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Programme	

9.30	 Arrival	and	Registration	 Speaker	
	

10.00	 Chair’s	introduction	and	aims	of	the	day	 	Sarah	Sayce	
	 	 	
10.10	 Session	1:		LVT	and	the	Economic	and	Fiscal	

Landscape	
	

	

10.10	 Potential	Revenue	flow	from	LVT	
	

Mark	Wadsworth		
	

10.45	 The	Economic	Impact	of	LVT	
	

Howard	Reed		
	

11.10	 Panel	Session	and	Q&A		
	

Speakers	plus	Stuart	Adams	and	
Andy	Lymer		
	

11.40	 Coffee	
	

	

11.55	 Session	2:	LVT	and	Impacts	on	the	Property	Markets	
	

	

11.55	 LVT	in	practice:	lessons	from	the	international	
experience:	what	do	they	tell	us	the	impact	might	
be?	

Paul	Sanderson	
	

	 	 	
12.25	 Land	assessment	for	socializing	land	rent	

while	untaxing	production	
Ted	Gwartney	in	absentio	
Introduced	by	Sarah	Sayce	
	

12.45	 	Panel	Session	and	Q&A		
	

Speaker	plus	Julia	Thrift	and	Peter	
Bill	
	

13.15	 Lunch	
	

	

14.00	 Session	3:	LVT	Business	Model	and	implementation	
issues	
	

	

14.00	 Land	Value	Literacy:	the	problem	of	modernising	
property	taxes	in	the	British	Isles		

Ronan	Lyons/Andy	Wightman	
	

	 	 	
14.20	 A	business	model	for	LVT	 Michael	Nicholson		
	 	 	
14.40	 Towards	an	Implementation	Plan	

	
Tony	Vickers	
	

15.00	 	Panel	Session	and	Q&A		
	

Speakers	plus	Peter	Wyatt	and	
Yiming	Wang	
	

15.20	 Session	4:	Plenary	Discussion	and	emerging	findings	
	

Led	by	Sarah	Sayce	with	
contributions	from	all	participants		
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Summary 
 
On 15th Sept. a colloquium on land value tax (LVT), held at the Westminster HQ of the Royal 
Institution of Chartered Surveyors (RICS), was presented with economic analysis suggesting that 
a single annual tax based on land values would be capable of producing potential revenue flows 
of £82 billion: sufficient to replace all existing property taxes. Following rigorous debate, the 
meeting, held with an option for Chatham House Rules, concluded that the technical issues often 
quoted as providing reasons not to switch to assessing land rather than property, namely 
valuation methodology and data, are capable of solution within the UK context.  
 
The event examined both the evidence base from Australia, USA and Denmark, where land taxes 
are already established, and the technical challenges offered by its introduction within the UK, 
either as a partial or full replacement for existing property taxes.   Given the recent 
recommendation of the European Council that the UK consider a reform of property taxes as part 
of a package of measures to help improve the housing supply shortage this was timely indeed. 
The colloquium was attended by some 40 invitees, spanning senior figures from government 
agencies and the property industry, through to Think-Tanks, academics and journalists. 
 
It was considered that current property taxes do not successfully encourage land, infrastructure 
and amenity development or their optimal management and urgently require reform. However 
views varied considerably as to whether all or only some property taxes should be replaced by an 
annually payable land tax. Council Tax and Non Domestic Rates (NDR) were seen as based on 
unrealistically outdated values and as distorting in impact; Stamp Duty Land Tax (SDLT) acts as 
a brake on mobility, which could hinder economic growth. 
 
It was recommended that creating a cadastral map of the UK to establish property boundaries 
and values would be an essential prerequisite for the introduction of a system of land taxes.   At 
the same time research is required to establish the most appropriate valuation methodology to 
underpin the land value assessments.   Once these have been accomplished the replacement 
of NDR would be a relatively straightforward move and should enable ‘proof of concept’ for LVT 
within a UK context. It was considered that Council Tax is possibly the next stage, as whilst the 
valuation issues are not more complex, the out datedness of current assessments could present 
challenges. 
 
	
The	Colloquium	was	sponsored	by	the	Network	for	Social	Change	Charitable	Trust	and	organised	by		
Bob	Brass	-	Network	for	Social	Change		
Dr	Sarah	Sayce	–Emeritus	Professor,	Kingston	University		
Dr	Tony	Vickers	–Coalition	for	Economic	Justice.	
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Session	1	
	
Mark	Wadsworth	(MW):	The	Potential	Revenue	Flow	from	LVT	

MW	said	the	most	economically	efficient	tax	has	long	been	regarded	as	one	based	on	the	annual	site-
only	rental	value	of	each	plot	assuming	optimum	permitted	use.	Although	commonly	referred	to	as	
Land	Value	Tax	(LVT),	it	would	be	far	more	accurate	to	refer	to	it	as	Location	Value	Tax.	

He	explained	that	LVT	seeks	to	simplify	and	replace	land	taxes	with	one	fiscal-based	tax.	For	example,	
inheritance	tax	(widely	unpopular	considering	the	amount	that	it	raises),	council	tax,	capital	gains	tax	
etc.	would	be	abolished	and	replaced	by	LVT.	

Because	the	National	Non-Domestic	Rate	(NNDR	or	Business	Rate)	has	similarities	with	LVT	and	can	
relatively	easily	be	converted	into	LVT	on	a	revenue	neutral	basis,	MW	restricted	his	presentation	to	
the	potential	revenues	from	land	used	for	housing.	First,	a	tax	base	needs	to	be	established.	This	
would	be	the	annual	site-only	rental	value	of	all	UK	residential	land.	

MW	asserted	that	the	proposal	is	“not	really	political”,	explaining	that	just	how	‘political’	LVT	is	
depends	entirely	on	which	taxes	are	paid	now	by	the	persons	affected	by	–	and	able	to	influence	-	its	
introduction.	The	facts	need	to	be	considered	dispassionately.	

He	demonstrated	how	it	should	be	possible	to	apportion	the	gross	rental	value	of	domestic	property	
into	that	part	relating	to	providing	and	maintaining	the	building	itself	and	the	‘site	premium’	due	to	
location.	Council	Tax	can	be	added	to	this,	since	it	is	paid	by	the	occupier.	

Of	the	total	site	premium	for	housing	land	(over	£200	billion/yr),	currently	only	£52	billion	is	collected	
annually	in	tax.	Thus	MW	concluded	“It	would	seem	relatively	uncontentious	to	replace	all	the	
existing	taxes	on	[domestic]	property	with	a	flat	tax	of	25%	on	the	site	premium”.	

It	was	then	shown	that	there	is	effectively	a	‘flat	tax’	system	in	this	country	already,	although	some	
taxes	are	regressive	and	some	are	progressive.	How	much	most	individual	people	pay	through	taxes	
would	alter	very	little	if	LVT	came	into	place.	In	other	words,	most	individuals	would	be	very	unlikely	
to	notice	the	difference.	MW	expanded	on	the	argument	with	certain	specific	case	studies.		

The	result	would	be	greater	simplicity,	economic	efficiency	(lower	cost	of	administration	and	less	
drag	on	the	economy)	and	removal	of	regressive	aspects	(e.g.	of	Council	Tax).	

If	the	concept	of	annual	site	premium	is	not	well	understood,	the	tax	could	be	expressed	as	a	
percentage	of	selling	price.	On	that	basis,	a	tax	rate	of	0.9%	of	current	selling	prices	would	suffice	to	
balance	the	government’s	books.	

An	alternative	to	LVT	is	to	reduce	VAT	to	15%	and	get	rid	of	employer’s	NIC.	However,	it	initially	
appears	that	there	would	be	a	revenue	shortfall	of	£52	billion.	Thus,	LVT	seems	to	be	a	far	more	
attractive	option.	

MW	also	considered	the	effect	of	LVT	on	the	pipeline	of	unbuilt	housing	plots	with	planning	
permission	and	on	those	under	construction	and	on	first	sale,	where	builders	are	exempt	VAT.	This	
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and	other	calculations	are	in	his	largely	orally	presented	paper	at	Annex	A.	

Howard	Reed	(HR):	The	Economic	Impact	of	LVT	

HR	outlined	the	standard	argument	for	LVT	as	follows:	efficient	taxes	minimise	distortion;	LVT	does	
not	affect	marginal	decisions	thus	minimising	distortions;	therefore	LVT	is	an	efficient	tax.	

However,	the	only	way	to	be	sure	that	efficiency	would	increase	with	LVT	is	if	the	taxes	which	LVT	
replaced	were	the	last	remaining	distortions	in	the	economy.	Since	it	is	not	feasible	to	eliminate	all	
distortions	in	the	economy,	the	standard	argument	is	inapplicable,	said	HR.	

HR	stated	that	we	can	say	more	about	the	distributional	impact	of	LVT.	The	impact	of	LVT	depends	
entirely	on	the	rate	structure;	there	is	no	particular	reason	to	stick	with	the	flat	rate.	In	other	words,	
LVT	can	be	as	progressive	as	you	want	it	to	be.	

HR	went	on	to	explain	other	desirable	features	of	LVT:		

• Many	of	the	taxes	LVT	would	replace	are	not	equal	horizontally.		
• LVT	is	an	improvement	because	it	treats	people	with	similar	amounts	of	land	value	the	same.		
• LVT	is	a	tax	based	purely	on	economic	rents	and	as	such,	is	philosophically	easier	to	defend	

than	other	taxes.	

HR	stated	that	it	is	difficult	to	predict	the	effects	of	LVT	on	house	prices	in	the	first	2-3	years	of	it	
being	introduced;	however,	it	is	likely	to	affect	house	prices	in	the	long	run.	

Since	there	has	been	little	macroeconomic	modelling	thus	far,	it	is	hard	to	say	how	LVT	would	affect	
inflation,	employment	etc.		

HR	explained	that	there	is	scope	for	LVT	to	help	local	authorities	in	providing	a	more	certain	and	
consistent	stream	of	revenue.	As	such,	the	environmental	impact	of	LVT	is	likely	to	be	positive,	since	
local	authorities	would	be	able	to	better	plan	their	environmental	investments.	

Overall,	what	happens	to	tax	and	spending	alongside	LVT	may	have	a	bigger	impact	than	LVT	itself.	

Respondent	1:	Stuart	Adam	(SA)	

Overall,	SA	agreed	with	both	speakers.	Some	of	the	disagreements	(mainly	with	MW,	because	he	was	
asked	to	focus	on	him):-	

• That	replacing	business	rates	with	LVT	would	be	much	easier	than	reforming	council	tax	and	
that	therefore	we	should	look	first	at	the	admittedly	more	difficult	task.	Given	how	far	off	the	
political	agenda	LVT	is	as	present,	there	is	a	case	for	focusing	on	the	easier	task:	replace	
business	rates	first	and	see	how	that	works:	get	‘proof	of	concept’	early	rather	than	deal	with	
housing	first.	

• Unconvincing	revenue	calculations	in	MW’s	paper.	Some	very	strong	assumptions	were	made,	
for	example	about	the	split	between	land	and	building	value.	Apart	from	saying	he	had	“seen	
other	methodologies	used”	for	calculating	this	split,	SA	did	not	elaborate	apart	from	saying	
that	small	differences	in	methodology	can	make	“quite	big”	differences	in	total	figures.	

• Distributional	effects	may	be	“more	or	less	flat”	across	the	board	–	as	MW	claims	-	but	this	
hides	“a	huge	amount	of	heterogeneity”.		There	will	be	a	small	but	significant	number	of	big	



	

	 6	

winners	and	losers,	in	particular	those	owning	a	lot	of	high	value	land	with	low	value	buildings	
on	it	will	be	very	big	losers.	

• LVT	need	not	be	a	replacement	to	other	taxes,	which	MW	assumes	would	be	the	case.	It	could	
be	introduced	to	increase	Government’s	revenue	base,	to	enable	higher	spending.	If	it	is	used	
to	replace	other	taxes	and	hence	make	the	economy	more	efficient,	then	it	is	important	to	
know	what	those	other	taxes	are,	because	some	taxes	are	much	less	distortionary	than	
others.	This	is	largely	a	political	matter.	

• Making	the	economy	more	efficient	is	not	the	only	purpose	of	tax	reform:	for	example	there	
may	be	other	reasons	to	retain	taxes	on	earned	income	or	building	rental,	with	or	without	
introducing	LVT.	

SA	especially	agreed	with:	

• MW’s	claim	that	it	doesn’t	matter	how	big	the	LVT	tax	base	is,	because	the	tax	rate	can	be	set	
as	high	or	low	as	you	want.	So	the	key	question	is:	“How	much	revenue	do	you	want	from	
LVT?”	That	leads	into	“What	is	politically	viable?”	and	“What	taxes	do	you	want	to	replace?”	
The	answer	can	also	affect	the	valuation	task:	a	big	revenue	take	requires	a	more	accurate	
assessment	of	land	value,	because	inaccuracies	have	bigger	impacts	on	individual	taxpayers	
and	hence	present	a	bigger	political	challenge.	

• HR’s	introduction	of	the	“theory	of	second	best”	(the	importance	of	LVT	removing	the	last	
distortion),	because	if	LVT	only	replaces	some	distortionary	taxes	then	any	remaining	
distortionary	taxes	could	have	a	bigger	distortionary	effect	overall.	This	is	only	a	theory	but	it	
means	that	there	could	be	unintended	consequences	to	using	LVT	to	replace	other	taxes.	

• MW’s	claim	that	(despite	HR’s	point	just	mentioned)	replacing	almost	any	combination	of	
taxes	with	LVT	would	make	the	economy	work	more	efficiently	–	although	that	is	not	obvious	
to	people	in	general.	

SA	explained	why	the	IFS’	Review	of	Taxation	in	2011	had	argued	for	LVT	replacing	rates	but	not	
replacing	council	tax.	It	was	felt	that	housing	can	be	considered	a	‘consumer	good’	and	hence	IFS	/	
Mirrlees	argued	for	VAT,	whereas	there	are	good	reasons	not	to	tax	commercial	buildings.	

Respondent	2:	Andy	Lymer	(AL)	

AL	also	said	he	agreed	broadly	with	both	speakers	and	would	focus	on	where	he	disagreed.	He	
questioned	whether	LVT	should	be	a	priority	for	tax	reform	at	all	among	all	other	reforms	that	could	
be	introduced.	Whilst	it	is	clear	that	the	current	system	does	not	tax	wealth	effectively,	it	is	not	clear	
that	it	should	do:	should	tax	be	used	as	a	redistribution	tool?	

Because	the	distributional	effect	of	LVT	changes	dramatically	according	to	what	other	taxes	it	
replaces	and	because	there	are	many	other	reasons	for	taxes	other	than	to	be	re-distributional	or	to	
promote	economic	efficiency,	it	is	important	to	decide	first	which	other	taxes	are	to	be	abated	or	
scrapped.	Discarding	too	many	other	taxes	and	replacing	them	with	just	one	results	in	a	loss	of	ability	
to	‘tweak’	the	economy.	

AL	stated	that	public	perception	was	also	very	important:	people	need	to	accept	that	LVT	would	be	
better	than	the	existing	system.	Since	there	is	very	little	public	understanding	of	how	taxes	work,	this	
would	be	very	difficult	to	achieve.	He	added	that	people	will	justifiably	focus	on	transitional	issues	
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more	than	the	end	state:	questions	around	how	to	achieve	disclosure	on	land	ownership,	valuation	
and	ability	to	pay	will	be	challenging	to	any	government	wanting	to	introduce	LVT.	Politicians	tend	to	
listen	to	voters	more	carefully	than	to	experts,	so	no	amount	of	careful	economic	analysis	can	offset	
failure	to	effectively	persuade	the	public.	Peoples’	perceptions	regarding	taxes	are	currently	way	
adrift	of	reality.	

Speakers’	response	to	Respondents	

MW	pointed	out	that	there	is	a	huge	problem	of	inequity	in	the	way	that	private	rented	housing	is	
treated,	compared	to	owner-occupied.	Landlords	can	offset	their	mortgage	interest	against	rental	
income,	yet	there	is	little	or	no	real	‘business’	involved	in	simply	collecting	rent.	Especially	when	most	
of	that	rent	is	derived	from	land	values.	

HR	underlined	the	importance	of	choosing	the	right	taxes	to	replace	and	endorsed	MW’s	choice	of	
what	LVT	would	replace:	they	would	give	it	real	traction	with	the	public.	In	particular,	the	argument	
that	so	many	existing	taxes	can	be	(and	are,	by	the	wealthy)	evaded	whilst	LVT	cannot.	

Discussion	

It	was	a	financial	journalist	who	made	three	points	at	the	outset:	

1. Econometric	assumptions	do	not	get	you	around	efficiency	issues.	It	is	unbelievably	unlikely	
that	one	cannot	find	some	combination	of	taxes	to	replace	with	LVT	that	would	not	be	greatly	
improving	of	economic	welfare.	Just	take	two	benefits	of	LVT:	it	leads	to	better	use	of	land;	it	
recaptures	value	gains	from	infrastructure	investment.	

2. Taxing	land	would	really	have	to	be	part	of	any	sensible,	serious	wealth	tax.	Other	forms	of	
wealth	tax,	such	as	inheritance	tax,	are	really	voluntary:	the	super-rich	don’t	pay.	

3. You	can’t	judge	the	equity	of	a	government’s	policies	just	on	tax.	You	have	to	look	at	spending	
as	well.	Again	it	is	almost	inconceivable	that	any	holistic	system	of	tax	and	spend	involving	LVT	
wouldn’t	be	more	equitable	than	the	present	one,	where	the	poor	are	taxed	far	more	through	
VAT	on	their	spending	than	the	rich	and	suffer	more	from	cuts	in	infrastructure	spending	on	
housing	and	transport.	

However	a	home	builder	felt	that	we	should	ask	ourselves	what	problem	we	are	trying	to	solve	and	
not	just	say	“Here	is	LVT,	what	benefits	can	it	bring?”	He	also	asked	about	agricultural	and	derelict	
land,	as	until	then	only	commercial	and	residential	land	had	been	mentioned.	In	response,	a	land	
policy	researcher	said	the	UK	housing	market	is	‘the	problem’	that	LVT	could	help	solve.	It	is	a	total	
failure:	only	those	who	don’t	need	homes	can	buy	them!	The	house-building	industry	(and	
landowners)	have	effective	control	of	finite	land	supply,	at	almost	no	cost.	LVT	would	take	that	
control	away	and	allow	the	market	to	operate.	

It	was	pointed	out	that	individuals	often	do	not	–	cannot	for	various	reasons	–	make	rational	choices.	
Therefore	there	will	be	a	great	deal	of	potential	for	inequity,	especially	in	transition.	However	there	
will	be	a	freeing	up	of	more	land	for	development,	so	more	choice	should	result	for	buyers.		

An	advocate	of	LVT	pointed	out	that	a	huge	amount	of	private	debt	is	tied	up	in	housing,	so	it	cannot	
be	used	for	investment	in	wealth	creation.	That	has	a	huge	drag	effect	on	the	economy.	Also	the	high	
price	of	land	that	results	from	putting	so	much	power	in	the	hands	of	land	owners	means	that	quality	
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of	building	suffers,	compared	to	those	built	in	the	30s	or	to	most	of	Europe	now.	

With	London	having	such	high	land	value,	LVT	would	be	like	a	tax	on	London.	However	most	owners	
of	London	land	could	–	and	would	–	readily	pay	it,	because	it	is	so	important	to	them	to	be	there.	
They	already	pay	the	annual	tax	on	enveloped	land,	which	is	like	LVT.	

	

Session	2	

Paul	Sanderson	(PS):	Lessons	from	Elsewhere	

PS	was	speaking	as	President	of	the	International	Property	Tax	Institute	(IPTI)	which	has	published	a	
‘scorecard’	on	countries’	property	tax	systems	and	their	economic	efficiency.	His	paper	was	not	the	
result	of	a	thorough	academic	exercise	but	was	prepared	at	short	notice	specifically	for	this	
Colloquium	and	drew	mainly	on	the	experience	of	Australia,	in	particular	NSW.	

LVT	in	Australia	is	not	a	model	for	UK,	because	residences	are	exempt	and	average	land	values	are	
much	lower.	In	outline,	states	as	well	as	local	governments	levy	LVT.	

There	are	three	components	to	calculation	of	land	tax:	the	land	value;	the	threshold	of	exemption;	
and	the	tax	rate	in	the	dollar	or	‘poundage’.	Land	value	is	assessed	annually	by	the	state’s	Valuer	
General.	

In	NSW,	no	tax	is	payable	on	land;	above	$412k	tax	is	at	1.6%;	above	$2,219k	at	2%.	Apart	from	
principal	residences,	farmland	is	also	exempt.	Land	value	is	based	on	sale	price	of	undeveloped	land	
where	possible	but	also	taking	into	account	the	sale	price	of	‘improved’	sites	adjusted	by	the	value	of	
‘improvements’.	There	is	a	very	low	level	of	objections	(appeals):	2%,	compared	to	50%	in	most	other	
countries	with	property	tax.	

Local	governments	do	not	have	exemptions	for	residences	nor	thresholds.	They	set	their	own	rates	
but	these	are	not	considered	substantial	or	onerous,	although	they	provide	about	half	of	all	local	
revenues.	

The	Henry	Report	of	2009	was	very	positive	about	LVT	and	recommended	broadening	the	land	tax	
base	to	include	all	land	but	was	shelved	by	NSW	Government.	

PS	said	that	most	issues	relating	to	LVT	are	the	same	as	those	that	apply	to	any	ad	valorem	property	
tax	–	apart	from	valuation	of	land	alone.	There	are	two	issues	related	to	land	valuation,	which	can	
never	be	a	precise	science.	They	are:	(1)	Is	the	assigned	value	of	a	parcel	consistent	with	sales	
evidence,	and	(2)	Is	it	consistent	with	surrounding	parcels,	i.e.	absolute	and	relative	‘equity’	and	
‘market’	basis.	He	called	the	approaches	taken	to	be	either	“summation”	or	“abstraction”.	In	a	highly	
developed	urban	country	such	as	UK	the	absence	of	open	market	evidence	of	undeveloped	land	sales	
is	problematic,	making	the	basis	of	value	less	transparent	than	with	other	ad	valorem	taxes,	although	
not	necessarily	less	equitable.	

PS	also	referred	to	other	methods	sometimes	used	in	Australia	to	arrive	at	site	values:	“allocation”	–	
where	a	fixed	percentage	of	total	property	value	is	assigned	to	site	value	–	and	“residual”	method,	
where	the	cost	of	developing	a	site	is	deducted	from	the	sales	price	of	the	developed	site.	Choice	of	
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method	can	have	a	major	impact	on	the	final	assigned	land	value	but	given	good	quality	property	
market	data	valuers	can	produce	results	that	readily	withstand	challenge.	

PS	concluded	from	his	study	of	Australia’s	LVT	that	land	valuation	in	UK	would	present	problems	at	
the	outset	for	British	valuers,	especially	in	London	with	its	extreme	scarcity	of	bare	land	sites	and	the	
‘site	premium’	attached	to	scarcity	and	‘branding’	of	certain	locations.	“What	value	Harrods?”!	

Before	answering	the	question	“What	impact	would	LVT	have	on	the	UK	property	market?”	PS	briefly	
mentioned	other	countries:	Denmark,	Jamaica,	South	Africa	and	New	Zealand.	In	none	of	these	was	
LVT	a	significant	factor	in	the	overall	tax	system	and	in	Jamaica	and	South	Africa	the	market	data	was	
unreliable	and	government	lacked	the	will	to	reform.	This	did	not	mean	LVT	had	failed.	

PS	felt	it	was	not	possible	to	say	what	impact	LVT	would	have	in	the	UK,	because	there	were	so	many	
factors	that	could	affect	the	way	it	was	introduced	and	many	would	be	outside	the	control	of	those	
charged	with	implementation.	Comparisons	with	other	countries	have	a	very	limited	value	and	as	
regards	the	original	Henry	George	concept	of	LVT	replacing	all	other	taxes	no	government	that	could	
be	imagined	coming	to	power	today	would	attempt	this,	so	it	was	pointless	to	discuss	it.	It	would	
involve	at	least	a	tenfold	increase	in	property	tax	revenue	yield,	which	would	certainly	be	highly	
disruptive	to	property	markets.	

Any	attempt	to	introduce	LVT	would	need	to	be	gradual	and	carefully	phased,	with	or	without	an	
overall	increase	in	revenue	from	property	market	transactions	or	owners.	PS	therefore	agreed	that	its	
use	to	replace	existing	property	taxes	rather	than	as	an	additional	property	tax	was	wiser.		

LVT	should	improve	efficiency	in	the	use	of	land,	reduce	hoarding	and	speculation,	reduce	urban	
sprawl	and	the	number	of	poor	development	decisions.	It	should	also	result	in	lower	house	prices.	

However	LVT	in	UK	is	likely	to	suffer	from	the	disadvantages	of	other	property	taxes:	perceived	
unfairness	due	to	lack	of	transparency	or	inequity;	problems	with	ability	to	pay;	lack	of	understanding	
of	taxpayers;	insufficient	perceived	link	with	benefits.	

PS	concluded	with	‘four	Ps’:	Policy	(good	in	theory);	Professional	(challenging	practical	problems);	
Political	(is	the	case	for	reform	compelling	enough?);	and	Public	(how	they	will	react).	

Ted	Gwartney	(TG):	The	Experience	of	North	America	

TG	was	unable	to	be	present	but	had	recorded	a	video	speech	on	the	subject.	This	was	played	to	the	
audience	in	full.	It	described	the	theory	of	LVT,	its	ethical	basis	and	the	distinction	in	political	
economy	between	taxes	on	‘improvements’	and	those	on	land	value	or	‘rent’.		

TG	then	described	his	personal	experiences	as	a	property	tax	administrator	and	valuer	in	various	
parts	of	North	America:	Harrisburg,	Pennsylvania;	California	valley	deserts	(LVT	used	to	fund	
irrigation	schemes);	Southfield,	Michigan;	British	Columbia;	Greenwich,	Connecticut.	In	all	cases,	he	
had	made	(or	seen)	progress	with	reforms	towards	LVT	without	significant	technical	difficulties	or	
negative	property	market	impacts.	

His	conclusion	was	that	land	rental	tax	raises	sufficient	revenues	to	pay	for	community	services	and	
does	so	equitably.	The	rental	value	of	land	can	be	assessed	with	an	acceptable	degree	of	accuracy	
and	transparency,	at	a	cost	which	is	very	small	compared	to	the	revenue	yield	obtainable.	A	proper	
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system	of	assessment	and	collection	of	land	rent	can	provide	for	a	more	economic	use	of	land,	
helping	the	property	market	to	work	better.		

Respondent	1:	Julia	Thrift	(JT)	

Introducing	herself,	JT	stated	that	she	believed	Garden	Cities	to	be	the	answer	to	the	housing	crisis.	
Brownfield	sites	cannot	provide	land	for	the	additional	homes	needed.	She	felt	that	land	value	
emanating	from	award	of	planning	permission	ought	to	be	returned	to	the	state	and	not	pass	to	the	
landowner.	

Responding	to	PS’	paper,	JT	wondered	why	LVT	seemed	to	have	been	successful	in	Australia	but	not	
in	New	Zealand.	She	expressed	surprise	that	land	valuations	can	be	done	economically	with	few	
appeals	and	also	that	homeowners	can	be	allowed	to	be	exempt	from	LVT.	She	wondered	if	LVT	was	
being	considered	for	reasons	of	equity	or	just	as	a	‘better’	(more	economically	efficient)	way	of	
raising	tax	revenue.	

In	UK,	JT	pointed	out	that	valuations	are	very	out-of-date	and	therefore	updating	them	is	as	
important	as	any	reform	of	tax	base.	She	also	queried	whether	the	very	transparency	of	property	tax	
(council	tax	and	business	rate	bills	are	the	opposite	of	‘stealth	taxes’)	is	the	reason	they	are	hated:	
other	taxes	are	‘hidden’	within	sales	price	or	by	PAYE.	She	also	felt	governments	have	not	explained	
the	benefits	of	various	kinds	of	tax	well	enough,	feeling	that	the	public	might	accept	a	new	tax	if	its	
reasoning	was	clearer.	

JT	was	not	in	agreement	that	overcrowding	cities	was	necessarily	‘best	use	of	land’	as	PS	had	implied.	
Open	spaces	are	a	collective	benefit.	

Finally	she	pointed	out	that	whereas	local	government	makes	many	of	the	decisions	that	result	in	
higher	property	taxes,	the	revenue	from	these	taxes	goes	mainly	to	central	government	before	then	
being	re-distributed	in	a	non-transparent	way	to	local	authorities.	[She	was	referring	to	Uniform	
Business	Rates,	which	are	now	due	reform	to	deal	with	this	point.	However	this	will	raise	other	issues,	
e.g.	the	need	for	another	means	of	equalising	spending	ability	of	councils.]	

Respondent	2:	Peter	Bill	(PB)	

PB,	with	a	background	in	property	sector	journalism,	challenged	the	whole	idea	of	a	tax	based	on	
subjective	(albeit	‘expert’)	valuations.	“You	can’t	base	a	tax	on	peoples’	opinions.”	He	also	felt	that	it	
was	a	thoroughly	bad	idea	to	attempt	to	use	such	a	tax	in	the	commercial	sector,	where	valuation	of	
property	would	be	excessively	complex	and	a	become	a	playground	for	lawyers.	

A	land	value	tax	should	stick	to	land	actually	being	used	for	housing,	if	used	at	all.	

	

Speakers’	response	to	Respondents	

PS	admitted	that	subjective	valuations	are	difficult	but	not	so	much	so	that	the	whole	idea	of	LVT	was	
impractical.	The	methodologies	are	tried	and	tested	elsewhere	and	indeed	result	in	lower	levels	of	
appeal	and	legal	costs.	Admittedly	that	is	because	the	tax	rates	are	fairly	low:	appeals	result	from	a	
combination	of	high	tax	rates	and	high	(but	imprecise)	valuations.	
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PS	also	came	back	on	the	issue	of	“best	use	of	land”	raised	by	JT	and	explained	“HABU”	–	highest	and	
best	use.	It	has	an	internationally	accepted	definition	and	is	based	inescapably	on	market	factors	and	
planning	law.	He	cited	the	example	of	Hyde	Park,	which	is	not	built	over	because	its	value	is	reflected	
in	the	very	high	prices	paid	for	properties	nearby,	which	would	fall	if	they	were	not	facing	green	
space.	

Discussion	

It	was	agreed	by	a	LVT	campaigner	that	splitting	property	value	into	two	components	(land	and	
improvements)	is	feasible	but	that	using	HABU	for	everything	produces	problems	of	public	
perception:	people	do	not	understand	all	the	factors	that	can	impact	on	it.	

An	academic	political	economist	who	has	written	extensively	on	the	subject	pointed	out	that	most	
people	accept	taxes	to	be	fair	if	they	have	the	ability	to	pay	at	the	time	–	even	if	they	are	not	
inherently	wealthy.	That	is	why	transaction	taxes	like	Stamp	Duty	are	generally	more	acceptable	than	
ad	valorem	ones,	even	though	they	are	economically	inefficient	and	anti-market.	He	also	pointed	to	
studies	showing	that	people	value	accessible	local	parks	far	more	than	they	value	green	belt	land.	
And	he	bemoaned	the	demolition	of	the	local	tax	base	in	the	UK.	

It	was	pointed	out	that	modern	computer-aided	methods	of	valuation	and	the	internet	made	it	much	
easier	than	ever	to	‘self	value’	property	generally	as	well	as	for	professionals	to	separate	land	value	
from	total	value.	

The	Chair	summed	up:	land	valuation	is	problematic	but	can	be	done.	

	

	
Session	3	
	
Andy	Wightman	(AW):	Land	Value	Literacy	

AW	had	prepared	a	paper	with	Ronan	Lyons	(RL),	which	he	introduced	by	pointing	to	the	EU	target	
for	local	government	to	raise	50%	of	its	revenue	needs.	The	UK	falls	far	short	of	this:	our	local	
government	is	relatively	powerless.	

He	then	quoted	from	the	Mirrlees	Report	by	IFS:	“The	case	for	LVT	is	simple	and	almost	undeniable.	
Why	then	do	we	not	have	one	already?	Why	indeed	is	the	possibility	of	such	a	tax	barely	part	of	the	
mainstream	political	debate,	with	proponents	considered	marginal	and	unconventional?”	

AW	had	written	a	paper	for	the	Scottish	Green	Party	in	2010	outlining	the	case	for	LVT	as	
replacement	for	both	Council	Tax	and	Business	Rates,	with	detailed	assessment	of	the	practicalities,	
impacts	and	yield.	A	levy	of	3.16p/£	of	capital	value	of	land	would	achieve	this.	

In	2014	Green	MP	Caroline	Lucas	also	commissioned	a	similar	report	with	expanded	scope	covering	
England.	A	levy	of	1.83p/£	would	replace	Council	Tax.	Business	Rates	was	only	not	included	due	to	
inadequate	data	on	regional	commercial	land	values.	

AW	had	also	worked	with	Irish	researchers	and	they	concluded	that	lack	of	a	property	tax	had	
contributed	to	Ireland’s	economic	predicament	after	the	global	financial	crisis	of	2008.	With	Greens	
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part	of	the	coalition	in	2010,	the	Irish	had	included	a	Site	Value	Tax	in	the	2011	Programme	for	
Government	there.	RL	had	little	difficulty	deriving	a	detailed	land	value	map	of	Eire	and	devising	a	
plan	for	how	SVT	might	work,	using	hedonic	price	regression	analysis	of	residential	property	values	to	
produce	site	values.	However	what	was	eventually	implemented	was	very	different	and	has	serious	
flaws,	being	based	on	self-assessment	and	banded	valuations.	

Northern	Ireland	suffered	worst	of	all	post-crisis,	with	up	to	40%	of	properties	in	negative	equity.	
Here	too	a	study	by	AW	had	concluded	LVT	was	practicable	but	dependent	on	reforms	of	
administrative	and	information	infrastructure.	

AW	set	out	what	he	believed	to	main	the	main	technical	and	political	challenges.	A	modern	land	
information	system	was	needed,	with	comprehensive	cadastral	data,	a	complete	ownership	register	
and	up-to-date	property	valuations.	He	commented	how	bizarre	it	is	that	whereas	Edwardians	were	
able	to	separate	land	and	building	values	100	years	ago,	nowadays	private	companies	and	not	
governments,	in	the	UK,	have	the	best	property	data.	

As	regards	political	challenge,	AW	quoted	from	a	paper	by	SA:	“Losers	[in	property	tax	reform]	tend	
to	be	vengeful,	while	winners	tend	to	be	ungrateful,	and	that	means	radical	reform	is	unusual.”	AW	
suggested	that	any	reform	should	be	comprehensive	and	not	just	restricted	to	property	taxes	but	
include	personal	tax	reliefs	and	allowances.	

All	property	is	ultimately	defended	by	the	state,	which	suggests	there	is	an	obligation	to	make	
publicly	available	all	information	on	beneficial	ownership.	AW’s	N	Ireland	paper	concluded	that	‘land	
value	literacy’	–	a	programme	of	public	education	aided	by	land	value	mapping	–	was	necessary	if	the	
public	are	to	understand	what	LVT	and	associated	reforms	could	achieve	for	them.	

Michael	Nicholson	(MN):	Business	Modelling	for	LVT	

MN	began	by	picking	up	on	a	question	from	the	first	session:	“What	problem	are	we	trying	to	solve?”	
If	we	attempt	to	solve	too	many	problems	at	once,	we	will	fail.	But	also	if	we	tackle	only	one	without	
considering	the	bigger	picture	and	the	likely	unintended	consequences	of	one	change	(e.g.	a	Mansion	
Tax),	we	also	fail.		

He	suggested	that	not	all	problems	are	self-evident	and	some	‘problems’	are	illusory,	citing	the	
example	that	‘negative	equity’	is	not	a	problem	for	the	one-third	of	owners	without	a	mortgage,	nor	
is	a	Mansion	Tax	a	problem	for	someone	with	two	properties	each	valued	just	under	the	threshold,	
whereas	it	is	for	someone	with	one	property	just	over	–	but	considerably	less	‘wealth’.	

MN	asserted	that	a	pre-requisite	for	LVT	is	a	robust	data	model	for	land	information	and	a	land	value	
map.	This	requires	a	considerable	level	of	cooperation	between	government	departments	and	
perhaps	some	re-organisation	or	re-directing	of	some	government	bodies.	In	his	experience	within	
the	information	management	business,	there	was	a	surprising	lack	of	data	sharing	between	
government	agencies	and	poor	top-level	understanding	of	the	need	for	it.	He	illustrated	this	with	
examples.	

Whilst	the	reforms	needed	for	LVT	would	appear	to	be	straightforward,	the	challenge	is	harder	than	
it	first	appears.	This	is	because	of	licensing	implications	and	the	business	models	of	organisations	
whose	principal	assets	are	datasets.	Hence	the	absolute	necessity	of	top-level	government	direction	–	
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which	brings	us	back	to	the	need	for	clarity	of	purpose.	The	political	commitment	needed	is	of	the	
highest	order	and	there	has	been	no	sign	of	it	in	his	working	lifetime,	even	without	the	highly	
politically	charged	motive	of	reform	of	property	tax.	

Tony	Vickers	(TV):	Towards	an	Implementation	Plan	for	LVT	

TV	began	by	asserting	that	LVT	must	be	seen	primarily	as	a	national	tax,	because	the	potential	scope	
of	its	economic	benefits	swamp	the	revenue	raising	needs	of	local	authorities.	However	that	does	not	
mean	it	cannot	also	be	–	at	least	initially	–	achieved	by	reforming	local	finance:	replacing	Council	Tax	
and	Business	Rates.	

Evidence	that	the	theory	really	works	is	hard	to	find	but	comes	most	persuasively	from	a	study	of	
Pennsylvania	(PA)	cities	published	in	1999.	Although	only	about	20	cities	had	undertaken	reform	–	
raising	taxes	on	land	and	reducing	them	on	buildings	–	these	showed	that	for	every	1%	shift	of	tax	
there	is	a	16%	increase	in	construction	activity.	

TV	went	on	to	outline	a	plan	for	implementing	LVT	in	Britain.	He	suggested	a	first	stage	Enabling	Act	
should	require	that	the	reform	is	revenue	neutral	overall	–	to	neutralise	suspicion	that	it	might	be	
cover	for	increasing	taxation.	This	is	done	in	PA.	The	Act	should	also	devolve	powers	to	introduce	
reforms	to	all	subsidiary	levels	of	government,	enabling	local	trials.	However	certain	functions	should	
be	reserved	to	national	level,	particularly	maintenance	of	registers	of	land	ownership,	use	and	value.	
Also	certain	constraints	should	be	set	out	in	the	Act:	e.g.	that	the	tax	is	based	on	annual	rental	value	
and	ultimately	payable	by	beneficial	site	owners	and	not	occupiers,	and	that	valuations	must	be	
regularly	updated.	

Subsequent	stages	of	reform,	set	out	in	a	paper	submitted	by	the	Coalition	for	Economic	Justice	(CEJ)	
to	HM	Treasury	in	2011,	would	be:-	

Stage	2	–	reform	Business	Rates	(possible	within	one	Parliament).	
Stage	3	–	reform	Council	Tax	
Stage	4	–	introduce	LVT	at	a	nation-wide	level,	with	a	tax-free	allowance	for	homeowners	linked	to	
local	house	prices	
Stage	5	–	annual	revaluations	
Stage	6	–	phasing	out	of	all	remaining	property	taxes	and	their	replacement	by	national	LVT.	

TV	said	it	was	important	to	have	the	same	rate	of	LVT	for	all	classes	of	land	use,	because	the	
differential	value	according	to	use	takes	care	of	this	without	such	distortions	of	value	that	different	
rates	would	cause.	Also	initial	tax	rates	should	be	low,	gradually	rising	as	valuations	become	more	
accurate,	so	as	to	minimise	appeals	and	disruption	of	property	markets.		

Although	it	is	not	LVT,	TV	commended	the	Swedish	property	tax	system	for	its	simplicity	of	
organisation	and	efficiency	in	collection	through	the	personal	and	corporate	tax	systems.	It	regards	
annual	property	rental	value	as	‘notional	income’	for	tax	purposes,	which	was	how	the	British	
‘Schedule	A’	income	tax	worked	until	the	1960s.	Sweden	does	carry	out	separate	valuations	of	land	
and	improvements	and	regularly	review	all	values,	taking	account	of	changes	in	local	planning	
designations.	

The	Swedes	assign	property	tax	revenues	very	largely	to	local	governments,	which	set	their	own	tax	
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rates,	but	it	uses	national	agencies	to	administer	the	system	and	collect	revenues,	so	that	some	
observers	have	thought	there	was	no	local	property	tax	there.	It	also	charges	owners	and	not	
occupiers	with	the	duty	to	pay	and	has	a	broadly	unified	residential	and	non-residential	property	tax,	
using	a	single	integrated	set	of	land	information	datasets	which	is	a	model	for	many	transition	
economies	in	Eastern	Europe.	

TV	explained	how	a	Homestead	Allowance	(HA)	would	work	(this	exists	in	certain	US	states)	and	why	
it	was	desirable	as	part	of	a	UK	implementation	of	LVT.	It	could	help	overcome	the	‘asset-rich	but	
income-poor’	problem,	because	the	tax-free	allowances	on	income	and	on	LVT	could	be	merged	or	
transferable:	a	‘poor	widow’	who	earns	less	than	the	income	allowance	but	has	a	large	owner-
occupied	home	might	have	a	greater	overall	tax-free	allowance	than	a	high-income	family	with	a	
smaller	home.	HA	could	also	counter-intuitively	encourage	an	expansion	of	home	ownership,	
because	buy-to-let	landlords	would	have	a	big	incentive	to	offer	their	tenants	a	share	in	equity	and	
hence	offload	some	of	their	tax	burden	at	the	same	time.	

TV	concluded	by	asserting	that	valuation	issues	can	be	addressed	and	that	there	are	in	fact	no	
insuperable	technical	barriers	to	implementing	LVT	in	Britain.	It	just	requires	a	great	degree	of	
political	will	and	coherent	planning.	It	might	even	prove	a	vote-winner,	since	a	MORI	poll	in	2012	
indicated	that	once	people	understand	a	little	about	how	LVT	works	the	majority	are	more	supportive	
of	it	than	they	are	of	other	property	taxes.	The	problem	is	that	very	few	do	know	anything	about	it.	

Respondent	1:	Iain	McLean	(IMcL)	

Commenting	on	AW’s	paper,	IMcL	said	that	the	‘fiscal	crunch’	was	coming	for	the	Scottish	
Government	whatever	the	outcome	of	the	[then	impending]	Referendum,	because	it	would	have	full	
tax	varying	powers.	Would	they	dare	to	undertake	serious	reform	and	give	tax	powers	to	local	
government?	He	pointed	to	AW’s	slide	5,	which	showed	the	democratic	deficit	on	tax	in	Scotland	at	
present	was	extreme.	

Respondent	2:	Peter	Wyatt	(PW)	

Referring	to	MN’s	paper,	which	mentioned	Section	106	planning	obligations,	PW	pointed	out	how	
difficult	it	has	become	to	assess	these	contributions	to	local	revenue.	

PW	agreed	with	MN	about	the	need	for	much	improved	comprehensive	cadastral	data	and	regretted	
that	Land	Registry	does	not	produce	digitised	large	scale	maps.	However	he	thought	agricultural	land	
ought	to	be	subject	to	LVT	despite	the	difficulties	of	tracking	down	offshore	owners.	

A	register	of	land	values,	regularly	updated,	was	essential	because	of	the	paucity	of	data	on	bare	land	
sales	and	the	volatility	of	sales	price	experienced	recently:	business	rate	valuations	are	now	seriously	
out-of-date	because	of	the	crash.	

Referring	back	to	Session	2,	he	was	not	supportive	of	the	use	of	the	residual	method	of	land	valuation	
because	of	the	difficulty	of	establishing	HABU	in	a	country	without	comprehensive	zoning	of	land	use.	

PW	was	uncertain	about	whether	LVT	should	be	national	or	local:	if	local,	at	what	level	would	it	be	
administered?	The	tiers	of	government	in	England	are	not	uniform:	London	is	very	different	from	
other	regions	and	within	regions	there	are	unitaries	and	two-tier	counties.	How	does	one	eliminate	
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regional	economic	differences	fairly	and	still	remove	distortions	caused	by	this?	

Respondent	3:	Yiming	Wang	(YW).	

YW	suggested	a	different	approach	to	TV’s	in	the	Enabling	Act:	each	level	of	government	should	be	
obliged	to	balance	its	revenue	raising	requirement	(i.e.	spending	needs)	with	its	collection:	
expenditure	must	match	income.	The	tax	collected	locally	for	local	projects	should	not	pass	through	
central	government,	as	happens	now.	The	link	between	spending	decisions	and	tax	collection	
methods	has	been	broken	for	too	long	and	should	be	re-established.	

YW	posed	the	question:	does	the	data	on	property	values	from	Zoopla	and	other	third-party	sources	
match	that	from	government	sources?	If	not,	why	not?	

In	summary,	he	supports	LVT	and	agrees	that	its	introduction	is	feasible.	It	is	not	a	discretionary	tax:	
it	cannot	be	avoided.	If	the	mismatch	between	spending	and	collection	can	be	resolved,	if	it	can	be	
demonstrated	that	the	value	of	the	tax	collected	returns	to	the	community	where	it	was	paid,	the	
public	should	support	it.	

Speakers’	responses	to	Respondents	

AW:	There	must	be	a	smoothly	phased	in	introduction	of	LVT	–	but	not	over	longer	than	about	3	
years,	with	compensation	for	losers	in	the	short	term.	

Offshore	ownership	is	not	a	problem.	If	the	tax	is	not	paid,	it	is	a	charge	on	the	title	and	will	be	
recovered	when	the	land	is	sold	–	or	the	state	can	seize	the	land	if	the	tax	owed	is	greater	than	the	
sale	value.	However	agricultural	land	is	a	problem	because	it	has	been	exempt	tax	for	so	long.	

TV:	We	do	not	need	full	cadastral	data,	because	valuations	do	not	have	to	be	more	than	reasonably	
accurate,	nor	do	measurements.	Valuations	are	being	done	now	every	day	without	cadastral	data.	

As	for	S106,	it	would	be	replaced	by	LVT.	During	the	transition	to	LVT,	a	one-off	‘premium’	payment	
could	be	made	to	capture	the	massive	uplift	of	value	due	to	change	of	use.	Land	Auctions	are	an	
answer	but	there	was	not	time	to	go	into	that,	except	to	say	that	SS	and	himself	have	been	involved	
in	research	and	there	is	cross-party	support	for	the	idea.	

Plenary	Discussion	

A	valuer	clarified	the	‘problem’	of	splitting	land	value	from	building	value,	saying	it	can	be	done	now	
using	comparable	evidence	but	would	be	done	more	efficiently	using	computer-assisted	methods.	

Another	speaker	(not	identified)	said	there	needs	to	always	be	clarity	about	the	distinction	between	
‘development	value’	(a	capital	one-off)	and	‘annual	rental	value’.	In	the	past,	discussion	of	‘land	tax’	
had	meant	the	former,	whereas	LVT	is	about	the	latter	and	is	dramatically	different	in	nature	and	
impacts.	In	general,	rent	is	not	a	good	proxy	for	capital	value	and	the	two	behave	very	differently	
over	the	economic	cycle:	capital	values	are	much	more	volatile	whereas	changes	in	rent	over	time	are	
smoother,	hence	better	as	a	basis	for	tax.	

Gross	rental	yield	from	property	is	also	very	different	for	high	value	properties	(often	around	2%)	
than	for	low	value	ones	(up	to	10%	or	more).	However,	MW	said	that	net	yields	are	much	more	
comparable	and	in	any	case	rental	value	may	vary	greatly	from	actual	rent	if	the	location	becomes	
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more	desirable	or	the	planning	context	changes.	

The	Chair	sought	to	bring	discussion	back	to	the	over-arching	issue:	is	there	evidence	that	LVT	would	
achieve	what	it	is	supposed	to.	However,	several	speakers	still	did	not	know	what	the	purpose	of	LVT	
was:	was	it	filling	a	perceived	need	to	tax	‘wealth’,	or	was	it	supposed	to	address	‘the	housing	crisis’	
or	a	‘deficit’	in	local	government	powers?	Other	speakers	said	it	was	able	to	deal	with	all	these,	while	
also	achieving	greater	economic	efficiency.	

AW	pointed	out	that	the	name	given	to	a	tax	says	little	or	nothing	about	its	nature	or	purpose.	For	
example,	income	tax	was	introduced	to	pay	for	the	Napoleonic	Wars	and	so-called	‘business	rates’	
are	not	taxing	businesses	but	a	whole	of	non-residential	users	of	property.	Bad	terminology	confuses	
the	public	and	indicates	that	tax	policy	is	largely	‘cobbled	together’	and	not	designed	coherently.	LVT	
has	a	long	heritage,	many	distinguished	supporters	over	time	and	across	the	political	spectrum	and	
offers	the	potential	to	address	a	wide	range	of	social	and	economic	ills	in	a	coherent	manner.	

A	campaigner	for	social	housing	agreed	that	LVT	offered	hope	for	that	sector	but	was	unclear	about	
exactly	how	it	would	be	treated.	He	hoped	that	by	dampening	speculation	and	bubbles	in	the	
property	(land)	market,	it	would	help	the	wider	housing	market	work	in	the	interests	of	those	
needing	homes	rather	than	those	in	possession.	But	in	the	short	term	the	sector	would	still	need	a	
greater	share	of	public	investment.	

TV	reminded	the	audience	that	the	problems	with	the	housing	market	had	begun	with	Right	to	Buy,	
leaving	a	shrinking	social	housing	sector	to	deal	with	increasing	problems	of	marginalised	families.	
However	the	sector	should	not	be	exempt	from	LVT	and	great	care	is	needed	not	to	offer	exemptions	
to	any	sector	if	we	want	the	land	market	to	operate	properly.	

This	led	another	speaker	to	point	to	the	role	of	lenders	and	debt	finance,	distorting	not	just	the	
residential	housing	market	but	the	whole	economy.	Too	much	of	the	national	wealth	is	tied	up	in	
property	instead	of	being	invested	in	wealth	creation.	This	hampers	growth	and	makes	us	vulnerable	
to	global	interest	rates.	

JT	warned	that	if	we	are	going	to	have	LVT	based	on	HABU	assessments,	we	should	worry	about	the	
acute	lack	of	resources	in	local	planning	authorities.	Poorly	developed	local	plans	will	make	land	
valuation	difficult	but	LVT	will	add	to	pressure.	Others	suggested	that	LVT	should	be	introduced	using	
market	valuations	and	HABU	only	in	the	longer	term.	

Several	speakers	agreed	that	the	existing	tax	system	is	broken	and	this	is	evident	from	a	variety	of	
features	covered	in	discussion.	Any	tax	reform	that	results	in	more,	better	and	less	expensive	housing	
and	associated	infrastructure	without	must	be	welcome	–	but	we	also	need	to	be	careful	not	to	cause	
negative	equity,	which	would	be	difficult	politically	and	also	for	those	recently	borrowing	against	
property	collateral.	So	the	key	to	success	is	to	introduce	LVT	in	such	a	way	that	it	leads	to	more	
stability	in	house	prices,	not	a	collapse.	

In	conclusion,	the	Chair	felt	that	the	event	had	shown	that	LVT	was	feasible	and	desirable	but	that	
many	important	questions	about	its	implementation	remain	unanswered.	She	hoped	that	further	
events	on	the	subject	could	be	arranged	to	take	the	debate	forward,	perhaps	again	with	the	support	
of	RICS	whom	she	thanked	for	use	of	their	facilities	on	this	occasion.	The	Proceedings	would	be	
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published	as	soon	as	possible	but	not	without	agreement	of	all	concerned.	

	
	


