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Introduction

Thank you for offering to be part of my Delphi Group in this project. Before inviting your specific comments and opinions on this stage of the research, I will explain the whole Delphi Process, as I intend to conduct it, and set out the ‘terms of engagement’ for participants. If you have any concerns, please let me know straight away before (and separate from) responding to the rest of the form.

Besides this Delphi Group, I am undertaking two major linked strands to this research over roughly the same period:

a. Overseas fact-finding visits to four ‘comparator’ countries that already have – or plan soon to introduce – Value Maps in the public domain: Australia, Denmark, Lithuania and United States;

b. Creation of a UK Value Map Demonstrator, using data from White Horse District Council, Oxfordshire. This will then be used in a series of controlled presentations to stakeholders in about a year’s time.  The County and District Councils issued a Press Statement about this on 4th December, a copy of which is on my web-site.

My Delphi Process

The whole research is being conducted as far as possible, from my part, via my web-site www.landvaluescape.org , so that anyone who visits that site will be able to read my inputs (which will include summaries and analysis of yours) and respond to me by e-mail. You are also encouraged to visit the site occasionally, either to view these ‘third party’ comments in my ‘discussion room’ or to read new content that I may place there, mainly relating to this research. Many of those whom I approached to become Delphi Group members have been unable to make the commitment that you made, to respond thoughtfully to all three (possibly four) rounds of questionnaire over the next 15-18 months. However most have expressed interest and will be invited to contribute views informally via the web-site.

I am writing up the Process itself as I conduct it, to enable my Kingston University (KU) supervisors to monitor and guide me. If you are interested, I can send you the latest approved version of the “Process Document”. By its nature, a Policy Delphi must remain flexible in design, because respondents like you are almost bound to influence the course it takes. In essence, there will be four Stages:-

Stage 1: Initial Exploration. This includes research to identify and select suitable willing participants and exposition of the main concepts and issues as seen by myself as ‘designer’ of the Process and lead researcher. This Stage is complete when I have closed my list of Group members and received responses back from them all to this questionnaire.

Participants were sought who assess themselves with at least ‘good’ expertise in one or more of the four areas: geo-statistical spatial analysis; property valuation; land and/or taxation policy; and geographic information policy.  Over fifty people have already been invited to join the Group and [18] have accepted, including several eminent figures in these fields. There is a roughly equal mix of Group members from: property industry (private sector); academia and consulting; local and central government officials; and political or campaign groups. Some members could be regarded as belonging to two or more sectors and having considerable expertise in two or more fields.

A system of classifying Group members and applying weighting factors to responses, according to individual expertise, will be devised - and approved by my Director of Studies – before the end of Stage 1. In doing this, your self-assessed level of expertise will normally be accepted. However since all responses will remain anonymous (in order to encourage frankness and willingness to modify views in the light of knowledge acquired during the Delphi Process) it will not be possible for anyone other than my KU supervisors to discover the detailed application or effect of this weighting.

Because Delphi members are drawn from a fairly small population of candidates, you may discover who your fellow Group members are. I would be grateful if you would not divulge this to others, although feel free to enter into correspondence with one another on the subject outside the Delphi Process, perhaps even on my web-site.  Anonymity is important for several reasons, amongst which is the “Chatham House Rule” for civil servants, which would otherwise prevent some people from sharing their insights with the rest of us at all.

When the Delphi Process is over and I need to write up my dissertation and possibly publish my findings in appropriate journals, I may ask you to allow me to quote you from material supplied during the Process. You are of course under no obligation to do so and under no circumstances will I use your contributions in an attributable way without your permission. Preserving the anonymity of every Group member may however enable me to quote your words un-attributably, referring only to (for example) ‘a land policy expert’.  I therefore hope you will expand beyond ‘tick-box’ answers whenever you feel the urge.

Stage 2: Identifying Significant Disagreements. When I have assimilated the responses to this questionnaire, using weighted scores and other ways of analysing them, I will distil what seem to me to be the consensus of views and the areas of major disagreement. I will then undertake my own further research, aided by any references that you may have directed me to, and come back to the Group with a set of issues and policy actions (some refined from Stage 1, others introduced new during Stage 2) which I will ask you to score according to four ‘dimensions’: importance; desirability; feasibility; and confidence. I will explain this in more detail at the time.

I expect to issue the Stage 2 Questionnaire in March. At about the same time, I hope to embark on my overseas visits, which I expect to give me further insights into the issues and policies identified therein – and possibly lead to new ones.  If you have any contacts in my chosen comparator countries (or elsewhere overseas) with whom you think I should correspond and possibly meet, I would be grateful to have details as soon as possible.  The Stage 2 Questionnaire will be a kind of ‘calling card’ for those I hope to meet, to help them focus on my research needs.

I will ask for responses to Stage 2 by about early May. In June/July I will write up my overseas visits, my report on Stage 2 responses and my report on the creation of a UK Value Map Demonstrator and issue these documents to you, also placing them on the web-site.

Possible Stage 3: Exploring disagreements and revising positions and options. If Stage 2 shows that you broadly agree with my view of the consensus reached in Stage 1 and the resulting policy options, I will proceed in late 2004 with a final round of questionnaire (Stage 4 below). More likely, there will be sufficient lack of consensus and also new information arising from prior Stages and my other activities for me to issue a questionnaire inviting you to review your earlier positions and consider this new information.

If funds are forthcoming, I hope to organise a seminar in early autumn 2004, to which all Delphi Group members and anyone else interested will be invited. This will probably be in the Oxford area and focus on the Value Map Demonstrator: its genesis and possible uses.  The Stage 3 Questionnaire will be issued after this seminar.

Stage 4: evaluating options and seeking final resolution. When I believe I have acquired all the information that I need in order to prepare my research findings, I will draft the outline ‘business case’ (if I conclude there is one!) for Value Maps in the UK. This draft will be in the form of a Delphi questionnaire and provide a final opportunity for you to influence my work.  I hope to do this before March 2005 – by December 2004 if I dispense with a separate Stage 3.

I aim to present my findings at the Association for Geographic Information (AGI) conference in autumn 2005.

With all questionnaires, I will allow you between two and three weeks for responses and aim for it to be possible to complete the form in no more than half an hour. The web-site interface will be designed so that you do not need to read any preamble (such as this) in order to reach the ‘meat’ of the questions. Some ‘questions’ (which may be in the form of ‘statements’) may be self-evident and not require you to give much thought – this depends on your own expertise in each area. However to gain full value from the Process yourself, I expect you will wish to set aside at least two hours per ‘round’ to read the material supplied before responding.

‘Terms of Engagement’

Summarising the above, for your diary:

Stage 1 – allow ½ hour between now and 31st January to complete and return this form.

Stage 2 – the same (but preferably 2 hours, including reading results of Stage 1) during early April.

Stage 3 – an optional ½ -day seminar, probably near Oxford, in September, then - if necessary - a further ½ - 2 hours completing a questionnaire.

Stage 4 – a final round in about March 2005 and a conference paper at AGI that autumn.

All forms to be completed and returned within 3 weeks of receipt.

Concepts

This section of the form introduces five concepts that may be new to you. If you understand them, you can proceed to give your views on the Statements that follow each; if not, please read the introductory paragraphs below each heading.

1. Land Value
.  It is often said that valuers cannot separate
.go to page 5
2. Landvaluescape.  To understand this concept, you first....
3. UK nation-wide Land Valuation. Maps can cover areas of different sizes.....
4. Rolling revaluation.  Value Maps, like any maps, are only as good as....
5. Tax Effect Demonstrator (TED).  We have seen that a land valuation is linked to...
The 
next section of the form introduces various Issues
, each relating to at least one of the Concepts. These Issues will be discussed in the next Delphi Questionnaire. The aim at this stage is to establish the relative importance of the issues that arise in any proposal for UK Value Maps. However your comments on any of these issues – or the list as a whole – are welcomed and will be fed back to the Group. 

If 
you feel that others subjects not covered at all in this Questionnaire should be introduced, please briefly explain what they are.

Other issues that need to be addressed:-

(please complete the Issues table before entering text here)

1. Land Value

It is often said that valuers cannot separate the value of a site from that of any buildings etc. on it, because it is ‘property’ (not land on its own) that usually comes on the market. Hence the view that ‘land value’ is neither a useful concept, nor beneficial to map.

Nevertheless, the fact remains that many countries claim to consistently, comprehensively and readily produce value maps, using something called ‘land value’. Also the International Association of Assessing Officers (IAAO) publishes guidance on how to separate the value of land from the gross value of developed property. 

Most recently
 the International Valuation Standards Authority (IVSA), hosted by RICS in London, which sets standards for how assets are to be valued for the accounts of companies wishing to trade their stocks globally, has issued two new Standards (IAS 16 & 17) which, between them, will from 2005 require all property owned or leased by multi-national companies to be assessed at Fair Value (equivalent to what UK valuers call Market Value) and to apportion such value between land and buildings.

Hence not only does Land Value exist and already have its uses but also soon most of the highest value property in the UK will have to have its land value assessed every year. What ISVA requires is likely to become standard practice for all UK commercial valuations.

Of course, when in everyday parlance we casually refer to ‘house prices rising’ or ‘the property market collapsing’ what we mean is that land values are rising or collapsing. The value of ‘bricks and mortar’ only ever rises in the non-monetary sense that structures of architectural or historic importance often gain value, much as rare examples of any art form or site of scientific interest gains rarity value to society.

Statement 1. “Land Value can, albeit with some difficulty, be separated from gross property value and should be based upon Market (or ‘Fair’) Value.” 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (‘5’ being ‘I totally agree’) to what extent do you agree?  
Add any comments you wish to make below.

2. Landvaluescape

To understand the concept ‘landvaluescape’, you first have to understand and accept that ‘land value’ exists. If you cannot agree with Statement 1, you should move straight to Concept 4.

If the value of a particular parcel of land can be measured, then ‘landvaluescape’ is the equivalent in valuation to ‘landscape’: the ‘surface’ formed in the mind’s eye (or in a computer model) by connecting the values of points representing many adjacent parcels in a land value data set. Having normalised all such values to a common ‘per unit area’ basis, the ‘v’ replaces the ‘z’ (height above sea level) in a three-dimensional topographic data set.

As with the physical landscape, there are variations in ‘terrain type’, gradient, etc. Unlike physical landscape, landvaluescape changes markedly over time, with changes in economic and social conditions affecting global, national, regional and local land values. In this respect, landvaluescape is a concept intermediate in the time dimension between weather and physical terrain.

Continuing with the physical analogy, in some areas the ‘hard’ landvaluescape will be more difficult to detect than in others: property market factors (including statute law, professional custom and practice, information technology and volume of transactions) vary so as to make the land value more or less easy to distinguish from ‘roof/tree-top’ gross property values, over both space and time.  Since the only ‘true’ value derives from market transactions, the transparency and vitality of the market control the availability of the data that comprises landvaluescape.

As for Value Maps (representations of landvaluescape), they mirror topographic maps, in that they vary according to scale and purpose.  They can also influence the way human users regard what is being mapped, without necessarily changing that reality.  However unlike maps of physical phenomena, the responses of property market players to Value Maps can actually change the market conditions and hence change the Landvaluescape. 

There is a potential feedback between Value Maps and Landvaluescape, much as collections of stock & share market valuations can influence how buyers and sellers regard particular stocks.  Whether or not data about shares and property markets are published, those markets exist: it is just that their workings are greatly improved by appropriate, up-to-date published representations of transactions and other market information. Since ‘location’ is what the property market is about, Value Maps must be a good way to portray aspects of that market.

Statement 2: “Landvaluescape is economic reality, which can usefully be mapped as an aid to good land management and an efficient property market.”

On a scale of  1 to 5 (‘5’ being ‘I totally agree’) to what extent do you agree?  

Add any comments you wish to make below.

3. A UK nation-wide Land Valuation

Maps can cover areas of different sizes. In the past, UK Value Maps have only covered small areas because there have only been discrete areas of suitable data coverage. The nation-wide property valuations (for various property taxes) have not been comprehensive enough to enable useful national mapping, nor has the data been in the public domain. What maps have been produced were almost always commissioned for specific, geographically limited projects such as urban redevelopment or office relocation. 

Unlike some other countries with different policies relating to land information and taxation, Value Maps have never been thought of in the UK as a ‘utility’.  The Valuation Office Agency (VOA) has not hitherto seen its role – or been permitted to function – as a provider of Value Maps.  It is no surprise that several Delphi Group applicants conflated the concept of ‘landvaluescape’ with that of ‘land value taxation’ (LVT), because it is the property tax authorities that invariably act as sponsors of Value Maps where they exist.

Some of the most advanced Value Maps are produced by jurisdictions that do not impose LVT (notably Lucas County, Ohio). However many parts of North America and some other tax authorities do require tax assessments to be split into land and buildings elements, thus allowing land value to be mapped.  The issue of how Value Mapping is affected by the type of property tax is addressed later.

This research is not concerned with developing Value Mapping purely as a private sector activity. Just as topographic maps can in theory exist without a national mapping agency but no functioning sovereign state would forego the right to sponsor – if not conduct itself – its national mapping programme, so this study presupposes that if there is to be nation-wide Value Mapping in the UK it has to be promoted and sponsored by Government at national level. Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales might have distinct programmes and/or agencies but a precondition for Value Mapping in the UK is a nation-wide Land Valuation.

Statement 3. “UK nation-wide Value Mapping presupposes a Government initiative to conduct a national Land Valuation, using property tax data.” 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (‘5’ being ‘I totally agree’) to what extent do you agree?  
Add any comments you wish to make below.

4. Rolling revaluation.

Value Maps, like any maps, are only as good as the currency of the information being mapped. Landvaluescape is constantly changing, often at a dramatic rate in local areas (inner cities and urban fringes) and significantly nation-wide in certain sectors of the market.

Advances in information technology have enabled Ordnance Survey to maintain the national topographic map database in a state of constant currency. It has also led to ‘rolling registers’ of voters: the Local Authority Secure Electoral Register (LASER) project is one of the Government’s e-government drivers and links to the National Land & Property Gazetteer (NLPG) which in turn links to Project Acacia, a (hitherto) unfunded initiative of several public bodies and Royal Mail to develop a comprehensive land management information system. The same organisations have successfully collaborated in the National Land Information Service (NLIS) to dramatically reduce conveyancing costs and times.

The greater the frequency of revaluations for property tax, the greater the equity of such taxes. Infrequent revaluations for Council Tax and Non-Domestic Rates lead to sudden changes in tax liability and political problems which in turn lead to pressure for complex transitional arrangements that further reduce equity as between taxpayers. Maintaining property tax databases in between nation-wide revaluations can cost far more per year than those revaluation exercises. There comes a point at which it is cheaper to move to ‘rolling revaluation’ than to attempt to ‘freeze’ valuations.

Statement 4. “Rolling revaluation of property tax assessments could not only be enabled by Value Maps but make their production viable for other purposes.” 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (‘5’ being ‘I totally agree’) to what extent do you agree?  
Add any comments you wish to make below.

5. Tax Effect Demonstrator (TED).

We have seen that a land valuation is linked to land taxation and value maps are very often tax maps. The most sophisticated examples
 make use of the latest computer-aided mass assessment (CAMA) and geo-spatial analysis and display techniques, using geographic information systems (GIS). CAMA / GIS are about to be used in the residential revaluation for rating in Northern Ireland and are being investigated for use by VOA in its administration of property taxes in England & Wales.

CAMA/GIS are clearly not unique to land value taxation and can be applied to some effect in any property tax regime. It helps if tax assessments separate land values from building values and does not help if there are gaps in the ‘terrain’ where property is not assessed (e.g. vacant or agricultural land in the UK) or where different kinds of property tax base exist alongside each other (e.g. Council Tax alongside Non Domestic Rates).

In a recently completed research project
, the concept of a map-based Tax Effect Demonstrator (TED) was tried out on property tax stakeholders in Liverpool. This attempted to emulate the functions of similar systems in the US, where they are used by tax reform campaigners and tax administrators to validate and communicate the results of property tax assessments, different tax rates, etc.  Results are in all cases extremely positive and the costs and benefits of preparing, maintaining and using such maps in selected overseas countries are being further investigated in another strand of this research project.

The Liverpool trial was too small for smaller scale value maps to be produced or ‘response surface’ techniques to be used on the data. One advantage of such three-dimensional modelling is that the specific taxable values of individual properties can be masked, thereby preserving confidentiality.  Just as the easiest way for most people to ‘see’ the physical landscape is through contour maps or terrain models, so the best way to understand the economic landvaluescape is through ‘value contour’ maps or modelling.

The TED concept aims to emulate the 3D terrain map, suppressing confidential source data and exposing the overall shape – what rating valuers call the ‘tone of the list’ – to stakeholders.

Statement 5. “If Tax Effect Demonstrator value maps have proved useful in other countries, they ought to prove useful in the UK.” 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (‘5’ being ‘I totally agree’) to what extent do you agree?  
Add any comments you wish to make below.

Issues

Each 
Issue is described in a sentence. You are asked to state how (un)important you regard it, on a scale of one to four:

(1=totally unimportant, 2=slightly important, 3=important, 4= very important)

You may give your reasons now, although there will be a chance at the next round of the Delphi Process. It would be helpful to qualify your score (enter text in the box that opens if you click that Ref number), especially if you are unclear what is meant by the explanation of the Issue.

The weighting system to be adopted for analysis of responses will take account of the competence of Delphi Group members to judge importance on each Issue.  If an Issue is completely outside your field of expertise, you may leave the score column blank.

The reference numbers show which Concept each Issue is primarily linked to, e.g. ‘1/1’ is the first Issue linked to the concept of Land Value. You may give a reason for each answer, using the box on the on-line version of the form (if possible). Please reference each comment to the Issue No.

	Ref
.
	Description of Issue
	Score

1-4

	1/1
	Inertia or insularity among UK valuers
.
	

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

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

	1/4 
	Sheer workload imposed on valuers.
	

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

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

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

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

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

	2/4
	The ‘Modifiable Areal Unit Problem’ (MAUP), in which major differences in outcome from spatial analysis result, depending on where boundaries of aggregate values are drawn.
	

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	5/2
	Research funding in this field.
	

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

	5/4
	Problems with quantifying benefits.
	

	5/5

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


� Reported in RICS Valuation Faculty update Dec 2003


� See Ward R, Guilford J, Jones B, Pratt D, & German J (2002) Piecing Together Location: Three Studies by the Lucas County R&D Section (in Assessment Journal September/October 2002 pp21-53)


�  A Blueprint for Smart Tax in Britain by Tony Vickers, published at � HYPERLINK "http://www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/workingpapers" ��www.lincolninst.edu/pubs/workingpapers� in November 2003 by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��On the web site, if the user wants to go straight to ‘score’ the Statement, this heading should be a hot-link to it. Holding the cursor over the heading here should expose the statement in a ‘bubble’, clicking should take the user to the box below the relevant Statement.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��If the user does not understand the concept, a hot-link with ‘read more’ in it takes them to the paragraphs below the heading on the relevant page. At the end of that page should be a link to the Statement box. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Upon completion of the five Statement responses, the user should be forced to this point before submitting the form. If they are familiar with all five concepts, they will not use the following pages of detailed explanation of Concepts, so there needs to be an automatic check-test that all five Concepts have been dealt with before moving on to Issues.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This word should be a hot-link to the Table that follows the five Concept pages


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This is an optional section for users. They do not have to complete it before submitting.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Link to here from [AJM 4]


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Each Ref No. should be a hot-spot. If clicked by user, a box should open up linked to the Ref No allowing the user to enter free-text. For any Ref where this facility is used, unless the Score box is completed the user will not be allowed to submit the form until it is.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Is this really two different issues?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��So long as there are no ‘commented’ Issues without a score, the table will be validly completed. If a user tries to submit a table with any Issue un-scored, a question should appear saying “Do you wish to score Issue Ref. [first un-scored Ref]?” With “yes” selected, the cursor will return to [first un-scored Ref], with “No” the program repeats until all are scored. Then the user is returned to [AJM 5] for a chance to enter any free-text. If they select “Submit” at this point, that chance is lost.
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