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Foreword

Land management and cadastral systems develop according to the par-
ticular precedent conditions, the pressures and the requirements of a given
jurisdiction. The result is that each jurisdiction has its own institutional fra-
mework and legal approach to the cadastre and to land management. This
presents a challenge, in two specific contexts:

e Identifying the most appropriate features of such systems and how they
should be developed in a jurisdiction which wishes to upgrade or insti-
tute a system;

e Supporting decision-making and objective target-oriented management
of a given system.

Commission 7's Working Group on "Reforming the Cadastre", 1998-
2002, has recognised the need for these issues to be addressed, and has
devoted valuable efforts into doing so. These efforts are a response to na-
tions that need support in instituting or upgrading their existing systems in
as economic and efficient a way as possible. They are of importance to
the surveying community and to the international agencies, such as the
World Bank and the UN system, that have a particular responsibility and
interest in providing objective advice in this field. They support the ma-
nagers of developed systems in identifying and implementing appropriate
targets in their drive to achieve improved quality management.

The use for benchmarks based on objective, standardised information,
maintained over a period of time, is now well recognised as a means of
comparing, targeting and achieving improved performance. Several in-
itiatives are under way in different organisations to secure this informati-
on. Many such approaches are, however, "one-off" snapshots of the cur-
rent situation. FIG is in a unique position to maintain a time series of such
data through the development of its annual reporting system, spearheaded
by this Commission 7 Working Group. Although these efforts are in their
early stages of development, this is an area that will be of great internatio-
nal interest in the future. It represents a great opportunity for the Com-
mission and FIG as a whole if it continues to be appropriately developed
and is then carefully maintained.

This present publication presents a selection of national experiences in
the area of benchmarking. It will, I am sure, be the first of a series of pu-
blications providing valuable information to the surveying profession, sup-
porting us in undertaking our work in the fields of cadastre and land ma-
nagement more effectively and for the benefit of all.

Jurg Kaufmann, the chair of the Working Group, and Daniel Steudler, the
secretary, who have spearheaded this endeavour, are to be congratulated
for all of their efforts in doing so.

Paul Munro-Faure

Chair, FIG-Commission 7, Cadastre and Land Management,
Chief, Land Tenure Service,

Food & Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
Viale delle Terme di Caracalla, Rome 00100, Italy
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Preface

Probably all cadastral systems worldwide are in a permanent state of re-
form as they try to adapt and cope with new challenges. Benchmarking
and comparing the performance is increasingly being recognized as ne-
cessary steps to identify and monitor strategies, objectives, and progress.

The FIG-Commission 7 working group (1998-2002) on "Reforming the
Cadastre" was aware of these developments and invested as much effort as
possible into the topic over the last four years. Several initiatives were ta-
ken. One was the organization of an international Symposium on 'Refor-
ming and Benchmarking the Cadastre: Measuring the Success'in June 2001
in Gavle, Sweden. Another was the proposal for a standardized country
report of the national cadastral systems usually carried out among the na-
tional delegates during the annual meetings of FIG-Commission 7.

The aim of this booklet is to present a selection of different views of how
cadastral systems are or could be benchmarked. In nine contributions, ten
authors from different countries give an insight into how diverse the un-
derstanding of benchmarking still is in the field of cadastral and land in-
formation system:

e Jiirg Kaufmann presents the work and results of the working group its-
elf, giving a brief introduction into benchmarking in general and identi-
fies the relevance of benchmarking for cadastral systems.

Daniel Steudler and lan Williamson present a research project, which

aims to develop a framework to measure and compare the performance

of land administration systems in a generic way, linking the operational
level of land administration with the policy level.

e Don Grant and Daniel Roberge compare the cadastral reform projects
in Québec and Greece. They identify management problems, key suc-
cess factors and give some valuable suggestions for future reform pro-
jects.

e John Manthorpe describes how 'Her Majesty's Land Registry' aimed to

improve its public services and introduced regular assessments of its re-

gional offices by introducing a series of performance measures such as
productivity, cost effectiveness, speed of service and accuracy.

Paul van der Molen's contribution first looks at benchmarking cadastral

systems from a general point of view and then focuses on the various

benchmarks that the Dutch Cadastre uses to measure internal and ex-

ternal performance .

Bronislovas Mikata presents the reform program for re-establishing pri-

vate land ownership in Lithuania and illustrates how indicators provided

input for improving and adapting the different registration activities .

Edwins Kapostins presents the reform of the cadastral registration system

of Latvia and what role benchmarking played from a data quality and

coverage point of view.



e Wojciech Wilkowski presents the progress of computerization of the car-
tographic part of land records in the different cadastral districts in Po-
land, how benchmarking is applied and to what effects.

e Daniel Steudler presents how in Switzerland benchmarking is used to
monitor the progress made in cadastral surveying in the different Can-
tons and how this information is used to re-evaluate and re-define ob-
jectives and strategies.

This booklet '‘Benchmarking Cadastral Systems' is the concluding work
of the working group in the four-year period 1998-2002. It is intended to
be a first step into the broad topic of benchmarking and to hopefully in-
itiate further discussion in that field.

Jurg Kaufmann and Daniel Steudler
(Chairman and Secretary of the working group)

January 2002



Benchmarking Cadastral Systems — Results of
the Working Group 7.1 of FIG-Commission 7

Jiirg Kaufmann

Introduction

In 1998, FIG-Commission 7 launched three new working groups for the
period 1998-2002. Working group 7.1 entitled "Reforming the Cadastre"
has as its terms of reference:

1. to create a framework to determine the progress and effectiveness of ca-
dastral reforms;

2. to develop key criteria to determine the benefits of cadastral reforms;
and

3. to continually update the Commission 7 inventory on cadastral systems.

The working group decided to apply the approach of benchmarking to
deal with items 1 and 2. Benchmarking concerns questions of effectiven-
ess, efficiency, best practice and customer satisfaction.

Item 3 is considered to be a permanent task of Commission 7. This task
started some years ago by asking standardized questions in the context of
country reports by the delegates. The secretary of working group 7.1 takes
care of this inventory and makes the information available on the home-
page of working group 7.1. The material gathered may be used as a sour-
ce for comparisons of different international solutions in the field of ca-
dastre. And it also may serve for benchmarking purposes as well.

What is Benchmarking in General?

The working group looked at the publications of Robert C. Camp (1989),
one of the pioneers of the benchmarking method. Camp works with se-
veral definitions of benchmarking, and the formal definition he uses is:

Benchmarking is the continuous process to measure products, services
and practices against the strongest competitor or the companies consi-
dered as market leaders.

Webster in his dictionary defines benchmarking in a way that has a lot to
do with surveying:

Benchmarking is surveying the mark of an earlier defined position and
used as a reference point or standard against which something else is
measured or assessed.

James G. Patterson, another benchmarking specialist explains that (Patter-
son, 1992.



Initially benchmarking was a notion in land surveying. A benchmark in
this context is a mark, which was mounted on a rock, a building or a
wall. It was a reference mark to define the position or the height in to-
pographic surveying or to determine the time for dislocation. Today a
benchmark is a value against which other things may be measured.

We can see from these definitions that benchmarking has a lot to do with
our profession. Camp's working definition of benchmarking is:

... the search for best practices leading to top performance.

The purpose of benchmarking for a company, therefore, is to detect we-
aknesses in its own organization by comparing indicators. Camp says that
benchmarking is not a mechanism to save resources, nor a cure-all or a
program. Benchmarking is rather: a new way to be entrepreneurial, a new
management approach, which forces a company to use an external view
to make sure that the defined targets are the correct ones.

Camp distinguishes between different types of benchmarking:

e general benchmarking is a comparison of functions or processes;

e internal benchmarking is a comparison of internal sections of the enter-
prise;

e competition benchmarking is a comparison of direct competitors on the
basis of products or functions;

e functional benchmarking is a comparison of similar functions within the
branch or with leading organizations.

General benchmarking (as shown in Figure 1.1) has the potential to iden-
tify best practices and is considered the type of benchmarking to create the
best long-term benefits.

Benchmarking is quite a normal process. We used benchmarking when
we were children and watched what others did, and we use benchmarking
every day to find better solutions to deal with certain tasks. There is no
reason to consider benchmarking as mystical and highly sophisticated.

What is the Technique of Benchmarking?

Process of Benchmarking

The process of benchmarking consists of two parts, a metrological one
and a practical one (Figure 1.1). On the basis of information gathered ab-
out functions and processes, the performance gap can be identified and
measured. A better understanding of the functions and processes may pro-
duce more efficient approaches and practices. With this input, the action
to be taken to improve the situation can be defined and communicated.
This will lead to a performance that is comparable to best practice.
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General benchmarking

Benchmarking process

A 4 g

Benchmarking metrology Benchmarking practices
Identify performance gap Close performence gap
How big? Better knowledge!
Where? Better practice!
When? Better process!

- S 2

Define actions

4

Communicate results

W

Top performance

Figure 1.1: Process of benchmarking

Steps of Benchmarking

The process of benchmarking is carried out in different stages and steps.
The stages and steps are shown in Figure 1.2. In the planning stage, the to-
pic to be benchmarked is defined and the functions and processes to be
compared are identified. The framework for the acquisition and compila-
tion of the required data is defined and the data are collected.

The analysis stage serves to compile and compare the data and to iden-
tify weaknesses of the given situation by measuring the performance gap.
The potential for improvement is investigated and estimated.

The integration stage is the communication of the results to the orga-
nization benchmarked and the definition of the goals to be achieved.

Finally, in the action stage, an action plan is developed. This action plan
is translated into action, during which adjustments might be necessary.
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Steps of benchmarking

What shall be investigated?

Planning Identify comparable functions and processes

Define required data and acquire data

Identify performance gap

Analysis
Estimate required potential
Communicate results of benchmarking
Integration
Define functional aims

Define action plan
Action

Carry out activities

Figure 1.2: Stages and steps of benchmarking
Z- Diagram

One important result of the analysis is the z-diagram. Figure 1.3 illust-
rates a possible z-diagram in the field of land administration. The exam-
ple shows the time it takes to subdivide a parcel of land. It can be taken
as fact that the participants in the land market, that is the landowners, the
real estate agencies, and the banks, have an interest in having the neces-
sary services carried out in the shortest possible time with sufficient relia-
bility. If a given system is compared with another, the focus will be on the
time needed to get the required working steps done from the time the ap-
plication has been lodged with the organisation to the time the result is de-
livered to the applicant. This time period is expected to be as short as pos-
sible. The shortest time found in the comparison may be the future bench-
mark. The difference between the organization's procedure and the best
one indicates the performance gap. The gap must be closed by strategic
actions.

The z-diagram shows not only the gap but also the total improvement
necessary to stay competitive because it can be expected, that continuous
efforts to improve the functions are taking place. The comparison also con-
siders past and future performance. We can see in the example whether a
given system has been perfected in the past or whether the performance

12
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Z-diagram
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Figure 1.3: Example of a Z-diagram

has become worse because of other reasons. Looking into the future, the
performance in 2010 can be forecasted by taking into account the impro-
vements achieved by further efforts or by technical developments.

The z-diagram not only shows the gap but also the total improvement
necessary to stay competitive over time. The z-diagram can be used to in-
vestigate further indicators relevant to the improvement of services, pro-
ducts, procedures and organizations.

What Does Benchmarking Mean in the Field of Cadastre?

For cadastral organizations, it should be possible to measure the success
of the reform work done in the field with the help of clearly defined indi-
cators and against generally accepted benchmarks.

Cadastral systems differ significantly worldwide. Countries have diffe-
rent cultural backgrounds and different legal systems. It is difficult, there-
fore, to compare the systems. However, cadastral systems have more or
less the same characteristics according to the official definition of OICRF!:

T OICRF ="International Office of Cadastre and Land Records", which is a per-
manent institution of the International Federation of Surveyors (FIG) and serves
as a study and documentation center for cadastre, land administration and af-
filiated fields of interest (www.oicrf.org).

13



Cadastres are methodically arranged public inventories of data concer-
ning properties within a certain country or district, based on a survey
and geographic determination of their boundaries.

With the development of the visions for a future cadastral system, kno-
wn as "Cadastre 2014" (Kaufmann and Steudler, 1998), the content of the
traditional cadastral systems has been expanded. Besides the traditional in-
formation on private property rights, the information resulting from public
law — rights and restrictions — has become part of a modern cadastral sy-
stem. The future cadastre will be a systematic public inventory of all rights
and restrictions concerning land and land resources. We may call it "spa-
ce cadastre" and it is a sort of multipurpose cadastre.

The definition of Cadastre 2014 is:

Cadastres are methodically arranged public inventories of data concer-
ning all rights and restrictions to land within a certain country or district,
based on a survey and geographic determination of their boundaries.

The vision gained a widespread interest, and the brochure "Cadastre 2014"
released in 1998 has been translated into 21 languages so far.

Based on the same principles as the traditional cadastral systems, the fu-
ture space cadastre will guarantee the same reliability or — in other words
— the same legal security of all rights and restrictions defined by any law
dealing with spatially related aspects. It can be assumed, therefore, that
these future "space cadastres" will be a benchmark against which the ser-
vices, efficiency and performance are to be measured.

Independent of the type of cadastre, it is important that it be reliable, ef-
ficient and cost-effective. This means that anybody using the services of
the cadastre can expect to have the required results in a reasonable time
and at a reasonable cost. Significantly the user will be able to rely on the
cadastre. The indicators we are looking for will have to cover these as-
pects.

Why Benchmarking of Cadastral Systems Is Useful?

With a worldwide perspective, the situation in the field of cadastre is rat-
her heterogeneous. Next to perfectly functioning systems, we find incom-
plete and partial systems. In countries with colonial backgrounds, cadast-
res often cover only the colonized land not taking the still existing tradi-
tional and customary rights into consideration. Other countries — mainly
those in transition — have to build up cadastral systems from scratch, and
in other countries, the cadastral systems have been destroyed due to con-
flicts and have to be re-established.

Cadastral systems, where they exist, usually have a long tradition, and
in most cases have existed for more than a century. Over this long period
of time, the systems have been improved and perfected. The emphasis on

14



perfection may have created a certain heaviness, and often the performance
has not kept up with the customers' needs. Nowadays, in the era of glo-
balization, decisions concerning land resource matters have to be taken
much faster than in earlier times. The worldwide interest in Cadastre 2014
has shown, that the traditional systems often increasingly do not correspond
to such new requirements.

Where partial cadastral systems exist, they have to be completed to co-
ver the whole territory. Only when complete and all-encompassing can
they serve society in a beneficial way. In these cases, it must also be dis-
cussed at the same time, if the contents of the systems are sufficient to pro-
vide the needed services. Where customary and traditional rights exist in
parallel, these must be taken into consideration.

When cadastral systems are to be newly introduced, there is a need to
design a completely new solution to provide the appropriate services over
a long period of time. Where a re-establishment of the cadastral system is
necessary, the question often arises whether it is appropriate to have the
earlier situation restored.

In all the aforementioned cases, the changes caused by technological
development, especially IT, are to be considered. All these activities are
different forms of cadastral reforms. When undertaking reform it makes sen-
se to search for the best solution. Benchmarking can help to identify best
practices and to find the best solution for a given problem.

Does Benchmarking Contribute to the Strategies of FIG ?

The aim of FIG is to ensure that the disciplines of surveying and all who
practice them meet the needs of the market and communities that they ser-
ve. This aim is realized by promoting professional practice and by encou-
raging the development of professional standards.

The current work plan focuses on the surveyor's response to social, eco-
nomic, technological, and environmental changes and the particular needs
of countries in transition. The plan lays emphasis on strengthening profes-
sional institutions; promoting professional development; and encouraging
surveyors to acquire new skills and techniques so that they may be pro-
perly equipped to meet the needs of society and the environment (FIG,
2001).

Benchmarking helps to meet the needs of the participating countries.
Functions and processes are improved because there is a need for better
services. To look for better practice is a continuous task of a profession.
With benchmarking it is easier to identify better solutions by taking into
consideration what others already have achieved. The existing experience
can then be used to improve an organization's performance. Benchmar-
king therefore promotes professional practice and supports the develop-
ment of professional standards.

15



How Does Working Group 7.1 Deal With Benchmarking?

Working group 7.1 adopted for its work the type of general benchmar-
king. This means that important functions and processes of the different
national cadastral systems are compared with each other.

The aim of the work is not to measure the success of cadastral efforts and
reforms for individual approaches and solutions or to prescribe best prac-
tices. The idea rather is to create a framework to show indicators and to
suggest procedures. This would enable FIG and its member associations to
carry out benchmarking operations, to identify weaknesses of their own
processes and, hopefully, to find best practices to strengthen their own sy-
stems.

With the help of these tools, comparisons among different countries have
been carried out based on information gathered by questionnaires and the
national reports delivered by organizations and delegates to Commis-
sion 7.

Results created with these tools shall show the facts for comparison of
different approaches and solutions. The interpretation and assessment of
the results, however, have to be left up to the players and stakeholders.

What are the Results?

Work on benchmarking had started even before the working group 7.1
(1998-2002) formally took up its task. On the basis of information gathe-
red for work on the Cadastre 2014, the first data collection was carried out
in 1997. These results have been published in Steudler et al. (1997).

There were positive as well as negative reactions following this publi-
cation. The issue of comparing different systems has been put on the agen-
da and discussion has begun within FIG. The establishment of working
group 7.1 (1998-2002) certainly was a result of these discussions.

Daniel Steudler, the secretary of the working group has started work on
a PhD thesis related to this topic. With a view to the comparison of diffe-
rent solutions, he developed a set of indicators to be used in the bench-
marking process (Steudler and Williamson, 2001).

The working group was responsible for a one-day seminar on 'Reforming
and Benchmarking Cadastral Systems — Measuring the Success' held joint-
ly with the Working Party on Land Administration (WPLA) in Gavle, Swe-
den during the 2001 annual meeting of Commission 7.

The results of past investigations, proceedings of the one-day seminar in
Gavle, and as well other references and information related to the topic
can be found on the web site of the working group at www.swisstopo.ch/
fig-wg71/.
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A Framework for Benchmarking Land Admini-
stration Systems
Daniel Steudler and lan P. Williamson

Context and Background

FIG Context

Benchmarking land administration systems became an issue during the
work of FIG-Commission 7 in the period between 1994-1998. Working
group 1 was looking at visions where cadastral systems might be in 20
years' time and thus produced the booklet "Cadastre 2014 — A Vision For
A Future Cadastral System" (Kaufmann and Steudler, 1998). Under the lea-
dership of working group 1, a first attempt to collect data and figures from
more than 50 countries has been undertaken in 1997 (Steudler et. al, 1997).
As a result of this work, it became apparent that monitoring and compa-
ring systems with each other would be essential for improving and further
reforming national systems. As a result, the new focus of working group 1
of Commission 7 for the period 1998-2002 became "Reforming the Ca-
dastre" with benchmarking as a key issue. For the annual meeting of Com-
mission 7 in 2001, a standardized country report had been established and
replies of 13 countries were included in the final report (see web site of
working group 1: www.swisstopo.ch/fig-wg71).

Land Administration Background

Land administration systems and their central cadastral component are
increasingly evolving. Not only were traditional cadastral systems slow in
responding to the changing needs of society (Dale and McLaughlin, 1988),
but also the relationship of humankind to land is more dynamic. This ten-
dency can also be observed in the resolutions of the successive FIG efforts:
the FIG "Statement on the Cadastre" (1995), the UN-FIG "Bogor Declarati-
on" (1996), the "Cadastre 2014" (Kaufmann and Steudler, 1998), and the
UN-FIG "Bathurst Declaration" (1999).

Ting and Williamson (1999) identify different phases in the humankind
to land relationship depending on the different rates of development of
countries. They established a cumulative model of cadastral developments:
(i) land as wealth, (ii) land as commodity, (iii) land as scarce resource, and
finally (iv) land as a scarce community resource. They conclude that "each
of these phases in the humankind/land relationship elicited a correspon-
ding layer of complexity in the function of cadastral systems from a simple
record of ownership and fiscal tool, to a cornerstone of land markets and
then increasingly detailed land-use planning"; and that "the world is at dif-
ferent points in the continuum. Many developing countries are only just
establishing more formal cadastral records for fiscal and also land market
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purposes ... while ... western nations are rushing to create multi-purpose
cadastres that take a community approach to sustainable development is-
sues whilst maintaining private ownership."

Cadastres are evolving into broader land administration systems addres-
sing a diversity of issues, ultimately supporting not only land ownership
and land markets, but in a more global perception also sustainable deve-
lopment.

Research Project

On the basis of this above-mentioned context, a four-year research pro-
ject commenced in April 2000 at the Department of Geomatics at the Uni-
versity of Melbourne, with this paper describing the current state of the re-
search. The authors spent several months at the World Bank in Washing-
ton DC in late 2000 exploring this research topic.

Definitions and Benefits

Definition of Land Administration

For the purpose of the research project, a definition of land administra-
tion was adopted. In its "Land Administration Guidelines", the UN-ECE
(1996) defines land administration as "the processes of determining, re-
cording and disseminating information about the tenure, value and use of
land when implementing land management policies. It is considered to
include land registration, cadastral surveying and mapping, fiscal, legal and
multi-purpose cadastres and land information systems. In many jurisdic-

Attribute Attribute Attribute
Information Information Information
on Land on Land on Land

Ownership Value Use

Spatial Information on Land

Figure 2.1: The four basic components of land administration

tions, land administration is closely related to or facilitates land use plan-
ning and valuation/land taxation systems, although it does not include the
actual land use planning or land valuation processes."

The processes for the traditional cadastres — land registration and cada-
stral surveying — are often carried out by two separate professional groups
in often two separate organizations. For the definition of land administra-
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tion in this project, a fourth component has been added considering the
spatial component as the one component underpinning the other three (see
Figure 2.1).

Definition of Benchmarking

Modern industrial benchmarking had its origins in 1979, when Xerox de-
cided to examine its unit costs and to compare them with those of Japa-
nese competitors. Xerox found that the Japanese competitors sold their pro-
ducts for the same amount that it cost Xerox to just produce them. Camp
(1989) later established a widely recognized reference for an industry stan-
dard for searching for best practices and establishing benchmarking pro-
cedures.

The benefits from benchmarking can be big in terms of improvements to
processes such as service delivery, time taken to manufacture, warehou-
sing or distribution. But benchmarking is not a one-time project; it needs
clearly defined objectives and a long-term commitment by the top mana-
gement. The Auslndustry-Best Practice Program (1995) accordingly defi-
nes benchmarking as "an on-going, systematic process to search for and
introduce international best practice into your own organization, conduc-
ted in such a way that all parts of your organization understand and achie-
ve their full potential. The search may be for products, services, or busin-
ess practices and for processes of competitors or those organizations reco-
gnized as leaders in the industry or specific business processes that you
have chosen."

Other sources make plain references to benchmarking and its benefits:
* "You can't improve what you can't measure!"
¢ "If you cannot measure it, you cannot manage it!"

Benefits in Benchmarking Land Administration Systems

Land is one of our most valuable resources and the administration of this
good deserves an optimized approach. As mentioned, no common stan-
dardized approach has been established so far in the international land ad-
ministration community. But the benefits in benchmarking land admini-
stration systems can be extensive:

e facilitating cross-country comparisons in land administration perfor-
mance;

e providing a basis for comparisons over time;

e demonstrating strengths and weaknesses of land administration systems;

e justifying why a country should improve its land administration system
and identify areas/priorities for reform;

¢ helping to draw links to other issues and sectors (financial, governance,
environmental, social, etc.);

e justifying an investment to improve;

e monitoring improvement.
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Elements for an Evaluation Framework

The Four Evaluation Elements in NPM

The task of looking at different land administration systems and evalua-
ting them against each other in a balanced and culturally non-biased way
is not obvious (Williamson and Fourie, 1998). Some guidance can be fo-
und in "new public management" (NPM) developments that swept through
government administration over the last decade.

In a World Bank Seminar, Baird (1998) emphasized four elements that
are central in how to evaluate the performance of an organization or sy-
stem, be it private or public:

o well-defined objectives — to know where to go to;

e clear strategy — to know how to get there;

e outcomes: monitorable indicators — to know if on track;
e evaluation of results — to gain input for improvements.

This schema can further be explained by the approach that has been ta-
ken in the cadastral surveying context in Switzerland, where NPM princi-
ples have been introduced over the last few years (Selhofer and Steudler,
1998). NPM principles have been introduced increasingly within the Swiss
Federal administration in order to overcome the shortcomings of the tradi-
tional input-oriented approach. With NPM, the Swiss Federal administra-
tion attempts to use a more output-oriented approach, emphasizing the
products, performance, and outcomes rather than the input-oriented ap-
proach of using up the remaining budget at the end of the year.

Cadastral surveying was among the first areas where such principles were
introduced, and the same four evaluation elements as mentioned above
were at the core for re-organizing the financial and administrative relati-
ons between the Federal and local (cantonal) government levels. The Fe-
deral agency — being responsible for cadastral surveying — established per-
formance contracts with each of the 26 Cantons, which are responsible for
carrying out cadastral surveying. The performance contracts are based on
a controlling system monitoring the results and outcomes by means of per-
formance indicators. The performance indicators are used to re-evaluate
the processes and targets every one respective four years in a periodical
controlling cycle (see Figure 2.2).

The basic terminology in this performance monitoring system corre-
sponds with the four evaluation elements above: the targets represent the
objectives, the processes represent the strategy, while the indicators and
benchmarking results provide the information for the "regulator", which is
basically the mechanism to re-evaluate the objectives and strategies.

The relationship between the performance monitoring system with the
four evaluation elements confirms and supports their use as part of the ba-
sic evaluation framework for land administration systems. In the context
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Targets Processes
(Objectives) —> (Strategies) ——Pp  Outcomes
A .
Indicators
Benchmarking
Results
annually
Regulator
(Evaluation)

every 4 years

Figure 2.2: Basic controlling cycle for performance monitoring in
Swiss cadastral surveying (Selhofer and Steudler, 1998)

of land administration, the four evaluation elements might look at the fol-
lowing aspects:

¢ Objectives: what are the defined objectives of the national land admi-
nistration systems; what do they have to respond to from an economic,
social and environmental perspective, and how are these objectives ful-
filled.

e Strategies: what are the chosen processes and what is the strategic ap-
proach that has been adopted to reach the objectives; what financial,
organizational, structural and technical definitions have been establis-
hed.

Performance / outcomes: what are the outcomes and what is the per-
formance of the chosen processes and strategic approaches, and what
are the effects.

Evaluation of results: how is the land administration system managing
change; how are the objectives and strategies re-evaluated.
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Three Management Levels

The above-mentioned four evaluation elements have a strong link with
the three management levels, which are often used to define the different
control levels within an organization. The policy level is responsible for
deciding on the objectives that the organization wants to achieve and what
resources are to be applied. The management control level is responsible
for the reasonable and effective use of the resources and of setting up the
appropriate organization and structure. The operational control level car-
ries out the specific tasks as efficiently as possible.

Policy Level
Deciding

on objectives

and resources.

Management Control Level

Effective use of resources;
setting up of organization and structure

Operational Control Level
Efficient carrying out specific tasks.

Figure 2.3: Three management control levels within an organization

Development of a Framework

Analogy to Accounting System

In a paper presented in Bogotd at the "1st International Seminar on Ca-
dastral System, Land Administration and Sustainable Development", Kauf-
mann (2000) introduced a new perspective of how cadastres can be
looked at in relation to land management and land administration. He
makes the analogy that the cadastre — with its role of administering infor-
mation on rights, restrictions and responsibilities on land and its resources
— can be considered as a form of "accounting system" for land issues, ulti-
mately supporting sustainable development. Like the accounting system
of an organization or business, the cadastre has to follow certain rules and
principles. Forthe cadastre, these principles have traditionally been to pro-
vide reliable and systematic information on land issues, primarily in sup-
port of land markets or land tax.
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Level

Strategic
(goal setting)

Management
(measures to
meet strategy)

Administrative
business processes

Operation

(tools for
documenting and
monitoring)

General Business

Sound economic
development

Company management

Administrative unit

Accounting system

e accepted principles
of bookkeeping

e reliable

e complete

e appropriate to needs

e adaptable to

Global Development

Sustainable development

Land management,
resource management

Land administration

Cadastre

e accepted principles of
documentation of
rights/restr.

e reliable

e systematic

e appropriate to needs

and laws
e adaptable to
development
e public

development

Figure 2.4: Cadastre in relation to land management and administration
(Kaufmann, 2000)

For sustainable development and land administration purposes, another
principle of the accounting system has to be considered: the principle of
adaptability. When there is a new project or a new client, the accounting
system of a business-oriented company simply adds another account into
the system. For land administration issues, very similarly, another layer or
topic can be added to the cadastre, administering all legally binding issu-
es (compare Figure 2.4).

Structure for Evaluation

By taking this analogy a step further, the whole land administration con-
text can be looked at in a more structured way, which may provide the ba-
sic framework for evaluating land administration systems. As Kaufmann
argues, land administration as a whole can be regarded as society's task,
as it is up to societies respective their governing bodies to look after and
"take account" of their own land and related resources.

This "land business" can be considered to have the three management
levels as mentioned above. It is however important to keep the actual land
management and administration processes apart from the data/informati-
on processes. On the policy level, there would be "Land Policy" and "Land
Information Policy" defining the rule of the law, the use and ownership of
land, and how and what information is to be administered. The manage-
ment control level includes "Land Management" and "Land Information
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Management" as the processes to manage the land resources and the rela-
ted information. The operational control level then would include "Land
Administration" as the functions involved in the actual implementation and
the "Land Information Systems" for managing the data and information
(compare Figure 2.5).

Land,
Ressources

Data,

People,
Information

Soclety

Policy Level Land policy Land Information policy
(Objectives): The definition of the ~ The definition of how and ~ «
rule of the law and  what information about @
how land can be land is to be acquired, b=
owned and used. processed, stored, and 8
distributed. o
Management Land Management  Land Information ‘g
Control Level The processes whereby Management =
(Strategies): the land resources are The processes to manage @
put to good effect. land information £
=
Operational Land Administration Land Information Systems =
Control Level The functions involved System for acquiring,
(Outcomes and in implementing land processing, storing, and &
Evaluation): management policies. distributing information =~ &
about land

Figure 2.5: Management levels in the land administration context

Areas and Examples of Indicators

Expanding the suggested structure in Figure 2.5, the management levels
can be regarded as the areas in which a land administration system may
be evaluated. The evaluation could address the following issues:

Land Policy — if, how, and what economic, social, and environmental
objectives are defined; how the land administration system is supporting
sustainable development; and how it supports good governance.

Land Information Policy — would include issues such as the definition of
data standards, privacy issues, access to data, and pricing policy.

Land Management — would evaluate the structure and organization of
how land issues are administered, for example what rights are included in
the registry system (bundle of rights), what government agencies are in-
volved, if they are centrally or decentrally organized, and their efficiency.

Land Information Management — is the area where the organization and
structure of land administration data is evaluated. For example what in-
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formation is registered, how it is administered in a centralized or decen-
tralized manner, what is the role of the private sector, is there a custodi-
anship principle, and how are the users being served.

Land Administration — is the area where the financial input and return
are evaluated, what efficiency (performance, reliability, timeliness) the sy-
stem is providing, and what human and technical resources are involved.
Indicators could for example be: total number of properties and parcels,
number of disputes, annual number of transactions, time for transactions,
cost and fees for transactions, etc.

Land Information Systems — in this area, the technical part of the land
administration context are evaluated, for example how the information ac-
tually is administered. There may be big differences in the different coun-
tries in terms of fitness for use of the land information (paper vs. digital data,
data exchange and distribution mechanisms), what human and technical
resources are involved and what is the financial input and return.

Development of Performance Indicators

For monitoring and comparing land administration systems with each
other, indicators need to be developed that can represent the performance
of the systems in each of the six areas within the land administration con-
text. The development of performance indicators is however rather diffi-
cult, as many different understandings have to be brought into a common
framework.

An approach that has been developed by Kaplan and Norton (1996) may
provide some help. Kaplan and Norton recognized some weaknesses and
vagueness of previous management approaches and introduced the "Ba-
lanced Scorecard" system providing a clear prescription as to what com-
panies should measure in order to "balance" the financial perspective
against other perspectives. They describe the balanced scorecard (BSC) as
follows: "the BSC retains traditional financial measures. But they tell the
story of industrial age companies for which investments in long-term capa-
bilities and customer relationships were not critical for success." The BSC
suggests viewing the organization from four perspectives and to develop
indicators, collect data and analyze it relative to each of these perspec-
tives:

e learning and growth perspective;
e business process perspective;

e customer perspective;

e financial perspective.

The BSC method might provide a methodology to assist in developing per-
formance indicators for the six areas in the land administration context.
However, further research is necessary before the approach can be used.

26



Conclusions

This paper describes an on-going research project that aims to develop
a framework and methodology to evaluate and compare land administra-
tion systems with each other. The framework takes into account four eva-
luation elements of "new public management" and three management con-
trol levels. It considers the management functions of the land and its rela-
ted resources separately from the management functions of the related data
and information. As a result, it suggests breaking down the context of land
administration into six areas, which for benchmarking would have to be
looked at separately from each other. The method of the balanced score-
card then may lead to the development of key performance indicators in
each of the six areas.
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