistance from professionals who earn a living from the status quo.

Urban Planners (and Developers)

Developers are bracketed with planners rather than investors because their job is to facilitate change in land use and not primarily to make their profits from holding land (although many firms are both investors and developers). Four respondents claim membership of this group: three work in the private sector. Their collective scores accord with those of the Delphi Group as a whole but none of them offered comments.

As the only other category besides tax administrators who scored overall in the top four, participants broadly agreed (with fairly low SDs) that planners are important users of value maps, as well as ‘change agents’ for it.

Value maps would change planning, as this respondent (a local councillor) said:

“Would change Planning from enabling function to ensuring!” (31)

A link with the ‘joining-up’ effect on policy of having a GI Champion was highlighted by one respondent who scored planners ‘8’ as beneficiaries:-

“Role of GI Panel and potential Government Champion for GI very important.” (24)

At a more technical level, the benefits of value maps to planners were expounded:

“Greater accuracy in making comparisons between areas.” (42)

“I feel that urban planners are the most likely beneficiaries of value maps, but not necessarily the group most likely to enable the process.” (50)

This last comment indicates perhaps that planners have limited (albeit considerable) political influence until there is more coordination of land and geo-data policy within Government. 

National GI Project Sponsors

This category is an oddity. Many of the other categories could be considered major users of one or more GI ‘N-projects’: for example, planners need NLUD and data suppliers sponsor most of the projects. It was included in recognition that some of the projects have stalled, yet those involved have a good understanding of what it takes to sustain a case for value maps and are individually and collectively influential wherever new GI initiatives are likely to be discussed. 

Only one respondent to this section of the form had claimed to belong to this group: he scored it higher than average on enabling but lower on benefiting.

One IT consultant in local government, with experience of how some N-projects have developed, scored this category top on both counts yet said scathingly:

“These people are irrelevant to progress don’t encourage them see them as a potential saving.” (31)
Another who scored it highly for enabling value maps indicated the link to corridors of GI power, bracketing the following comment against planners and politicians also:

“Role of GI Panel and potential Government Champion for GI very important.” (24)

Two more sceptical scores and comments came from other experts in GI policy:

“Would only benefit it seen as successful national project and this will be a long way down the line.” (34)

“I think these will be disappearing anyway.” (42)

While they exist, these projects and their sponsors are nevertheless seen as significant change agents by some of those most closely involved in this field. It is far less clear from the Delphi responses the extent to which it is seen that existing N-projects would benefit from value mapping.

Politicians and Campaigning Groups

This category potentially covers all shades of political opinion but has been assumed in this context to mean those favouring sustainable tax and/or environmental reforms. In fact the Delphi Group thought politicians might glean bitter fruit from value maps, probably because they see them coming through unpopular tax reform: they scored second bottom overall on benefits but top as enablers.

“Cannot start without them, but how do they benefit?  Only if we can provide a convincing case to be sold to the electorate.” (34)

This came from someone who regards himself primarily as an entrepreneur, favours LVT and works in the GI policy area. From someone with a similar background but more active in politics came:

“Ultimately the tax regime is a political choice but don’t expect any thanks!” (31)
An academic, also now favouring LVT (50), has found that the Delphi Process confirmed his initial view that “continuous lobbying from campaign groups” is “the most important factor to enable value maps”.
A former local government officer (42) although not ranking politicians high as beneficiaries nevertheless said they “will be able to claim more efficient government”. That must be the basis of the political case, irrespective of tax reform.

There was a wide range of views among the Group, resulting in low SDs. This applied also to the sub-group who themselves belong to this category, although three of the four rated themselves very highly as enablers. Despite receiving the most (6) top scores for enabling, politicians also received bottom score from three respondents. This could indicate either no faith in their willingness to exercise power or a belief that they have none. One of the bottom scores came from the only elected politician among the Group, which says something! 

Investors 

This category is seen as on the one hand being risk-averse and therefore having a clear interest in land values being revealed, but on the other hand being remote from the centres of political and technical activity that need to be stimulated if value maps are to happen. The overall scores endorse this picture, giving investors the equal second highest score as beneficiaries of value mapping but almost the lowest in terms of enabling, where two of the lowest rankings were from people claiming to represent them.

However there was little agreement on either function. As one who scored typically said:
“Will be winners and losers but former should be well ahead in numbers.”(34)
Another (14), who works with the property investment market and ranked it top for benefiting and only below politicians as enabling, said:

“Very difficult to assess benefits to this group until know parameters of assessment. In short term they might be 'negative' but in long term 'positive' depending on scheme type.”
The benefits, rated high by all respondents who engage closely with investors, were spelt out succinctly by several respondents:-

“Clearer more consistent basis for valuation.”(42)

“Property investor will be looking for trends i.e. buy low sell high.”(22)

“Would make market more stable.”(31)
The last comment came from someone who scored investors only sixth in terms of benefiting. It is unclear why those who rated this group low as beneficiaries did so, since none of the six people who scored it below ‘5’ offered a comment. It may be that they saw significant benefits but not as much as for other stakeholder groups. However it may also be that some people see investors as no more than speculators who would rather the rest of the world did not share their privileged information.
Risk Carriers (Insurers)

The ability to separate the value of land, which is unaffected by fire and flood, from that of buildings, is linked to both the development of value maps to reveal underlying trends in land value and the exposure of insurers to risk and their ability to refine premiums. When this argument was presented to the Delphi Group, they responded by collectively rating this category of stakeholder as the premier beneficiary and a significant enabling force as well. 

The SDs on both functions were the lowest of all categories, which shows broad agreement among respondents. Only four people rated insurers more highly as enablers than as beneficiaries, however one who did was their only representative, who ranked only investors more highly. 

Someone who ranked them fairly low on both counts seemed not to have grasped that technology enables split valuation:-

“I’m not sure if land values affect assessment – generally it is the structures on the land that are valued.” (22)
The point was certainly grasped by this respondent:

“If valuation is clearer then this group has less risk in making quotations.” (42)

Only one other comment was forthcoming:

“Would make market more certain.” (31)
Entrepreneurs

This category did not score particularly highly but neither were they well represented: the one Delphi Group member remaining who regarded himself primarily as an entrepreneur is a specialist in GI. 

The link between value mapping is not obvious unless one has grasped the arguments underlying LVT. The one person who placed entrepreneurs top of his list of beneficiaries is, surprisingly given his earlier views on LVT, seemingly aware of the connection between wealth and land values:

“I’m also thinking of entrepreneurs who need to measure wealth distribution.” (22)

He also ranked this group second in terms of enabling. Three others ranked it at least as high, including a local government GIS strategist and planner, a tax specialist and a professor of politics. However people with similar backgrounds and views of LVT ranked it low, so no clear picture emerges.

One who ranked entrepreneurs low as beneficiaries thought they “will work to find best position whatever the system” (22), which is true: they will all have to work less hard if informed by value maps, so the business location ‘playing field’ simply finds a different level but – to continue the analogy – is less bumpy for the players and therefore gives more scope for business skills rather than locational guesswork. As another consultant put it:

“Should improve the marketplace” (34)

…and a project manager in e-government:

“Clearer more consistent basis for valuation” (42)

Estate Agents & Property Intermediaries

This group have been unrepresented throughout the Delphi Process and, like the previous one, are being engaged by other research methods. They scored low on both counts and one who scored them bottom in each gave this reason:-

“Some of their reason for being diminishes. People and businesses will know what their property is worth without asking an estate agent.” (42)
This is, as one mapping consultant who has heard Jerry German speak on the subject says: “reflected in ‘tales from Lucas County’”(34), which refers to the experience of a part of the US which has trail-blazed value mapping as an on-line free service from government to citizens.

Another GIS consultant who ranked estate agents even lower as beneficiaries said:

“I think the only contribution would be to distort the market.” (22)
Although one respondent (43) placed them top of his list of enablers of value mapping and second in terms of benefiting, this is an exceptional view and probably refers to a late stage in the development of the art. It would need extensive field trials, as with NLIS, to change the conservatism of most property intermediaries towards new methods of doing business. From where things stand now, it would be wise to assume that this group has little positive (and some negative) influence on the way forward.

Conclusions

From the above, it can be seen that there is some merit in stepping up engagement with all the stakeholder groups listed. However there are two professions which ought to both enable the debate to reach key decision-makers and to energise their own membership: planners and tax policy experts. The building industry and its investment clients ought to also support the development of value maps but it is largely up to politicians and campaigners for tax reform and sustainable development to take the risk implied in linking LVT and value mapping.

The packaging and detailed planning of the measures contained in the Action Plan needs to address the likely concerns of these groups above all. Given the financial muscle of the two main beneficiary groups – property investors and insurers – it ought to be possible to finance the necessary research, campaigning and lobbying that will be needed to take the Action Plan forward. Technical support from N-project sponsors, supported by the GI industry, ought to be able to unblock any perceived obstacles but key data suppliers will need Government blessing if they are to factor value mapping into their business plans.

The Policy Delphi Process

The third and last part of the final Delphi questionnaire asked participants what they thought of the research method after what, for all but one, was their first experience of it. They were first asked if they thought it an appropriate method for this type of research, then to list the three ways of interacting that they had been able to use in order of preference, finally to list seven possible advantages of the method in order of merit, without giving the same score to any. There was also an invitation to make any comment on the research process, which seven respondents did.

All 18 who responded said ‘yes’ to the question: “Do you think the Delphi is an appropriate method of research for this subject?” Three comments were made here. One “felt that the researcher tends to ignore the challenges posed by critical comments” but that “it seems a good way of focusing the debate” (32); another was “quite impressed by the methodology” adding “I’ll bet it needs a lot of thought behind the scenes” (34); the third qualified his answer: “as long as it is backed up by statistics” (42).

There was a clear preference for electronic methods of communication: only one preferred ‘post or fax’ to either email of on-line. Email was preferred to on-line form-filling by twelve (out of 19), twice as many as had the opposite preference. This may have been influenced by the fragility of the particular on-line facility and users’ experience of it in the first two rounds. The log-on part of the web-site was not used for Round Three, largely due to cost. However the ability to download documents such as forms and reports was appreciated by some, judging by how well it was used: in Round Three the majority of participants acquired their form from the web-site and emailed it when completed.

Three respondents were unable to list every advantage of the method, choosing to give equal scores to three or more. Looking at the reasons for the positive views held by all (Table 6), it would seem that efficiency rates higher than the more qualitative benefits. Three ‘reasons’ relate to time: ‘flexibility’ (i.e. you do it when it suits you); ‘efficient use of time’ (i.e. once you start a stage of involvement in the process, you don’t have to share time with other participants, as you would in a face-to-face meeting); this can include ‘no need to travel’, (travel to meetings is a huge time-waster, as well as costly). These three topped the list for the Group as a whole: ‘efficient use of time’ was top by a considerable margin, as Table 6 shows (lowest score is ‘top’).

The ability to ‘collaborate with peers’, and ‘anonymity’ were given separate rating. The Delphi is distinct from either traditional committees and from surveys in offering both features. Anonymity did not score very high with academics and consultants but was rated the most important feature by three people, surprisingly none of them civil servants. The degree of appreciation of ‘personal involvement in a developing process’ was more highly valued than efficiency attributes (b-d) of the Delphi by three people (7, 14, 34), the third of these (a civil servant) also valued two other research-oriented features: ‘combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis’ and collaboration.

Table 6: Views on Aspects of Delphi Process
	Aspect of Delphi Process
	Group Score
	Ranking

	a) Anonymity (easier to express and change views)
	4.7
	5

	b) Efficient use of time
	3.9
	3

	c) Flexibility (you do it when it suits you)
	2.7
	1

	d) No need to travel
	3.6
	2

	e) Collaboration with ‘peers’ from various fields
	4.3
	4

	f) Combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis
	4.9
	7

	g) Personal involvement in a developing process
	4.8
	6
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� This person retired from active engagement with UK small business policy lobbying in early 2004 and no longer resides in Europe.


� Only his final scores are recorded in the spreadsheet. He is an academic (50). All completed forms have been retained and his original scores are recorded there, in brackets after his final ones.
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