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1

INTRODUCTION
Background

1.1

GL Hearn (GLH) and Justin Gardner Consulting (JGC) have been commissioned by Maidstone
Borough Council to develop a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). The purpose of the
SHMA is to develop a robust understanding of housing market dynamics, to provide an assessment
of future needs for both market and affordable housing and the housing requirements of different
groups within the population.

1.2

The SHMA covers Maidstone’s local housing market area. It has been prepared alongside similar
SHMAs for the Ashford and Tonbridge housing market areas.

1.3

The SHMA responds to and is compliant with the requirements of both the National Planning Policy
Framework (the NPPF) and the CLG’s SHMA Practice Guidance (the Guidance) published in
August 2007. It provides a ‘policy-off’ assessment of future housing requirements, with the intention
that this will inform future development of planning policies across the sub-region and within its
constituent local authority areas.

1.4

In considering overall housing requirements, the SHMA considers housing need and demand;
however this needs to be brought together with a range of other considerations in informing policy
decisions regarding future housing supply. The SHMA provides specific evidence and analysis of
need and demand for different sizes of homes, to inform policies on the mix of homes (both market
and affordable).

Policy Context
1.5

In this section we review relevant strategic housing and planning policies, from a national to local
level. We also provide a high-level review identifying key findings from previous research studies
which are relevant to the development of the SHMA
National Policy Framework

1.6

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in March 2012. Compliance of
existing Local Development Documents becomes a key issue from April 2013 onwards.

1.7

The Framework sets a presumption in favour of sustainable development whereby Local Plans
should meet objectively assessed development needs, with sufficient flexibility to respond to rapid
change, unless the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly or demonstrably outweigh the
benefits or policies within the Framework indicate that development should be restricted. The NPPF
highlights the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) as a key piece of evidence in
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determining housing needs. Paragraph 159 in the Framework outlines that this should identify the
scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures which the local population is likely to need over
the plan period which:

1.8



Meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and demographic
change;



Addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of
different groups in the community; and



Caters or housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this demand.
This is reaffirmed in the NPPF in Paragraph 50. The SHMA is intended to be prepared for the
housing market area, and include work and dialogue with neighbouring authorities where the HMA
crosses administrative boundaries.

1.9

Paragraph 181 sets out that LPAs will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having effectively
cooperated to plan for issues with cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for
examination.

1.10

Paragraph 158 of the NPPF also emphasises the alignment of the housing and economic evidence
base and policy, and this is an issue which has been emerging in a range of recent Core Strategy /
Local Plan Inspector’s Reports and representations made to emerging Local Plans. Paragraph 17 in
the NPPF reaffirms this, and outlines that planning should also take account of market signals, such
as land prices and housing affordability. However it also makes clear that plans must be deliverable.

1.11

In regard to housing mix, the NPPF sets out that authorities should plan for a mix of housing based
on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the
community. Planning authorities should identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is
required in particular locations reflecting local demand. Where a need for affordable housing is
identified, authorities should set policies for meeting this need on site. National thresholds for
affordable housing provision are removed as are national brownfield development targets.

1.12

In setting affordable housing targets, the NPPF states that to ensure a plan is deliverable, the sites
and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject to a scale of obligations
and policy burdens such that their ability to be developed is threatened and should support
development throughout the economic cycle. The costs of requirements likely to be applied to
development, including affordable housing requirements, contributions to infrastructure and other
policies in the Plan, should not compromise the viability of development schemes. To address this,
affordable housing policies would need to be considered alongside other factors including
infrastructure contributions – a ‘whole plan’ approach to viability. Where possible the NPPF
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encourages Local Authorities to work up Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charges alongside
the Local Plan.
Draft National Planning Practice Guidance
1.13

The Government published Practice Guidance on undertaking Strategic Housing Market
Assessments in 2007[1]. The approach in this report takes account of this Guidance.

1.14

New draft Guidance was issued by Government in August 2013 on ‘Assessment of Housing and
Economic Development Needs’[2] as part of its review of planning practice guidance. This is
relevant to this SHMA in that it provides clarity on how key elements of the NPPF should be
interpreted, including the approach to deriving an objective assessment of the need for housing.

1.15

The draft Guidance defines “need” as referring to ‘the scale and mix of housing and the range of
tenures that is likely to be needed in the housing market area over the plan period – and should
cater for the housing demand of the area and identify the scale of housing supply necessary to
meet this need.” It sets out that the assessment of need should be realistic in taking account of the
particular nature of that area, and should be based on future scenarios that could be reasonably
expected to occur. It should not take account of supply-side factors or development constraints.

1.16

The Guidance outlines that whilst estimating future need is not an exact science and that there is
no one methodological approach or dataset which will provide a definitive assessment of need, the
starting point for establishing the need for housing should be the latest household projections
published by the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG). At the time of
preparation of this report these are 2011-based ‘Interim’ Household Projections[3].

1.17

It sets out that there may be instances where these national projections require adjustment to take
account of factors affecting local demography or household formation rates, in particular where
there is evidence that household formation rate are or have been constrained by supply. It suggests
that proportional adjustments should be made where there market signals point to supply being
constrained relative to long-term trends or other areas in order to improve affordability.

1.18

Evidence of affordable housing needs is also relevant, with the draft Guidance suggesting that the
total affordable housing need should be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a
proportion of mixed market and affordable housing. In some instances it suggests this may provide
a case for increasing the level of overall housing provision.

[1]

CLG (August 2007) Strategic Housing Market Assessments, Practice Guidance
CLG (August 2013) Assessment of Housing and Economic Development Needs – Draft Guidance
[3]
These are interim projections rather than official statistics
[2]
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1.19

In regard to economic evidence, the draft Guidance indicates that job growth and economic
forecasts should be considered, and that an increase in housing provision should be considered
where there is evidence that labour supply in the housing market area might result in unsustainable
commuting patterns of reduce the resilience of local business. It cautions against reducing
migration assumptions based on economic evidence unless this approach is agreed with other local
planning authorities under the duty to cooperate.

Changes to National Housing Policies
Housing Strategy for England
1.20

In November 2011 the Government published Laying the Foundations: A Housing Strategy for
England (HM Government, Nov 2011). This outlines the Government’s ambition to get stimulate
housebuilding, not least to support economic recovery. It identifies a number of initiatives to support
this, including:
 New-build Indemnity Scheme – providing Government-backed 95% mortgages for new-build
properties;
 Growing Places Fund – providing funding for infrastructure which unblocks housing and
economic growth;
 Initiatives to Kick-Start Stalled Developments – including proposals to allow reconsideration of
planning obligations; a ‘Get Britain Building’ Investment Fund to provide development finance;
and ‘build now, pay later’ deals with public sector land; and
 Custom Homes Programme – with short-term project finance support for individuals looking to
build their own homes.

1.21

The Strategy includes initiatives to support growth and investment in the Private Rented Sector,
including new ‘build-to-let’ models and a review of barriers to investment. It also indicates that the
Government is looking at supporting greater innovation and competition between social landlords,
including encourage new private entrants to the sector, and potential new approaches to funding in
the medium-term.

1.22

The Strategy also included proposals for Reinvigorating the Right-to-Buy by raising the discounts
available to tenants, but with a commitment to build a new ‘replacement’ home for affordable rent
for every home lost. It also identified a funding steam to support local authorities in bringing empty
homes back into use.

1.23

The Great Britain Building Fund and Growing Places Fund provide funding to unblock stalled
schemes. The Government is also advising local authorities to renegotiate existing S106
agreements where these provide a hindrance to development, including allowing developers to
appeal decision for a three year period to April 2016.
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1.24

Since the 2011 Housing Strategy the Government has introduced a number of additional measures
to try to kick-start the housing market. Of particular relevance is the new “Help to Buy” scheme
introduced in the 2013 Budget. This provides two schemes aimed at increase the supply of lowdeposit mortgages and new housing:
 Help to Buy Equity Loan – a new-build only scheme which expands the existing FirstBuy
scheme to provide an equity loan of up to 20% of the value of a home through an equity loan.
The scheme will run until April 2016 and buyers will require only a 5% deposit;
 Help to Buy Mortgage Guarantee – a similar scheme where buyers will require a 5% deposit and
the Government will provide guarantees underpinning the 95% mortgage from a commercial
lender. This scheme is available for both new-build and existing homes.

1.25

Moving forward these schemes could have a real impact at stimulating effective market demand for
homes as they target some of the key challenges which have restricted access to owner occupation
- difficulties for households in securing mortgage finance and high loan-to-value ratios.
Localism Act – Housing Reforms

1.26

The Localism Act has introduced a number of reforms affecting the management of social housing.
These reforms are summarised below:
Allocations Policies

1.27

The Localism Act gives councils greater flexibilities in deciding who qualifies to go onto housing
waiting lists (through their allocations policies) and how they treat tenants who want rather than
need to move. Local Authorities can thus revise their allocations policies, should they wish to do so,
to prevent people with no ‘need’ for affordable housing from joining housing registers.
Tenancies

1.28

The Localism Act has introduced changes to social housing tenancies, giving both local councils
and Registered Providers (RP’s) the flexibility to grant fixed term tenancies (as well as lifetime
tenancies) should they decide to do so. Shorter tenancies are considered to be one way of making
better use of the existing social housing stock in meeting housing need. Specific local policies are
expected to be set out in local authority’s tenancy strategies.
Reform of Homelessness Legislation

1.29

Under reforms to Homelessness legislation, councils will be able to bring the statutory
homelessness duty to an end with an offer of suitable private rented housing. This could potentially
assist in the use of private sector housing stock in meeting affordable housing needs. Specific local
policies are expected to be set out in local authority’s tenancy strategies.

1.30

The Government has also recently introduced a new nationwide home swap scheme to support
mobility in the social sector.
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Welfare Reforms
1.31

The Welfare Reform Act received Royal Assent in March 2012. It introduces a number of new
reforms which impact upon housing provision and need, particularly in the social sector.
Household Benefit Cap

1.32

The Welfare Reform Act introduces restrictions on how much Housing Benefit working-age
households in social rented properties can claim from April 2013, based on the size of the
household. The Government estimates that the change of policy will impact on 670,000 households
nationally – 32% of all working-age households in receipt of Housing Benefit. The policy change is
focused on reducing the Government’s benefit bill, increasing mobility in the social rented sector
and making better use of the existing social housing stock.

Shift towards Universal Credit
1.33

Universal Credit, which brings together existing benefits into a single payment, is due to be phased
in from October 2013. A movement towards universal credit to provide one streamlined payment is
likely to end the payments of housing benefit directly to landlords in some instances. Coupled with
the caps on growth in LHA levels, this may over time make tenants on benefits less attractive to
landlords. It could result in some moderating of growth in benefit claimants in the private rented
sector, although this will depend on overall dynamics within the sector.
Changes to Local Housing Allowance

1.34

Low income households living in the Private Rented Sector are able to claim Local Housing
Allowance (LHA) to assist in meeting their housing costs. LHA is determined in relation to rents in
the Broad Rental Market Area (BRMA) in which a property lies.

1.35

In April 2011 the Government changed how LHA is calculated, shifting this from median rents in the
BRMA to the 30th percentile. It has also introduced caps on LHA payments: £250 a week for a 1
bed property or shared accommodation, £290 a week for a 2-bed property, £340 a week for a 3-bed
property and £400 a week for properties with 4 or more bedrooms. The Act also indicates that
increases in LHA rates from 2013 will be restricted to growth in inflation as measured by the
Consumer Price Index (CPI).

1.36

This can be expected to exert a downward pressure on rents, particularly in areas where LHA
claimants form a significant proportion of the private rented sector market, and may encourage
some LHA claimants to move to cheaper areas.
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Key Implications
1.37

It is for the Council to determine its own housing requirements in preparing a new Local Plan, based
on robust evidence and the specific circumstances which affect development potential within the
Borough.

1.38

The NPPF indicates that Council may need to demonstrate that where possible ‘identified
development needs’ can be met. This will include working with other local authorities where
Housing Market Areas cross administrative boundaries to address any under-provision against
identified development needs.

1.39

The Council can set out affordable housing policies within the Local Plan, but these must be
justified in terms of evidence of housing need and take account of the funding available and viability
of development. Developer contributions to affordable housing will need to be considered alongside
contributions to wider infrastructure.

1.40

The National Planning Policy Framework provides greater policy freedoms regarding development
densities, levels of brownfield development, exceptions policies and site size thresholds for
affordable housing. These can be considered through the Local Plan.

1.41

The development of the Local Plan provides the Council with the opportunity to reassess its policies
regarding the level and distribution of housing development, and the types of housing and
affordable housing policies it wishes to adopt.

1.42

The Council needs to maintain a tenancy strategy which outlines its policies regarding the types of
tenancies it wishes social housing providers to grant. This could include fixed-term tenancies which
might improve the use of existing affordable homes in the Borough in meeting priority housing
needs. It can also set out policies regarding affordable rented homes, priced at 80% of market rents.

Report Structure
1.43
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The remainder of the report is structured in the following way:
 Chapter 2:

Defining the Housing Market Area

 Chapter 3:

Housing Stock and Supply

 Chapter 4:

Housing Market Dynamics

 Chapter 5:

Demographic and Economic Context

 Chapter 6:

Assessing Housing Requirements

 Chapter 7:

Economic and Housing Futures

 Chapter 8:

Affordable Housing Need

 Chapter 9:

Requirements for Different Sizes of Homes
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 Chapter 10:

Needs of Particular Groups

 Chapter 11:

Conclusions and Policy Implications
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2

DEFINING THE HOUSING MARKET AREA

2.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes clear that in planning for housing provision,
local authorities should work together at a ‘housing market area’ level. The starting point in planning
for housing is that objectively assessed needs for the housing market area should be met within it.
The first question is therefore, what housing market areas cover the commissioning authorities of
Tonbridge and Malling, Maidstone and Ashford.

Approach to Defining Housing Market Areas
2.1

The draft planning guidance defines a housing market area as a geographical area defined by
household demand and preferences for all types of housing, reflecting the key functional linkages
between places where people live and work.

2.2

The guidance indicates that local planning authorities can use a combination of approaches to
identify relevant housing market areas, recognising that there is no single comprehensive source of
information. Both the new draft guidance and the previous SHMA Guidance (2007) suggests three
primary information sources:
 Patterns of house prices and rates of change in house prices, which provides a 'market based'
reflection of housing market boundaries
 Population and household migration flows, which reflect the preferences and the trade-offs made
when choosing housing with different characteristics; and
 Contextual data, such as travel to work areas, which reflects the spatial structure of the labour
market and the functional relationships between places where people work and live.

2.3

The Government Guidance made it clear that these sources of information can reflect different
aspects of household behaviour and that there is therefore no ‘right or wrong’ set to use in
identifying housing markets; the focus is on considering what is appropriate in a local context. It
also makes clear that markets are dynamic and can thus change over time; and that there can be
some overlap between market areas.

National Research on Defining Housing Market Areas
2.4

CLG published research in 2010 which sought to consider the geographies of housing markets
across England. This academic-driven project considered commuting and migration dynamics, and
house prices (standardised for differences in housing mix and neighbourhood characteristics). This
was brought together to define a three tiered structure of housing markets, as follows:
 Strategic (Framework) Housing Markets – based on 77.5% commuting self-containment;
 Local Housing Market Areas – based on 50% migration self-containment; and
 Sub-Markets – which would be defined based on neighbourhood factors and house types.
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2.5

The research defines two strategic housing market areas, one focused on London and the other on
Ashford and Dover. The London SHMA covers the entire London area as well as significant parts of
Essex, Kent, Surrey and Hertfordshire. Whilst this is clearly too large an area to sensibly approach
an assessment of housing need and demand, it does demonstrate the influence of London on
market behaviours and movement patterns throughout much of the South East. The Ashford and
Dover SHMA is more focused, particularly covering Ashford and Shepway as well as parts of Dover
and Maidstone.

2.6

Within these strategic HMAs, the CLG Research also defined a number of local housing market
areas. Those around the Ashford/Maidstone/Tonbridge & Malling area have been mapped in the
figure below. It should be noted that these are based on 2001 Census analysis (which is now
somewhat dated) however 2011 Census origin/ destination statistics are unlikely to be available
until 2014 to allow this local-level analysis to be updated.
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Figure 1:

CLG-defined Local Housing Market Areas

MAIDSTONE

STAPLEHURST

2.7

The map demonstrates that there are a number of CLG defined local HMAs which could have
relevance to the study – both in relation to Maidstone Borough and also the wider study area
(including Ashford and Tonbridge & Malling). Below we discuss below in broad terms the
geographic coverage of each key area:
 Sevenoaks – which is mainly centred on Sevenoaks but covers the western parts of Tunbridge
Wells and southern wards of Tonbridge & Malling;
 Maidstone – which is focussed primarily on Maidstone but covers the northern wards of
Tonbridge & Malling
 Ashford – which covers Ashford, the eastern parts of Maidstone and the westernmost parts of
Tunbridge Wells
 Medway Towns – which covers Medway but also has covers parts of Tonbridge & Malling
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Regional Research on Housing Market Areas
2.8

A regional study was undertaken by DTZ for the South East Regional Assembly and Regional
Housing Board in 2004 to define housing market areas across the South East: these were
subsequently incorporated into the South East Plan. The DTZ study identified five key housing
markets in the Kent area:
 North Kent – covering the areas of Swale, Medway, Gravesham, Dartford, the northern tip of
Sevenoaks and stretching into the London Borough of Bexley. The study identified a distinct
“chain” of household movements along the north Kent sub-region.
 Canterbury and East Kent – focussed on the areas of Dover, Shepway, Thanet and Canterbury.
This area was driven by the travel to work areas of Folkestone, Dover and Canterbury as well as
significant household movements between Shepway and Dover.
 Ashford – predominantly contained to boundary of Ashford Borough due to the area having a
high-degree of self-containment, although recognising some overlap with Canterbury and East
Kent (particularly in respect of Shepway). The study did however recognise that Ashford’s “area
of influence” may grow as a result of growth plans
 Maidstone – focussed on Maidstone but also extending into Tonbridge and Malling, reflecting
strong household and work flows identified between the two areas. The study identified little
cross-border movement between Ashford and Maidstone, which was attributed to the fact that
both are strong employment centres in their own right.
 West Kent – comprising primarily the districts of Sevenoaks, Tunbridge Wells and Tonbridge &
Malling. It was recognised that there was significant overlap between the West Kent and
Maidstone areas, particularly due to the “sharing” of Tonbridge & Malling.
Figure 2:
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Migration Flows
2.9

Migration flows reflect households’ movements between areas, and thus are a key factor in
considering the geography of housing markets. To test the definition of the housing market area,
and to understand functional housing market inter-relationships across local authority boundaries,
we have analysed ONS data on internal migration flows between relevant local authority areas over
the period 2006 to 2011. We have considered both gross and net flows.

2.10

ONS internal migration statistics record flows between local authorities, based on information from
NHS Patient Reregistrations. This typically shows larger flows between authorities which are close
to or border one another and between cities and student towns around the country. The scale of
flows is partly influenced by the population of the authorities, with for instance the expectation that
two large urban/ metropolitan authorities would support stronger flows than two smaller ones.

2.11

Taking this into account we have sought to standardise the analysis of flows to take account of the
combined population of different authorities. The table below shows gross migration flows per
annum between mid-2006 and mid-2011. The figures are expressed per combined 1,000
population:
Table 1:

Average combined migration flows (2006-11)

Authority 1

Authority 2

Maidstone
Maidstone
Ashford
Tonbridge & Malling
Dover
Sevenoaks
Medway
Canterbury
Dover
Canterbury
Dover
Medway
Maidstone
Sevenoaks
Ashford
Maidstone
Maidstone
Canterbury

Tonbridge & Malling
Medway
Shepway
Tunbridge Wells
Shepway
Tonbridge & Malling
Swale
Thanet
Canterbury
Swale
Thanet
Tonbridge & Malling
Ashford
Tunbridge Wells
Canterbury
Tunbridge Wells
Swale
Medway

Gross Flow
per Annum

Combined
Population
(‘000s)

Flow per
1,000

1850
1720
1310
1250
1110
1100
1780
1180
1010
1080
740
1100
770
610
710
700
680
670

276.9
264.0
226.6
236.3
219.9
236.5
401.2
285.0
262.3
286.9
246.1
386.0
274.2
230.6
269.0
271.0
292.1
415.5

6.68
6.52
5.78
5.29
5.00
4.65
4.44
4.14
3.85
3.76
3.00
2.85
2.81
2.65
2.64
2.58
2.33
1.61

Source: ONS Migration Statistics
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2.12

The analysis demonstrates a complex set of interactions between authorities across Kent and
Medway. Strategically, it identifies that relationships between East Kent and West Kent authorities
are generally weaker, most registering very limited flows per 1,000 people. There is however, more
significant overlap between those in the eastern and western parts of the County and those in North
Kent, particularly the Medway towns.

2.13

At around a relatively modest 2.80 flows per 1,000 people, the evidence suggests that on the whole
there is little integration between Ashford and Maidstone, with the relationship likely to be
characterised more by localised interactions. This supports the view of both the CLG and DTZ
research that the two areas largely fall within separate markets.

2.14

In East Kent, migration flows demonstrate a distinct chain of high flows and mutual interactions
between the authorities of Canterbury, Thanet, Dover and Shepway. However, flows of 5.78 per
1,000 people between Shepway and Ashford are also considered significant and indicate a degree
of overlap and integration between Ashford and East Kent.

2.15

Amongst western authorities, the migration patterns demonstrate that Tonbridge & Malling has very
strong

relationships

with

both

Maidstone

(6.68

per

1,000)

in

one

direction

and

Sevenoaks/Tunbridge Wells (4.65 and 5.29 per 1,000 respectively) in the other. However, the
relationship between Maidstone and Tunbridge Wells/Sevenoaks are weak, with limited migration
flows between these areas. This lends support to the view that the “West Kent” area is
characterised by two strong influences, with Tonbridge & Malling included within two distinct
markets: one related more to Maidstone and the other towards Tunbridge Well and Sevenoaks.
2.16

We can also see strong “gross” relationships between Maidstone and to a lesser extent Tonbridge
& Malling, with the Medway area to the north, with average combined annual flows of 1720 and
1100 respectively. This supports the recognition in previous research of a strong overlap between
these two areas which needs to be considered further through analysis of commuting patterns.

Commuting and Travel to Work
Commuting Flow Patterns
2.17

Commuting flows also provide important evidence of the functional and market relationships
between various authorities. We have analysed commuting data from the 2011 Annual Population
Survey. The evidence presents some similar findings to migration data but also raises some
important considerations in the definition of relevant housing markets for the study.

2.18

There are two sources of information regarding commuting dynamics – detailed information from
the 2001 Census (which is now somewhat dated) and more recent data (but based on a survey of

GL Hearn

Page 24 of 192

people in employment) from the 2011 Annual Population Survey. Neither source is perfect. We
have considered and assessed commuting flows using both sources; but report initially on flows
using the 2011 APS.
2.19

There is notable commuting between Tonbridge & Malling and Maidstone (combined flows of
13,900 daily. We have again undertaken a similar process to “standardise” flows according to
working age population. This highlights the strong interactions between Maidstone and Tonbridge &
Malling (with daily flows of almost 80 per 1,000 working age population) as well as between
Tonbridge & Malling and Tunbridge Wells (daily flows of 59 per 1,000), adding further weight to this
district being split across two separate markets. The flow between Maidstone and Tonbridge Wells
is likely to be partly influenced by the concentration of employment at Kings Hill in West Malling and
at Aylesford. As with migration flows, functional travel to work relationships between Maidstone and
Sevenoaks/Tunbridge Wells are at best modest.

2.20

We also see very high commuting flows (12,770 people daily) between Maidstone and Medway.
Whilst this is perhaps unsurprising given the size of the combined working population in these two
areas, the commuting relationship between Maidstone and Medway is still notable in the
standardised figures (47 per 1,000). Comparing 2011 with 2001 flows suggests that there has been
little change in the significance of this relationship over the past decade.

2.21

What is also particularly notable is the weak commuting relationship between Ashford and
Maidstone with combined daily flows of only 2,720 (or 15.4 per 1,000). This suggests that based on
economic/employment drivers; there is strong justification for the two local authorities falling within
separate markets.

2.22

The evidence also highlights the strong interrelationship between the various Canterbury/East Kent
authorities,

with

pairings

of

Dover/Shepway,

Dover/Canterbury,

Canterbury/Swale

and

Dover/Thanet all registering amongst the top flows per 1,000 working age population. Whilst
commuting flows continue to show some functional relationship between Ashford and Shepway (37
flows per 1,000) it also demonstrates that Shepway is far more closely related to Dover in
economic/employment behaviours (59 flows per 1,000).
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Table 2:

Combined commuting flows (2011)

Authority 1

Authority 2

Maidstone
Tonbridge & Malling
Dover
Dover
Canterbury
Maidstone
Dover
Maidstone
Canterbury
Ashford
Sevenoaks
Medway
Maidstone
Medway
Ashford
Sevenoaks
Maidstone
Canterbury

Tonbridge & Malling
Tunbridge Wells
Shepway
Canterbury
Swale
Medway
Thanet
Swale
Thanet
Shepway
Tonbridge & Malling
Tonbridge & Malling
Tunbridge Wells
Swale
Canterbury
Tunbridge Wells
Ashford
Medway

Combined
Daily Flow

Working Age
Population
(‘000s)

Flow per
1,000

13900
8700
7920
8470
8990
12770
6260
7670
6300
5230
4990
7030
4610
6940
4390
3480
2620
1270

174.6
148.0
135.1
165.5
182.8
273.1
148.9
185.2
176.8
139.9
146.5
249.5
171.6
260.1
170.3
143.5
172.7
270.7

79.6
58.7
58.6
51.2
49.2
46.8
42.0
41.4
38.1
37.3
34.1
28.2
26.8
26.6
25.8
24.2
15.2
4.7

Source: Annual Population Survey
Self-containment
2.23

Based on analysis of flows, we have also tested the level of employment self-containment which
exists between individual authorities and groupings of authorities.

2.24

Looking first at East Kent, we can see that many of the individual authorities display high selfcontainment. Shepway has high and consistent levels of both residents working in the District, and
workers living in the District (at 73% and 77% respectively) as does Ashford (66% and 67%). We
consider these dynamics lend further support to these areas being considered as distinct and
broadly district centric market areas.

2.25

Tonbridge & Malling exhibits a far lower level of self-containment with 49% residents in work
working in the District; and 45% of those working in the area also living within it. This confirms that,
in economic and employment terms, there is little rationale for a Tonbridge-focussed market.

2.26

In Maidstone we find that 63% of those living in the District work in it; and 60% of those working in
the District also live in it.
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The London Influence
2.27

It is important to consider further afield and in particular the relationship with London. Given the
influence of London, most areas throughout Kent, including Maidstone, Ashford and Tonbridge &
Malling all experiencing some level of daily commuting flows into authorities within London.

2.28

The table below sets out the daily commuting flows from authorities in the Kent area into London. It
particularly indicates a strong relationship with the north Kent area with particularly large daily
inflows to London from Dartford, Medway and Gravesham. However, there are also strong flows
from areas in West Kent, in particular Sevenoaks but also Tonbridge & Malling. This is perhaps
unsurprising given they are geographically closest to London; however, this distinct dynamic does
need to be considered when drawing together thoughts on the housing market areas. Flows with
Maidstone are also notable; however, as a proportion of overall commuting outflows from the
borough, its relationship with London is less significant.
Table 3:

Daily commuting inflows to London (2001)

Area of residence

Gross inflows to London

Ashford
Canterbury
Dartford
Dover
Gravesham
Maidstone

3,248
2,659
16,666
789
9,836
7,132

Medway
Sevenoaks
Shepway
Swale
Thanet
Tunbridge Wells
Tonbridge and Malling

17,578
17,411
1,371
4,724
1,293
7,202
8,514

Source: Census 2001
2.29

It should be borne in mind that this analysis is based on commuting data from the 2001 Census (the
most recently available and nationally complete dataset). As such, local changes in transport links
and accessibility over the past decade may have influence these flows. This is particularly likely to
be the case with areas such as Ashford and along the north Kent corridor given the influence of
HS1.
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House Price Differentials
2.30

1

We have sought to analyse house prices using Zoopla’s Zed Index (Dec 2013) and heat maps .
This clearly demonstrates that the highest residential values in Kent are found in towns in West
Kent which have strong transport links to London and the M25. The highest values (over £460,000)
are found in Sevenoaks and Chislehurst; whilst a number of other towns in West Kent command
house prices of over £300,000 including Tunbridge Wells, West Malling and Tonbridge. Values are
similar to nearby centre in South East London such as Bexley and Orpington.

2.31

We find a second value band which includes towns with house prices generally between £225,000 £250,000. This includes Canterbury, Broadstairs, Maidstone, and Faversham.

2.32

There is then a number of towns with lower values across the County, but focused on the Medway
Town and in East Kent. Values in these towns are under £200,000. This includes Deal, Rochester,
Folkestone, Dover, Sheerness, and Ramsgate.

2.33

The house price differentials again highlight a distinction between West Kent, and North / East Kent.
It highlights that there is a distinction in house price terms between Maidstone and the Medway
Towns.
Table 4:

Sevenoaks

Average
Price Paid
£486,775

Birchington

Average
Price Paid
£191,774

Chislehurst

£460,585

Welling

Cranbrook

£373,721

Broadstairs

£227,381

Rochester

£188,362

£227,070

Romney Marsh

£187,093

Westerham

£349,882

Maidstone

£226,510

Sittingbourne

£185,094

Tenterden
Tunbridge Wells

£337,321

Sandwich

£223,888

Folkestone

£184,608

£328,723

Ashford

£217,987

Snodland

£183,704

Edenbridge

£328,117

Faversham

£217,168

Erith

£173,852

Orpington

£324,517

Swanley

£215,318

Gillingham

£171,485

West Malling

£320,789

Dartford

£211,649

Belvedere

£171,106

Tonbridge

£314,233

New Romney

£210,666

Dover

£163,492

Bexley

£301,616

Aylesford

£206,268

Westgate-on-Sea

£161,417

Longfield

£296,559

Gravesend

£206,097

Chatham

£160,064

Sidcup

£252,318

Rainham

£202,530

Swanscombe

£156,623

Whitstable

£247,870

Deal

£198,661

Sheerness

£154,625

Bexleyheath

£246,467

Herne Bay

£193,758

Ramsgate

£154,373

Hythe

£245,224

Greenhithe

£192,454

Margate

£146,687

Area

1
2

2

House Prices, Zoopla Zed Index, Dec 2013 (Source: Zoopla Zed Index )
Area
Canterbury

Average
Price Paid
£244,849

Area

See http://www.zoopla.co.uk/heatmaps/
For index methodology see http://www.zoopla.co.uk/property/estimate/about/
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Drawing the Analysis Together
Strategic Conclusions
2.34

The housing market areas (HMA) used for analysis in this report have been based on CLG
research of 2010 (The Geography of Housing Market Areas in England – CURDS). Specifically, we
have focussed on the local HMAs which have been built up from ward data. In areas with close
proximity to London the use of the Local HMAs is preferred given that much of Kent (and indeed the
Home Counties) are considered in this research to be part of a London ‘strategic’ HMA.

2.35

The CLG research can be considered as the most complete analysis of HMAs to take forward into
analysis and has been developed with a consistent methodology across the whole of England. As
well as using published data the CLG work has accessed bespoke data from ONS (about migration
and commuting) and considered house price differentials to assist in forming a view about HMAs.
The analysis has also been tested through the Stakeholder Workshop held in July 2013.

2.36

Overall, the analysis broadly confirms that the pattern of housing markets in the Kent and Medway
area as identified through the CLG research remains a sound foundation for analysis of housing
markets.

2.37

Based on commuting and migration data, we consider that the CLG definition of the Ashford LHMA,
as one which predominantly focusses on the Ashford Borough, remains robust. There is little
evidence to support widespread integration with Maidstone (albeit there are localised relationships).
In line with previous research, we do however; recognise that there are some functional
relationships between the Ashford HMA and East Kent.

2.38

The relationships between the western authorities of Kent are somewhat more complex. Both
Sevenoaks/Tunbridge Wells and Maidstone exert strong economic and migration influences on
Tonbridge & Malling. However, there is little functional integration between Maidstone and
Sevenoaks/Tunbridge Wells. We consider this supports two markets in the West Kent area. Given
commuting and migration dynamics, we consider the CLG definition of a Sevenoaks/Tunbridge
LHMA covering parts of Tonbridge & Malling remains a sound approach.

2.39

The extent of the Maidstone HMA is an important consideration and the degree of integration with
the Medway Towns to the north. Previous research has research has recognised the integration
between these two areas, and the analysis set out above confirms labour market and migration
movement in both directions between Maidstone and Medway. However, having analysed other
factors, particularly housing “offer,” the London influence and particularly housing costs, we
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consider there is justification to distinguish Maidstone from Medway in market terms. We therefore
consider the CLG definition of the Maidstone LHMA to be robust.
2.40

On this basis, we consider Maidstone Borough to be part of both the Maidstone HMA and the
Ashford HMA. According to the CLG definition, only two Maidstone wards fall within the Ashford
HMA. The focus of this report will therefore be on requirements arising in the entire Maidstone
Borough; however, in doing so, we will recognise requirements for those areas of Maidstone
Borough which fall within the Ashford HMA as well as the parts of Tonbridge & Malling which form
part of the Maidstone HMA.

2.41

For the purposes of the report, analysis of socio-economics, housing stock and market trends will
focus primarily on the borough of Maidstone, but will refer to wider HMA or regional trends where
appropriate.

2.42

In addition to these key HMA relationships, there are inevitable overlaps with other housing market.
Our analysis confirms a level of functional interaction between the northern parts of Maidstone and
the North Kent area (in particular Medway and Swale), particularly in commuting terms. But it
identifies a clear distinction in regard to housing costs. Whilst, our analysis of the wider context
indicates that these interactions are likely to be characterised by strong localised interactions rather
than widespread market integration, they should nonetheless be recognised and considered as part
of the Duty to Cooperate and in developing the overall strategy for housing requirements and
distribution.

2.43

That said, given the clearly strong links with other areas it will be necessary for the Council to enter
discussions in line with the duty-to-cooperate to ensure that cross-boundary issues are addressed.

Housing Sub-Markets
2.44

Analysis of socio-economics, housing stock and market trends in this report will focus primarily on
the borough of Maidstone, but will refer to wider HMA or regional trends where appropriate. In
addition, within the Maidstone Borough, we have sought to define sub-markets which have common
characteristics in regard to their housing mix/price dynamics and socio-economic composition, or
where there is an established ‘policy’ rationale for doing so. These areas are built up from
groupings of wards.

2.45

Given the strategic nature of the study, we consider the following housing sub-markets to be
appropriate. These are made up of groups of wards with the Maidstone Rural East area equating to
that part of Maidstone Borough which CLG research suggests should be considered as part of the
Ashford HMA.
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Table 5:

Ward Composition of Maidstone Sub-Markets

Sub-market

Wards

Maidstone Town

Allington, Bridge, East, Fant, Heath, High Street, North, Parkwood, South,
Shepway North, Shepway South, Bearsted, Barming, Downswood and
Otham, Sutton Valence and Langley and Loose
Boxley, Detling and Thurnham, North Downs
Harrietsham and Lenham, Headcorn
Staplehurst, Marden and Yalding, Coxheath and Hunton, Leeds, Boughton
Monchelsea and Chart Sutton, Barming, Downswood and Otham, Sutton
Valence and Langley and Loose

Maidstone Rural North
Maidstone Rural East
Maidstone Rural South
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3

HOUSING STOCK

3.1

Although new housing will be delivered in Maidstone Borough over the coming years, much of the
housing stock in the area in 2030 already exists now; and it is thus important to understand the
current “housing offer” and how this has been changing. This will provide the initial underlying
analysis of what gaps in the offer new-build development might fill.

3.2

In this section we profile the current housing offer, considering the profile of stock of different types,
sizes and tenures of homes, how this has been changing and how it varies across the relevant
authorities as well as the various sub-markets within Maidstone.

Tenure Profile
3.3

A detailed profile of tenure mix can be gleaned from the 2011 Census. This shows that, as a whole,
the tenure mix in Maidstone Borough is broadly aligned with that of the Maidstone HMA and the
wider South East. Around 70% of households live in owner occupied accommodation, with around
13% social rented and 15% private rented. Like much of the country, the shared ownership sector is
limited at only 1% of stock.
Figure 3:

Detailed Tenure Profile (2011)

100%

1.0%

90%

16.7%

Percentage of households

80%
70%

1.3%

0.9%
11.6%
0.7%
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1.6%

1.2%

1.5%

1.1%

1.3%

1.3%

10.8%
0.6%
8.2%

11.2%
0.6%
8.5%

14.6%

14.3%

13.2%

16.3%

16.8%

1.3%

1.3%

1.1%

0.8%

14.5%

13.7%

68.4%

70.7%

1.1%
12.8%

16.3%

13.7%

17.7%

60%
50%

84.1%

40%
30%

78.5%

78.1%
70.4%

64.7%

67.6%

63.4%

20%
10%
0%
Maidstone Maidstone Maidstone Maidstone Maidstone Ashford Maidstone South East England
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3.4

There is however notable variation across the different sub-areas within the borough. Within
Maidstone town sub-area, the percentage of households in social rented accommodation stands at
around 16%, almost double that of any of the other sub-areas, and above the average for the HMA.
Private renting is also above the Maidstone HMA average but broadly consistent with South East
and national levels. This is perhaps unsurprising given the more urban nature of this sub-area.
Correspondingly, the proportion of owner occupied households in the Maidstone town sub-area
(64.7%) is lower than the Maidstone HMA average (70.7%), slightly below the South East average
(67.6%) but still above the national average (33.4%).

3.5

In the more rural sub-areas of the borough, owner occupation is evidently higher and in the case of
the rural north area, represents almost 85% of households. Social rent households are negligible in
the rural north sub-area, whilst both the rural east and rural south sub-areas both have similar
levels of social rented and private rented accommodation, both at around 8% and 11% respectively.
Comparing data from the 2001 and 2011 Census’ shows that there have been some changes in the

3.6

tenure profile in Maidstone Borough over the past decade. In particular, the borough has seen
strong growth in the private rented sector, with almost 5,000 more households in the sector in 2011
than in 2001. This represents growth of more than 113%, significantly above growth seen at the
regional level (73%). The borough has also seen a reasonable level of growth in the social rent
sector with an increase of almost 1,000 properties over the past decade, similar to the growth seen
in the owner occupied sector. Overall, these changes have supported further diversification of the
tenure offer in Maidstone Borough.
Figure 4:

Change in Tenure Profile (2001-2011)

Number of households

6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
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0
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Private rent
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Source: Census (2001 and 2011)

GL Hearn

Page 34 of 192

House Types
3.7

Overall, Maidstone Borough has a broadly well balanced mix of house types. The borough has an
above average proportion of semi-detached housing (34%) when compared to national and regional
figures. The house type mix in Maidstone Borough is similar to that of the Maidstone HMA (as we
would expect); however, there are some notable differences when compared to the Ashford HMA,
not least in respect of the proportion of detached housing which is far lower in Maidstone than in the
Ashford HMA. This adds support to the two areas being somewhat of a different market. Maidstone
also has a higher proportion of flatted accommodation (15%) when compared with the Ashford
HMA; however, this proportion is still substantially lower than what we see across the South East
and England more generally.

3.8

Turning to a more localised analysis, we can see the vast difference in house type profile between
the Maidstone town sub-area and the other sub-areas. Driven largely by its more urban and dense
nature, the stock within the Maidstone town sub-area is skewed towards smaller, more dense unit
types. This is evident from the particularly low representation of detached housing (16%) compared
to Maidstone borough (25%) and the Maidstone HMA as well as above average representation of
terraced and flatted accommodation. Whilst this may point to some scope to diversify stock in this
sub-area, this needs to be set against what the “market expectations” are for this particular submarket, as well as the likelihood of sites being able to deliver larger units.

3.9

Within the remainder of sub-areas in Maidstone, stock is dominated by detached and semidetached units, which across each of three sub-areas (rural north, rural east and rural south)
represents around three quarters of total stock, far above the average across the HMA as well as
regional and national comparisons. In all three, there is little flatted accommodation.
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Figure 5:

Type of Homes (2011)
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Housing Size
3.10

The housing offer across Maidstone Borough, and indeed the two relevant HMAs, is dominated by
mid-larger sized properties, with around 64% of stock comprising three or more bedrooms. This is
higher than the levels of three-bed plus properties seen across the South East and England
generally, and represents a mature market, generally well suited towards provision for families.

3.11

Within the various sub-markets in Maidstone, we again see considerable variation in the housing
size mix. In the Maidstone town sub-area, the proportion of smaller units (i.e. 1 and 2 bedrooms) is
around 42%, significantly above the level seen across the remainder of the borough as well as the
Maidstone HMA. This is unsurprising given the urban character of the Maidstone town sub-area, but
suggests that the sub-area serves somewhat of a different market and function to other areas within
the borough. The sub-area also has a relatively high proportion of three bedroom units (42%) which
demonstrates a reasonably well balanced “offer”.

3.12

The remainder of the (more rural) sub-areas in Maidstone are dominated by larger properties.
Within the rural north sub-area in particular, there is a significant dominance of 4 bedroom plus
properties, which represent around 40% of the total stock. The other two areas also see high
proportions of 4 bed plus properties at 29% and 28%, significantly above the average for the South
East at 23%. Given this profile, and the demographics of these areas, there may be some rationale
for increasing the proportion of smaller units, both with respect to encouraging downsizing (enabling
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older households to remain within their communities) and providing more affordable for newly
forming households within the area.
Table 6:

Size of Homes (2011)

Maidstone Town
Maidstone Rural North
Maidstone Rural East
Maidstone Rural South
Ashford HMA
Maidstone HMA
Maidstone
South East
England

1
bedroom

2
bedrooms

3
bedrooms

4
bedrooms

5 or more
bedrooms

11.7%
4.4%
5.5%
7.1%
8.7%
9.1%
9.6%
11.8%
11.9%

30.1%
19.2%
20.7%
22.6%
26.0%
25.9%
26.8%
26.2%
27.9%

41.7%
36.5%
44.6%
42.0%
42.2%
42.3%
41.5%
38.9%
41.2%

13.3%
31.7%
20.0%
19.9%
17.4%
17.3%
16.9%
17.0%
14.4%

3.2%
8.2%
9.2%
8.4%
5.7%
5.4%
5.2%
6.0%
4.6%

Source: Census (2011)

Overcrowding and Under-Occupation
3.13

Studying levels of overcrowding/under occupation in the housing stock is an important part of the
SHMA. The draft Planning Practice Guidance also specifically directs plan-makers to consider
overcrowding/under-occupation as a potential indicator of both unmet need for housing and
possible mismatch between supply and demand.

3.14

Data about overcrowding is available from the 2011 Census based on the ‘bedroom standard’. This
is defined by the difference between the number of bedrooms needed to avoid undesirable sharing
(given the number, ages and relationships of the household members) and the number of
bedrooms available to the household. A household is defined as overcrowded if there are fewer
bedrooms available than required by the bedroom standard.

3.15

The table below shows that Maidstone Borough has lower levels of overcrowding (3.6%) than the
regional (3.8%) and England (4.8%) average. This low percentage of overcrowding is consistent
with the profile of generally mid-larger properties discussed above.

3.16

Overcrowding in Maidstone Borough is particularly focussed on the Maidstone town sub-market
which, at 4.5% is above the regional average. Again, given the more urban character of this subarea compared to others in the borough, this is to be expected somewhat; however, it does point to
a need for a supply of financially accessible mid-large units in the sub-area. Given the likelihood
and realism of delivering this, this may be a conclusion which needs to be taken up at a borough
level rather than in this particular sub-area.
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3.17

With the exception of the Maidstone town sub-area, we see very high levels of under occupation
across the Borough. Like much of the South East, this is particularly borne out of ageing
demographics and reasonable affluence which particularly drive “empty nester” households. Given
the demographic profile of these areas, this could continue to rise in future, reducing liquidity in the
market for larger properties in the area. Whilst the encouragement of downsizing is an inexact
science (and driven as much by attitude as stock availability), we consider there may be an
argument for increasing the supply of smaller units in these areas but with the product focussed on
the types (houses rather than flats) and quality of units which are attractive to older households.
Table 7:

Overcrowding and Under-Occupation (2011)

Maidstone Town
Maidstone Rural North
Maidstone Rural East
Maidstone Rural South
Maidstone HMA
Ashford HMA
Maidstone
South East
England

Overcrowded
(No.)

Under occupied
(%)

Overcrowded (%)

1,757
97
95
317
2,733
1,525
2,266
133,570
1,060,967

67.7%
82.6%
81.4%
79.8%
72.8%
75.5%
72.8%
70.7%
68.7%

4.5%
1.8%
2.2%
2.1%
3.4%
2.9%
3.6%
3.8%
4.8%

Source: Census (2011)
3.18

The 2001 Census did not include an occupancy calculation based on bedrooms and as such it is
not possible to draw a direct comparison in this regard. However, we have compared the room
based occupancy measure from the 2001 and 2011 Census. This shows an increase in
overcrowded households in Maidstone Borough from 2,678 in 2001 to 4,263 in 2011, equivalent to
1,585 additional overcrowded households. Overall, this represents almost a 60% increase in
overcrowding in the borough over the 10 years, significantly above the increases in overcrowding
seen more generally across the South East (36%) and England (32%) more generally over the past
decade. Whilst there are limitations in the use of the room standard as a measure of overcrowding,
these trends do point to a degree of supply/demand mismatch in the borough over the past decade
and a level of unmet or constrained demand.

Vacant and Second Homes
3.19

The 2011 Census indicates that there are just over 2,220 vacant properties or second homes in
Maidstone Borough equivalent to 3.4% of the dwelling stock. This is lower than average for the
South East (4.0%) and England (4.3%) and thus we consider that issues associated with
vacancy/second homes do not feature significantly in the Maidstone housing market.
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3.20

Data from 2012 based on Council Tax returns shows that there is very little instance of “second
homes” in Maidstone. The data shows that 190 properties were classed as “second homes” from a
total stock of 66,325 (0.3%) compared with around 1% across England.
Table 8:

Maidstone
Kent
South East
England

Vacant and Second Homes (2011)
Households with no usual
residents

Total households

% Vacant/Second
Homes

2,226
29,162
148,710
980,729

65,673
634,800
3,704,173
23,044,097

3.4%
4.6%
4.0%
4.3%

Source: Census (2011)

Key Implications: Housing Stock and Supply
3.21

The housing “offer” and market in Maidstone Borough is characterised by:
 A dominance of owner occupation (like much of the South East) with more than 70% of
households in this tenure. However, the proportion of owner occupation in Maidstone has fallen
at a slightly faster rate than the regional and national average over the past decade.
 A growing private rented sector, with around 15% of households across the borough living in this
sector, up sharply from 7.7% in the 2001 Census (faster growth than both regional and national
averages). The PRS in the borough is dominated by stock in the Maidstone town sub-area.
 A housing stock which, overall, is focussed towards mid-larger properties of three bedrooms plus
and particularly semi-detached properties, consistent with a mature, family oriented market.
 Particularly high concentrations of large properties in the more rural sub-markets with 4 bed plus
properties representing around one-third of the stock and smaller properties.
 A symbiotic relationship between the sub-market of Maidstone town and more rural sub-areas,
with the former providing a “balance” in terms of stock size and type and the large proportion of
the borough’s smaller units and denser housing types (e.g. flats and terraced houses).

3.22

Tentatively, we consider there to be some indication of a need for diversification of housing offer at
sub-area level, particularly in respect of the provision of smaller units to support a reduction underoccupation and greater liquidity of larger properties in certain sub-regions. There is also a need to
consider the provision of stock which is “accessible” to newly forming households in the more rural
sub-areas, which could provide a rationale for rural exceptions.
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4

ECONOMIC AND HOUSING MARKET DYNAMICS

4.1

We have sought to analyse housing market dynamics using a combination of quantitative and
qualitative research. This section, initially provides a detailed review of macro-trends in economic
performance, and discusses and compares past trends in – and prospects for – the key drivers of
housing demand at the macro-level provided by Wessex Economics.

4.2

This analysis is then developed at a micro-level to provide quantitative analysis of key indicators
and signals specific to Maidstone Borough and the wider HMA, in line with the draft Planning
Practice Guidance.

Overview of the UK Housing Market and Economy
4.3

Conceptual Framework

4.4

It is important to understand that the housing market is influenced by macro-economic factors, as
well as the housing market conditions at a regional and local level.
Figure 6: Understanding Housing Demand
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Source: GL Hearn
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4.5

As the diagram demonstrates, there are many drivers of patterns of housing demand and need and
how additional housing supply is delivered. At the macro-level, the key drivers are
 Household growth and demographic change (a function of natural growth and net migration),
and the propensity of people at different ages to form households; all of which directly influence
the nature of demand for different housing products.
 Output growth and job growth in the wider economy. This will have a significant impact upon
migration patterns (as people move to and from areas to access jobs) as well as real household
incomes and changes in wealth.
 Household incomes are largely a function of employment opportunities and wage levels for
people at different skill levels. Household incomes have a major bearing on household formation
and on the tenure options which households and the distribution of household incomes, and how
they change over time, in a particular determinant in the type and tenure of properties that
households can access (and as a result that the market will supply).
 The availability and cost of finance for house buying has a major bearing on the demand for
owner-occupied housing and market rented housing. The availability and cost of finance for
housing development has a major impact on the new supply of both market and affordable
homes.
 As in many markets investor and buyer confidence also has a large part to play in patterns of
demand and supply of housing. If buyers are confident about their future incomes, and that
prices will increase, this will stimulate demand, and this in turn will stimulate new supply.

4.6

There are then a number of factors which play out at a more local level, within a functional housing
market and influence demand in different locations. The important of these local factors is perhaps
more pronounced in stable or healthy economic times, when mortgage availability and market
liquidity are far less of a constraint on activity. These include:
 quality of place and neighbourhood character;
 school performance and the catchments of good schools;
 the accessibility of areas including to employment centres (with transport links being an
important component of this); and
 the existing housing market and local market conditions.

4.7

These factors influence the demand profile and pricing within the market. At a local level, this often
means that the housing market (in terms of the profile of buyers) tends to be influenced and
consequently reinforce to some degree the existing stock profile. However, regenerative investment
or delivery of new transport infrastructure can influence the profile of housing demand in a location,
by affecting its attractiveness to different households.

4.8

Local housing markets or sub-markets are also influenced by dynamics in surrounding areas, in
regard to the relative balance between supply and demand in different markets; and the relative
pricing of housing within them. Understanding relative pricing and price trends is thus important.
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Understanding the Macro-Level Dynamics
Macro-Economic Performance and Prospects
4.9

Macro conditions have been the primary driver of housing markets nationally over recent years. As
the chart below illustrates, the UK economy experienced strong growth during the period from 2001
to 2008, consistently posting growth of 1-2% on a quarterly basis over the period. These conditions
would likely have influenced the early years (2007-2008) of what would form the trend period for
national population projections and the demographic projections set out in this report.

4.10

However, over the past 5 years the wider economy has performed very differently compared. The
starting point in the financial crisis and the associated economic downturn was the collapse of
Lehman Brothers in September 2008. As a result, the UK economy moved into deep recession in
2008-09, posting negative growth for five consecutive quarters with particularly significant decline in
early 2009.

4.11

The economy emerged from technical recession in late 2009/early 2010; however, since then the
performance of the economy has been weak at best, posting very modest and inconsistent
quarterly growth as well as a number of periods of slight decline. 2013 has however seen the
situation start to improve3; however, GDP at the end of Q2 2013 is still below its pre-recession level.
In short, since 2008 the UK has seen both deep (and double) recession and weak recovery (relative
to previous recessions).
Figure 7: UK Economic Growth, 2001-2013
8.0

Percentage change

6.0
4.0
2.0
0.0
-2.0
-4.0
-6.0
Change on previous quarter (%)

Change on corresponding quarter previous year (%)

Source: ONS
3

With for instance the content data indicating 0.7% growth in GDP in Q2 2013.
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4.12

Moving forward, the economic prospects remain muted. The Office for Budget Responsibility
Economic Forecast (March 2013) anticipates modest economic growth in 2013, though Q2 growth
of 0.6% may lead these forecasts to be revised in the autumn. The forecasts imply return to longertrend growth in 2016-17, and do not assume a recovery of the growth that failed to happen between
2008 and 2012. Employment grows slowly but unemployment only declines relatively slowly, and
thus constraints on labour market confidence and household income is likely to remain.
Table 9:

Office for Budget Responsibility, March 2013 Economic Forecasts
Percentage change on a year earlier (unless otherwise stated)
Outturn

Forecast

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

0.9

0.2

0.6

1.8

2.3

2.7

2.8

100.0

100.2

100.8

102.6

105.0

107.8

110.8

-2.7

-2.7

-3.6

-3.7

-3.4

-2.9

-2.3

Output at constant market prices
Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
GDP Level (2011 = 100)
Output gap (% of potential output)

Expenditure components of GDP at constant market prices
Household consumption

-1.0

1.0

0.5

1.2

1.7

2.4

2.8

Business investment

3.1

4.9

1.9

6.1

8.6

8.6

8.6

General government consumption

-0.1

2.6

0.4

-0.7

-0.4

-1.0

-1.8

General government investment

-26.2

2.7

2.6

5.0

1.8

-1.5

-1.2

1.2

-0.8

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

4.5

2.8

2.8

2.4

2.1

2.0

2.0

Employment (millions)

29.2

29.5

29.8

29.9

30.1

30.3

30.5

Average earnings

2.3

2.1

1.4

2.7

3.6

4.0

4.0

ILO unemployment (% rate)

8.1

7.9

7.9

8.0

7.9

7.4

6.9

Claimant count (millions)

1.53

1.59

1.58

1.63

1.59

1.48

1.38

Net trade
Inflation
CPI
Labour market

Source: Economic and Fiscal Outlook, Office for Budget Responsibility, March 2013
4.13

The Bank of England in their August 2013 Inflation Report also present forecasts of economic
growth for the UK in the form of a fan chart (indicating the range of different possible growth rates).
This serves to illustrate the depth of the recession of 2008-9, the speed of recovery from negative
growth, but the poor growth performance of the economy 2010-12. This suggests that growth is
considered likely to be in the range 2.0% to 3.3% over the next 3 years, broadly the historic trend
rate of economic growth of the UK economy.
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Figure 8:

Bank of England GDP Forecasts, August 2013

Source: Inflation Report, Bank of England, August 2013
4.15

London has been leading the UK economic recovery followed by the South East England. The three
boroughs: Ashford, Maidstone and Tonbridge & Malling will all benefit from growth in output and
jobs in London, as will much of Kent and the South East. The extent of the growth felt by these
areas will be driven by the degree to which their labour markets are integrated with London, both in
terms of a physical sense (i.e. connectivity) and in a socio-economic sense (i.e. skills and
occupational levels); however, it will ultimately feed through to varying degrees into household
incomes and employment levels at the local level and boost demand for market housing (for sale
and for rent) directly, and by restoring confidence among home buyers and sellers.

4.16

However, there remain significant uncertainties in the global economic environment that increase
the chance of a less than robust recovery, and the long term possibility of a lower long term
average growth rate than the UK has experienced for the last three decades. There are two major
uncertainties, one which derives from the external economic environment and one from UK
economic issues.
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4.17

The first uncertainty surrounds the future pattern of growth in the Eurozone, the UK’s largest trading
partner. Much of the Eurozone is still depressed. The International Monetary Fund in its April 2013
World Economic Outlook forecast that the Eurozone economy would shrink by 0.3% in 2013 and
grow by only 1.1% in 2014. Slow growth in the Eurozone will hold back growth in the UK economy.
Uncertainties also exist about the scope for China to maintain its past rate of economic growth, and
there are always risk to global growth from disruptive events such as wars and disasters.

4.18

The second uncertainty surrounds the UK policy environment and public financing. The UK
Government debt has increased year by year as a percentage of GDP over the past decade and
massively so since 2008-09. It has yet to start falling as a percentage of GDP or in absolute terms.
If governments continue to prioritise debt reduction, this implies continued austerity in terms of
public spending throughout the rest of the decade, compared to the decade to 2010. Under such a
scenario it is the private sector that must generate additional wealth and jobs. The capacity of the
private sector to deliver such growth is uncertain. There is little sign to date of the economy
becoming rebalanced with greater volume of export sales.
Summary of Past Performance and Prospects

4.19

In summary, the UK economy experienced a period of consistent and strong growth throughout the
early 2000s and up to 2007, generating confidence both in terms of business and investment but
also within the labour market. Following the recession in 2008-09, performance throughout the
economy has been fragile and inconsistent and the anticipation amongst national forecasts is that
UK economy will recover gradually over the next five years, without posting significant growth. The
real debate within the economy also surrounds whether growth will return to the long run rate of
growth observed during the early to mid-2000s (2.3% p.a.), or whether it will settle at a more
modest trend rate of growth moving forward.

4.20

There is the added challenge, relevant to the housing market, that if this rate of growth and
associated employment growth is significantly higher than other countries in the EU, the UK may
continue to experience relatively high levels of net in-migration from other parts of the EU.

4.21

The national and regional context will have an important bearing on economic and employment
growth in Maidstone Borough. This in turn will have an impact on wages, household incomes and
general confidence in the employment markets which are important factors in determining patterns
and scale of housing demand. Faster growth and high employment growth can be expected to raise
household incomes, and encourage in-migration and boost housing demand, relative to what it
would otherwise be; however, forecasts from the OBR indicate that improvements in labour market
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conditions over the next five years are likely to be modest with levels of employment and
unemployment expected to improve gradually rather than sharply.
4.22

However, even were the study area to under-perform in terms of economic development compared
to the rest of the South East; provided growth in London in particular continues, it is likely that the
borough would still experience a degree of housing pressure, reflective of the labour market
integration between Kent and London.

Impact of the Recession on the Housing Market
4.23

The impact on the recession on the housing market can be easily demonstrated. The chart overleaf
shows the numbers of residential property transactions in England between 2006 and 2012 of more
than £40,000. For the past five years the volume of transactions has been running at more than
40% below the volumes of 2006 and 2007. Uncertainty and lack of mortgage lending has meant
that owner occupiers have stayed put in their existing homes, rather than trading up or down. They
may have done so through choice, or because they could not get a mortgage, or they could not find
a buyer for their property at an acceptable price.

4.24

The practical implication of this is that turnover in the housing market is much lower than has
historically been the case, even acknowledging that 2006 and 2007 were particularly active years.
Less movement tends to constrain the demand for new homes; even if people wish to buy a new
home, in a market with low sales volumes they find it less easy to find a buyer than when the
market is more active. This slows down sales and reduces the overall demand for new homes
compared to what it would be in a more buoyant market.
Mortgage Availability

4.25

One of the key triggers to the historically low levels of demand is the historically low levels of
mortgage lending – although to some extent a lack of buyer confidence has also played its part.

4.26

As the chart overleaf demonstrates, levels of lending across the UK grew consistently throughout
the early 2000s, peaking at around 1.8 million loans in the final quarter of 2003. Numbers of loans
then stabilised in the period to late 2007 at around 1.4 million.

4.27

However, the downturn in the world economy was led to a large extent by the sub-prime lending
crisis in the United States and, from the onset of the economic downturn there was a ‘credit crunch’
with banks increasing the inter-bank lending rate (LIBOR). However, more significantly, banks
sought to adjust their exposure to risk by adopting much more cautious lending practices to
customer lending (including home purchasers, landlords, residential investors and developers). This
sharply reduced liquidity in the financial markets and credit available and in tightening lending
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criteria for current and prospective homeowners. This tightening of lending criteria increased
‘barriers’ to entry for marginal mortgage applicants by reducing loan to value ratios (LTVs),
increasing costs associated with obtaining mortgages and reducing the income multiples accepted.
4.28

There are a number of reasons why lenders have been reluctant to lend on the scale they did
before 2008:
 The number of mortgage lenders has fallen, with significant players such as Northern Rock and
Bradford and Bingley having exited the market, and with further concentration in the banking and
building society sector through bank rescues (e.g. HBOS taken over by Lloyds, various building
societies acquired by the Nationwide). Fewer lenders means less competition in the mortgage
market. Many smaller lenders have withdrawn from the UK market.
 Tighter regulation has meant that all banks and building societies have had to hold more core
capital at a time when many have had write off significant amounts of debt or make financial
provisions for bad debts. Write offs on loans made before the downturn have particularly been
made in relation to commercial property lending, but lenders have also made write offs in
relation to loans related residential development and mortgages. Tighter regulation and more
prudent lending practice has largely done away with interest only mortgages and self-certified
mortgages.
 Access to wholesale finance for mortgage lenders has shrunk considerably, as lenders have
repatriated funds to their country of origin. Issuance of Residential Mortgage Back Securities
(RMBS), which was a key means by which mortgage lenders could ‘sell on’ mortgages and free
up their balance sheet to make further loans, has almost disappeared completely. For a period
of time before government stepped in to increase access to funding, mortgage lenders were
competing for retail deposits.

4.29

As a result of these tight lending criteria and more cautious practices, loans secured on residential
property fell significantly during 2008 from a level of around 1.4 million to less than half a million. As
the figure below demonstrates, there has virtually no evident recovery in lending since 2010; with
the number of loans on residential properties flat during the past few years. Over this period, ability
to raise finance has functioned as a significant constraint on effective demand for market homes
whereas in the period to 2007, it acted as a significant driver of effective demand.
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Figure 9: Number of Loans Secured on Residential Property by Purpose (2000 Q1-2013 Q2)
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4.30

The impact on first-time buyers (FTB) has been particularly notable. Advances to first time buyers at
the peak of the market represented approaching 85% LTV; however, this fell sharply post-2008 and
in 2011 stood at around 73%. There has however been a gradual improvement in the proportion of
FTB with a deposit of 10% or less (albeit that for these loans the interest rates charged are often
punitive), with 25% of FTBs putting down a deposit of 10% of less in early 2013.
Figure 10: Trends in Gross Mortgage Lending and First Time Buyer LTV Ratios (2002-2011)
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4.31

Key issues affecting the ability of households and investors to secure mortgage finance are:
 Savings and Capital: the ability to raise a deposit;
 Earnings and Interest Rates: affecting the ability to afford repayments;
 Lending Criteria: key criteria which have to be met to secure finance.

4.32

Over the past three years the Government and the Bank of England has sought with limited
success to improve access to mortgages and stimulate bank lending to both businesses and to
individuals seeking mortgages. The Bank of England introduced a new scheme, Funding for
Lending (FfL) in July 2012. FfL provides cheap funding to banks and building societies to support
lending to businesses and to mortgage borrowers. Unlike previous schemes, banks are incentivised
to lend, and there has been much reportage that this is flowing through into mortgage lending. FfL
certainly seems to have reduced the cost of new mortgages, but as shown in the figures above,
even up to 2013 there is no evidence of a significant upturn in the overall value or volume of
mortgage lending for home purchase.

4.33

It does seem probable that over the second half of 2013, the data will show an increase in
mortgage lending, due to the combined effect of Funding for Lending and the new build equity
purchase aspect of Help to Build (discussed below). Press reports of increases in mortgage lending
often focuses on short term increases in lending by means of quarter by quarter or annual
comparisons, which ignore the huge drop in mortgage volumes and values since 2006-07.

4.34

Thus reported increases in mortgage lending compared to a year ago are welcome signs of a
recovering housing market; but they can often ignore the sheer scale of the decline in mortgage
lending after 2007. It will take many quarter by quarter increases in lending for mortgage lending
volumes, by number and value, to recover to the levels of 2002-06.
Mortgage Costs

4.35

For those with a sufficient deposit, housing is now actually relatively affordable given the reductions
in the value of homes since the peak of the market in 2007 and low interest rates by historic
standards. Figure 10 demonstrates the trend in mortgage interest rates over the past 15 years.
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4.36

A key indicator of the affordability of market housing is the balance between housing costs (i.e.
mortgage payments) and incomes. Data for Q1 2013 shows that, whilst in the South East (35%)
mortgage repayments account for a far greater proportion of salary than across the UK (27.8%),
this is significantly down on the peak of the market in Q3 2007 when mortgage repayments were on
average 55.8% of gross income across the region. In actual fact, by this measure housing is now as
“affordable” as it was in the late 1990s.
Figure 12: Mortgage Payments as a % of Monthly Income
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4.37

We can therefore see that the key constraint on the market is not the affordability of housing (in
terms of the ability of households to cover mortgage repayments4), but the ability of households to
raise a sufficient deposit and to meet lending criteria to secure mortgage finance.

4.38

Market performance is also influenced by investment activity - that is properties bought to be rented
privately. The recession significantly quelled such activity as investors faced the same lending
constraints as individual purchasers. However, more recent evidence suggests that the buy-to-let
sector is experiencing some growth, with the Council for Mortgage Lenders indicating that by the
end of March 2013 buy-to-let lending accounted for 13.4% of total outstanding mortgage lending in
the UK - up from 13% the previous quarter and 12.9% at the end of the first quarter of 2012. This is
partly related by improved access to finance but is likely to be particularly focussed in major cities
(particularly London) where demand from overseas investors remains strong. With growth in rents
over the last few years and lower capital costs for house purchases, housing represents an
improved investment proposition. There is evidently occupier demand from a combination of
demographics, limited new-build and restrictions on home purchases.

4.39

In addition to “buying activity”, data also shows that mortgage possessions have been falling (no
doubt supported by low interest rates). The Council of Mortgage Lenders in February 2013 stated
that the number of possessions held by lenders in 2012 was at the lowest level for 5 years5. The
trend in mortgage arrears is also downwards.
National Housing Supply Trends

4.40

With the housing market significantly subdued by past standards, it is no surprise that new housebuilding starts and completions in England have fallen dramatically. Housing starts in England over
the period 2000-07 averaged 163,000 p.a. Over the past 5 years they have averaged 101,000 p.a.,
a 38% decline with no evidence to March 2013 of a substantive recovery. Housing completions fell
less dramatically following the financial crisis, but have fallen by 46% in the period 2009-12
compared to the period 2000-08, with average annual completions falling from 168,000 pa to
91,000 pa in England as a whole.

4.41

Levels of housing starts have increased in England in Q2 of 2013 by some 7,350 homes compared
to the same quarter in 2012; but completions in the first half of calendar year 2013 have been some
8,600 lower than in the first half of 2012. The increase in housing starts in England Q2 2013 is
starting from a low base (29,500) compared to the typical rate of housing starts per quarter between
2003 and 2007 of 43,000.

4
5

Notwithstanding that there are likely to be some repossessions associated with high unemployment
https://www.cml.org.uk/cml/media/press/3422

GL Hearn

Page 52 of 192

Prospects for Housing Market Recovery
4.42

In developing policy for Local Plans it is relevant to consider the pace at which new homes will be
built in the future. This is a function of the availability of land but is also determined by the general
market environment in which new development will come forward. Land is a necessary, but not
sufficient, requirement to secure development of new homes. It is important to acknowledge that
anticipating the strength of demand for new homes over anything more than a 5 year period is
challenging. However, some elements of the economic, financial and political environment can be
anticipated over the next 10 years.

4.43

The prospects of economic recovery have been discussed previously in this section. Broadly it is
reasonable to expect the period to 2020 to be characterised by recovery from the economic
recession, though with potential downside risks. The study area will benefit from the fact that
London and the South East will lead the UK recovery being the regions with the strongest
economies.

4.44

The macro-economic context has an important bearing on levels of house-building in at least four
important dimensions.
 The level of growth in the economy affects household incomes. These are closely linked to
earnings. Demand for new homes is boosted when household incomes are growing.
 A faster growing economy will generate enhanced confidence among potential home buyers and
confidence among house-builders to invest in increasing supply.
 The macro-economic environment has a significant impact on the ability and willingness of
mortgage lenders to lend to home buyers and of banks to lend to house-builders to expand
supply.
 The macro-economic environment has a major impact on the public finances and the ability of
government to provide direct funding to support house-building

4.45

Below we discuss the key issues in relation to the dimension listed above.
Household Incomes

4.46

In general it can be said that, if average household income increase, the demand for housing will
increase. This applies both in terms of the number of homes required: wealthy nations are
characterised by having on average fewer people per household than poorer nations; and in terms
of the size and type of home. Residents of richer nations are likely to buy or rent larger and better
quality homes than those of poorer nations.

4.47

However, the distribution of wealth and income in a nation also has a bearing on the type of
housing requirement and in particular on the demand for market homes, the balance of renting and
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owner occupation and the need for subsidised housing. Changes in the economies of advanced
nations have led to increasing income inequality over time.
4.48

The figure overleaf shows how, over time, the share of overall household incomes captured by
those in the richest 20% of households has increased, while those households with the lowest 20%
of household incomes are over time receiving an increasingly smaller proportion of total household
incomes. The 2nd bottom and 3rd bottom quintile groups are also receiving a declining share of all
household income.
Figure 13:

Household Income by Quintile

Source: The distribution of household income 1977 to 2006/07, Statistics Commission, December
2008
4.49

Though the chart only goes up to 2006-07, various studies indicate that the pattern evident from the
1970s has continued. Reductions in welfare payments over the past three years are likely to have
reduced the incomes of the lower quintile. However a major drive of change is the growth of the
hour glass economy – an economy with a good number of highly paid jobs, a large number of low
paid jobs, but shrinkage of the number of jobs paying middling wages.

4.50

The implication of this trend is that the requirement for affordable housing is likely to continue to rise,
and particularly so if house prices increases faster than average incomes.
Mortgage Lending and Interest Rates

4.51

It seems probable that mortgage lending volumes will increase slowly as the economy recovers and
through government initiatives (discussed in further detail below). However it seems likely that there
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will be a long-lasting change in lending practices so that there will be no return to the volumes of
mortgage lending of the mid 2000s. This will be the product of a number of factors:
 Tighter regulation of banks and building societies associated with the Basel III banking rules,
which will require banks to hold more core capital and limit leverage
 Tighter regulation of mortgage lending set out in the FSA’s Mortgage Market Review will require
all borrowers to prove their income, and tougher criteria relating to interest only mortgages
 On-going concerns about the capitalisation of banks and their exposure to sovereign debt is
likely to continue to inhibit use of wholesale funding to allow enhanced mortgage lending
4.52

Offsetting these effects, it is probable that the effects of the Government’s Funding for Lending
scheme will start to be apparent in mortgage lending statistics in due course. This will give a boost
to mortgage lending in the current constrained environment. Already there is evidence that the
scheme has reduced lending costs for those taking out mortgages. The Help to Buy mortgage
guarantee scheme to be launched early in 2014 for a three year period will also boost mortgage
lending if implemented.

4.53

Also on the positive side, the Bank of England looks set to keep interest rates low for as long as
economic weakness persists. The new Governor has stated he intends that interest rates will stay
at 0.5% until unemployment falls to 7%, which the Bank does not expect until mid-2016. This will
help both those who have mortgages and new borrowers, by reducing the cost of servicing
mortgages. It is also expected to boost buy-to-let investment supported by cheap mortgages.
However when mortgage rates do rise, this will dampen demand for mortgages, though this is likely
to be offset by the beneficial effects of more robust economic growth.
Government Intervention in the Housing Market

4.54

The Coalition Government has introduced a variety of initiatives to boost the housing market, but it
is important to remember in assessing these that capital funding for affordable housing in the
current spending review period (2010-2014) was reduced by around 60% measured on an annual
basis, compared to the previous Spending Review Settlement. Many of the new initiatives have
involved guarantees and loans which, while helpful, do not compensate for the reduction in grant
funding for affordable housing.

4.55

The ‘Help to Buy’ scheme announced in the March 2013 Budget in particular needs to be assessed
in terms of the contribution it will make to boosting the demand for housing nationally and whether
this will be reflected in the study area. The Help to Buy initiative consists of two elements:
 Help to Buy Option 1 is essentially a replacement for the existing First Buy scheme but with
much wider eligibility criteria. It is an equity loan scheme targeted at buyers of new homes, with
provision of additional government funding for the provision of equity loans. The scheme came
into operation in April 2013 and First Buy has been discontinued.
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 Option 2 of the Help to Buy scheme entails the provision by Government of a mortgage
guarantee to mortgage lenders. The intention is that the scheme will encourage mortgage
lenders to lend at high loan to value ratios – up to 95% of the value of a property – by providing
a guarantee against possible losses. The aim is that this will allow those with only a 5% deposit
to buy homes. It is planned to come into operation early in 2014.
4.56

Wessex Economics’ appraisal of the two schemes is that Option 1 will have the more positive
impact on housing supply, because it is limited to those buying new homes. Prior to the launch of
Help to Buy, the house-building industry was already reporting that between a quarter and a third of
sales were associated with government supported schemes such as First Buy and New Buy.

4.57

The house-builders have also reported strong interest in the Help to Buy Option 1 scheme in its first
4 months of operation, and CLG has indicated that there have been 10,000 reservations for house
purchase using the scheme. While the scheme is not wholly additional (it replaces and rebrands
funding for First Buy), it will support an element of additional demand for new homes. It also helps
the house-builders since they will no longer tie up their own capital in equity loans that in the past
they have part funded.

4.58

It would appear that the scheme has been launched at just a point in time when consumer
confidence has started to return to the market, and the Funding for Lending scheme is starting to
feed through into the greater availability of mortgage lending. Take up seems likely to be significant,
but the house-building sector will respond in part by increasing output, in part by taking advantage
of firmer pricing for small units to increase profits.

4.59

The Government announced in the Spending Review a further £1.3bn for Help to Buy Option 1 in
2015-16 and states that by 2015-16 the scheme is expected to have supported 74,000 new build
sales (c 24,650 pa equivalent to 30% of current levels of private sector house-building completions).

4.60

In contrast Help to Buy Option 2 will have uncertain effects on the new build housing market, since
the scheme can be used to underpin purchase of any house, existing or newly built, up to a value of
£600,000. The details of the scheme have still to be worked out, and it will not be launched until
early 2014. It is intended to run for a three year period. The equivalent New Buy scheme, which
was targeted on new homes, got off to a slow start in 2012.

4.61

It is not clear how the scheme will contribute to boosting housing supply, other than freeing up
turnover in the housing market. In the past 5 years, low levels of housing transactions, and the
relative absence of first time buyers, has made it more difficult for those wanting to buy a new home,
to find a buyer for their existing home.

4.62

The lack of any obvious linkage between the Option 2 Help to Buy scheme, has led a number of
commentators including staff from the Office for Budget Responsibility, the Governor of the Bank of
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England, and the IMF to express concerns that the scheme may inflate house prices rather than
add to supply. However, the launch of Option 1 has caught the public imagination and this,
combined with an improving economy, could lead to significant take up of the scheme – provided an
agreement on the detail can be reached with lenders.
The Spending Review
4.63

The slow growth of the economy has led the Government to regularly revise its plans for debt
reduction. The implication is that, assuming deficit reduction is pursued by whatever government is
in power, there will be little scope to increase direct government expenditure on supporting housing
development. The Government announced its spending review on 26th June 2013. The next
general election is scheduled for May 2015.

4.64

The Coalition Government have identified cuts of £11.5 bn in departmental expenditure for 2015-16,
with a number departments facing cuts of in excess of 20% of their 2010-11 baseline budget.

4.65

Of course much government support for house-building comes out of capital budgets. The new
announcement in the Spending Review was that £3.3 bn of new funding would be provided for
affordable housing between 2015-16 and 2017-18, to support the delivery of 165,000 new homes.
This represents £20,000 per affordable home. This, along with announcement on the rent regime
for affordable homes, gives the current affordable rent programme an extension of 3 years.

4.66

Notwithstanding the Chancellor’s indication that he will increase capital expenditure by £3.3 billion
pa from April 2015, this will only go some way to offsetting the reductions in the housing capital
budget made in 2010. By 2015 the shortfall in overall capital spending compared to the baseline
2009-10 figure will be some £42 billion.
The Behaviour of the Development Industry

4.67

It is important to appreciate that identifying land through local planning processes does not
guarantee that land comes forward on a sufficient scale to increase the overall supply of new
homes. Development land is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition to expand the supply of new
homes. Viability considerations may constrain allocated land for new house-building coming forward.
Likewise the behaviour of landowners and developers may mean that land that has been allocated
for development is only developed at a pace consistent with maximising returns, rather than
maximising the volume of new homes built.

4.68

It is also important to note that, at the national level, the house-building industry has lost capacity
over the last five years. Virtually all the major house-builders have weathered the storm, and have
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refinanced their activities and have enjoyed significant recovery in share prices. However they have
reduced their capacity compared to the years of peak output, and are likely to maintain their focus
on delivering profit, and will not chase volume if this comes at the expense of profit. Many medium
and small house-builders have gone out of business.
4.69

The biggest loss of capacity has probably been among those developers who were active in
developing apartment blocks in regional cities. The whole industry outside of London is now
focused more on building houses than flats, with London and the Greater South East the most
buoyant markets. Ashford, Maidstone and Tonbridge & Malling are part of this market area, and
therefore the part of the country where developers are most interested in increasing the volume of
new house-building. But house-builders will always be wary of increasing output if this reduces
margins and exposes them to additional risk.
Overall Assessment of Housing Market Prospects

4.70

It is early days to say that the green shoots current seen are the start of a sustained recovery, but
the better than expected growth figures for Q2 2013 have generated some optimism, and
confidence itself is a factor that is likely to foster growth as businesses start to invest. There is
evidence of emerging confidence in the house-building sector, with listed house-builders performing
well in terms profits and share prices.

4.71

Wessex Economics’ assessment of the overall housing market context for the next five years, are
that sales volumes will pick up, indeed are already picking up, as the economy improves; as
mortgage availability, supported by government measures, improves; and as buyer confidence
recovers. The implication of these general improvements in the housing market is that demand for
new homes will increase as a consequence. London and well-connected parts of the South East will
lead the way; however, growth and recovery is in the main likely to be gradual rather than sharp.

4.72

It is reasonable to expect therefore that the overall level of private sector house-building will grow
from the current historically low levels. However, this is likely to occur in a measure manner as
house-builders seek to enhance profitability but minimise the risk of depressing sales values by
putting too much supply into what are still relatively fragile market conditions. Overall capacity in the
house-building sector is also less than in the period 2005-7 and this, coupled with a degree of
uncertainty over market and demand prospects beyond current government initiatives (assuming
the wider economy remains relatively muted) is also likely to instil a degree of longer-term caution
and hold back a return to very high volumes of building.

4.73

The steady recovery of private sector house-building volumes may be in part offset by reduced
output of affordable housing as funding for affordable housing remains constrained and possibly
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falls from current levels. Registered Providers may move into developing market rent or homes for
sale, but this will probably not fully compensate initially for reduced delivery of affordable homes. It
will take time for Registered Providers to build their capability in these areas.
4.74

However along with increased delivery of new homes for sale, there will be an increased
requirement for affordable housing. The distribution of household incomes in the UK is becoming
more polarised over time, with an increased proportion of national income captured by those in
higher income brackets and those in middle and lower income groups. On balance this increases
the requirement for affordable housing over time, even when the overall wealth of the nation is
increasing.

4.75

The London and Greater South East markets will continue to be the most robust markets, given that
London and the South East outperforms the rest of UK in terms of economic growth, employment,
earnings and historic housing wealth.

Local Market Dynamics: Demand Indicators in Maidstone and Kent
4.76

Having discussed in detail the macro-conditions which existed prior to and during the recession, as
well as prospects in the economy and housing market nationally moving forward, we now turn to
consider local indicators of housing market performance. Our approach seeks to analyse key
market data, particularly focussing on those market signals identified in the draft Planning Practice
Guidance.
House Prices and House Price Trends

4.77

Across the Maidstone HMA, the average (mean) house price in 2012 was £235,300 whilst the
median was £209,000. The average house price in Maidstone Borough was slightly below this HMA
average at £227,600 (mean) and £203,000 (median).

4.78

The figure below profiles house prices in Maidstone Borough and other areas from 1998 to 2007
(i.e. the pre-recession decade). In terms of absolute pricing, Maidstone consistently tracked slightly
above the Kent average but below the regional average over this period.

4.79

In terms of growth, all areas experienced substantial increases in house prices, reflecting the high
levels of demand against supply. However, house price change in Maidstone between 1998 and
2007 was slightly below county and regional levels, growing at 186% over the decade (18.6% p.a.)
compared with 19.9% p.a. across Kent and 18.6% p.a. across the South East, suggesting a slightly
lower level of demand pressure in the Maidstone market. Price growth in the borough over this
period was also lower than adjoining Ashford (19.3%).
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Figure 14:

Median House Price Trends (1998-2007)
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Source: CLG Table 582 – Median House Prices (Quarterly)
4.80

Since 2007 trends in house prices have been vastly different as a result of the economic backdrop.
All areas posted price falls in late 2008/early 2009 at the onset of the recession with median prices
in Maidstone falling by just over 24% from peak to trough, significantly above the falls experienced
across Kent (18%), the South East (17%) and nearby boroughs of Ashford (14%) and Tonbridge &
Malling (20%). This suggests a greater degree of fragility and generally less resilient demand in
Maidstone than surrounding areas.

4.81

The data shows that the market effectively “bottomed out” in early-mid 2009 and, following modest
price rises in late 2009/2010, have been flat across most areas. However, the evidence also
indicates a very strong price recovery in early-mid 2012 in nearby Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells,
significantly diverged from wider county and regional trends.

4.82

Compared to the peak in mid/late 2007, the median house price in Maidstone in late 2012 was
around 9% down whilst across Kent more generally prices have just about recovered to their
previous peak levels (0%). Median prices in surrounding boroughs of Ashford and Tonbridge &
Malling have both recovered more strongly and are only 2% and 3% respectively below peak levels.
However, in real terms (stripping out inflation), it is likely that price falls are actually more significant
than the data suggests, reflecting a period of higher supply than demand.
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Figure 15:

Median House Price Trends (2008-2012)
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4.83

The figure below shows the comparative average house price by housing type for Maidstone
borough and the wider HMA between April 2012 and March 2013. It shows that, across almost all
house types, Maidstone experiences very slightly lower prices that the HMA, suggesting that the
Tonbridge & Malling parts of the Maidstone HMA have higher prices, thus “pulling up” the average.
Relative to other types, there is also an evidence “premium” for detached properties.

4.84

However, the table also demonstrates that prices in Maidstone over the past year have been
slightly higher than the regional average for all property types. We consider that this suggests
relatively healthy performance for all property types in Maidstone when compared to South East
averages, with no particular types under-performing in terms of demand.

6

Note data is not available after Q2 2011 for South East.
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Table 10:

Average House Prices by Property Type (2012)
Maidstone

Detached
Semi-detached
Terraced
Flat
Overall

Mean
£365,030
£226,460
£182,630
£146,200
£227,600

Median
£320,000
£217,500
£173,000
£137,000
£203,000

Maidstone HMA

South East

Mean
£382,560
£228,330
£186,360
£146,400
£235,300

Mean
£363,900
£206,900
£163,100
£129,200

Median
£340,000
£220,000
£175,000
£136,000
£209,000

Source: HM Land Registry
4.85

Differences in house prices across the sub-markets can also inform us about relative demand in
different areas for different housing products. The table below shows typically lower prices in the
Maidstone Town sub-area with the rural areas being on average considerably more expensive
(overall median prices at least 20% higher).

4.86

However, the trends are not completely clear cut – for example the Rural South sub-area has a
particularly low median price for flats, even compared to the Maidstone Town sub-area. Similarly,
the lowest semi-detached sale prices were found in the Rural North sub-area, despite the sub-area
having the highest overall median prices.
Table 11:

Sub-area Median Prices (2012)

Maidstone Town
Maidstone Rural North
Maidstone Rural East
Maidstone Rural South

Detached

Semidetached

Terraced

Flats

Overall

£300,000
£332,000
£347,500
£360,000

£216,750
£200,000
£245,000
£214,900

£168,000
£215,000
£210,000
£183,000

£137,000
£215,000
£134,450

£190,000
£250,000
£250,000
£228,000

Source: HM Land Registry
Private Rental Values and Trends
4.87

The draft guidance also directs consideration of private rental trends and average rental prices as
indicators of local market dynamics and pressures. ONS provides a monthly index of movement in
private rental values from which we can see trends across the South East. As the chart below
demonstrates, rental price growth across the region has been relatively modest since 2011,
registering at approximately 3%, slightly above the national average of around 2%.
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Table 12: ONS Regional Private Rental Index (2005-2013: 2011=100)
104.0

Index (2011=100)

102.0
100.0
98.0
96.0
94.0
92.0
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr
Jul
Oct
Jan
Apr

90.0
2005

2006

2007

2008

South East

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

England excluding London

Source: ONS Private Rental Index
4.88

Analysis of Valuation Office Agency private rental market data allows us to drill down to examine
local trends in rental levels. This source indicates a higher level of rental growth across the South
East since 2011, at approximately 7%. Across Kent, the data indicates growth in the median rental
value since 2011 which is slightly above the regional trend at around 4%.

4.89

Rental values in Maidstone have registered growth of around 7% over the corresponding period,
with current median rents of £695pcm compared to £650pcm in 2011. Growth in the borough has
therefore been broadly consistent with the regional level but stronger than the county average,
suggesting that over this period the borough has experienced a comparatively higher demand
pressure for private rent properties.

4.90

In absolute terms, rental levels in Maidstone are around £50pcm above the county average and
around £50pcm below average regional rents.
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Figure 16:

Median Monthly Private Rents (2011-2013)
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Source: VOA Private Rental Data

Sales Trends and Effective Demand
4.91

We next seek to look in further detail at the profile of sales as this represents a strong indicator of
effective demand for market housing. We have benchmarked sales performance against long-term
trends to assess relative demand. The figure below benchmarks annual sales across Maidstone
Borough, other relevant local authority areas and wider geographies over the 1998-2011 period.
2011 It uses an index where 1 is the average annual sales over the 1998-2007 decade (prior to the
credit crunch).
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Figure 17:

Analysis of Sales Trends (1998-2011)
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4.92

The graph shows the significant impact of the economic downturn and subsequent “credit crunch”
on effective demand. Across Maidstone and all of the comparator areas, we can see a halving of
the number of transactions from the peak in 2007 to the bottom of the market in 2008 as buyers
withdrew from the market due to the economic uncertainties and lack of mortgage finance.

4.93

Compared to the national picture and county picture, the fall in sales experienced by Maidstone
Borough is slightly less severe, reflecting the fact that the market is traditionally focussed on more
established and mature households, less likely to be affected by equity issues than first time buyers.
More important however is the trend since 2008: the data provides little evidence of meaningful
recovery in sales across the South East but particularly so in Maidstone. Numbers of transactions in
the borough in 2012 had only recovered by 6% from the bottom of the market, whilst many nearby
areas such as Ashford, Tonbridge & Malling, Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells have seen sales and
effective demand increase by around 15-20%. More recent industry commentary does however
suggest that sales nationally have picked up in 2013, primarily driven by Government backed
initiatives such Help to Buy.
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Land Prices
4.94

The draft Guidance sets out residential land values as one of the key market signals which should
be considered through the SHMA. There is; however, no consistent published source of information
on land prices and as we draw on and triangulate a variety of sources to illustrate residential land
prices signals.

4.95

The figure below indicates that values for residential development land rose substantially and
consistently throughout England from the early 1990s to the start of the recession in 2008. Over this
period, we can also see that average prices in the South East have consistently stayed above the
national level with prices rising from approximately £590,000 in 1993 to in excess of £3.8 million in
January 2008.
Growth in land prices across the South East during the “boom” years (2005-2008), was noticeably

4.96

above the national level (29% compared to 20%), suggesting a comparatively undersupply in the
volume of land compared to demand. At the peak, prices land prices in the South East were more
than £900,000 above the national average (excluding London).
4.97

The credit crunch however resulted in a notable fall in land values, with values declining by -42%
nationally from January 2008 to July 2010; and by a slightly lower amount (39%) across the South
East.

4.98

Overall the analysis points towards a particular shortage of development land within the region in
2010; although it does suggest that land supply over the 1999-2005 period in the region fell short of
demand.
Trend in Bulk Residential Land Values (£ per hectare), 1983-2010
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4.99

We can also use the VOA 2010 data to benchmark residential land values at a more local level.
Although data is not available for any locations in Maidstone Borough specifically, valuations were
produced for a number of relevant locations in Kent including Medway and Tunbridge Wells which
can be used to identify comparative trends.

4.100

Assuming values in Maidstone lie around the levels in Medway and Tunbridge Wells (which our
experience suggests is reasonable), the data indicates that average land values in the borough in
2009 were above the national average (by between 18% and 25%) but slightly below the South
East average by around 6-14% depending upon the land type. This is largely because residential
land prices in the South East are particularly driven up by values in excess of £3-4m per hectare in
locations such as Surrey and Oxford.
Table 13:

Residential Land Values, 2009

Medway
Tunbridge Wells
Maidstone (assumed)
South East
England (ex London)

Small sites

Bulk Land

Sites for flats or
maisonettes

£/Ha

£/Ha

£/Ha

2,100,000
2,500,000
2,300,000

2,000,000
2,500,000
2,250,000

2,000,000
2,500,000
2,250,000

2,470,000
1,900,000

2,370,000
1,770,000

2,590,000
1,960,000

Source: VOA/ HCA 2010
4.101

If we compare observed land values in these areas at the height of the boom, pricing levels in the
comparator areas in Kent were below average prices across the South East by an even more
substantial margin. This suggests that moving forward, as house-builders and land buyers
increasingly return to the market, it is likely that the Kent area – and Maidstone specifically – will
experience comparatively less pressure in terms of land values (albeit assuming similar land supply
conditions exist).
Table 14:

Residential Land Values, 2007

Medway
Tunbridge Wells
Maidstone (assumed)
South East
England (ex London)

Small sites

Bulk Land

Sites for flats or
maisonettes

£/Ha

£/Ha

£/Ha

3,050,000
3,450,000
3,200,000

2,850,000
3,450,000
3,150,000

2,850,000
3,450,000
3,150,000

3,950,000
3,080,000

3,830,000
2,910,000

4,590,000
3,490,000

Source: VOA/ HCA 2010

GL Hearn

Page 67 of 192

4.102

Consistent data since 2010 is not available and as such it is necessary to interrogate other data
sources to understand how land values have changed over the past few years. Data from Savills
indicates that residential land values across the country have shown little growth since 2010. As the
chart below demonstrates, residential land values experienced some growth during 2010 but
beyond that have seen little or no price change, particularly for urban sites. The Knight Frank
Residential Development Land Index broadly corroborates this, indicating that typical residential
land values across England and Wales have been relatively flat since 2011; although there are
some signs of a slight recovery in 2013.

Figure 19:

Savills Residential Land Performance (2002-2012)
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4.103

Whilst land values have experienced growth (albeit modest) since 2010, they remain substantially
below peak values. Savills Research (May 2013) indicates that across the UK, greenfield land
prices are currently 32% below their former highs; with urban values still less than half their credit
crunch peak. In the South East, greenfield land prices have fared slightly better (currently 26%
down on peak), whilst urban sites have performed similar to the national picture, standing 52%
down on pre-recession levels.
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Table 15:

Regional Land Values vs. Former Peak

London
South East
South West
West Midlands
UK
East of England
Scotland
East Midlands
North

Greenfield

Urban

-26%
-28%
-28%
-32%
-36%
-41%
-45%
-58%

1%
-52%
-38%
-53%
-53%
-53%
-44%
-62%
-73%

Source: Savills Research
4.103

Given this comparatively low start point, it is most likely that recent recovery in land values is as a
result of improved market sentiment rather than particular supply demand imbalances. However,
moving forward and with increasing funding now available for land buying and expansion, upward
pressure could be placed on land values, particularly for the more commercially attractive sites.

Affordability of Market Housing
Price-Income Ratios
4.104

In line with the draft planning practice guidance, we have considered evidence of affordability by
looking specifically at the relationship between lower quartile house prices and incomes. As a
general observation, we can see that across all areas the affordability of property has worsened
quite markedly over the past 15 years; however, the pattern of affordability across Kent quite
closely mirrors that seen across the wider South East.

4.105

Lower quartile affordability in Maidstone remained consistently worse than average county and
regional levels period from 1997 to 2007. However, affordability worsened at a slower rate in
Maidstone compared to Kent and surrounding areas during the “boom” period, with the borough’s
ratio growing by 60% compared to 85% across the county. This suggests that price and wage
growth in the borough during the height of the economy were more closely aligned than in
surrounding areas.

4.106

Since the recession, affordability across most areas has improved. In Maidstone, the “correction”
resulting from the downturn in the market has brought affordability locally far more closely into line
with Kent more generally. Specifically, Maidstone’s lower quartile ratio falling from a peak of 10.18
in 2006 to a current ratio of 8.36; only slightly above the Kent ratio of 7.96.
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Ratio of lower quartile house price to
lower quartile earnings

Figure 20: Lower Quartile Affordability Trend (1997-2012)
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Source: CLG Lower Quartile Affordability Table
Table 16:

Change in Lower Quartile Affordability Ratio (2000-2007)

Maidstone
Tonbridge and Malling
Ashford
Kent
South East

Change (absolute)

Change (%)

3.49
5.21
4.16
4.00
3.69

60%
93%
79%
85%
71%

Source: CLG Lower Quartile Affordability Table/GLH Analysis

Rates of Delivery and Supply
4.107

The figure below shows annual net housing completions in Maidstone (as well as Ashford and
Tonbridge & Malling given the overlap in HMAs) since 2001/02. Since 2001, a total of 21,222 net
new homes have been delivered across the three authorities, equivalent to around 1,930 per
annum. In spatial terms, this has been evenly split across the three authorities with Maidstone
delivering 35%, Ashford 33% and Tonbridge & Malling 32% of the total.

4.108

In terms of trend, the number of net completions across the three local authorities has varied
somewhat over the past 11 years. In the early 2000s, average delivery of around 1,750 homes per
annum was sustained. This rose sharply in 2004/05 to in excess of 2,700 before stabilising at
around 2,000 homes per annum in the period to 2008. This was a period characterised by high
demand and liquidity in finance (both development and mortgage) and in our view is a good
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barometer of the capacity of the market and industry within the combined Ashford/Maidstone HMAs
to deliver in a healthy economic environment.
4.109

It is at this point, we see the impact of the recession on house-building, with completions falling to
less than 1,500 units in 2009/10 and only just above that figure in 2010/11, around 25% below the
levels sustained during the “boom” period.

4.110

Looking at Maidstone specifically, house-building has varied considerably on an annual basis over
the past decade. Completions were strong (722) in 2001/02, but dropped sharply for the next two
years at 444 and 381 respectively. We then see a marked rise in house-building and, for the next
three years, average annual completions of 760 units were achieved. Completions then show
another steep rise in 2007/08 to almost 1,000, before again falling sharply, most likely due to the
onset of the recession, to 441 in 2008/09. Since then the data shows a steady recovery year-onyear, with healthy completions of 870 posted in 2011/12.
Figure 21: Net completions (2001-2013)
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4.111

In line with the draft guidance, it is particularly important to analyse the historic rate of development
relative to planned supply. The table below sets out the compares recent delivery to planned supply
across each of the three study authorities.
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Table 17:

Historic Supply Targets
Targets

Maidstone
Ashford
Tonbridge &
Malling
Total

4.112

2,300 (2001-2006)
11,080 (2006-2026)
3,500 (2001-2006)
16,770 (2006-2021)
2,200 (2001-2006)
9,000 (2006-2026)

Planned supply
(2001-13)

Actual delivery
(2001-13)

Over/underdelivery

6,178

8,091

1,913

11,326

7,335

-3,991

5,350

7,090

1,740

22,854

22,516

-338

This shows that across the three authorities as a combined study area, historic delivery has been
broadly on par with planned targets with only slight under-delivery of 338 units. However, there is
considerable difference in the performance of individual authorities. Maidstone has delivered
significantly above planned levels over the period, as has Tonbridge & Malling; however, there has
been significant under-delivery in Ashford against South East Plan targets in the initial years of the
Plan, of almost 4,000 units over the analysis period to 2013.

4.113

The under-delivery in Ashford does however need to be set in context. As the table above shows,
the borough was subject to substantial housing targets, particularly compared to the other study
authorities, as part of its growth area status within the South East Plan. Substantial urban
extensions were allocated to deliver the growth; however, with the onset of the recession, there was
little market appetite to deliver the planned large scale growth.

4.114

In addition to consider performance against targets, it is also useful to consider the rate of growth in
the overall housing stock. This is because whilst comparison against plan targets may show
positive delivery, the planned level of growth could still have had the effect of constraining the ability
of households to form against what the market could genuinely have supported.

4.115

As the chart below demonstrates, growth in the housing stock in Maidstone Borough over the past
decade has been equivalent to 1.14% per annum, above the Kent and South East averages at
1.0% and 0.9% respectively, but below surrounding areas (Tonbridge & Malling: 1.27%; Ashford:
1.58%). However, given the market signals and dynamics at play in Maidstone, growth of this
magnitude (1.2-1.3%) is broadly consistent with – if not slightly below - the level which we would
expect the market to support if unconstrained (in terms of land supply, market confidence and
finance access). As such, there may have been a degree of suppressed demand and household
formation in the borough over this decade.
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Figure 22:

Housing Stock Growth (2001-2011: 2001=1.00)
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Stakeholder Workshop: Headline Findings
4.116

To supplement the quantitative analysis of market signals, a dedicated stakeholder workshop with
house-builders, registered providers and agents active in the local market was held in order to
derive an “on the ground” view of activity, demand and pricing in the local market. Headline findings
are set out below and we include in Appendix B the detailed notes obtained from the session.
 The local market has experienced some recovery from the bottom of the market in 2007;
however, recovery has been variable across different segments of the market and in different
areas.
 Recovery in demand for family homes has been stronger (particularly small family homes) whilst
flats remain muted. Higher value rural locations and areas traditionally linked with the London
market recovering more strongly whilst some parts of Maidstone and Ashford are behind the
curve.
 Future recovery is likely to be gradual; however, in higher value areas demand and pricing
pressures could return to the market more rapidly.
 Improving access to mortgage availability will be critical to the market recovery. Help-to-Buy is
greatly assisting and has boosted demand; particularly in terms of the return of first-time buyers.
 There is a need for greater choice in land supply with smaller
 The private rented sector continues to grow apace; however, there is a need to ensure it is
aligned with need and that standards are maintained. Demand for older persons housing and
retirement accommodation is also strong.
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Key Implications: Economic and Housing Market Dynamics
4.117

The macro-economic review and analysis of local market dynamics and signals indicate:
Macro-economic and market context
 The UK economy experienced a sustained period of stable, consistent growth and confidence in
the national economy in the period to 2007. These conditions drove high levels of availability of
finance as well as a strong confidence in the housing market, supporting high demand and price
growth.
 Since 2007, there has been a fundamental shift with the economy experiencing a period of deep
recession followed by consecutive quarters of very low (or no) growth. The shift in these macroeconomic fundamentals have had a severe impact on labour markets (both in terms of
employment security and earnings) and investment/lending attitudes. This has fed through into a
dramatic reduction in effective demand across the country.
 Future economic forecasts indicate a gradual recovery in the period to 2017 both in terms of
headline economic output and labour market conditions.
 There remains uncertainty over whether the economy will return to long-run growth trends or
settle at a more modest level of growth moving forward. At any rate, the recovery will be
sensitive to wider economic trends (including in the Eurozone) as well as future government
policy (particularly austerity).
 The future performance of Maidstone – and Kent more generally – in economic and market
terms, is likely to be influenced to a degree by the performance and trends in London given the
labour market integration.
 Availability of mortgages has been severely impacted by the downturn. Lending volumes and
criteria (particularly LTVs) have tightened significantly, reducing the ability of households to
access the market. However, for those who can access a mortgage, servicing that is now as
affordable as it was in the late 1990s due to historically low interest rates.
 An improvement in mortgage availability will be central to market recovery. Evidence points to
lending volumes increasing slowly as the economy recovers and as a result government
initiatives; however, due to a long-lasting change in lending practices there is unlikely to be a
return to the volumes of mortgage lending of the mid 2000s.
 House-builder and development industry behaviours, in terms of controlling supply to both
manage prices and minimise exposure to risk given the market remains fragile, will also be a
determinant of future housing supply.
 Overall, the prospect is for a more gradual recovery in the housing market; with London and the
South East likely to lead the way.
Local market dynamics and signals
 Overall, house prices in Maidstone Borough are slightly below the wider Maidstone HMA (which
includes parts of Tonbridge & Malling). Median prices are however stronger than the Kent
average.
 Median prices in the rural sub-areas of the borough are at least 20% above the Maidstone Town
sub-area, indicating greater supply/demand pressure in these areas.
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 House price growth in the borough (18.6% p.a.) during the pre-recession decade slightly behind
county (19.9%) and regional average (18.8%).
 Maidstone Borough experienced a significantly sharper drop in prices as a result of the
recession, with median prices falling by 24% “peak to trough” compared to 18% across Kent.
Current median prices in Maidstone Borough remain around 9% below peak levels whilst
median prices across Kent generally have broadly recovered to peak levels.
 Rental growth in Maidstone Borough (7% since 2011) has been broadly comparable with the
South East average but above county growth levels (4%). Median private rents in Maidstone
Borough are slightly above average Kent rents but below regional levels.
 Sales and effective demand significantly reduced due to recession and across all areas were
down by more than 50%. Recovery in sales and demand in Maidstone Borough has been
markedly weaker than across Kent more generally, with sales levels increasing by only 6% since
bottom of the market (compared to 15-20% in surrounding boroughs of Ashford and Tonbridge &
Malling).
 Evidence suggests that land prices in Maidstone (by reference to Tunbridge Wells and Medway
as comparators) are lower than South East average - both now and during height of market.
House price growth during the “boom” likely to have been broadly consistent with regional
average. There has been limited growth in land values since 2009 at the regional level.
 Lower quartile affordability in Maidstone Borough is slightly worse than across Kent more
generally and has consistently been so across the last 15 years. However, affordability in
Maidstone worsened at a noticeably slower rate than all comparator areas during the boom
period (2001-2007).
 Historic delivery against targets in Maidstone Borough has been very strong with significant
oversupply over the past decade. Average annual delivery in Maidstone over the past 12 years
was 674 units.
 As a result of housing delivery, the borough has seen housing stock growth of just over 1.1% per
annum over past decade. Whilst this is above the Kent and South East averages, growth of this
magnitude is broadly consistent with (if not slightly below) the level which would be expected
given housing market characteristics and signals of borough. Growth rates have also been
behind those seen in both Tonbridge & Malling and Ashford over the corresponding period.
4.118

The market evidence demonstrates that Maidstone Borough has a relatively average housing
market. The borough does not appear to experience particularly significant pressure in pricing and
affordability compared to the county or the wider region. Evidence also suggests that the borough
has seen a more modest recovery than surrounding areas both in terms of pricing and sales
volumes, suggesting that demand is returning to Maidstone more slowly than it is in surrounding
areas.

4.119

The analysis also highlights Maidstone’s strong relative past housing delivery, both relative to past
housing targets and wider benchmarks. This has some influence on demographic projections
moving forwards and is likely to partly reflect historic development constraints in some other parts of
the county.
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5

DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CONTEXT

5.1

In this section, we consider the socio- economic characteristics of the Maidstone population as well
as the characteristics of the economy and the labour market. The analysis here is focused on
dynamics at a local authority level and sub-market area; however, relevant comparisons are drawn
within the HMA and across wider comparators where appropriate.

Population
5.2

The 2011 Census recorded that Maidstone borough had a population of just over 155,000. This is
higher than the population in both Ashford and Tonbridge & Malling and represents just over 10% of
the total population in Kent.
Table 18:

Total Population (2011)

Area

Total Population (persons)

Ashford
Maidstone
Tonbridge and Malling
Kent
South East
England

117,956
155,143
120,805
1,463,740
8,634,750
53,012,456

Source: 2011 Census
5.3

We have benchmarked population change in Maidstone Borough since 1981 to understand how
historic population growth in the borough compares to surrounding areas. This demonstrates that
population growth in the borough was broadly consistent with Kent and the South East during the
1980s and early 1990s. However, population growth in Maidstone slowed during the late 1990s
compared to the South East and Kent, before picking up rapidly throughout the 2000s.

5.4

There is a degree to which we might expect population growth in Maidstone to be stronger than the
Kent average, given that there are some authorities in the county with particular development
constraints (such as Green Belt). Maidstone has historically seen higher levels of development than
some authorities in West Kent as a result of development pressures extending over more
constrained authorities in West Kent and South East London. Housing is relatively more affordable,
which encourages in-migration. Yet accessibility to London and the M25 remains reasonable, and
better than authorities in East Kent (and parts of North Kent).

5.5

Overall, over the past 20 years, Maidstone has experienced average annual population growth of
0.72%, slightly above the regional level (0.69%) but slightly below the Kent average (0.76%).
Growth in the borough has however been behind the levels seen in Ashford (1.45%) and Tonbridge
& Malling (1.21%). Looking at a shorter-term, 10 year trend, growth in Maidstone is far higher
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(1.21%) significantly above the Kent and South East levels and consistent with the seen in
Tonbridge & Malling, confirming the rapid upturn in growth discussed in the paragraph above.
Figure 23: Population Change (1981-2011)
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5.6

In Maidstone Borough, the population structure largely follows the trend for Kent. Maidstone
Borough has an older than average population structure. Maidstone Borough has a slightly below
average proportion of children (0 – 19 year olds) (23.9%) compared with other authorities and the
regional (24.1%) and national average (24%) but has an above average proportion of people of
retirement age (23.6%) compared with 23.4% for the South East and 22.3% nationally.
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Figure 24:

Population Structure – 5 year age bands (2011)
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5.7

At a more local level, the data indicates that the Maidstone Town sub-area and Rural North subarea have the youngest population profiles. In Maidstone Town sub-area, 19.6% and in the Rural
West sub-area, 19.3% are under the age of 15. This compares with somewhat lower proportions in
the other two rural sub-areas (17.8% in the Rural East and 18.1% in Rural South).

5.8

We can also see that Maidstone Town sub-area has a particularly high proportion of 16 – 35 year
olds compared to other submarkets, supporting the view that the market in this part of the borough
in particular in characterised by newer households and young families. Conversely, the population
of older age groups (60+) is much higher in the Rural East and Rural South sub-areas where over a
quarter are aged over 60 (27.7% in Rural East and 26.5% in Rural South), compared with a
significantly lower proportion (20.7%) in Maidstone Town sub-area.
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Figure 25:

Sub-area Population Structure by 5 year age bands (2011)
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5.9

Since 2001, Maidstone Borough has also seen increases in almost all age groups. However, the
analysis shows particularly significant increases in young children (aged 0-9: 4,000 increase) and
people in their late 20s/early 30s (aged 25-34: 3,400 increase), supporting the view of a market
which predominantly supports and serves younger households and families.

5.10

The data also shows increases in people in their 40s and people in their 60s, consistent with an
ageing population. A notable drop in residents aged 55 to 59 is consistent with an ageing population.
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Figure 26:

Change in Population Structure (2001-2011)
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Ethnic Group
5.11

The table below profiles the population by ethnic group from the 2011 Census. In Maidstone 90.3%
of the population are White British/Irish. This is significantly higher than the average for the South
East region (86.2%) and England (80.9%) and indicates that the local authority is not particularly
ethnically diverse.

5.12

The remaining percentage of the population in Maidstone Borough is in Black and Minority Ethnic
groups.7 Of these, the largest proportion are in the White Other category (3.8%), which most
commonly includes eastern European migrants, followed by Asian/Asian British (3.2%).
Table 19:

Population by Ethnic Group (2011)

Ashford
Maidstone
Tonbridge & Malling
Kent
South East
England

White
British /
Irish

White
Other

Multi
Ethnic

Asian /
Asian
British

Black
British

Arab /
Other

90.53%
90.26%
93.35%
90.08%
86.25%
80.83%

3.17%
3.85%
2.57%
3.59%
4.41%
4.58%

1.43%
1.51%
1.39%
1.51%
1.94%
2.25%

3.38%
3.19%
2.01%
3.25%
5.24%
7.82%

1.17%
0.89%
0.35%
1.11%
1.58%
3.48%

0.33%
0.31%
0.33%
0.46%
0.59%
1.03%

Source: 2011 Census

7

‘White Other’ have been included in this category
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5.13

Looking at the submarkets within Maidstone, the level of ethnic diversity is notably higher in
Maidstone Town sub-area than in the more rural sub-areas, a dynamic which is not uncommon. In
the Maidstone Town sub-area, the proportions of White Other (4.8%) and Asian/Asian British
(4.4%) ethnic groups are particularly high (both are more than double the proportions in other subareas). Housing needs of specific BME groups are therefore more likely to be an issue in the
Maidstone Town sub-area than other parts of the borough.
Figure 27:

Sub-area Population Structure by Ethnic Group (2011)
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5.14

Over the past decade, the population has increased in all ethnic groups in Maidstone Borough,
consistent with general population growth. The largest increase has been seen in the White
British/Irish population (6,373 people); however, there have also been large increases in the White
Other population (4,361 people) and Asian / Asian British group (3,050 people).
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Figure 28:

Change in Ethnic Composition (2001-2011)
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Qualifications and Occupation Profile
5.15

The skills profile of Maidstone Borough is broadly similar to the county average. The borough has a
slightly higher proportion of working age residents with level 4 qualifications (25.6%) than the Kent
average (24.7%) but lower than the regional profile (29.9%). The percentage of Maidstone’s
population with no qualifications (20.7%) is also lower than the county level (22.5%) and national
level (22.5%).
Figure 29:

Highest Level of Qualification (2011)
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5.16

We have also considered skills profile at sub-area level as this is a useful indicator of the socioeconomic profile of households seeking properties in a particular area. The Rural North sub-area
has the highest skills profile, with more than 30% of working age residents having level 4 (degree
level) qualifications or above whilst only 15% of people in this area have no qualifications.
Maidstone town sub-area has the lowest skills profile with less than 24% of residents having the
highest qualification levels. Interestingly, the proportion of residents with no qualifications is highest
in the Rural East sub-area, perhaps indicative of an older population profile.
Table 20:

Sub-Area Skills Profile (2011)

Level 1 qualifications
Level 2 qualifications
Level 3 qualifications
Level 4 qualifications & above
Other qualifications
Apprenticeship
No qualifications

Maidstone
Town

Rural North

Rural East

Rural South

15.0%
17.7%
12.1%
23.9%
6.0%
3.8%
21.4%

14.8%
18.4%
13.2%
30.1%
3.5%
4.6%
15.4%

13.5%
16.7%
11.1%
27.9%
4.4%
4.7%
21.7%

13.9%
17.4%
12.0%
27.5%
4.4%
4.5%
20.3%

Source: 2011 Census
5.17

The similarity of the skills set in Maidstone Borough and Kent is broadly reflected in the profile of
employment by occupational level. The borough has a relatively varied profile, reflective of the skills
mix of the borough’s residents.

5.18

The proportion of Maidstone residents employed in process and elementary professions in
Maidstone (16.9%) is broadly similar to the Kent average but significantly above the regional
average (15.4%). Around 43% of Maidstone’s working age residents are employed in higher level
managerial, professional and technical occupations, above the county level but below the regional
figure of 45%.
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Table 21:

Occupational Profile (2011)

12.2%

Tonbridge &
Malling
12.9%

11.5%

South
East
12.3%

16.4%
14.1%

15.7%
11.6%

17.1%
14.0%

16.1%
12.6%

18.7%
13.8%

17.5%
12.8%

12.5%

10.9%

12.8%

11.7%

11.5%

11.5%

12.0%
8.5%

13.2%
9.2%

11.3%
8.7%

12.2%
9.8%

11.1%
9.3%

11.4%
9.3%

7.6%

9.0%

7.6%

8.5%

7.9%

8.4%

6.3%

7.3%

5.9%

6.7%

5.7%

7.2%

10.6%

10.9%

9.7%

10.8%

9.7%

11.1%

Maidstone

Ashford

12.1%

Managers, directors and
senior officials
Professional occupations
Associate professional &
technical occupations
Administrative and
secretarial occupations
Skilled trades occupations
Caring, leisure and other
service occupations
Sales and customer service
occupations
Process, plant and machine
operatives
Elementary occupations

Kent

England
10.9%

Source: 2011 Census

5.19

The higher level of skills in the Rural East sub-area can be seen in the occupational profile where
there the highest proportion of managers (15.4%). The lower than average skills in the Maidstone
Town sub-area can also be seen (12.1% are occupied in elementary occupations compared with
6.7% in Maidstone Rural North).
Table 22:

Sub-Area Occupational Profile (2011)

Managers, directors and senior
officials
Professional occupations
Associate professional & technical
occupations
Administrative and secretarial
occupations
Skilled trades occupations
Caring, leisure and other service
occupations
Sales and customer service
occupations
Process, plant and machine
operatives
Elementary occupations

Maidstone
Town
10.2%

Rural North

Rural East

Rural South

15.4%

15.6%

14.8%

16.0%
14.0%

17.6%
15.8%

16.9%
14.0%

16.8%
13.4%

12.0%

14.1%

12.2%

13.2%

11.5%
9.0%

10.7%
7.3%

13.7%
7.5%

13.2%
7.9%

8.4%

7.1%

5.2%

6.5%

6.8%

5.3%

5.8%

5.6%

12.1%

6.7%

9.1%

8.6%

Source: 2011 Census
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Unemployment Rate
5.20

The unemployment rate in Maidstone has risen gradually since 2004/05; a pattern replicated across
all of the comparison areas. Throughout the analysis period, unemployment in Maidstone Borough
has however tracked notably below the Kent average and has performed more akin to the South
East average.

5.21

The borough saw a particular increase in unemployment in 2009/10, corresponding with the
recession. Unemployment in Maidstone then improved in late 2010 but has since continued to grow
during 2011 and 2012, indicating an on-going degree of fragility in the local labour market. Current
levels of unemployment in Maidstone are 6.3%, significantly above levels seen in 2004/05 (3.6%).
However, unemployment in the borough still compares favourably to Kent (7.2%) and national
levels (7.9%).
Figure 30: Unemployment (% Residents 16-64), 2004-2012 (three period moving average)
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Income and Earnings
5.22

Resident earnings in Maidstone Borough (£29,607) are slightly above the Kent levels (£28,700) and
broadly consistent with resident earning levels across the wider South East (£29,491), somewhat
belying the skills and occupational profile discussed earlier but perhaps reflecting the impact of
those who commute into London on overall earning levels.
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5.23

It is possible to compare the incomes of full-time employed Maidstone residents with those of
people working in jobs located in the borough. At around £24,700, the median income of Maidstone
“workers” is about £5,000 lower than the median income of Maidstone “residents”. This reflects the
fact that Maidstone experiences a not insignificant level of commuting, and in particular that those
commuting out of the borough do so to higher skilled occupations and remuneration levels. This
could pose a risk of “brain drain” within the local economy. The “gap” between resident and
workplace earnings in Maidstone Borough is also significantly larger than that experienced across
Kent (£2,700) and nearby Tonbridge & Malling (£2,700) and Ashford (£3,500).

5.24

The fact that the earnings of those who live in Maidstone Borough are greater than those that work
there does however mean that there is some risk of those in local employment (and thus
contributing to the local economy) being marginalised from the housing market as they are less able
to afford local properties. Higher earnings from those commuting out of the borough are somewhat
distorting property prices in relation to local wage levels and the issue is apparently more acute in
Maidstone than in surrounding areas.
Figure 31:

Workplace and Residence-Based Earnings (2012)

Gross annual earnings (£)
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Source: NOMIS/Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings

Economic Growth Potential
5.25

Maidstone Borough Council has been working separately with consultants GVA to consider the
potential economic growth. This is set out in an Economic Sensitivity Testing Report. This report
examined and interrogates baseline economic forecasts from Experian (Sept 2013), and considers
economic growth potential more widely with regard to:

GL Hearn

Page 87 of 192

 Projected labour demand through sectoral and employment forecasts and projections;
 An understanding of past take up of employment floorspace and future property market
requirements;
 Analysis of business trends and business, economic and employment statistics.
5.26

The ‘base forecast’ used identifies potential employment growth of 9,033 workforce jobs between
2011 and 2031. Employment is forecast to grow by 10% between 2011-31. This the GVA Report
described as a reasonable forecast for employment growth in the Borough. It compares to growth in
employment between 2001-11 of almost 4,400 jobs.

5.27

The results of the more detailed interrogation of growth potential result in a revised forecast for
employment growth (termed Sensitivity 3). This indicates forecast growth in workforce jobs of
14,394 (18%) – 5,361 more than in the base forecast – this is an ambitious level of growth. GVA
conclude that the delivery of the KIMS/MCC development would need to provide the catalyst to
delivering this enhanced scale of employment growth; and that proposed development of the main
employment floorspace within the MMC is tied to the ability to co-locate with KIMS and it is by no
means that delivery is guaranteed. The GVA Report concludes that whilst it may be appropriate to
plan for this level of provision in order to ensure that economic growth potential is not restricted.

Key Implications: Demographic and Economic Context
5.28

Demographic and socio-economic factors play an important part in influencing need and demand
for housing. Key findings from the socio-economic and demographic profile for Maidstone are:
 Overall population growth in Maidstone has been above county and broadly consistent with
regional levels over the past 20 years. Growth has however been higher over the past decade.
 The age structure of Maidstone’s population is broadly consistent with Kent average; however,
the profile is generally slightly older lower proportions of under 19s compared to county and
slightly higher representation of residents at retirement age.
 The age structure in some of the borough’s more rural areas is generally older and the groups
most represented are somewhat consistent with "empty nester" households.
 Maidstone Borough has seen notable growth in residents under 9 and between the ages of 25
and 34 over the past decade, consistent with a market which is increasingly attracting new
households and young families.
 Residents in the 40s and 60s age groups have also increased quite notably over the past
decade, a function of population ageing.
 There is little ethnic diversity in the borough’s population with notably above average White
British/Irish population compared to Kent as a whole. Maidstone Borough’s population has
become more ethnically diverse over the past decade with notable increases in the White Other
and Asian/Asian British populations.
 The skills and occupational profile of Maidstone residents is slightly higher than Kent average
but lower than regional profile. Just over one quarter of the borough's working age residents
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have Level 4 (degree level) qualifications and around 43% are employed in managerial,
professional or technical occupations.
 Unemployment has steadily risen in Maidstone Borough since 2004/05 with a particularly steep
rise in 2009 corresponding with the recession. Whilst unemployment improved in 2010/11, it has
continued to increase again since. It nonetheless continues to compare favourably with the Kent
average.
 Earning levels of Maidstone Borough residents are above the Kent and broadly similar to the
South East averages. Resident earnings in the borough are almost 20% above earnings of those
who work in the borough indicating some potential for local workers to be marginalised. The “gap”
between resident and workplace earnings in Maidstone is significantly larger than in surrounding
areas.
 Employment growth over the 2001-11 period has been considered with regard to economic
forecasts. Baseline economic forecasts indicate growth in workforce jobs of 10% between 201131, with just over 9,000 additional jobs. Taking account of factors which could support stronger
employment growth, sensitivity modelling indicates growth could be stronger with up to 14,400
additional workforce jobs created to 2031 (representing 18% growth in jobs).
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6

ASSESSING FUTURE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS
Introduction

6.1

This section of the SHMA seeks to establish overall housing requirements in Maidstone Borough.
The analysis is predicated on the requirements of the NPPF which says the scale of housing
required should be based on meeting ‘household and population projections, taking account of
migration and demographic change’ (para 159) and follows the approach advocated in the draft
National Planning Practice Guidance published in August 2013.

The Starting Point
6.2

In line with the draft guidance, the start point for any projection is reasonably an analysis of the
most recent Government projections. At the time of writing these were the 2011-based ‘interim’
subnational population projections (SNPP) and the 2011-based ‘interim’ household projections from
CLG (which are directly based on the SNPP). These projections are important as they provide a
consistent approach where key inputs (such as levels of internal migration) sum at a national level.
The SNPP is also a good source of data as it uses a ‘multi-regional’ model that studies migratory
movements by age and sex between all local authorities in the Country. The SNPP is however
limited by the accuracy of data underpinning it such as migration which is notoriously difficult to
accurately measure – particularly at smaller area level.

6.3

The table below shows household growth in Maidstone Borough from the 2011-based CLG
projections. The projections cover the 10-year period to 2021 which is the full period covered by
CLG. For the whole period studied these projections suggest a 16.3% increase in households. This
is substantially above the average growth expected in the South East (10.8%) and nationally
(10.0%).

6.4

Allowing for a 3% vacancy, the CLG based households projections indicate a requirement for 1,068
homes per annum.
Table 23:

Projected household growth 2011-21 – CLG 2011-based household projections

Number of households (2011)
Number of households (2021)
Change in households (2011-2021)
Change per annum
% change (2011-2021)
Dwelling requirement (inc. 3% vacancy)

63,686
74,060
10,374
1,037
16.3%
1,068

Source: CLG 2011-based household projections
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Taking Account of the Latest Demographic Evidence
6.5

The draft Practice Guidance (and indeed the 2007 SHMA Guidance) directs plan makers to take
account of the most recent demographic evidence when establishing future housing requirements,
including population estimates prepared by the Office of National Statistics.

6.6

We have therefore examined the key local inputs feeding into the SNPP for Maidstone in more
detail, in particular seeking to reflect the 2011 mid-year population estimates (which incorporate
data on components of change such as migration from 2001-11 and have been rebased to take
account of Census population estimates).

6.7

The projections take a start point of 2011; this is to be consistent with the Council’s emerging plan
and also due to 2011 providing a robust baseline start position (due to the data available from the
2011 Census). The analysis does however also consider the implications of the 2012 mid-year
population estimates which were published in June 2013; this is particularly with regard to
understanding past migration trends. Given the sensitivity around migration, we discuss our
analysis in detail below. This analysis has been used to develop our main demographic projection:

PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)
Understanding migration patterns to/from Maidstone
6.8

The figure below shows past trends in migration from 2001 to 2012 and how ONS is projecting this
moving forward. The data shows over the past decade that there has generally been a level of net
in-migration into the Borough (both internal migration for other parts of the Country and international
migration). The figures are variable over time with net international migration in particular showing
notable year-on-year variation.

6.9

In projecting forward ONS has recognised a net in-migration from other parts of the UK with the
levels of both in- and out-migration looking to be of about the right order of magnitude when
compared with recent trends. The projections also suggest a broadly constant gap between in- and
out-migration although actual levels of each are projected to increase over time. We would consider
that there is some logic to such a pattern given a growing population both within Maidstone and
other areas which in turn will increase the base of people who would be potential migrants.

6.10

For international migration a level of net in-migration is also projected although in-migration looks to
be on the high side when compared with recent past trends – the opposite being the case when
considering out-migration.
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Figure 32:

Past and Projected Trends in Migration (SNPP) – Maidstone Borough
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Source: ONS
6.11

The differences between past trends and the projection may to some degree be explained by the
fact that ONS used data from 2005 to 2010 for forward projections (due to this being the most up to
date information available at the time) and this period does not look to be properly reflective of
some of the more recent data recorded. Over the period 2005-10 the average level of migration was
an in-migration of around 1,519 people per annum whilst data for the 2007-12 period shows a net
in-migration of around 1,280 people per annum.

6.12

In addition, the SNPP were published before mid-year population estimates had been recalibrated
to be consistent with population information in the 2011 Census. For Maidstone this suggested over
the decade to 2011 that population growth had been under-estimated by around 1,072 people. This
is recorded by ONS as being within an ‘other unattributable’ population category. Whilst this underestimation could be related to incorrect recording of the population (either in 2001 or 2011) or of
special groups of the population (such as prisoners) it is considered that differences are most likely
to be due to the under-recording of migration.

6.13

In Maidstone over the period from 2001 to 2011 ONS data shows an average in the ‘other
unattributable’ group of around 107 people per annum. Essentially this means that past recording of
population change had under-estimated the growth of the population in the Borough by 107 people
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per annum when compared with population data shown once 2011 Census data was published. In
looking at past trends in migration we have therefore amended the figures as recorded by ONS to
take account of this under-estimate of population growth (as noted above this difference is assumed
to be due the recording of migration). For the 2012 data where no such adjustment is known we
have assumed a figure of 107 to be appropriate (the average for the 10-years for which data is
available).
6.14

The figure below therefore shows the likely past levels of in- and out-migration by type of migration.
In making adjustments to the data shown in figure above it is assumed that any difference between
the recording of past migration will be in relation to both in- and out-migration as well as by
component.

6.15

The figure also shows how we have used this amended migration profile to project forward. Our
assumption here is that the start position is strongly linked to the past trend data but as we move
through time a greater weight is given to the SNPP estimates. We have noted that there is some
logic to the SNPP figures and would consider that in the longer-term given interactions with other
areas that migration profiles might return to the projected levels used by ONS. Hence our core
projection has a different baseline start position (which is based on the average levels of migration
seen in the past 5-years and then brought in line with the 2012 mid-year population estimates (as
amended)) and then follows SNPP migration figures (suitably rebased) over the 20-year period to
2031.

6.16

This amended migration profile sees an average net in-migration to the Borough of 1,342 people
per annum (2011-21) compared with a net in-migration of 1,471 in the SNPP. A lower level of net
in-migration is more consistent with recent trends with data for 2011/12 showing a lower level of net
in-migration than in any year back to 2004/5.
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Figure 33:

Past and Projected Trends in Migration (Updated) – Maidstone Borough
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Source: Derived from ONS data
6.17

The table below shows the outputs of our adjusted migration modelling when converted through into
household growth (linked to headship rate assumptions in the 2011-based CLG household
projections). The data now suggests slightly lower household growth than the SNPP across
Maidstone Borough of 15.3% over the decade
Table 24:

Projected household growth 2011-21 – based on amended Migration Levels

Households 2011
Households 2021
Change in households
% change from 2011

63,681
73,444
9,763
15.3%

Source: Projection Modelling
6.18

For these projections to be useful for planning purposes we have extended the projection period to
2031 following the methodology and assumptions set out in Appendix A. The outcomes of this are
set out in the projection outputs section below.

Additional Demographic Scenarios
6.19

In addition to running a main scenario linked to the SNPP which has been amended to take account
of more recent data about population change and migration a series of additional scenarios have
been prepared. These are based on both demographic and economic inputs. The additional
projections are:
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PROJ 2 – 10-year migration trends
PROJ 3 – 5-year migration trends
6.20

These projections look at the average level of net migration over the period up to 2011/12. The
figures used are amended (downwards slightly) to take account of the apparent over-estimation in
population growth from 2001 to 2011 shown by the Census. Over the past ten years the average
level of net migration has been an in-migration of 1,271 people per annum with an average of 1,408
being seen over the past five years. For the projections these figures are used as an average for
the whole period with some year-on-year variation in line with differences shown in the SNPP.

6.21

Whilst PROJ 2 and PROJ 3 provide a useful sensitivity test, unlike official ONS projections and
PROJ 1 above they are not ‘dynamic’ in terms of taking account of the impact of population age
profile (both in Maidstone Borough and other areas from which people typically move to Maidstone)
on migration. As a result we consider that the dynamic projection, PROJ 1, is a more realistic and
robust projection of future population.

Sensitivity Testing
6.22

In addition to carrying out the adjusted demographic projection for the remainder of the period to
2031, the draft planning guidance indicates that local planning authorities should consider carrying
out sensitivity testing of assumptions to reflect local circumstances. In this regard, the guidance
proposes two key issues which should be considered:
 Have household formation rates been supressed historically?
 Will labour-force supply be sufficient to meet job projections?

6.23

We consider each of these in turn.
Have household formation rates been suppressed historically?

6.24

The figure below shows the estimated average household size in Maidstone in 2001 and 2011
along with estimated household sizes derived from CLG projections. The data shows that
household sizes have hardly changed over the past decade. Comparing this to the change which
would be expected given the current population structure (particularly in respect of age) and
assuming the longer-term 2008 based headship assumptions (shown as the black line in the chart
below), we can see a reasonable degree of divergence (2.45 to 2.39), suggesting a degree of
suppression in household suppression over the past decade.

6.25

However, moving forward it is notable that both the 2008-based and even the more recent 2011based household projections anticipate quite a rapid decrease in average household sizes moving
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forward. As such, whilst there is evidence of suppression in the past, the projections do not appear
to be expecting this to continue to any great degree.
Table 25: Past and projected trends in Average Household Size – Maidstone

Average Household Size

2.5
2.45
2.4
2.35
2.3
2.25
2.2
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031

2.15

Trend (Census)

Projected (CLG 2011-based)

Projected (in modelling)

2008-based

Projected (CLG 2008-based)

Source: Derived from ONS and CLG data
6.26

Despite there being some evidence through analysis of average household sizes of suppression it
is not entirely clear to what extent this is due to households being unable to form and how much
might be due to other factors. A recent (September 2013) study produced by CCHPR on behalf of
the TCPA does shed some light on this issue, stating:
“The central question for the household projection is whether what happened in 2001 – 11 was a
structural break from a 40-year trend; or whether household formation was forced downwards by
economic and housing market pressures that are likely to ease with time. At the time of the 2011
Census, the British economy was still in recession and the housing market was depressed. The
working assumption in this study is that a considerable part but not all of the 375,000 shortfall of
households relative to trend was due to the state of the economy and the housing market. 200,000
is attributed to over-projection of households due to the much larger proportion of recent immigrants
in the population, whose household formation rates are lower than for the population as a whole.
This effect will not be reversed. The other 175,000 is attributed to the economy and the state of the
housing market and is assumed to gradually reverse.”

6.27

On the basis of this analysis, it can broadly be suggested that half of the lack of expected
households is due to market factors with roughly half attributable to other issues (notably
international migration). In modelling data for Maidstone we have taken the pragmatic approach that
future household formation will fall somewhere between figures in the 2011-based CLG projections
(which appear to project forward a small trend of constraint) and the data in the 2008-based figures
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(which are largely unconstrained). This modelling approach specifically seeks to support an
improvement in affordability and enhanced household formation relative to the trends shown over
the 2001-11 period to a degree which is likely to be realistic set against the wider market and
economic backdrop.
6.28

From these two data sources we have therefore developed a series of headship rates to apply to
our amended demographic data. For the purposes of the projection it is assumed that average
household sizes start at about 2.45 in 2011 and reduce down to 2.32 in 2031 (although exact
figures do vary depending on the projection being run). This information has been used to develop
an alternative demographic projection:
PROJ 1A – SNPP (updated) with Adjusted Headship

6.29

It should be noted that these adjusted headship rates have also been applied to the various
additional projections; PROJ 2 and PROJ 3 (described above) and also PROJ 4 (which are
described below).
Will labour force supply be sufficient to meet job projections? (PROJ 4)

6.30

The next key test is the degree to which the household projections can be expected to support
anticipated growth in employment. The draft planning practice guidance sets out that authorities
need to consider the balance between housing and economic growth and states that:
‘Where the supply of working age population (labour force supply) is less than the projected job
growth, this will result in unsustainable commuting patterns and could reduce the resilience of local
businesses. In such circumstance, plan makers will need to consider increasing their housing
numbers to address these problems’.

6.31

We have modelled two economic scenarios, as set out in the GVA Economic Sensitivity Testing
Report:
 PROJ 4A - Sensitivity 3 Forecast (GVA): which shows growth in workforce jobs of 14,394 (18%)
in Maidstone Borough between 2011-31. This projection assumes an increase in employment
rates following national trends (by age/sex) seen from 2001 to 2011.
 PROJ 4B - Sensitivity 3 Forecast (GVA): which shows growth in workforce jobs of 14,394 (18%)
in Maidstone Borough between 2011-31. This projection assumes a lower level of increase in
employment rates moving forward (set at the midpoint between the rates used in PROJ 4A and
a position of rates staying constant at 2011 levels).

6.32

It is important to bear in mind that there are inherent uncertainties with economic projections,
particularly at local authority level and as such they can be sensitive and change quite markedly
over time. Projecting the linkage and relationship between job growth and housing requirements is
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also complex as a number of assumptions need to be built into the modelling. Key ones to impact
on the figures locally include:
a)

How economic participation rates will change in the future. Although the past few years
have seen an increase in unemployment there have generally been increases in the
proportion of people who are economically active (particularly for females and people aged
over 50). In the future we would expect a continuation of these trends – particularly in relation
to people working longer (partly linked to pensionable ages) and have modelled for there to be
some increase in employment rates on the basis of trends observed in the Labour force
Survey over the past decade.

Our core assumptions assume employment rates increase in line with changes nationally to
economic activity rates over the past decade. For the higher forecast for employment growth
we have additionally tested a more moderate increase, with rates increasing at half the level
seen over the past decade in order to understand the sensitivity of the projections to
employment rate assumptions.

b)

Commuting patterns. Whilst the forecast level of job growth is 14,394 this does not
necessarily mean that there would be an equivalent increase in the resident workforce. Job
growth could see more people commuting into the Borough for work which would mean that
the growth of residents in employment is less than this figure, alternatively more people could
move to the Borough but work outside of the area (meaning that the growth in residents in
employment would be higher than the job growth). In Maidstone the evidence (taken from the
2001 Census as the last robust source of information) suggests that in- and out-commuting is
roughly in balance. As of 2001 there were 69,366 people living in the Borough who were
working (regardless of where the job was) compared with 69,768 people working in the
Borough (regardless of where they lived). On this basis we have assumed a commuting ratio
of 1.0 (assuming that growth in jobs and residents in employment in line with one another in
the economic-driven projections).

c)

Double jobbing. Another consideration is the extent to which some people have more than
one job. However we do not have any robust local information for the extent of ‘double jobbing’
in Maidstone although there will almost certainly be a number of people holding down more
than one job. If double jobbing were to increase in the future then the growth in the working
population would potentially be lower than the growth in jobs forecast. Potential levels of and
changes to double jobbing should however be recognised when interpreting the outputs of this
projection.

GL Hearn

Page 99 of 192

d)

Understanding occupancy patterns. Whilst additional housing growth might be required to
meet job growth projections it is the case that no control can be exercised as to who occupies
a home. An additional home could for example be taken up by a retired household who would
not aid the increase in the workforce. The modelling therefore assumes that current migration
patterns (in terms of age and sex) are maintained with a different level of migration being input
into the modelling to meet job targets. This means that the extent to which economically
inactive people move to or from the area will be maintained (in proportionate terms) and so
inherently the modelling assumes that some additional housing would be lived in by those who
are not working. Generally, people/households of working age are more migrant than other
households so a higher level of migration will tend to increase the working population
proportionately at a higher rate than for lower assumed levels of migration.

Projection Outputs
6.33

We set out and discuss the key outputs from the projection scenarios below.
Population Projections

6.34

The table and figure below show the expected growth in population under each of the projection
scenarios. With the main projections linked to the SNPP (PROJ 1 & 1A) we see population growth
of about 23.0% over the 20-year period to 2031 – a population increase of 35,870 people. This
equates to future annual population growth of around 1.15% per annum. The projections linked to
the GVA economic forecast would support (PROJ 4A and 4B) population growth of between 16.7%
and 21.3%.
Table 26: Population Estimates 2011 to 2031

PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)
PROJ 1A – SNPP (updated)
with adjusted headship
PROJ 2 – 10 yr migration
trends
PROJ 3 – 5 yr migration
trends
PROJ 4A – GVA Economic
Forecast (high emp’t rates)
PROJ 4B – GVA Economic
Forecast (low emp’t rates)
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2011

2016

2021

2026

2031

155,764
0.0%
155,764
0.0%
155,764
0.0%
155,764
0.0%
155,764
0.0%
155,764
0.0%

165,707
6.4%
165,707
6.4%
165,499
6.2%
166,180
6.7%
161,903
3.9%
163,426
4.9%

175,157
12.5%
175,157
12.5%
174,711
12.2%
176,167
13.1%
171,439
10.1%
174,737
12.2%

183,858
18.0%
183,858
18.0%
183,154
17.6%
185,453
19.1%
178,763
14.8%
183,928
18.1%

191,631
23.0%
191,631
23.0%
190,655
22.4%
193,843
24.4%
181,715
16.7%
188,918
21.3%
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Figure 34:

Population Estimates 2011 to 2031

210,000

Total Population

200,000
190,000
180,000
170,000
160,000
150,000

PROJ 2 – 10-year migration

PROJ 3 – 5-year migration

PROJ 4A – GVA Economic Forecast (high emp’t rates)

2031

2030

2029

2028

2027

2026

2025

2024

2023

2022

2021

2020

2019

2018

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)

PROJ 4B – GVA Economic Forecast (low emp’t rates)

6.35

Concentrating on PROJ 1 (SNPP (updated)) we can also use the projections to look at different
elements of population growth. Within the overall population growth of 35,867, some 9,500 is
expected to arise as a result of natural change (more births than deaths) with the remainder being
driven by net in-migration. Further analysis suggests that about 9,600 of population growth is due to
international migration and 16,600 due to migration of people moving from elsewhere in the country.
This suggests that Maidstone can expect population growth to be driven by a number of different
factors.
Changes to the Working Population

6.36

The table and figure below shows the estimated number of working people under each of the
projection scenarios. For the main SNPP based projection we see an increase of 25.6% with the
two other demographic projections being broadly similar (25% and 27%). With the projection linked
to the GVA economic forecasts (PROJ 4) employment rises by 18.4%.

6.37

It should be noted that PROJ 1 and 1A are not shown separately below as the figures are the same
for both projections; the same is also true for PROJ 4A and 4B. For PROJ 1 to 3 the figures are
based on the higher employment rate growth scenario and so lower figures would be expected if a
more moderate view were to be taken about future changes to employment rates.
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Table 27: Working Population Estimates 2011 to 2031

PROJ 1 and 1A – SNPP
(updated)
PROJ 2 – 10 yr migration
trends
PROJ 3 – 5 yr migration
trends
PROJ 4 – GVA economic
forecast

Figure 35:

2011

2016

2021

2026

2031

78,090
0.0%
78,090
0.0%
78,090
0.0%
78,090
0.0%

83,183
6.5%
83,061
6.4%
83,459
6.9%
80,962
3.7%

88,139
12.9%
87,885
12.5%
88,714
13.6%
86,091
10.2%

93,017
19.1%
92,624
18.6%
93,908
20.3%
90,259
15.6%

98,106
25.6%
97,560
24.9%
99,344
27.2%
92,484
18.4%

Working Population Estimates 2011 to 2031

Working Population

105,000
100,000
95,000
90,000
85,000
80,000
75,000

PROJ 2 – 10-year migration

PROJ 3 – 5-year migration

PROJ 4 – GVA Economic Forecast

2031
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2023

2022

2021

2020
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2018

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)

Household (and Housing) Growth
6.38

The table below shows the projected growth in the number of households for each projections.
Household growth is expected to be stronger in proportionate terns than either population or
employment growth. This is due to the ageing of the population and projected decreases in average
household sizes over time.

6.39

The main SNPP based projection with updated headship assumptions (PROJ 1A) shows a
household increase of 29.9% or about 19,000 more households over the 20 year projection period.
This equates to annual growth of around 1.5% per annum. Household growth arising from the
economic-led projections are slightly more modest at between 24% and 28%, equivalent to around
15,300 to 18,000 additional households.
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Table 28: Household Estimates 2011 to 2031

PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)
PROJ 1A – SNPP (updated)
with adjusted headship
PROJ 2 – 10 yr migration
trends
PROJ 3 – 5 yr migration
trends
PROJ 4A – GVA economic
forecast (high emp’t rates)
PROJ 4B – GVA economic
forecast (low emp’t rates)

Figure 36:

2011

2016

2021

2026

2031

63,681
0.0%
63,681
0.0%
63,681
0.0%
63,681
0.0%
63,681
0.0%
63,681
0.0%

68,621
7.8%
68,726
7.9%
68,650
7.8%
68,898
8.2%
67,338
5.7%
67,894
6.6%

73,444
15.3%
73,701
15.7%
73,536
15.5%
74,075
16.3%
72,323
13.6%
73,544
15.5%

77,887
22.3%
78,333
23.0%
78,071
22.6%
78,925
23.9%
76,460
20.1%
78,380
23.1%

82,049
28.8%
82,706
29.9%
82,341
29.3%
83,534
31.2%
79,005
24.1%
81,700
28.3%

Household Estimates 2011 to 2031

Total Households
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6.40

PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)

PROJ 1A – SNPP (updated) with adjusted headship

PROJ 2 – 10-year migration

PROJ 3 – 5-year migration

PROJ 4A - GVA Economic Forecast (high emp’t rates)

PROJ 4B – GVA Economic Forecast (low emp’t rates)

The analysis above concentrated on the number of additional households. In reality there are
always likely to be some vacant homes in the area and so the number of properties required to
house all of these households will be slightly greater than the projected household numbers. A
vacancy allowance of 3% has therefore been applied to all of the above figures to make estimated
housing requirements; the resulting figures are shown in the table below. This is slightly below the
current level of vacancy/second homes in Maidstone (3.4%) but reflects the fact that vacancy is
typically lower within the new build stock.

6.41

The table shows an annual housing need for 980 homes – about 19,600 over the 20-year period to
2031 when looking at our main projection linked to the SNPP with updated headship assumptions
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(PROJ 1A). Projecting housing need based on longer-term migration trends indicate a broadly
similar level of future need, ranging from 19,200 to 20,400 over the plan period. The projections
linked to the GVA employment growth forecast are slightly lower need ranging from 15,800 and
18,600 homes over the 20 year period depending on the assumptions made about changes to
employment rates.
Table 29:

Estimated housing numbers with 3% vacancy allowance (to 2031)

Area
2011 SNPP (to 2021)
PROJ 1 – SNPP (updated)
PROJ 1A – SNPP (updated) with
adjusted headship
PROJ 2 – 10 yr migration trends
PROJ 3 – 5 yr migration trends
PROJ 4A – GVA economic forecast
(high emp’t rates)
PROJ 4B – GVA economic forecast
(low emp’t rates)

Annual
household
growth
1,037

Annual Housing
Need (inc. vacancy
allowance)
1,068

Need over
Plan Period
(2011-31)
21,360

918

946

18,920

951

980

19,600

933
993

961
1,022

19,220
20,440

766

789

15,783

901

928

18,560

Housing Needs across the Housing Market Area
6.42

Our analysis of housing market areas earlier in the report highlighted that part of Maidstone
Borough is considered by CLG research to be in the Ashford HMA whilst a significant part of
Tonbridge and Malling is considered to be in the Maidstone HMA. Whilst for planning purposes
Maidstone Borough Council is largely interested in provision within its own boundaries it is
important to consider those areas where the administrative boundary crosses into other housing
market areas. Furthermore it will be important for the different Councils to consider housing
provision and to ensure that objectively assessed needs are met within the HMA.

6.43

As part of this exercise we have therefore developed projections to look at parts of the Borough
which are outside the HMA and also parts of the HMA which are outside of the Borough. For brevity
we have only looked at the main demographic projection (PROJ 1A (SNPP updated)). The table
below shows outputs from these projections for all areas in Maidstone Borough and for the
Maidstone HMA.

6.44

The table shows when looking at PROJ 1A (SNPP updated) that there is a requirement for 23,582
additional homes from 2011 to 2031 (1,179 per annum). Of these around 23% are driven by the
part of the Maidstone HMA which is in Tonbridge & Malling. In addition, the data shows that some
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1,461 of the Maidstone Borough Requirement is expected to arise in areas which are part of the
Ashford HMA.
Table 30:

Breakdown of Housing Requirements Across the Maidstone HMA
PROJ 1A (SNPP updated)

Malling (in HMA)
Maidstone (in HMA)
Total HMA
Maidstone (outside HMA)
Maidstone Borough

6.45

2011-31
5,447
18,135
23,582
1,461
19,596

Per annum

272
907
1,179
73
980

These outputs should be considered in discussions with neighbouring authorities on issues of
housing provision and to help ensure that housing requirements can be met within the HMA in
which they are expected to arise.

Drawing the Analysis for Maidstone Together
6.46

We set out in this section our conclusions regarding future levels of housing provision. Our
conclusions look specifically at the requirements of Maidstone Borough, and do not consider the
needs of the wider housing market and the degree to which there may be unmet needs from
surrounding authorities.

6.47

The NPPF (and national guidance) sets out that plans should be prepared on the basis of meeting
full needs for market and affordable housing. Both the 2007 SHMA Guidance and the more recent
draft National Planning Practice Guidance highlight the need to assess national projections;
however the more recent guidance makes clear that these should be seen as a starting point but
that authorities may consider sensitivity testing projections in response to local circumstances and
the latest evidence. We have therefore prepared a range of population/household projections based
on different demographic and economic (employment growth) assumptions.

6.48

In accordance with the draft planning guidance, the 2011-based SNPP and related CLG household
projections have formed the starting point for our assessment. These projections indicate a
requirement for around 1,070 homes per annum. There are two particular limitations with this
projection: it only covers the period to 2021 and our analysis suggests that there is robust
justification to deviate from some of the assumptions underpinning the ONS/CLG work.

6.49

In particular our analysis of the latest available demographic data releases indicates that more
recent migration trends in Maidstone are somewhat lower than the figures which underpinned the
SNPP. This is however somewhat offset by the fact that the Census shows that population change
in Maidstone has been ‘under-estimated’ over the past decade.

GL Hearn

Page 105 of 192

6.50

This leads us to PROJ 1. This projection is linked to the SNPP but, in line with the draft guidance,
incorporates migration inputs which have been moderated to reflect the latest available
demographic information. This indicates a requirement for 18,900 dwellings (rounded to the nearest
100) over the 2011 to 2031 period, equivalent to 946 per annum. Once account is taken of past
suppression in household formation (PROJ 1A) the dwelling requirement rises to 19,600 (980 per
annum). This projection is dynamic in that it takes account of changes in the population and age
structure of areas in modelling future migration. We consider that it is therefore a more reasonable
projection of future population than PROJ 2 and PROJ 3 which are based on average migration
levels over the past 10- and 5-years.

6.51

In looking at the detail behind the demographic projections it can be observed that a significant
amount of the housing required is driven by net migration – if there were no net migration into the
Borough over the next 20-years then it is estimated that there would be a housing requirement for
just 7,900 additional homes (to meet local needs). International migration is also a significant driver
of population growth and data suggests that this has been declining over time. If we model data on
the basis of no net international migration then a housing requirement of 14,800 is derived.

6.52

In accordance with the SHMA Guidance (Stage 2) and draft Planning Practice Guidance, we have
also considered the implications of future economic and employment trends on housing
requirements. Our economic driven projections (PROJ 4A & 4B) requires an increase of working
residents of 14,400 residents over the 2011-31 period; whereas the baseline demographic
projection (PROJ 1 & 1A), results in an increase in working age population of more than 20,000
people (with high improvements to employment rates) – this figure drops to 15,900 with a more
moderate assumption about how employment rates might change in the future. As a result, the
housing requirements emerging from the economic-led scenario are more modest: between 15,800
and 18,600 homes over the 20 year period. This analysis suggests that supporting future economic
growth is unlikely to create upward pressure on the housing market or a specific need to increase
housing provision above baseline demographic needs.

6.53

The outputs of the economic modelling should however be treated as a sensitivity rather than an
accurate assessment of requirements and we would therefore caution against relying on them as a
sole determinant of housing requirements. In purely methodological terms, there are inherent
limitations in the accuracy of economic forecasts, particularly at district level. Furthermore, the
relationship between population growth and growth in jobs locally is however complex, and is
sensitive to changes in employment rates, commuting patterns and double jobbing.
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6.54

The outputs of these demographic projections are only part of the picture, and need to be brought
together with the evidence on market signals above and the following assessment of affordable
housing need in coming to an objective assessment of overall housing need.

Assessing the Influence of Neighbouring Local Authorities
6.55

The housing market within the Maidstone HMA will be influenced by a range of factors, including:
 Macro-economic performance and drivers;
 Performance of the economy including job creation;
 Population and demographic drivers;
 Trends in real earnings and interest rates;
 Supply-demand balance in adjoining areas (and in London);
 Transport and infrastructure investment.

6.56

The influence of macro-economic factors has been reviewed in Chapter 4. This has highlighted that
the economic outlook and market confidence are improving, but that recovery in the housing market
is expected to be phased and there are downside risks. It has also highlighted constraints on
funding (nationally) to support affordable housing delivery.

6.57

Differences in the supply-demand balance in adjoining housing market areas may impact on
housing demand within the Maidstone HMA. This is because an under-provision of housing in an
area may result in households extending their area of search, or having to move out of an area, in
order to find suitable housing which they can afford (or achieve better value for money).

6.58

The table below sets out key migration flows to/from Maidstone, and what the average net migration
flow was over the 2006-11 period. It shows significant net in-flows from London, from Medway,
Tonbridge & Malling, Sevenoaks and Gravesham and a significant net out-flow from Maidstone over
this period to Ashford.
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Table 31:

Migration to and from Maidstone Borough, 2006-11 (Per Annum)

Flows per Annum
2006-11
London
Medway
Tonbridge & Malling
Sevenoaks
Gravesham
Dartford
Tunbridge Wells
Canterbury
Shepway
Swale
Ashford
Source: ONS/ GL Hearn
6.59

To Maidstone

From Maidstone

Net Flow

1390
990
1010
180
130
110
360
200
120
330
340

860
730
840
80
60
50
340
200
140
360
430

530
260
170
100
70
60
20
0
-20
-30
-90

2001 Census commuting data suggested the key destinations for out-commuting for people living in
the Borough are London, Tunbridge and Malling, Medway Towns and Tonbridge Wells. The
implication is that employment growth, and particularly the balance between employment growth
and population/ housing growth could influence housing demand in Maidstone Borough and the
Maidstone HMA.

6.60

It is likely that a proportion of the significant commuting outflow to Tonbridge and Malling is to Kings
Hill and Aylesford.
Table 32:

Commuting Migration to and from Maidstone Borough, 2001

Commuting to
Maidstone
London
1,239
Tonbridge and Malling
5,398
Tunbridge Wells
1,559
Sevenoaks
512
Dartford
270
Maidstone
42,009
Gravesham
744
Shepway
671
Canterbury
969
Ashford
2,782
Swale
2,743
Medway Towns
8,219
Source: ONS 2001 Census/ GL Hearn
6.61

Commuting From
Maidstone
7132
6908
2292
948
650
42009
413
199
331
1201
1050
3760

Net Commuting
-5,893
-1,510
-733
-436
-380
0
331
472
638
1,581
1,693
4,459

Equally if we look at key in-commuting flows, employment growth in Maidstone could partly support
housing demand in the Medway Towns, Tonbridge and Malling, Tunbridge Wells, Maidstone and
Swale.
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6.62

GVA’s Economic Sensitivity testing report has provided a summary of neighbouring authorities
growth targets for housing and employment. We have developed this to clarify relevant policies for
housing and employment growth in adjoining areas. This is set out in the figure below and is based
on desk-based assessment of publically available information.
Table 33:

Current Housing and Employment Growth policies in Nearby Local Authorities

Authority

Housing Growth

Medway

No current target. Figure of 17,930
dwellings 2006-28 (815 pa) from draft
Core Strategy is being used for
monitoring purposes
No current target. Draft Local Plan
(August 2013) proposes 10,800
homes over the 2011-31 plan period
(540 pa) which falls below the
Council’s assessment of its objectively
assessed needs for 604-887 homes
per annum.
17,950 homes target for 2006-26 in
the adopted Core Strategy (2008).

Swale

Ashford

Tunbridge
Wells
Tonbridge &
Malling

6.63

Council is in process of developing a
new Local Plan to 2030 which will set
a new housing target.
6,000 homes target 2006-26 based on
South East Plan set out in adopted
Core Strategy.
6,375 homes 2006-21 based on Draft
South East Plan.

Employment
Growth
No current target.

7,053 employment
target proposed
2011-31 (353 pa)

Plan Status
Core Strategy withdrawn
Nov 2013. Council now
focusing on preparation of a
new Local Plan
Draft Core Strategy
published for consultation
August 2013.
Need and capacity not yet
tested through examination.

16,700 jobs 200626 based on
adopted Core
Strategy.

Core Strategy adopted July
2008. Currently at early
stage in preparing a new
Local Plan

No target set

Core Strategy adopted June
2010

No target set

Core Strategy adopted
September 2007

Of the authorities examined, besides those authorities which have jointly commissioned the
preparation of the SHMAs (Ashford, Tonbridge and Malling and Maidstone Councils) it appears that
Swale is the only authority which has sought to undertake a recent assessment of its development
needs. The Council’s current Draft Local Plan does not fully meet these needs; but neither work on
need or capacity has been fully completed or tested from what we can see.

6.64

The duty to cooperate requires Councils to engage with neighbouring authorities in the preparation
of development plans. Authorities must considered in doing so whether there is a need to
meet any unmet need from a neighbouring authority – in addition to meeting their own
objectively-assessed needs. However unmet needs can only be identified through:
 Undertaking an SHMA which is compliant with the NPPF; and
 Assessing the capacity of the area to accommodate development. This includes considering
land availability, development constraints and infrastructure.

6.65

Progress with new Local Plans since the implementation of the NPPF in 2012 is such that there are
few plans from adjoining or nearby authorities which have reached a sufficient stage through which
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there is clarity regarding both objectively-assessed needs and the ability of authorities to meet
these. This is an issue which will therefore need to be kept under review as plan-making progresses,
through dialogue between authorities.
6.66

An analysis of the 2011-based household projections can provide an initial benchmark regarding
levels of housing need, albeit that it does not represent an NPPF-compliant assessment through an
SHMA. This suggests housing growth of 1313 per annum in Medway; 932 per annum in Swale and
654 per annum in Tunbridge Wells to 2021. In each case the current or emerging housing targets
fall notably below this. This clearly suggests that issues related to unmet need from adjoining
and other authorities will need to be kept under review, and that on-going joint working to
address housing needs will be important.
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7

ASSESSING AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED
Introduction

7.1

In this section we discuss levels of affordable housing need in Maidstone and the four sub-areas of
the Borough.

7.2

Housing need is defined in the latest draft guidance as those households who lack their own
housing or live in unsuitable housing and who cannot afford to meet their housing needs in the
market. The draft Practice Guidance also sets out a standard approach for assessing housing need
- consistent with the methodology advocated in the 2007 SHMA Guidance - which we adopt for this
study.
Assessment process

7.3

Affordable housing need has been assessed using the approach set out in the latest draft planning
guidance. This model is summarised in the chart below.
Figure 37:

Overview of Basic Needs Assessment Model

Future Housing Need
Estimate of Newly-Forming
Households in Need & Existing
Households falling into Need
over plan period

Affordable Housing
Supply
Estimate of Supply of Affordable
Housing from Relets of Existing
Properties over plan period

7.4

Current Housing Need
(Gross)
Net
Housing
Need
Arising

Total Net
Current
Need

Total Net Current Need
Over plan period

Current Households in Housing
Need based on Census and
other modelled data

Affordable Housing
Supply
Supply of Affordable Housing
from Vacant Stock &
Development Pipeline

The figures presented in this report for affordable housing needs have been based on
contemporary secondary data sources including analysis of 2011 Census data. The housing needs
modelling undertaken provides an assessment of housing need for the period to 2031. Future
housing need (such as from newly forming households) is derived from our updated demographic
led projection (PROJ 2).

7.5

The housing needs model is however influenced strongly by housing market conditions (and
particularly the relationship of housing costs and incomes) at a particular point in time – the time of
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the assessment – as well as the existing supply of affordable housing (through relets of current
stock) which can be used to meet housing need.

Key Definitions
7.6

We begin by setting out key definitions relating to housing need, affordability and affordable housing.
Housing Need

7.7

Housing need is defined as the number of households who lack their own housing or who live in
unsuitable housing and who cannot afford to meet their housing needs in the market.
Newly-Arising Need

7.8

Newly-arising (or future) need is a measure of the number of households who are expected to have
an affordable housing need at some point in the future. In this assessment we have used trend data
from CORE along with demographic projections about the number of new households forming
(along with affordability) to estimate future needs.
Supply of Affordable Housing

7.9

An estimate of the likely future supply of affordable housing is also made (drawing on secondary
data sources about past lettings). The future supply of affordable housing is subtracted from the
newly-arising need to make an assessment of the net future need for affordable housing. The
analysis also considers the future development pipeline.
Affordability

7.10

Affordability is assessed by comparing household incomes, based on income data modelled using a
number of sources including CACI, ASHE, the English Housing Survey (EHS) and ONS data,
against the cost of suitable market housing (to either buy or rent). Separate tests are applied for
home ownership and private renting (in line with the SHMA Guidance) and are summarised below:
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7.11

a.

Assessing whether a household can afford home ownership: A household is considered able
to afford to buy a home if it costs 3.5 times the gross household income – CLG guidance
suggests using different measures for households with multiple incomes (2.9) and those
with a single income (3.5), however (partly due to data availability) we have only used a 3.5
time multiplier for analysis. This ensures that housing need figures are not over-estimated –
in practical terms it makes little difference to the analysis due to the inclusion of a rental test
(below) which tends to require lower incomes for households to be able to afford access to
market housing;

b.

Assessing whether a household can afford market renting: A household is considered able
to afford market rented housing in cases where the rent payable would constitute no more
than 30% of gross income. CLG guidance suggests that 25% of income is a reasonable start
point but suggests that a higher figure could be used. In the study area household incomes
are generally slightly above the national average and so the 25% figure has been increased
to 30% for affordability testing (noting that this is still likely to be below the level at which
housing benefit can be claimed).

It should be recognised that a key challenge in assessing housing need using secondary sources is
the lack of information available regarding households’ existing savings. This is a key factor in
affecting the ability of young households to purchase housing particularly in the current market
context where a deposit of at least 10% is typically required for the more attractive mortgage deals.
However in many cases households who do not have sufficient savings to purchase have sufficient
income to rent housing privately without support, and thus the impact on the overall assessment of
housing need is limited.
Affordable Housing

7.12

The NPPF provides the definition of affordable housing (as used in this report). The following is
taken from Annex 2 of NPPF.
“Affordable housing includes social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing,
provided to specified eligible households whose needs are not met by the market. Affordable
housing should:
 Meet the needs of eligible households including availability at a cost low enough for them to
afford, determined with regard to local incomes and local house prices;
 Include provision for the home to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households or,
if these restrictions are lifted, for the subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing
provision.”

7.13

Within the definition of affordable housing there is also the distinction between social rented
affordable rented, and intermediate housing. Social rented housing is defined as:
“Rented housing owned and managed by local authorities and registered social landlords, for
which guideline target rents are determined through the national rent regime. It may also
include rented housing owned or managed by other persons and provided under equivalent
rental arrangements to the above, as agreed with the local authority or with the Homes and
Communities Agency as a condition of grant.”
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7.14

Affordable rented housing is defined as:
“Rented housing let by registered providers of social housing to households who are eligible
for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is not subject to the national rent regime but is
subject to other rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80 per cent of the local
market rent.”

7.15

The definition of intermediate housing is shown below:
“Intermediate affordable housing is ‘Housing at prices and rents above those of social rent,
but below market price or rents. These can include shared equity products (e.g. HomeBuy),
other low cost homes for sale and intermediate rent but does not include affordable rented
housing.”

7.16

As part of our analysis in this report we have therefore studied the extent to which both social
rented, intermediate housing and affordable rented housing can meet housing need in the study
area.

Survey of Local Prices & Rents
7.17

An important part of the assessment of housing need is to establish the entry-level costs of housing
to buy and rent. This housing needs assessment then compares this with the incomes of
households within the Borough to establish what proportion of households can meet their needs in
the market, and what proportion require support and are thus defined as having a ‘housing need.’

7.18

In this section we establish the entry-level costs of housing to both buy and rent in each of the four
sub-areas (the sub-areas are set out in Section 2 of the report). Our approach has been to carry out
a desktop survey using internet sources. We have assessed prices and rents for different sizes of
properties from one to four bedrooms in each of the different locations.

7.19

The figure below shows estimated lower quartile property prices obtained from this search. The
prices have been reduced slightly (on average by about 5%) to take account of the difference
between asking prices and prices paid based on information from the Hometrack website.

7.20

The data shows some differences between areas with prices in the Rural North sub-area being
particularly high and the lowest prices to be found in Maidstone Town sub-area. Overall, prices are
estimated to start at about £85,000 for a one-bedroom home in Maidstone Town sub-area and
rising to about £332,000 for four bedrooms in the Rural North area. The data excludes shared
ownership properties as the costs of this type of accommodation will not reflect actual market prices.
Additionally, retirement homes have been excluded as such homes will be restricted to certain
(older) population groups (the analysis does however include retirement homes in the analysis of
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volumes of homes available by size). The supply of one bedroom homes in Rural North was too
small for an estimate of costs to be made.
Entry-Level Purchase Price (2013)
£304
£200

£223
£135

£105

£100

£119

£128

£150

£161

£200

£152

£180

£250

£218

£261

£300

£309

£332

£350

£85

Entry-level purchase price (£'000s)

Figure 38:

£50
£0
Maidstone Town
1 bedroom

Maidstone Rural North Maidstone Rural East Maidstone Rural South
2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4 bedrooms

Source: Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013)
7.21

The figure below shows the volume of properties for sale in each of the four sub-areas. The data
shows in all areas that the focus is on larger (3 and 4 bedroom) properties although Maidstone
Town is notable for the relatively large proportions of one- and two-bedroom homes. To a large
degree this reflects different housing stock profiles in different locations.
Figure 39:

Volume of Properties Advertised for Sale

Maidstone Town

10.8%

Rural North2.0%

36.0%

27.9%

25.2%

Rural East 3.8% 14.8%

Rural South3.0%

0%

20%

1 bedroom

39.7%

33.2%

30%

40%

2 bedrooms

19.3%

44.9%

41.6%

23.2%

10%

33.9%

40.6%

50%

60%

3 bedrooms

70%

80%

90%

100%

4+ bedrooms

Source: Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013)
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7.22

The entry-level cost for private rented accommodation is presented in the figure below. This
indicates that entry-level rents range from about £520-£575 per month for a one bedroom home up
to around £1,250 per month for a four bedroom property depending on location. As with the sales
prices rent levels in the Maidstone Rural North area are generally highest with lower costs seen in
Maidstone Town. The internet price search did not reveal a significant enough supply of one
bedroom homes in Rural North and Rural East, nor of four bedroom homes in Rural North for an
estimate of lower quartile costs to be established.
Entry Level Private Rents
£1,150

£825

£575

£700

£850

£750

£725

£600

£850

£800

£695

£1,000

£950

£1,200

£1,250

£1,200

£1,400

£520

Lower quartile rent (per month)

Figure 40:

£400
£200
£0
Maidstone Town
1 bedroom

Maidstone Rural
North
2 bedrooms

Maidstone Rural
East
3 bedrooms

Maidstone Rural
South

4 bedrooms

Source: Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013)
7.23

The figure below shows the volumes of properties available for rent in each of the four sub-areas by
size of property. Compared with properties for sale the data clearly indicates a higher proportion of
smaller homes being available to rent in all areas. As with sales, Maidstone Town stands out as
having a larger than average proportion of one- and two-bedroom homes with other areas still
showing a higher supply of three or more bedroom homes. Some caution should be used in
interpreting the data for Maidstone Rural North as the sample size of dwellings to rent was quite
small for all sizes of home.
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Figure 41:

Volume of Properties Advertised to Rent

Maidstone Town

23.0%

53.1%

Rural North 5.9%

47.1%

Rural East 8.0%

Rural South

23.5%

24.0%

11.3%

0%

17.1%

10%

20%

1 bedroom

23.5%

48.0%

30.2%
30%

20.0%

32.1%
40%

2 bedrooms

50%

60%

3 bedrooms

6.8%

26.4%
70%

80%

90%

100%

4+ bedrooms

Source: Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013)

7.24

In addition to rental costs from our internet survey we have looked at the maximum amount of Local
Housing Allowance (LHA) payable on different sized properties within the Borough. Maximum LHA
payments are based on estimates of rents at the 30th percentile and should therefore be roughly
comparable with our estimates of lower quartile costs. For Maidstone the majority of the Borough is
within the Maidstone Broad Rental Market Area (BRMA) with a small part being in the Medway and
Swale area.

7.25

Below we have therefore provided details for the two BRMAs. Below we have therefore provided
details for the two main BRMAs. The data suggests some differences between LHA rates and the
findings of our market survey: these mainly relate to larger properties where the market survey
suggests higher rents than the LHA rates. The analysis therefore suggests that larger households
may need to top up LHA through their own resources, and that the potential role of the Private
Rented Sector in meeting the needs of larger households falling into housing need is more limited
and thus their needs will need to be met primarily in the Social/Affordable Rented Sector.

7.26

To the table below we have also added LHA rates for room only accommodation. Generally, the
amount able to be claimed for a room is around 55% of the figure for a self-contained one bedroom
property. Single households under 35 are now only to claim the Single Room Rate.
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Table 34:

Maximum LHA Payment by Size and Broad Market Area

Size
Room only
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 bedrooms
4 bedrooms

Maidstone

Medway & Swale

£282

£271

£525

£470

£650

£588

£767

£650

£1,000

£869

Source: VOA data (August 2013)

Cost of Affordable Housing
7.27

Traditionally the main type of affordable housing available in an area is social rented housing and
the cost of social rented accommodation by dwelling size can be obtained from Continuous
Recording (CORE) - a national information source on social rented lettings. The table below
illustrates the rental cost of lettings of social rented properties by size in 2012/13. As can be seen
the costs are below those for private rented housing indicating a gap between the social rented and
market sectors. This gap increases for larger properties. The figures in the table include service
charges.
Table 35:

Monthly average social rent level

Size
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3+ bedrooms

Monthly Rent
£356
£417
£469

Source: CORE (2013)
7.28

Changes in affordable housing provision has seen the introduction of a new tenure of affordable
housing (Affordable Rented). Affordable rented housing is defined in the NPPF as being ‘let by local
authorities or private registered providers of social housing to households who are eligible for social
rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject to rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80%
of the local market rent (including service charges, where applicable)’. In the short-term it is likely
that this tenure will replace social rented housing for new delivery, however, the tenure is initially
only being trialled for four years and so this situation may change in the future.

7.29

Affordable Rented housing can therefore be considered to be similar to social rented housing but at
a potentially higher rent. The 80% (maximum) rent is to be based on the open market rental value
of the individual property and so it is not possible to say what this will exactly mean in terms of cost
(for example the rent for a two-bedroom flat is likely to be significantly different to a two-bedroom
detached bungalow). In addition, market rents for newbuild homes are likely to be higher than within
the existing stock and may well be in excess of 80% of lower quartile rents.
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7.30

The table below shows potential affordable rents at 80% of market cost by size of property
(including service charge). The data shows that affordable rents are above social rents for all
property sizes with the gap getting larger as the property size increases. For smaller homes there
will be less to gain in viability terms in providing homes at 80% of market rents.

7.31

For larger property sizes it is however the case that affordable rents will be notably higher than
current social rents. This suggests in viability terms that affordable rent might work for some sizes
and locations – the affordability of such accommodation should however also be considered. This
latter point provides some support for providing affordable rent at below the 80% maximum
(particularly for larger properties), but noting that this needs to be balanced against viability
considerations.
Table 36:

Cost of Affordable Rented Housing by Size and Sub-Area (Monthly)

Area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South

1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4 bedrooms

£416
£460

£556
£580
£600
£560

£680
£760
£680
£660

£960
£1,000
£920

Source: Derived from Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013)

Gaps in the Housing Market
7.32

The table below estimates how current prices and rents in Maidstone might equate to income levels
required to afford such housing. The figures are based on the figures derived in the analysis above
and include four different tenures (buying, private rent, affordable rent and social rent) and are
taken as the lower quartile price/rent across the whole stock of housing available (i.e. including all
property sizes). The data clearly indicates a gap between the costs of ‘entry-level’ market housing
and the social rented sector – demonstrating the potential for intermediate and affordable rented
housing to meet some of the affordable need.
Table 37:

Indicative income required to purchase/rent without additional subsidy

Area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South

Lower quartile
purchase price

Lower quartile
private rent

Affordable rent

Lower quartile
social rent

£40,600
£65,100
£67,100
£57,100

£26,000
£30,000
£30,000
£29,000

£20,800
£24,000
£24,000
£23,200

£14,800
£14,800
£14,800
£14,800

Source: Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013) and CORE
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7.33

For illustrative purposes the calculations are based on 3.5 times household income for house
purchase and 30% of income to be spent on housing for rented properties. The figures for house
purchase are based on a 100% mortgage for the purposes of comparing the different types of
housing.

Income levels and affordability
7.34

Following on from our assessment of local prices and rents it is important to understand local
income levels as these (along with the price/rent data) will determine levels of affordability and also
provide an indication of the potential for intermediate housing to meet needs. Data about total
household income has been modelled on the basis of a number of different sources of information
to provide both an overall average income and the likely distribution of incomes in each area. The
key sources of data include:
 CACI from Wealth of the Nation 2012 – to provide an overall national average income figure for
benchmarking
 English Housing Survey – to provide information about the distribution of incomes (taking
account of variation by tenure in particular)
 Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings (ASHE) – to assist in looking at differences between local
authority area (but recognising that this source only provides data about people in employment)
 ONS modelled income estimates – to assist in providing more localised income estimates (e.g.
for the individual sub-areas).

7.35

Drawing all of this data together we have therefore been able to construct an income distribution for
the whole of Maidstone Borough and individual sub-areas for 2013. The figure below shows the
distribution of household incomes for the whole of the Borough. The data shows that over a quarter
of households have an income below £20,000 with a further third in the range of £20,000 to
£40,000. The overall average (median) income of all households in the Borough was estimated to
be around £31,600 with a mean income of £42,000.
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Figure 42:

Distribution of Household Income in Maidstone

30%

Proportion of households in group

25.2%
25%
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13.8%
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10.7%
10%
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7.4%
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0%
Under 10k

£10k to
£20k
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£30k

£30k to
£40k
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£50k to
£60k

£60k to
£80k

£80k to
£100k

Over £100k

Source: Derived from ASHE, Experian, EHS, CACI and ONS data
7.36

The table below shows how the distribution of income varies for each of the four sub-areas.
Incomes were found to be highest in the Rural North sub-area with the lowest incomes in Maidstone
Town sub-area.
Table 38:

Income Levels by Sub-Area

Income band

Maidstone
Town

Rural North

Rural East

Rural South

Borough

Under £10k
£10k to £20k
£20k to £30k
£30k to £40k
£40k to £50k
£50k to £60k
£60k to £80k
£80k to £100k
Over £100k
Total
Mean
Median

4.7%
27.9%
18.9%
13.7%
10.8%
6.6%
7.1%
4.2%
6.0%
100.0%
£38,304
£29,133

1.2%
16.4%
18.0%
13.3%
11.0%
8.7%
12.5%
6.3%
12.7%
100.0%
£53,753
£40,884

2.3%
23.1%
18.0%
14.3%
10.5%
8.7%
9.3%
4.7%
9.1%
100.0%
£45,141
£34,334

2.1%
22.2%
18.0%
14.3%
10.4%
8.8%
9.8%
4.9%
9.6%
100.0%
£46,208
£35,145

3.6%
25.2%
18.5%
13.8%
10.7%
7.4%
8.3%
4.6%
7.7%
100.0%
£41,953
£31,576

Source: Derived from ASHE, Experian, EHS, CACI and ONS data

7.37

To assess affordability we have looked at households ability to afford either home ownership or
private rented housing (whichever is the cheapest), without financial support. The distribution of
household incomes, within each area, is then used to estimate the likely proportion of households
who are unable to afford to meet their needs in the private sector without support, on the basis of
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existing incomes. This analysis brings together the data on household incomes with the estimated
incomes required to access private sector housing.
7.38

The table below shows across the Borough area that it is estimated that around 43% of households
are unable to access market housing on the basis of income levels. There are some differences
between the sub-areas with affordability looking to be slightly better in Rural North sub-area and
worse in Maidstone Town sub-area. These differences are largely driven by estimates of local
incomes rather than differentials in the cost of market housing.

7.39

It should be remembered that this analysis only considers income levels and not a full range of
financial information (such as savings and equity). In the Borough where over 70% of households
are already owner-occupiers it is clear that a proportion will have sufficient funds to be able to
access housing were there to be a need to move home. The lack of information about savings and
equity does not fundamentally impact on the overall housing needs analysis which is predominantly
focussed on non-owners.
Table 39: Estimated Proportion of Households Unable to Afford Market Housing without
Subsidy
Area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

Number unable to
afford

Estimated households
(2013)

% of households
unable to afford

17,254
1,941
1,898
6,087
27,181

38,904
5,460
4,379
14,938
63,681

44.3%
35.5%
43.3%
40.7%
42.7%

Source: Online Estate and Letting Agents Survey (August 2013) and Income modelling

Assessing Current Housing Needs (Backlog)
7.40

In line with CLG guidance, the backlog of affordable housing need has been based on estimating
the number of households living in unsuitable housing along with consideration of their current
tenure and affordability. Unsuitability is based on the number of households shown to be
overcrowded in the 2011 Census along with an estimate of other needs which have been modelled
by comparing the tenure profile in each area with information from previous surveys about
households in need. Much of these additional needs are found in the private rented sector and
relate to issues around security of tenure and housing costs.

7.41

The data modelling estimates housing unsuitability by tenure and from these figures households
living in affordable housing are excluded (as these households would release a dwelling on moving
and so no net need for affordable housing will arise). The analysis also excludes all outright owners
under the assumption (which is supported by analysis of survey data) that they will have sufficient
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equity to move and 90% of owners with a mortgage. Again analysis of a range of recent surveys
indicates that the vast majority of owners with a mortgage are able to afford housing once savings
and equity are taken into account.
7.42

At the time of the assessment there were an estimated 1,624 households living in unsuitable
housing (excluding current social tenants and the majority of owner-occupiers) – this represents
2.6% of all households in the Borough. The figure below shows the current locations of these
households by sub-area – the data suggests a similar level of unsuitability in each of the areas
other than in Maidstone Town sub-area where the unsuitability is notably higher.
Table 40:

Estimated number of households in unsuitable housing

Area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

In unsuitable
housing

Total number of
households

% in unsuitable housing

1,180
95
79
269
1,624

38,904
5,460
4,379
14,938
63,681

3.0%
1.7%
1.8%
1.8%
2.6%

Source: Census (2011) and data modelling
7.43

Our estimated level of backlog need is therefore 1,624. We can however additionally consider that a
number of these households might be able to afford market housing without the need for subsidy.
For an affordability test we have used the income data and adjusted the distribution to reflect that
typically households living in unsuitable housing have an average income which is around 69% of
the figure for all households in an area (this has been based on studying survey data for a number
of areas across the Country). Overall, around 39% of households with a current need are estimated
to be likely to have sufficient income to afford market housing and so our estimate of the total
backlog need is reduced to 995 households.
Table 41:

Estimated Backlog Need by Sub-Area (2013)

Area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

In unsuitable
housing

% Unable to
Afford

Revised Gross Need
(including Affordability)

1,180
95
79
269
1,624

62.5%
53.2%
61.5%
58.8%
61.3%

737
51
49
159
995

Source: Census (2011), data modelling and income analysis

Estimating Newly-Arising Need
7.44

To estimate newly-arising (projected future) need we have looked at two key groups of households
based on the CLGs SHMA Guidance. These are:
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 Newly forming households; and
 Existing households falling into need.
Newly-Forming Households
7.45

For newly-forming households we have estimated (through our demographic modelling) the number
of new households likely to form each year over the period to 2031 and then applied an affordability
test. This has been undertaken by considering the changes in households in specific 5-year age
bands at specific points in the period relative to numbers in the age band below 5 years previously
to provide an estimate of gross household formation. This differs from numbers presented in the
demographic projections which are for net household growth. The number of newly-forming
households is limited to households forming who are aged under 45. This methodology is
recognised in guidance as a robust method for assessing the number of newly forming households.

7.46

The estimates of gross new household formation have been based on outputs from a projection
linked to zero net migration projection. This projection has been chosen to ensure that in the
modelling we are predominantly looking at locally generated needs (or at least that the needs of inmigrants are balanced against the needs of households moving out of the area). Given that
Maidstone is an area which typically sees significant levels of net in-migration this approach is likely
to give an output which is on the conservative side – particularly in the longer-term; once new
migrants have stronger local connections they (and their families) would be more likely to be eligible
for affordable housing.

7.47

In looking at the likely affordability of newly-forming households we have drawn on data from
previous surveys. This establishes that the average income of newly-forming households is around
84% of the figure for all households. This figure is remarkably consistent across areas (and is also
consistent with analysis of English Housing Survey data at a national level).

7.48

We have therefore adjusted the overall household income data to reflect the lower average income
for newly-forming households. The adjustments have been made by changing the distribution of
income by bands such that average income level is 84% of the all household average. In doing this
we are able to calculate the proportion of households unable to afford market housing without any
form of subsidy (such as LHA/HB). Our assessment suggests that overall around 51% of newlyforming households will be unable to afford market housing – the table below shows this along with
outputs for different sub-areas.
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Table 42:

Estimated Level of Housing Need from Newly Forming Households (per annum)
Number of new
households

% unable to afford

Total in need

Maidstone Town

700

53.2%

373

Rural North
Rural East

101
71

43.3%
52.1%

44
37

233

49.0%

114

1,106

51.3%

568

Area

Rural South
Borough

Source: Projection Modelling/Income analysis
Existing Households falling into Housing Need
7.49

The second element of newly arising need is existing households falling into need. To assess this
we have used information from CORE. We have looked at households who have been housed over
the past five years - this group will represent the flow of households onto the Housing Register over
a five year period. From this we have discounted any newly forming households (e.g. those
currently living with family) as well as households who have transferred from another social rented
property. This has then been translated into an annual figure and an affordability test has also been
applied, although relatively few households are estimated to have sufficient income to afford market
housing.

7.50

This method for assessing existing households falling into need is consistent with the 2007 SHMA
guide which says on page 46 that ‘Partnerships should estimate the number of existing households
falling into need each year by looking at recent trends. This should include households who have
entered the housing register and been housed within the year as well as households housed
outside of the register (such as priority homeless households applicants)’.

7.51

The figure below therefore shows our estimate of likely new need from existing households each
year over the period to 2031 by location. The data shows an additional need arising from 235
households, with a notably high proportion of these being in Maidstone Town sub-area.
Table 43:

Estimated Level of Housing Need from Existing Households (per annum)
Number of Existing Households falling into
Need

% of Need

Maidstone Town

185

78.7%

Rural North
Rural East

4
10

1.6%
4.4%

Area

Rural South

36

15.3%

Borough

235

100.0%

Source: CORE/affordability analysis
7.52

Estimates of total future housing need which is likely to arise each year over the period to 2031 are
shown below, by combining the estimates of need arising from newly-forming households and from
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existing households falling into need. Total gross newly-arising need is estimated at 802 per annum
over the 18 year period to 2031.
Table 44:

Estimated Future Housing Need (2013-2031)

Area

Newly-forming
Households in
Need

Existing
Households
falling into Need

Total Newly-Arising Need
(to 2031)

373
44
37
114
568

185
4
10
36
235

557
48
47
150
802

Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

Calculating the Supply of Affordable Housing
7.53

The future supply of affordable housing is the flow of affordable housing arising from the existing
stock that is available to meet future need. It is split between the annual supply of social relets and
the annual supply of relets/sales within the intermediate sector. The analysis also includes the
development pipeline supply.
Social Rented Housing

7.54

The Practice Guidance suggests that the estimate of likely future relets from the social rented stock
should be based on past trend data which can be taken as a prediction for the future. We have
used information from the Continuous Recording system (CORE) to establish past patterns of social
housing availability. Our figures include general needs and supported lettings but exclude lettings to
new properties plus an estimate of the number of transfers from other social rented homes. These
exclusions are made to ensure that the figures presented reflect relets from the existing stock.

7.55

On the basis of past trend data is has been estimated that 473 units of social rented housing are
likely to become available each year moving forward (2,366 over the five-year projection period).
Table 45:

Analysis of past social rented housing supply relets (past 5 years expressed as
per annum)

Total lettings
% as non-newbuild
Lettings in existing stock
% non-transfers
Total lettings to new tenants

7.56

867
81.1%
703
67.3%
473
Source: CORE

The supply figure is for social rented housing only and whilst the stock of intermediate housing in
Maidstone is not significant compared to the social rented stock it is likely that some housing does
become available each year (e.g. resales of shared ownership). For the purposes of this
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assessment we have estimated the likely size and turnover in the intermediate stock on the basis of
2011 Census data. From this it is estimated that around 39 additional properties might become
available per annum.
7.57

The total supply of affordable housing is therefore estimated to be 513 per annum. The table below
shows the locations where supply is expected to arise. The sub-area estimates have been
calculated on the basis of the current stock of affordable housing within each location.
Table 46:

Supply of affordable housing by Sub-Area (per annum)

Social rented
Intermediate
Total supply (per
relets
housing ‘relets’
annum)
Maidstone Town
370
30
400
Rural North
8
2
11
Rural East
21
2
23
Rural South
74
6
79
Borough
473
39
513
Source: Derived from CORE and Census (2011) analysis
Area

7.58

In addition to the supply from existing social rented and intermediate housing stock, we need to
consider:
 The anticipated supply of affordable housing from development schemes with planning consent;
and
 The supply of social housing which is to be taken out of management and new development
associated with schemes where redevelopment of existing social housing is planned.

7.59

The Council’s monitoring data indicates that there are 427 affordable homes which are expected to
be delivered on sites with outstanding planning consent (where development had not started as at
April 2013). In addition it calculates that schemes for redevelopment of existing social housing will
result in a net loss of 12 units. The table below shows the breakdown of this by sub-market.
Table 47:

Affordable Housing in the Development Pipeline and to be Taken Out of
Management

Area

Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

GL Hearn

Affordable Housing
with Planning
Consent (Not
Started/ Under
Construction)
324
0
32
71

Net Change in
Affordable Housing
through
Redevelopment
Schemes
-12
0
0
0

427

-12

Total

312
0
32
71
415
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Calculating Net Housing Need
7.60

Net current housing need can be calculated by subtracting the net supply from housing in the
development pipeline and redevelopment schemes from the gross current housing need. This
calculation is shown in the table below.
Table 48:

7.61

Current Net Housing Need (2013)
Gross Housing Need

Net Supply from
Development
Pipeline

Net Current Housing
Need

Maidstone Town

737

312

425

Rural North

51

0

51

Rural East

49

32

17

Rural South
Borough

159
995

71
415

88
580

The table below shows our overall calculation of housing need. This includes supply arising from
sites with planning consent (the ‘development pipeline’). The analysis has been based on meeting
housing need over the 18-year period from 2013 to 2031. Whilst most of the data in the model are
annual figures the backlog has been divided by 18 to make an equivalent annual figure.

7.62

The data shows an overall need for affordable housing of 5,800 units over the next 18-years (322
per annum). The net need is calculated as follows:
Net Need = Net Current Housing Need + Need from Newly-Forming Households + Existing
Households falling into Need – Supply of Affordable Housing
Table 49:

Estimated Level of Housing Need (2013-2031)
Per annum

18-years

Net Current Housing Need
32
580
Newly forming households
568
10,224
Existing households falling into need
235
4,230
Total Gross Need
837
15,034
Supply of Affordable Housing from Existing Stock
513
9,234
Net Need
322
5,800
Source: Census (2011)/CORE/Projection Modelling and affordability analysis
7.63

The table below shows the annualised information for individual sub-areas. The analysis shows a
need for additional affordable housing in all areas with Maidstone Town sub-area seeing the highest
need (about 34% of the total).
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Table 50:

Estimated level of Net Housing Need by Sub Area (per annum)

Area

Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

Net
Current
Need

Newly
forming
households

Existing
households
falling into
need

Total
Need

Supply

Net Need

24
3
1
5
32

373
44
37
114
568

185
4
10
36
235

582
51
48
155
835

400
11
23
79
513

182
40
25
76
322

Source: Census (2011)/CORE/Projection Modelling and affordability analysis

Putting the Affordable Needs Assessment into Context
7.64

The needs assessment set out above concludes that there is a shortfall of 5,800 affordable homes
over the period from 2013 to 2031, equivalent to 322 per annum across Maidstone Borough.
However there are a number of things that need to be remembered in interpreting the findings of
the assessment.

7.65

The role of the needs assessment is specifically to identify whether there is a shortfall or surplus of
genuine affordable housing product to provide for those households who cannot afford to meet their
needs in the market: it does not look at all housing needs. There are a number of key assumptions
which underpin the model:
 It is assumed that may households moving to the area will have sufficient financial resources to
meet their needs in the market. Gross household formation has been modelled on the basis of
addressing local needs (zero net migration);
 All households are adequately housed in a home which they can afford (assuming no more than
30% of the households’ gross income is spent on housing costs); and
 All households in need are housed in a “genuine” affordable housing product (as defined by the
NPPF).

7.66

Considering this, there are therefore three key factors and sensitivities which need to be considered
in order to put the needs identified in the model into “real life” context:
 The extent to which households defined as in housing need may choose to spend more than
30% of their gross income on housing costs or may not actively seek an affordable home;
 The extent to which some households moving to the Borough, such as to work locally, might not
be able to meet their needs in the housing market without financial support;
 The role of the Private Rented Sector, supported by Local Housing Allowance, in providing
accommodation for those identified as in need; and
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 The possible future impacts of recently announced welfare reforms including in influencing the
future supply from private rented sector homes.
7.67

Whilst 30% is a widely accepted and robust income threshold for the assessment, in practice, many
households will choose to spend a greater proportion of their income on housing. This may impact
on the need for affordable housing. This said, the numbers of newly-forming households in housing
need could be higher as a result of migration dynamics.

7.68

It should also be recognised that the needs assessment is a ‘snapshot’ assessment at a point in
time, which is affected by the differential between housing costs and incomes at that point; as well
as the existing supply of affordable housing. In the case of Maidstone, the stock of affordable
housing (social rented) has increased by about 15% over the last decade although it has reduced
slightly as a proportion of all housing in the area. The turnover of the stock has also decreased over
time. This has affected the level of affordable housing need. The shortfall of affordable housing
identified is therefore to some extent affected by past investment decisions.

7.69

The following sections discuss in detail the role of the private rented sector and the potential impact
of welfare reforms.
Role of the Private Rented Sector in Meeting Housing Need

7.70

In considering the true dynamics of the local housing market, it is vitally important to consider the
role played by the private rented sector (through the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) system) in
meeting housing needs. The 2007 SHMA Guidance identifies that studies such as this should
consider the size of the private rented sector and its ability to meet the needs of households “with
an affordable housing need”, supported by Local Housing Allowance.

7.71

To do this, we have analysed data from the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) in order to
identify the number of households in the private rented sector who claim LHA to “top-up” their
income. The data shows that, as of February 2013 it is estimated that there were 3,294 benefit
claimants in the private rented sector in Maidstone. Given that in some cases more than one
claimant will live in a single household, we estimate that around 2,470 households in the private
8

rented sector in Maidstone are supported by LHA . Comparing this to the total private rented sector
stock in the borough (9,256) indicates that benefit claimants account for around 26% of the sector.
7.72

What this information does not tell us is how many lettings are made each year to tenants claiming
benefit as this will depend on the turnover of stock. From English Housing Survey we estimate that
the proportion of households within the private sector who are “new lettings” each year (i.e.

8

Assuming 75% conversion from claimants to households – national conversion figure derived from comparison of DWP and English
Housing Survey data
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stripping out the effect of transfers) is around 12%. Applying this to the private rented stock in
Maidstone Borough gives us an estimate of 1,110 private sector lettings per annum in the borough.
7.73

Of these lettings, we assume 26% are to benefit claimants, consistent with their representation in
the total private rented stock, giving an estimated total of 289 lettings per annum to LHA supported
households.

7.74

As such, the overall estimated number of lettings in the LHA part of the PRS can be seen to
account for a significant proportions of the total net need derived through housing needs analysis.
Whilst the private rented sector is not recognised as a genuine affordable housing product, it is
important to recognise that, in practice, the sector makes a significant contribution to meeting
housing need and filling a shortfall in genuine affordable housing products.

7.75

The 2007 SHMA Practice Guidance does identify “using the private rented sector” as a legitimate
policy response to housing need arising from the SHMA. Clearly, the extent to which the Council
wishes to see this role in the future will clearly have implications for both affordable housing supply
and by implication overall housing targets. However, this is ultimately a local policy decision which
is beyond the scope of this study. We would however note the following considerations:
 The private rented sector continues to grow significantly (across Maidstone Borough and the
South East generally) and given the stock of affordable housing locally as well as the future
prospects in terms of grant funding for new affordable housing delivery the reality is that there is
likely to be comparatively greater availability in the private rented sector moving forward.
 However, the private rented sector provides less security than the affordable sector, standards
can also be lower than for social rented properties and there are likely to be households with
specific housing needs who may not be able to find suitable accommodation within the Private
Rented Sector.
 Some landlords may also move away from benefit supported households (or even the PRS
generally) as demand improves within the market or due to uncertainties resulting from welfare
reforms.
Impact of Welfare Reforms

7.76

The Coalition Government has heralded a period of considerable change by way of welfare reforms
which will have an effect on local residents. The reforms are set against a backdrop of government
spending cuts, which has seen funding levels drop, and an economic recession which has led to
changes to the country’s housing market and how housing can be accessed. A summary of the
welfare reforms and impacts are shown below:
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 Reducing the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) from the median rent in a Broad Rental Market
th

Area (BRMA) to the 30 centile and the abolition of the rate for 5 or more bedroom homes.
These changes came in from April 2011 and will have meant some households seeing a
reduction in housing benefit. There has also been a reduction in the number of homes available
to rent at or below payment thresholds and potentially increased demand for lower cost
properties.

Households

requiring

larger

(5

or

more

bedroom)

homes

have

been

disproportionately affected.
 Limiting payments for people under 35 to the shared room rate (up from 25) – from January
2012. This change has made it harder for Councils to place young single people in private
rented accommodation and has seen a greater demand for shared housing.
 Up rating LHA in line with Consumer Price Index (CPI) instead of by reference to local rents. If
rents increase at a rate above CPI then there will be a reduction in the number of properties with
a rent below LHA maximum levels.
 Limiting Housing Benefit entitlements for working age people in social housing sector to reflect
family size. The ‘bedroom tax’ is arguably the most controversial of the Government changes
with households losing 14% of housing benefit if they have one spare bedroom and 25% for two
or more. This change has already put considerable pressure on housing providers who are
seeing a significantly increased demand for smaller (particularly one bedroom) homes. In the
longer-term if the supply does not improve this change could see some increases in
homelessness. This change was brought in from April 2013.
 A household benefit cap is being phased in from April 2013 which will limit the amount claimed in
all benefits for working age (non-working) households to £500 per week for households with two
or more people and £350 for single adults. For many households this will not make a difference
to their ability to access housing; however larger households living in larger (more expensive)
homes will be disproportionately affected.
 The move towards a Universal Credit is likely to end Housing Benefit payments direct to
landlords, making benefit claimants potentially less attractive as tenants.
7.77

Whilst the full impact of the various current and proposed changes is difficult to quantify it is clear
when taken together that a significant number of people and households will be affected. Given the
levels of housing need identified set against the potential supply of affordable housing (from both
the existing stock and new provision) it seems unlikely that the number of households in need will
fall in the short/medium-term. Indeed the evidence suggests a likely growth in demand – particularly
for private rented accommodation.
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Need for Different Types of Affordable Housing
7.78

Having studied housing costs, incomes and housing need the next step is to make an estimate of
the proportion of affordable housing need that should be met through provision of different housing
products. We therefore use the income information presented earlier in this section to estimate the
proportion of households who are likely to be able to afford intermediate housing and the number
for whom only social or affordable rented housing will be affordable. The main data sources for
establishing housing need are Census data and projections of newly-forming households (along
with local income and affordability estimates).

7.79

We have assessed requirements in the form of three income bands which have been associated
with three different tenures of housing – intermediate, affordable rented and social rented.
Households are considered able to afford intermediate housing if their income is greater than that
required to rent at 80% of market rental costs (a figure which equates with possible affordable rent
maximum costs) and the income falls below that required to access the market without subsidy.
Although technically an intermediate product could be provided at below this level, the reality is that
most intermediate housing is priced closer to market costs than social housing costs. Households
whose income falls in the gap between intermediate housing and social rented housing are
allocated to affordable rented housing with lower income households placed in the social rent group.
The categories of affordable housing are described in the table below.
Table 51:

Categories of affordable housing used for analysis

Housing type

Description

Intermediate housing

Assigned to households who can afford a housing cost at or above 80% of
market rents but cannot afford full market costs
Assigned to households who could afford a social rent without the need to claim
housing benefit but would need to claim benefit to afford an Affordable Rented
home (priced at 80% of market rental costs)
Households who would need to claim housing benefit regardless of the cost of
the property

Affordable rent

Social rent

7.80

In fact there will be a considerable overlap between these categories – the first would potentially
represent households who could afford affordable rented housing without the need to claim housing
benefit whilst the latter category (called social rent for analytical purposes) could have their needs
met through affordable rented housing (with benefit assistance).

7.81

We have established the gross need for housing in these categories with regard to household
incomes. From this we then subtract the supply of affordable housing to provide an assessment of
net need.
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7.82

The table below shows our estimate of the number of households in need in each of the above
categories and estimated net need levels (for the purposes of analysis the affordable and social
rent figures have been combined). The data shows that across Maidstone Borough some 33% of
the need could be met through products priced at the 80% of market level suggested by affordable
rented housing without the need for benefit assistance.

7.83

The analysis in the table below excludes the ‘pipeline’ supply of affordable housing as we do not
currently have detailed information regarding the tenure split of affordable housing expected to be
delivered on commitments.
Table 52:

Net Need for Different Types of Affordable Housing (per annum)

Area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough
% requirement

Intermediate

9

Social/affordable rented

Total need

Supply

Net need

Total need

Supply

Net need

102
11
9
30
153

30
2
2
6
39
33%

72
9
7
24
114

496
40
41
129
704

370
8
21
74
473
67%

126
32
20
55
231

Source: Housing Needs Analysis
7.84

The table below shows the same information in percentage terms along with separating out
affordable rent from social rent. The analysis confirms the levels of intermediate housing required
as well as showing (in affordability terms) that affordable rented housing may have a significant role
to play in meeting need with over a third of those in the affordable/social rented category being able
to afford an affordable rent. Affordable rent seems least affordable in Maidstone Town sub-area
which will be due to a combination of this area typically having lower housing costs (i.e. a smaller
gap between social and affordable rents) and also lower incomes.
Table 53: Estimated Level of Housing Need per Annum by Type of Affordable Housing
(Percentages)
Area

Intermediate

Affordable rent

Social rent

Total

36%
22%
27%
30%
33%

20%
46%
34%
32%
25%

44%
32%
39%
38%
42%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Borough

Source: Housing Needs Analysis
7.85

The analysis suggests an affordable housing tenure split of one third intermediate housing and two
thirds social/affordable rent. This is based on analysis of the income distribution of different

9

Analysis excludes schemes in the development pipeline
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households, likely housing costs of affordable housing products and the supply of different types of
affordable housing.

Summary of Key Findings
7.86

The NPPF (and national guidance) sets out that plans should be prepared on the basis of meeting
full needs for market and affordable housing. In assessing needs for affordable housing, we have
adopted the methodology set out in the draft planning practice guidance.

7.87

In following this approach, we have identified a net affordable housing need in Maidstone Borough
of 5,800 households over the period from 2013 to 2031, equivalent to 322 households each year.
There is therefore a clear and significant need for new affordable housing in Maidstone and we
therefore consider the Council is justified in seeking to secure affordable housing through new
development schemes.

7.88

GLH has estimated total affordable housing delivery based on information provided by the Council,
taking account of sites in the proposed Local Plan sites and existing commitments. This indicates
anticipated delivery of around 250 affordable homes per annum – this is accounted for in the 5,800
net need figure shown above.

7.89

The standards of affordable housing provision are important as well as the creation of sustainable
mixed communities; and it will be important that delivery continues to be managed in this respect;
whilst continuing to take advantage of the availability of funding to support affordable delivery.

7.90

In establishing an objective assessment of overall housing needs, the outputs of this assessment
need to be considered alongside the market signals as well as the projections of future housing
need. This is brought together in Section 10.

7.91

With respect to tenure mix, our assessment indicates a borough-wide mix target of 33%
intermediate: 67% rent would be appropriate, with the rent composition slightly skewed towards
social rent. We do however identify some localised variation at settlement level which could feed
into neighbourhood plans.
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8

NEED FOR DIFFERENT SIZES OF HOMES
Introduction

8.1

As discussed in Section 4, there are a range of factors which influence housing demand. These
factors play out at different spatial scales and influence both the level of housing demand (in terms
of aggregate household growth) and the nature of demand for different types, tenures and sizes of
homes.

8.2

In this section we consider in some detail the implications of demographic drivers on demand for
different housing products. The assessment is intended to provide an understanding of the
implications of demographic dynamics on need and demand for different sizes of homes. This
however needs to be brought together with an understanding of wider factors including:
 The need and opportunity to develop the housing offer;
 The findings of the housing needs analysis which provide a short-term view of requirements;
 Economic factors, such as trends in employment, overall and by occupation; and
 Local policy objectives.

8.3

The analysis in this section seeks to use the information available about the size and structure of
the population and household structures; and consider what impact this may have on the sizes of
housing required in the future. For the purposes of this analysis we have looked at the demographic
change as indicated in our projection linked to the 2011-based SNPP (as updated) - delivery of
19,596 additional homes from 2011 to 2031.

8.4

It should be noted that this projection will not necessarily be translated into policy but has been
used to indicate the likely size requirements of homes moving forward. Were a projection with a
different housing figure used then the outputs would be expected to be broadly similar.

Methodology
8.5

The figure below describes the broad methodology employed in the housing market modelling. Data
is drawn from a range of sources including the 2011 Census and our demographic projections.
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Figure 43:

Approach to Housing Market Modelling

Establish how households of different ages occupy homes (by tenure)

Project how the profile of households of different ages will change in future

Draw together housing needs, viability and funding issues to consider affordable
housing delivery

Model future requirements for market and affordable housing by size and compare to
existing profile of homes

Output recommendations for housing requirements by tenure and size of housing

Understanding how Households Occupy Homes
8.6

Whilst the demographic projections provide a good indication of how the population and household
structure will develop it is not a simple task to convert the net increase in the number of households
in to a suggested profile for additional housing to be provided. The main reason for this is that in the
market sector households are able to buy or rent any size of property (subject to what they can
afford) and therefore knowledge of the profile of households in an area does not directly transfer
into the sizes of property to be provided. The size of housing which households occupy relates
more to their wealth and age than the number of people which they contain.

8.7

For example, there is no reason why a single person cannot buy (or choose to live in) a four
bedroom home as long as they can afford it and hence projecting an increase in single person
households does not automatically translate in to a need for smaller units. In the affordable sector
this issue is less relevant in the affordable sector (particularly since the introduction of the ‘bedroom
tax’) although there will still be some level of under-occupation moving forward with regard to older
person and working households who may be able to continue to under-occupy their current homes.

8.8

The general methodology is to use the information derived in the projections about the number of
household reference persons (HRPs) in each age and sex group and apply this to the profile of
housing within these groups. The data for this analysis has been formed from a commissioned table
by ONS (Table C1213 which provides relevant data for all local authorities in England) with data
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then calibrated to be consistent with 2011 Census data (e.g. about house sizes in different tenure
groups and locations).
8.9

The figure below shows an estimate of how the average number of bedrooms rooms varies by
different ages of HRP and different sexes by broad tenure group. In the market sector the average
size of accommodation rises over time to typically reach a peak around the 45-59 age groups. In
the affordable sector this peak appears earlier. After sizes peak the average dwelling size
decreases – possibly due to a number of people down-sizing as they get older. It is also notable
that the average size for affordable housing dwellings are lower than those for market housing
whilst in market housing male HRPs live in larger accommodation for all age groups (with no
particular trend being seen in the affordable sector).
Figure 44:

Average Bedrooms by Age, Sex and Tenure

Average number of bedrooms

3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
0
85 +

80 - 84

75 - 79

Male - affordable

70 - 74

65 - 69

60 - 64

55 - 59

Female - market

50 - 54

45 - 49

40 - 44

35 - 39

30 - 34

25 - 29

Under 25

Male - market

Female - affordable

Source: Derived from ONS Commissioned Table C1213 and 2011 Census

Establishing a Baseline Position
8.10

As of 2011 it is estimated that there were 63,681 households living in the Maidstone Borough.
Analysis of Census data linked to the demographic baseline provides us with an estimate of the
profile of the housing stock in 2011, as shown in the table below. The table shows that an estimated
13.7% of households live in affordable housing with 86.3% being in the market sector (the size of
the affordable sector has been fixed by reference to an estimate of the number of occupied social
rented and shared ownership homes in 2011). The data also suggests that homes in the market
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sector are generally bigger than in the affordable sector with 68% having three or more bedrooms
compared to 33% for affordable housing.
8.11

These figures are for households rather than dwellings due to information about the sizes of vacant
homes across the whole stock (i.e. market and affordable) not being readily available. For the
purposes of analysis this will not make any notable difference to the. We have however translated
the household projections into dwelling figures by including a 3% vacancy allowance when studying
the final outputs of the market modelling.
Table 54:

Estimated Profile of Dwellings by Size (2011)

Size of
housing
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 bedrooms
4+ bedrooms
Total
% in tenure

Market
Number
3,516
14,003
23,765
13,661
54,945

Affordable
%

6.4%
25.5%
43.3%
24.9%
100.0%
86.3%

Number
2,738
3,104
2,608
287
8,737

%

31.3%
35.5%
29.9%
3.3%
100.0%
13.7%

Total
Number

%

6,254
9.8%
17,107
26.9%
26,373
41.4%
13,948
21.9%
63,682
100.0%
100.0%

Source: Derived from 2011 Census

Tenure Assumptions
8.12

The housing market model has been used to estimate future requirements for different sizes of
property over the next 20-years. The model works by looking at the types and sizes of
accommodation occupied by different ages of residents, and attaching projected changes in the
population to this to project need and demand for different sizes of homes. However the way
households of different ages occupy homes differs between the market and affordable sectors (as
shown earlier). Thus it is necessary to consider what mix of future housing will be in the market and
affordable sectors.

8.13

The key assumption here is not a policy target but possible delivery. Our assumption is influenced
by a range of factors. The Housing Needs analysis in this report provides evidence of considerable
housing need which would support any target although the viability of providing affordable housing
will limit the amount that can be delivered. On the basis of information available and reviewing past
delivery we have modelled housing mix assuming that 30% of new housing delivered over the
2011-31 period is of affordable housing. It should be stressed that this is not a policy position and
has been applied simply for the purposes of providing outputs from the modelling process. The
Council’s current policy seeks 40% delivery on sites yielding over 15 units or sites of 0.5 hectares or
more. Some sites are may deliver lower affordable housing provision reflect scheme-specific
viability issues, and others may fall below site or development scheme thresholds; however this can
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be counter-balanced by development schemes on sites owned by Registered Providers which can
deliver higher provision.
8.14

The 30% figure is an assumption for modelling purposes in considering housing mix and is not
intended to prejudice the Council’s affordable housing policies. Indeed the Council’s 2011/12
Annual Monitoring Report indicates that 37% of net housing completions over the 2007-12 period
was of affordable housing. Whilst market and funding conditions have changed and may affect
future delivery, it is clear that it is feasible that delivery could be stronger than the 30% assumed
herein for modelling purposes.

Core Analysis: Affordable Housing
8.15

The table and figure below show estimates of the sizes of affordable housing required based on our
understanding of demographic trends. The data suggests in the period between 2011 and 2031 that
around 70% of the requirement is for homes with one- or two-bedrooms with around 30% of the
requirement being for larger homes with three or more bedrooms.

8.16

This analysis provides a longer-term view of requirements for affordable housing and does not
reflect any specific priorities such as for family households in need rather than single people. In
addition we would note that smaller properties (i.e. one bedroom homes) typically offer limited
flexibility in accommodating the changing requirements of households, whilst delivery of larger
properties can help to meet the needs of households in high priority and to manage the housing
stock by releasing supply of smaller properties. That said, there may in the short-term be an
increased requirement for smaller homes as a result of welfare reforms limiting the amount of
housing benefit being paid to some working-age households.
Table 55:

8.17

Estimated Size of Dwellings Required (2011 to 2031) – Affordable Housing

Size

2011

1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 bedrooms
4+ bedrooms
Total

2,738
3,104
2,608
287
8,737

2031

Additional households
2011-2031

4,810
2,072
5,002
1,898
4,175
1,567
457
170
14,444
5,707
Source: Housing Market Model

% of additional
households
36.3%
33.3%
27.5%
3.0%
100.0%

The figure below shows how our estimated affordable requirement compares with the stock of
affordable housing in 2011 – the figures are based on households (i.e. before adding in a vacancy
allowance). The data shows that relative to the current stock there is a slight move towards a
greater proportion of smaller homes being required – this makes sense given that in the future
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household sizes are expected to drop whilst the population of older people will increase – older
person households (as shown earlier) are more likely to occupy smaller dwellings. However, the
analysis still identifies a requirement for more larger units (particularly three bedroom
accommodation).
Figure 45:
Impact of Future Demographic Change on Affordable Housing Requirements by
House Size (2011 to 2031)
6,000

Number of households in group

5,000
4,000

2031

1,898

2,072

1,567

2011

3,000

2,000
3,104

2,738
1,000

2,608
170
287

0
1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

Source: Housing Market Model

Core Analysis: Market Housing
8.18

As we have previously identified there are a range of factors which can be expected to influence
demand for housing. This analysis specifically looks at the implications of demographic drivers. It
uses a demographic-driven approach to quantify demand for different sizes of properties over the
20-year period from 2011 to 2031.

8.19

The table and figure below shows estimates of the sizes of market housing required from 2011 to
2031 based on demographic trends for the whole of the Borough area. The data suggests a
requirement for homes for 13,318 additional households with the majority of these being two- and
three-bedroom homes.
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Table 56:

Estimated Size of Dwellings Required (2011 to 2031) – Market Housing

Size

2011

1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 bedrooms
4+ bedrooms
Total

8.20

2031

Additional households
2011-2031

% of additional
households

3,516
4,441
925
14,003
18,210
4,207
23,765
29,520
5,755
13,661
16,091
2,430
54,945
68,263
13,318
Source: Housing Market Model

6.9%
31.6%
43.2%
18.2%
100.0%

The figure below shows how our estimated market requirement compares with the current stock of
housing (based on households (i.e. excluding the 3% vacancy allowance)). The data suggests that
housing requirements reinforce around the existing profile of stock, but with a slight shift towards a
requirement for smaller dwellings relative to the distribution of existing housing. This is
understandable given the fact that household sizes a projected to fall slightly in the future (which
itself is partly due to the ageing of the population).
Figure 46:
Impact of Future Demographic Change on Market Housing Requirements by
House Size (2011 to 2031)
30,000
5,755
Number of households in group

25,000
2031
2011

20,000
4,207

15,000

2,430
23,765

10,000
14,003
5,000

13,661

925
3,516

0
1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

Source: Housing Market Model
8.21

The graphs and statistics are based upon our modelling of demographic trends. As we have
identified, it should be recognised that a range of factors including affordability pressures and
market signals will continue to be important in understanding market demand; this may include an
increased demand in the private rented sector for rooms in a shared house due to changes in
housing benefit for single people. In determining policies for housing mix, policy aspirations are also
relevant.

GL Hearn

Page 142 of 192

8.22

In the short-term we would expect stronger demand in relative terms for larger family homes as the
market for smaller properties in restricted by mortgage finance constraints. Over the 20-year
projection period it is anticipated that there will be a continuing market for larger family homes, but
the existing stock is expected to make a significant contribution to meeting this demand, as older
households downsize (releasing equity from existing homes).

8.23

As the last few years have shown, there are a range of inter-dependencies which affect housing
demand, with effective demand for entry-level market housing currently curtailed by the availability
of mortgage finance for first-time buyers and those on lower earnings. This is likely to affect market
demand for smaller properties typically purchased by first-time buyers in the short-term.

8.24

We are of the view that it is appropriate through the planning system to seek to influence the
balance of types and sizes of market housing through considering the mix of sites allocated for
development rather than specific policies relating to the proportion of homes of different sizes which
are then applied to specific sites. This approach is implicit within NPPF which requires local
planning authorities to ‘identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required’.

8.25

At the strategic level, a local authority in considering which sites to allocate, can consider what type
of development would likely be delivered on these sites. It can also provide guidance on housing
mix implicitly through policies on development densities.

Indicative Targets by Dwelling Size
8.26

The table and figure below summarises the above data in both the market and affordable sectors
under the modelling exercise. We have also factored in a 3% vacancy allowance in moving from
household figures to estimates of housing requirements.
Table 57:

Estimated Dwelling Requirement by Number of Bedrooms (2011 to 2031)

Number of
bedrooms
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 bedrooms
4+ bedrooms
Total

GL Hearn

Market
Households

925
4,207
5,755
2,430
13,317

Dwellings

Affordable
% of
dwellings

Households

953
6.9%
2,072
4,334
31.6%
1,898
5,928
43.2%
1,567
2,503
18.2%
170
13,718
100.0%
5,707
Source: Housing Market Model

Dwellings

% of
dwellings

2,134
1,955
1,614
175
5,878

36.3%
33.3%
27.5%
3.0%
100.0%
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Figure 47:

Size of Housing Required (2011 to 2031)
Market

1 bedroom
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1 bedroom

6.9%

2 bedrooms

43.2%

4+ bedrooms
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3 bedrooms
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33.3%
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36.3%

0%

% of additional dwellings required

27.5%

3.0%

10%

20%

30%

40%
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Source: Housing Market Model

8.27

Whilst the outputs of the modelling provide estimates of the proportion of homes of different sizes
that should be provided there are a range of factors which should be taken into account in setting
policies for provision. This is particularly the case in the affordable sector where there are typically
issues around the demand for and turnover of one bedroom homes. We also need to consider that
the stock of four bedroom affordable housing is very limited and tends to have a very low turnover.
As a result, whilst the number of households coming forward for four or more bedroom homes is
typically quite small the ability for these needs to be met is even more limited.

8.28

It should also be recognised that local authorities have statutory homeless responsibilities towards
families with children and would therefore prioritise the needs of families over single person
households and couples. On this basis the profile of affordable housing to be provided would be
further weighted to two or more bedroom housing. In the short-term however there may be a need
to increase the supply of one-bedroom homes due to the ‘bedroom tax’.

8.29

For these reasons we would suggest in converting the long-term modelled outputs into a profile of
housing to be provided (in the affordable sector) that the proportion of one bedroom homes required
is reduced slightly from these outputs with a commensurate increase in four or more bedroom
homes also being appropriate.
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8.30

There are thus a range of which are relevant in considering policies for the mix of affordable
housing sought through development schemes. At a Borough-wide level, the analysis would
support policies for the mix of affordable housing of:
 1-bed properties: 30%-35%
 2-bed properties: 30%-35%
 3-bed properties: 25%-30%
 4-bed properties: 5%-10%

8.31

Our strategic conclusions recognise the role which delivery of larger family homes can play in
releasing supply of smaller properties for other households; together with the limited flexibility which
one-bed properties offer to changing household circumstances which feed through into higher
turnover and management issues.

8.32

The need for affordable housing of different sizes will vary by area across the Borough area and
over time. In considering the mix of homes to be provided within specific development schemes, the
information herein should be brought together with details of households currently on the Housing
Register in the local area and the stock and turnover of existing properties.

8.33

In the market sector we would suggests a profile of housing that more closely matches the outputs
of the modelling. The recommendations take some account of the time period used for the
modelling and the fact that the full impact of the ageing population will not be experienced in the
short-term. In addition, as noted earlier, current constraints on mortgage finance is likely to
suppress demand for smaller units in the short-term (particularly those which would normally have
high demand from first-time buyers).

8.34

On the basis of these factors we consider that the provision of market housing should be more
explicitly focused on delivering smaller family housing for younger households. On this basis we
would recommend the following mix of market housing be sought:
 5%-10% 1-bed properties
 30%-35% 2-bed properties
 40%-45% 3-bed properties
 15%-20% 4+ bed properties

8.35

Although we have quantified this on the basis of the market modelling and our understanding of the
current housing market we do not strongly believe that such prescriptive figures should be included
in the plan making process and that the ‘market’ is to some degree a better judge of what is the
most appropriate profile of homes to deliver at any point in time. The figures can however be used
as a monitoring tool to ensure that future delivery is not unbalanced when compared with the likely
requirements as driven by demographic change in the area.
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Smaller-area Housing Market Modelling Outputs
8.36

Whilst the analysis above has focussed on outputs for the whole Borough area the data itself has
been built up from analysis at a smaller area level. The tables below provide the outputs of this
analysis in terms of the sizes of accommodation estimated to be required in each of the affordable
and market sectors for the four different areas.

8.37

To a considerable degree the outputs show a reinforcing of the current housing offer in each area
with larger homes expected to be required in areas which traditionally have provided larger housing
units. This is largely a function of the expected demographic change in these areas and the fact that
household types requiring larger homes are expected to continue seeking these locations. On this
basis for both market and affordable housing a smaller profile of dwellings is expected to be
required in Maidstone Town when compared with the three rural sub-areas.
Table 58: Estimated dwelling requirement by number of bedrooms by Sub-Area (2011 to
2031) – Market Housing
Sub-area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Maidstone

1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

8.0%
34.5%
4.7%
25.3%
4.5%
25.9%
5.9%
28.2%
6.9%
31.6%
Source: Housing Market Model

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

43.3%
38.7%
46.7%
43.5%
43.2%

14.3%
31.3%
23.0%
22.5%
18.2%

Table 59: Estimated dwelling requirement by number of bedrooms by Sub-Area (2011 to
2031) – Affordable Housing
Sub-area
Maidstone Town
Rural North
Rural East
Rural South
Maidstone

1 bedroom

2 bedrooms

39.1%
35.3%
25.0%
24.7%
31.3%
30.7%
34.5%
31.7%
36.3%
33.3%
Source: Housing Market Model

3 bedrooms

4+ bedrooms

22.8%
43.5%
34.7%
31.9%
27.5%

2.9%
6.8%
3.4%
1.9%
3.0%

Summary of Key Findings
8.38

There are a range of factors which will influence demand for different sizes of homes, including
demographic changes; future growth in real earnings and households’ ability to save; economic
performance and housing affordability. Our analysis linked to long-term (20-year) demographic
change concludes that the following represents an appropriate mix of affordable and market homes:
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Table 60: Indicative requirements for different dwelling sizes (2011-31)

8.39

1-bed

2-bed

3-bed

4+ bed

Market

5-10%

30-35%

40-45%

15-20%

Affordable

30-35%

30-35%

25-30%

5-10%

Our strategic conclusions in the affordable sector recognise the significant need for smaller units
within the sector but also the role which larger units and family homes can play in releasing supply
of smaller properties for other households; together with the limited flexibility which one-bed
properties offer to changing household circumstances which feed through into higher turnover and
management issues.

8.40

Based on the evidence, we would expect the focus of new market housing provision to be on two
and three bedroom properties as a result of continued demand for family housing expected from
families; however, there will also be strong demand for larger (4 bedroom plus) properties arising
from more established family units moving within the market or migrating into the borough. The
modelling also shows a strong requirement for 2 bedrooms properties arising from both newly
forming/younger households but provision of these units could also serve to support a reduction in
under-occupation, particularly by promoting downsizing amongst older households who looking to
release equity in existing homes, but still retain flexibility for friends and family to come and stay.

8.41

The mix identified above should inform strategic Borough-wide policies. In applying these to
individual development sites regard should be had to the nature of the development site and
character of the area, and to up-to-date evidence of need as well as the existing mix and turnover of
properties at the local level.

8.42

The analysis of an appropriate mix of dwellings should also inform the ‘portfolio’ of sites which are
considered through the Local Plan process, including: Site Allocations, Neighbourhood Plans and
other planning documents. Equally it will be of relevance to affordable housing negotiations.

Considering the Role of Sub-Markets within Maidstone Borough
Assessing the Role of Sub-Markets in Maidstone
8.43

In this section we draw together elements of the preceding analysis to consider issues related to the
role of the different sub-markets identified (which include areas both within and adjoining Maidstone
Borough). We consider what the characteristics of these markets, the nature of housing demand
and how this may change in the future.
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8.44

The four sub-markets identified comprise:
 Maidstone Town
 Rural North
 Rural East
 Rural South
Maidstone Town

8.45

Maidstone is one of the larger towns in Kent and is the County town. It is a major employment
centre accommodating a range of businesses, including a number of major public sector functions
including the Kent County Council offices and Maidstone Hospital, as well as larger employment
locations including the Town Centre and Parkwood. The town centre is one of the larger retail
centres in Kent and has a well-developed leisure offer. It also includes Mid Kent College’s campus
at Oakwood Park which is shared with the University of the Creative Arts.

8.46

The town has a distinct housing offer and socio-economic characteristics compared to other parts of
the HMA. Some of these are consistent with other larger towns across the region; whist others are
more specific to Maidstone. Key features include:
 Younger Population Profile – the population profile is younger than other parts of the Borough,
with a higher proportion of people in their 20s and early 30s, and a lower number of people aged
over 45. The town is also the most ethnically diverse part of the HMA, with 4.8% of its population
made up of those in White Other groups (which will include Eastern European migrants), and
4.4% of Asian/ Asian British origin.
 A Housing Offer focused more towards Smaller Homes and Renting – like many urban areas,
Maidstone Town has a higher proportion of households who rent – either from social housing or
private landlords (relative to surrounding smaller settlements and rural areas). 16.3% of
households live in social rented accommodation and 16.7% in the private rented sector; which
has grown (like in many towns) notably over the 2001-11 decade. This is to be expected for an
area with a younger population profile (and thus lower housing wealth); and is reflected more
widely in the town’s housing offer. The mix of homes is focused more towards smaller two- and
three-bedroom properties (which accommodated 71.8% of households in 2011); however there
are – as we might expect – a higher proportion of 1-bed homes (11.7% households, 2011)
relative to the other sub-markets. With a younger population house sharing is likely to be more
prevalent, and coupled with a housing stock focused slightly more towards smaller properties,
this is reflected in higher levels of overcrowding (4.5% of households in 2011).

8.47

The socio-economic profile of the town is focused slightly more towards lower-paid / blue-collar
roles relative to other centres in the region. This distinction is also borne out in house prices; with
average prices (mix-adjusted) of around £227,000 contrasting for instance with much higher house
prices in Tonbridge and Tunbridge Wells (£314,000 and £329,000 respectively, Dec 2013). A
feature of this is however of a housing offer and market which is focused more towards locallybased buyers, rather than higher income households working in London.
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8.48

The relationship to London is influenced both by comparative journey times and cost. The peak
journey time to London Victoria is between 1 hour to 1h05; whilst there are some peak services to
St Pancras with a 50 minute journey time. This compares with 37 minutes to Ashford on the High
Speed Line; and a journey time of just over 40 minutes from Tonbridge to Cannon Street. Coupled
with the employment offer locally, this influences the degree of commuting and profile of
households seeking accommodation.

8.49

Estate agents have indicated that market conditions are improving, with increasing buyer
confidence and access to mortgage finance. There has been a ripple effect out from London.
However the emerging evidence from agents and other stakeholders suggests that Maidstone has
fared less well than the Tonbridge/Sevenoaks market to the north. The Zoopla Zed Index however
indicates an average increase in value of over £16,000 over the past year. Agents report that sales
have improved over the last year.

8.50

Generally agents report that houses have been selling better than flats, and that there is strong
demand for 3-bed properties in the area. We are finding this in many areas currently; as a result of
pent up demand from households looking to trade up from perhaps their first home.

8.51

Rental demand remains buoyant, reflecting the town’s younger population. There is a wide range of
tenants from young professionals through to divorcees. Houses priced under £200,000 in particular
are popular with investors as these can provide the best yields.

8.52

The analysis in Chapter 8 considers the implications of demographic trends on demand for different
sizes of properties in Maidstone Town over the medium- and longer-term. This indicates a greater
focus of market demand towards smaller properties with up to three bedrooms relative to the
Borough-wide profile. The profile would support:
 Demand for 1 and 2-bed properties within central areas within the town, particularly those
accessible to the town centre/ stations;
 A focus on more suburban sites and as part of urban extensions on medium-sized family
housing. We would expect such schemes to accommodate principally a mix of 2, 3 and 4 bed
properties.

8.53

Table 53 provide an overall profile against which delivery can be monitored.

8.54

The affordable housing modelling indicates a net need for 184 affordable homes per annum.

8.55

In regard to the affordable housing mix, the housing needs analysis suggests a higher need for
intermediate (principally equity-based) homes than in other parts of the Borough- with 36% of net
need for this category (see Table 53). 64% of need is for rented products, including social and
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affordable rent. Because incomes are lower than in other parts of the Borough, the need for social
rented housing is higher if the housing benefit bill is not to increase.
8.56

The mix of affordable housing of different sizes needed over the medium/longer-term is set out in
Table 59. Relative to other parts of the Borough the profile of need is more towards smaller homes
with 1- and 2-bedrooms (consistent with a younger population under 35). In particular there is a
lower need for larger family accommodation with 4+ bedrooms, provision of up with 10% would be
appropriate). In the short-term we would expect the impact of welfare reforms to enhance pressures
in accommodating households requiring smaller properties.

8.57

With a larger rental sector than other areas of the HMA, the importance of promoting and enforcing
standards of properties will be more relevant to this sub-market.

Maidstone Rural North
8.58

The Rural North Sub-Market includes the villages of Boxley, Detling, Thurnham, Stockley and
Hollingbourne which lie to the north of the M20 in the North Downs.

8.59

High quality of place in these smaller settlements and their accessibility is borne out in house prices.
Using Zoopla’s Zed Index house prices average £350,000 in Detling, around £450,000 in Boxley
and Hollingbourne and over £560,000 in Thurnham (Dec 2013). Entry-level house prices are
highest in this sub-market and the Rural East. Median earnings are estimated at £40,900 and are
the highest of the four sub-markets.

8.60

The housing offer is strongly focused towards owner-occupied family housing. Owner occupation
predominates, with 84% of households being owner occupiers; 7.6% living in private rented
accommodation and just 2.6% in the social rented sector. 52.4% of the stock in 2011 was detached;
with overall 76.4% having 3 or more bedrooms. There is a particularly high proportion of homes with
4 or more bedrooms (31.7%).

8.61

Reflecting the housing offer and strategic accessibility, the area is popular with middle-aged families
with children – the settlements provide an attractive place to live for better off families with the
means to afford higher house prices. We would expect demand in the short-term to reinforce
around this profile.

8.62

Over the medium- and longer-term the level of new housing delivered will influence the degree to
which the population ages; as new development will facilitate turnover and provide continuing
opportunities for in-migration of family households.
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8.63

Based on a continuation of demographic trends, demand for market housing will continue to be
focused towards larger family homes (for instance relative to Maidstone town), but with a greater
demand for 2-bed homes (particularly from older households looking to downsize) relative to the
existing stock. The profile of demand modelled is shown in Table 59. We would expect limited
market demand for 1-bed market homes.

8.64

The affordable housing modelling indicates a net need for 40 affordable homes per annum of which
22% is for intermediate (principally equity based) products and 78% for rented products (46%
affordable rent, 32% social rent). With limited local supply, there may be particular short-term
pressures from households seeking smaller homes linked to the impact of welfare reforms.

8.65

The longer-term demographic-driven modelling indicates a notable need for larger 3- and 4+ bed
affordable homes relative to other sub-markets in the HMA. The profile of need for different sizes of
properties is set out in Table 59.

Maidstone Rural East
8.66

The Rural East Sub-Market includes the villages of Harrietsham, Lenham, Ulcombe and Headcorn.
These settlements on the eastern side of the Borough lie between Maidstone and Ashford.

8.67

Headcorn has rail stations on the Ashford-Tonbridge line; whilst Harrietsham and Lenham lie on the
line between Maidstone East and Ashford, and are close to the M20 (accessed via Junction 8). Rail
journey times to London at between 1 hour to 1h10. It is likely that there is commuting to work (and
movement of households to the area) from both Maidstone and Ashford.

8.68

House prices vary by settlement, but are generally lower than in the Rural North Sub-Market. The
Zoopla Zed Index (Dec 2013) indicates an average (mix adjusted) house price of £285,000 in
Lenham, £319,000 in Headcorn and £351,000 in Harrietsham. Entry-level house prices are highest
in this sub-market and the Rural North. Median earnings are estimated at £34,300.

8.69

The housing offer is strongly focused towards owner-occupied housing which accommodated
78.1% of households in 2011. 8.2% of households live in the social rented sector and 10.8% in
private rented accommodation. The housing offer is more focused towards mid-market homes than
in West Kent, with 3-bed housing the most prevalent (44.6%). This said 73.8% of homes have 3 or
more bedrooms and the area has the highest proportion of large properties with 5+ bedrooms of the
four sub-markets (9.2%).
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8.70

The population structure in the area is older than average (with an above average proportion of
people in age groups over 55), and an ageing population over the period to 2031 will be an
important driver of housing requirements.

8.71

As in the rural north we would expect market demand for housing to be for principally for properties
with 2 or more bedrooms. Table 58 sets out the expected profile of market demand. We would
expect demand for 2- and 3-bed homes (including bungalows) from older households looking to
downsize but wanting to remain in the local area because of existing family/ community ties. We
would expect similarly some continued demand for larger homes with 4 or more bedrooms from
local households trading up, as well as people moving to the area.

8.72

The affordable housing needs analysis suggests a net need for 25 affordable homes per annum of
which 27% is for intermediate affordable housing (particularly shared ownership and shared equity
homes), and 73% for social or affordable rented homes.

8.73

In the short-term the welfare reforms may increase the need for smaller properties. The longer-term
demographic-driven modelling indicates a particular need for 3-bed affordable homes relative to
other sub-markets in the HMA. The profile of need for different sizes of properties is set out in Table
59.

Maidstone Rural South
8.74

The Rural South Sub-Market includes the rural areas immediately around Maidstone and extending
into the South of the Borough. It includes Leeds, Chart Sutton, Coxhealth, Yalding, Marden and
Staplehurst.

8.75

Marden and Staplehurst have rail stations on the Ashford-Tonbridge line with journey times to
London or around an hour. For other settlements in the area, peak time congestion on roads
through Maidstone is an issue. Overall the sub-market is less accessible to the M20 than the other
sub-markets in the HMA.

8.76

House prices vary by settlement. The Zoopla Zed Index indicates an average (mix adjusted) house
price in December 2013 of £213,000 in Coxheath, £282,000 in Broughton Monchelsea, £364,000 in
Marden, £380,000 in Yalding, £402,000 in Sutton Valence and £415,000 in Chart Sutton. Entry
level house prices are lower than in the Rural North or East, but above those in Maidstone Town.
However incomes are also lower with a median income of around £31,500 and this contributes to
affordability pressures.
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8.77

More than three quarters of households in 2011 were owner occupiers (78.1%), with 11.2% living in
the private rented sector and 8.5% in social rented homes. Semi-detached and detached housing
predominates accounting for three-quarters of all homes. The focus is on three-bed homes (42.2%),
however the sub-market has more 2-bed properties than other rural sub-markets. Values for
detached houses (based on 2012 data) were above average.

8.78

The population structure in the area is older than average (with an above average proportion of
people in age groups over 55), and an ageing population over the period to 2031 will be an
important driver of housing requirements.

8.79

As in the rural north and east we would expect market demand for housing to be for principally for
properties with 2 or more bedrooms. Table 58 sets out the expected profile of market demand. We
would expect demand for 2- and 3-bed homes (including bungalows) from older households looking
to downsize but wanting to remain in the local area because of existing family/ community ties. We
would expect similarly some continued demand for larger homes with 4 or more bedrooms from
local households trading up, as well as people moving to the area.

8.80

The affordable housing needs analysis suggests a net need for 76 affordable homes per annum of
which 30% is for intermediate affordable housing (particularly shared ownership and shared equity
homes), and 70% for social or affordable rented homes.

8.81

In the short-term the welfare reforms may increase the need for smaller properties. The longer-term
demographic-driven modelling indicates a particular need for 1, 2 and 3 bed homes, and a limited
need for larger affordable homes with 4+ bedrooms. The profile of need for different sizes of
properties is set out in Table 59.
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9

HOUSING NEEDS OF PARTICULAR GROUPS
Introduction

9.1

We have established overall housing requirements for different sizes of properties over the next 20years, however there can be specific groups within the population who require specialist housing
solutions or for whom housing needs may differ from the wider population. These groups are
considered within this section.

9.2

Estimates of household groups who have particular housing needs is a key output of the SHMA
Guidance whilst the National Planning Policy Framework identifies that local planning authorities
should plan for a mix of housing which takes account of the needs of different groups in the
community.

9.3

The following key groups have been identified which may have housing needs which differ from
those of the wider population:
 Older Persons;
 People with disabilities;
 Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) households;
 Households with children
 Young people

Housing Needs of Older People
9.4

The SHMA Guidance recognises the need to provide housing for older people as part of achieving
a good mix of housing. A key driver of change in the housing market over the next 20-years is
expected to be the growth in the population of older persons.

9.5

Indeed as population projections show, the number of older people is expected to increase
significantly over the next few years. In this section we draw on a range of sources including our
population projections, 2011 Census information and data from POPPI (Projecting Older People
Population Information).

9.6

The context to older persons housing provision can be summarised as below:
 A need to provide housing for older people as part of achieving a good mix of housing, but
recognizing that many older people are able to exercise choice and control over housing options
– e.g. owner occupiers with equity in their homes;
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 Falling demand for residential care in some areas, and a rapidly rising average age of people
living in sheltered housing over 20-years, requiring higher levels of support. However many local
authorities have struggled to contain expenditure on services for older people;
 New models of enhanced and extra care housing have emerged. These aim to meet the needs
of those who require high levels of care and support alongside those who are still generally able
to care for themselves. These models often allow for changing circumstances in situ rather than
requiring a move; and
 Providing choice, including supporting people to stay in their own homes including through
supporting adaptations to properties and through provision of floating support.
Current Population of Older Persons
9.7

Below we have provided some baseline population data about older persons and compared this
with other areas. The data for has been taken from the published ONS mid-year population
estimates and is provided for age groups from 55 and upwards. In reality, those aged 55 might not
be considered as 'old' but we have started the analysis from this age group due to the fact that
some housing developments are specifically targeted at the over 55 age group.
Table 61: Older person population (2011)
Age group
Under 55
55-64
65-74
75-84
85+
Total
Total 55+

Maidstone
Population

% of popn

109,561
19,355
14,493
8,832
3,523
155,764
46,203

70.3%
12.4%
9.3%
5.7%
2.3%
100.0%
29.7%

South East

England

% of popn
70.8%
11.9%
8.9%
5.8%
2.5%
100.0%
29.2%

% of popn
72.0%
11.6%
8.6%
5.5%
2.2%
100.0%
28.0%

Source: ONS Mid-Year Estimates
9.8

The data shows that, when compared with both the region and England, the Borough has a similar
proportion of older persons. In 2011 it is estimated that 29.7% of the population of Maidstone was
aged 55 or over compared with 29.2% in the South East region and 28.0% for the whole of England.
Future Changes in the Population of Older Persons

9.9

As well as providing a baseline position for the proportion of older persons in the Borough we can
use published population projections to provide an indication of how the numbers might change in
the future compared with other areas. The data provided below is based on the 2011-based SNPP
which is the latest source available consistently across areas. The data is only taken to 2021 (due
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to the timescales used by ONS although for Maidstone this report does look at the changing age
structure through to 2031).
9.10

The data shows that Maidstone (in line with other areas) is expected to see a notable increase in
the older person population with the total number of people aged 55 and over expected to increase
by 24% over just 10-years. This figure is higher than projected for both the region and England
although to a considerable degree this will be due to a higher overall projected increase in the
population.
Table 62: Projected Change in Population of Older Persons (2011 to 2021)
Age group
Under 55
55-64
65-74
75-84
85+
Total
Total 55+

Maidstone

South East

England

8.9%
14.8%
21.6%
35.9%
54.9%
13.4%
24.0%

4.0%
15.7%
22.7%
26.2%
40.4%
9.3%
22.1%

4.4%
13.5%
20.3%
22.6%
38.5%
8.6%
19.4%

Characteristics of Older Persons Households
9.11

We have used 2011 Census data to explore in more detail the characteristics of older person
households in Maidstone (based on the population aged 65 and over). The first table below shows
the number of households compared with the County, region and England. The data shows that in
2011 around 21% of households were comprised entirely of people aged 65 and over. This is
slightly lower than the County average but slightly above the equivalent figure for England.
Table 63: Pensioner households (Census 2011)
Pensioner
households
Single pensioner
2 or more pensioners
All households
Single pensioner
2 or more pensioners
All households
Total % pensioner only

9.12

Maidstone

Kent

7,299
79,310
6,160
58,524
63,447
605,638
11.4%
13.1%
9.7%
9.7%
100.0%
100.0%
21.1%
22.8%
Source: Census (2011)

South East

England

449,969
329,263
3,555,463
12.7%
9.3%
100.0%
21.9%

2,725,596
1,851,180
22,063,368
12.4%
8.4%
100.0%
20.7%

The figure below shows the tenure of older person households – the data has been split between
single pensioner households and those with two or more pensioners (which will largely be couples).
The data shows that pensioner households are relatively likely to live in outright owned
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accommodation (80%) and are also slightly more likely than other households to be in the social
rented sector. The proportion of pensioner households living in the private rented sector is relatively
low (4% compared with 15% of all households in the Borough).
9.13

There are however notable differences for different types of pensioner households with single
pensioners having a much lower level of owner-occupation than larger pensioner households – this
group also has a much higher proportion living in the social rented sector.

9.14

Given that the number of older people is expected to increase in the future and that the number of
single person households is expected to increase this would suggest (if occupancy patterns remain
the same) that there will be a notable demand for affordable housing from the ageing population.
Figure 48:
100%

% of households in group

90%

Tenure of older person households - Maidstone
3.2%
5.8%

80%

19.2%

70%

6.0%

1.0%
2.9%
6.3%
7.3%

2.2%
4.4%
13.3%
6.6%

0.9%

1.2%

17.3%

14.6%

12.6%

12.7%

60%
38.6%

50%
82.6%

40%
30%

65.8%

47.2%
73.5%

20%

32.9%

22.0%

10%
0%
Single pensioner
Owner-occupied (no mortgage)

2 or more pensioners

All pensioner only

Owner-occupied (with mortgage)

All other households
Social rented

All households

Private rented

Other

Source: 2011 Census

9.15

A key theme that is often brought out in Housing Market Assessment work is the large proportion of
older person households who under-occupy their dwellings. Data from the Census allows us to
investigate this using the bedroom standard. The Census data suggests that older person
households are more likely to under-occupy their housing than other households in the Borough. In
total 57% have an occupancy rating of +2 or more (meaning there are at least two more bedrooms
than are technically required by the household). This compares with 33% for non-pensioner
households. Further analysis suggests that under-occupancy is far more common in households
with two or more pensioners than single pensioner households.
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Figure 49:

Occupancy rating of older person households - Maidstone

100%

0.2%

90%

20.1%

0.1%
4.5%
25.9%

80%
% of households in group

0.2%
13.1%

4.5%

3.6%

26.5%

23.7%

30.3%

70%
33.9%

60%

34.8%

36.0%

50%
40%

69.6%

30%

56.5%

45.7%

20%

33.0%

37.9%

All other households

All households

10%
0%
Single pensioner

2 or more pensioners
+2 or more

All pensioner only
-1

0

-1 or less

Source: 2011 Census

9.16

It is of interest to study the above information by tenure. The figure below shows the number of
pensioner households who had an occupancy rating of +2 or more in each of three broad tenure
groups in 2011. Whilst the majority of older person households with an occupancy rating of +2 or
more were in the owner-occupied sector, there were over 300 properties in the social rented sector
occupied by pensioner only households with an occupancy rating of +2 or more. This may therefore
present some opportunity to reduce under-occupation although to achieve this it may be necessary
to provide housing in areas where households currently live and where they have social and
community ties.
Table 64: Pensioner households with occupancy rating of +2 or more by tenure
Tenure

Single pensioner

Owner-occupied
Social rented
Private rented
All tenures

9.17

2 or more
pensioners

2,953
3,946
204
117
180
102
3,337
4,165
Source: 2011 Census

All pensioner only
households
6,899
321
282
7,502

It should however be recognised that many older households in the private sector will have built up
equity in their existing homes. In the private sector many older households may be able to afford a
larger home than they need (and thus under-occupy housing). Some may look to downsize to
release equity from homes to support their retirement (or may move away from the area); however
we would expect many older households to want to retain family housing with space to allow friends
and relatives to come to stay.
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Health-related Population Projections
9.18

In addition to providing projections about how the number and proportion of older people is
expected to change in the future we can look at the likely impact on the number of people with
specific illnesses or disabilities. For this we have used data from the Projecting Older People
Information System (POPPI) website which provides prevalence rates for different disabilities by
age and sex. For the purposes of the SHMA analysis has focussed on estimates of the number of
people with dementia and mobility problems.

9.19

For both of the health issues analysed the figures relate to the population aged 65 and over. The
figures from POPPI are based on prevalence rates from a range of different sources and whilst
these might change in the future (e.g. as general health of the older person population improves)
the estimates are likely to be of the right order.

9.20

The figure below shows that both of the illnesses/disabilities are expected to increase significantly
in the future although this would be expected given the increasing population. In particular there is
projected to be a large rise in the number of people with dementia (up 105%) along with an 84%
increase in the number with mobility problems.
Table 65: Estimated population change for range of health issues (2011 to 2031)
Type of illness/disability
Dementia
Mobility problems

9.21

2011

2031

Change

1,859
3,819
1,960
4,900
9,035
4,135
Source: Data from POPPI and demographic projections

% increase
105.4%
84.4%

We have also accessed data from the Housing LIN website’s Strategic Housing for Older People
(SHOP) analysis toolkit. This source estimates potential requirements for sheltered, extra care and
residential care housing. A broad summary of the outputs for Maidstone (using the SHOP standard
settings) are shown in the table below.

9.22

The data suggests a current requirement for 708 units with an additional 2,912 expected to be
needed over the period to 2030 (this is the end data used on the Housing LIN website). In total (and
excluding the figures for registered care) the Housing LIN data suggests a requirement for some
2,339 additional units of accommodation specifically for older people by 2030 with a roughly twothirds to a third split between affordable and market – given the 18-year period used by the Housing
LIN data the figure represents some 130 units per annum.

9.23

The tenure split shown by the modelling is influenced by the current housing tenure profile; and we
would expect in reality a greater proportion of demand for specialist elderly housing provision (such
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as sheltered and extra care) to be for market housing. This reflects the significant level of owneroccupiers amongst older households, with equity within existing homes. The tenure split shown in
the table below should thus be treated with caution.
9.24

Provision of sheltered and extra care homes are likely to count towards provision of housing
numbers.
Table 66: Estimated requirement for specialist housing

Sheltered – affordable
Sheltered – market
Extra care – affordable
Extra care – market
Registered care
TOTAL

Current need

Additional need (to
2030)

Total need

141
207
223
0
137
708

923
585
260
0
1,144
2,912

1,064
792
483
0
1,281
3,620

Source: Housing LIN
9.25

Whilst this analysis should be treated as indicative given the number of assumptions feeding into it
there is clearly a case for the Council seeking to provide additional ‘specialist’ accommodation for
older persons as the population ages.

9.26

Housing provision within the sheltered and extra care categories shown would count towards
housing numbers. Comparing the level of provision for these forms of housing, the level of need
shown (2,339 homes to 2031) would represent 12% of the housing growth identified in the PROJ
1A demographic projection. Provision of residential care bed spaces do not count towards housing
numbers as they do not fall within a C3 Use Class.
Summary of Findings on Older Person Households

9.27

The older person population of Maidstone is about average when compared with national figures
and is projected to increase significantly up until 2031.

9.28

Older persons are more likely to under-occupy homes. In the affordable sector, there may be
potential to reduce (or seek to limit potential growth in) under-occupation and the Council may wish
to consider providing support and incentives to social housing occupiers to downsize. This will help
to release larger affordable homes for younger households. An analysis of older person households
suggest that they are more likely to live in social rented housing (especially single pensioner
households). With the projected increases in older persons there may therefore be additional
pressure on the affordable housing stock from such households.
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9.29

Our analysis also suggests that the growing older population (particularly in the oldest age groups)
will result in growth in households with specialist housing needs. Typically the greatest support
needs are for alterations to properties (such as to bathrooms, showers and toilets, provision of
emergency alarms or help maintaining homes). Many of these can be resolved in situ through
adaptations to existing properties and the resource implications of this will need to be planned for.

9.30

The growing older population will however likely lead to some increase in requirements for
specialist housing solutions. The analysis above suggests a 105% growth in older population with
dementia, and an 84% increase in the older population with mobility problems. From a planning
point of view, some of these people will require specialist housing such as sheltered or extra care
provision. Increasing numbers of older people with health problems will also require joint-working
between housing and health (Council and NHS). Analysis of Housing LIN data suggests a
requirement for around 125 additional housing units to be specialist accommodation to meet the
needs of the older person population each year moving to 2030. This will include both affordable
and market homes, and will count towards the overall housing numbers.

Housing Needs of People with Disabilities
9.31

This section concentrates on the housing situation of people/households that contain someone with
some form of disability. We have again drawn on Census data although at the time of writing the
level of available Census data was quite limited. It should also be recognised that an analysis of
people with disabilities is somewhat linked with the above analysis about older people; however,
there are other groups in population with disability related needs.

9.32

The table below shows the proportion of people with a long-term health problem or disability
(LTHPD) and the proportion of households where at least one person has a LTHPD. The data
suggests that across Maidstone some 23.5% of households contain someone with a LTHPD. This
figure is slightly lower than the equivalent figure for Kent and in line with the regional average. The
figures for the population with a LTHPD again show a lower proportion when compared with County
figures (an estimated 15.8% of the population of Maidstone have a LTHPD).
Table 67: Households and people with Long-Term Health Problem or Disability (2011)
Area
Maidstone
Kent
South East
England

Households containing
someone with health problem
Number

%

14,907
154,753
839,086
5,659,606

Population with health
problem
Number

%

23.5%

24,505

15.8%

25.6%
23.6%
25.7%

257,038
1,356,204
9,352,586

17.6%
15.7%
17.6%

Source: Census (2011)
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9.33

It is likely that the age profile of the area will heavily impact upon the numbers of people with a
LTHPD, as older people tend to be more likely to have a LTHPD. Therefore the table below shows
the age bands of people with a LTHPD. It is clear from this analysis that those people in the oldest
age bands are more likely to have a LTHPD – for example some 83% of people aged 85 and over
have a LTHPD. It should be noted that the base for the figure below is slightly different to the above
table in that it excludes people living in communal establishments.

Figure 50:

Population with LTHPD in each Age Band
Age 0 to 15

3.9%

Age 16 to 24

5.4%

Age 25 to 34

5.6%

Age 35 to 49

9.1%

Age 50 to 64

18.3%

Age 65 to 74

31.8%

Age 75 to 84

56.6%

Age 85 and over

83.5%

All ages

15.2%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

LTHPD

Source: Census (2011)

9.34

The age specific prevalence rates shown above can be applied to the demographic data to estimate
the likely increase over time of the number of people with a LTHPD. In applying this information to
our projection linked to the SNPP (updated) it is estimated that the number of people with a LTHPD
will increase by around 11,500 (a 47% increase). The vast majority of this increase (85%) is
expected to be in age groups aged 65 and over. The population increase of people with a LTHPD
represents 27% of the total increase in the population projected by the demographic modelling.
Summary of Findings on People with Disabilities

9.35

Currently 23.5% of households contain someone with a long-term health problem or disability.
Demographic trends are expected to lead to a significant growth in the population and number of
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households with disabilities over the period to 2031. Housing support services, including provision
of adaptations to properties, will need to be adequately resourced to take account of this.

BME Households
9.36

Black or Minority Ethnic (BME) households, as a group, are quite often found to have distinct
characteristics in terms of their housing needs, or may be disadvantaged in some way.

9.37

From 2011 Census data we find that around 10.3% of the population of Maidstone came from a
non-White (British/Irish) background. This figure is virtually the same as that found across the
County (10%) and somewhat lower than found across the region (13.9%); it is also about half of the
national figure (for England of 19%). The key BME group in Maidstone is Other-White (which is
likely to contain a number of Eastern European migrants) – the Other-White population makes up
3.8% of all people in the Borough which is significantly higher than any other group.
Table 68: Black and Minority Ethnic Population (2011)
Ethnic Group

Maidstone

Kent

South East

England

White: British

89.1%

89.1%

85.2%

79.8%

White: Irish

0.6%

0.7%

0.9%

1.0%

White: Gypsy or Irish Traveller

0.5%

0.3%

0.2%

0.1%

White: Other White

3.8%

3.6%

4.4%

4.6%

0.4%

0.4%

0.5%

0.8%

Mixed: White and Black
Caribbean
Mixed: White and Black African

0.2%

0.2%

0.3%

0.3%

Mixed: White and Asian

0.5%

0.5%

0.7%

0.6%

Mixed: Other Mixed

0.4%

0.4%

0.5%

0.5%

Asian: Indian

0.8%

1.2%

1.8%

2.6%

Asian: Pakistani

0.2%

0.2%

1.1%

2.1%

Asian: Bangladeshi

0.2%

0.2%

0.3%

0.8%

Asian: Chinese

0.3%

0.4%

0.6%

0.7%

Asian: Other Asian

1.6%

1.2%

1.4%

1.5%

Black: African

0.6%

0.8%

1.0%

1.8%

Black: Caribbean

0.2%

0.2%

0.4%

1.1%

Black: Other Black

0.1%

0.1%

0.2%

0.5%

Other ethnic group: Arab

0.1%

0.1%

0.2%

0.4%

Any other ethnic group

0.2%

0.4%

0.4%

0.6%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Total population

155,143

1,463,740

8,634,750

53,012,456

13.9%

19.3%

% non-White (British/Irish)
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9.38

Since 2001 the BME population in the Borough can be seen to have increased significantly as can
be seen in the table below. We have condensed some categories together due to a slightly different
list of potential groups being used in the 2011 Census when compared with 2001 data. The data
shows that whilst the overall population of Maidstone has risen by 16,195 over the 10-year period
the increase in BME groups (all groups other than White (British/Irish)) has been 9,822 of this
change (61% of the total). The White (British/Irish) population has increased 4.8% compared to an
increase of 160% in BME groups (all combined).

9.39

Looking at particular BME groups we see that the largest rise in terms of population has been for
White: Other people – increasing by 4,361 over the ten years. In proportionate terms the greatest
increase has been for the Black population which has increased by over 230% over the decade.
Table 69: Change in BME groups 2001 to 2011 (Maidstone)
Ethnic Group
White (British/Irish)
White - Other
Mixed
Asian or Asian British
Black or Black British
Chinese and other
Total

2001

2011

Change

132,817
139,190
6,373
2,445
6,806
4,361
1,099
2,345
1,246
1,893
4,943
3,050
413
1,380
967
281
479
198
138,948
155,143
16,195
Source: Census 2001 and 2011

% change
4.8%
178.4%
113.4%
161.1%
234.1%
70.5%
11.7%

BME Household Characteristics
9.40

Census data can also be used to provide some broad information about the household and housing
characteristics of the BME population in the Borough. The figure below looks at the population age
structure of six broad age groups using data from the 2011 Census.

9.41

The age profile of the BME population is striking when compared with White: British/Irish people. All
BME groups are considerably younger than the White (British/Irish) group with people from a Mixed
background being particularly likely to be aged under 15 when compared with any other group. The
proportions of older persons are also notable with 26% of White: British/Irish people being age 60 or
over compared with all BME groups showing proportions of no more than about 10% (including just
5% of the Black and Mixed population).
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Figure 51:

Population age profile (2011)
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9.42

There are notable differences between the household characteristics of BME households when
compared with the White: British population. The figure below indicates that all BME groups are
less likely to be owner-occupiers and far more likely to live in private rented accommodation.
Arguably the starkest trend is the 47% of White (Other) households living in the private rented
sector.
Figure 52:

Tenure by ethnic group in Maidstone
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9.43

The strong representation of BME households in the Private Rented Sector means that they are
more likely to be affected by the changes discussed to Local Housing Allowance (particularly as the
sector in the Borough shows a strong representation of LHA Claimants).

9.44

As BME communities mature over time, the level of owner occupation may increase. The pace at
which this happens may be influenced by economic opportunities available as well as the level of
enterprise within the local community. For some communities there may be support mechanisms
which can work within the community, such as availability of interest free loans or support raising a
deposit to buy a home, depending on cultural factors.
The figure below shows ‘occupancy ratings’ by BME group; this is based on the bedroom standard

9.45

where a positive figure indicates under-occupancy and negative figures suggest some degree of
over-crowding. BME groups are more likely to be overcrowded (i.e. have a negative occupancy
rating) than White (British) households. In particular, the Census data suggests that over 11% of
White: Other, Asian and Black households are overcrowded - this compares with only 2.9% of the
White (British) group. Levels of under-occupancy amongst BME communities are generally low.
Figure 53:

Occupancy rating by ethnic group in Maidstone
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Source: 2011 Census data (from NOMIS)
Summary of Findings on BME Households
9.47

The BME population in Maidstone has grown strongly since 2001. The 2011 Census shows that
BME groups make up 10% of the Borough’s population. The Asian and White: Other populations
(which includes Eastern European migrants) have both grown notably.
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9.48

BME households appear to be typically younger and less likely to be owner occupiers than the
White (British/Irish) population; there is also a greater reliance on the private rented sector. BME
households are also more likely to be overcrowded and less likely to under-occupy dwellings.

9.49

The implications of this are more for housing strategy than planning, and suggest a need to
consider particularly how the needs of different groups are met within the local housing market, to
explore the reasons for higher levels of overcrowding in BME communities and how this can be
addressed. It will also be important to consider the role which the Private Rented Sector plays in
meeting needs of new migrant communities and the standards of housing in this sector.
Investigating these issues in greater detail may assist development of strategic housing policies.

Households with children (family households)
9.50

The number of families in Maidstone (defined for the purpose of this assessment as any household
which contains at least one dependent child) currently totals 19,428 accounting for 30.6% of
households. The demographic projection (linked to the SNPP (updated)) suggests that the number
of children (aged Under 15) is expected to increase markedly from 2011 to 2031 (an increase of
around 4,100).
Table 70: Households with dependent children (2011)
Household type

Number

Married couple
Cohabiting couple
Lone parent
Other households
All other households (no dependent children)
Total
Total with dependent children

11,050
2,718
4,255
1,405
44,019
63,447
19,428
Source: ONS (2011 Census)

9.51

%
17.4%
4.3%
6.7%
2.2%
69.4%
100.0%
30.6%

The figure below shows the current tenure of households with dependent children. There are some
considerable differences by household type with lone parents having a very high proportion living in
the social rented sector and also in private rented accommodation. Around 35% of lone parent
households are owner-occupiers compared with 82% of married couples with children.
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Figure 54:

Tenure of households with dependent children - Maidstone
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9.52

Overcrowding is often a key theme when looking at the housing needs of households with children
and the figure below shows that households with children are about six times more likely than other
households to be overcrowded. In total, some 8.3% of all households with dependent children are
overcrowded and included within this the data shows 13% of lone parent households are
overcrowded along with 30% of ‘other’ households with dependent children. Other than for married
couple households levels of under-occupancy are also very low.

Figure 55:

Occupancy rating and households with dependent children
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Summary of Findings – Households with Children
9.53

Overall, the data available about family households suggests that this group may be quite polarised.
Whilst married couple households have high levels of owner-occupation and may well be slightly
better off than the general population the data does point to lone parent (and other) households
being more disadvantaged. Given that households with children should be seen as a priority for the
Council this points towards ensuring that the housing offer meets the needs of such households
and in particular the need to ensure a reasonable quality of housing in the private rented sector.

Young people
9.54

Providing for the needs of younger person households is an important consideration for the Council.
Given ageing populations the ability to retain young people in an area can assist in providing a
more balanced demographic profile as well as providing a vital part of the local workforce. Young
people may however find barriers to accessing housing given typically low incomes and potential
difficulties in securing mortgage finance due to deposit requirements. It is also important to consider
the specific needs which may arise within this group, particularly in respect of young parents
(especially young single parents).

9.55

The demographic projections (linked to the SNPP (updated)) suggest that in 2011 there were
around 9,800 households headed by someone aged under 35 and that this is set to increase by
around 1,500 over the period from 2011 to 2031.

9.56

As well as households headed by a younger person there will be others living as part of another
household (typically with parents). The table below shows the number of households in the Borough
with non-dependent children. In total, some 10% of households (6,100) contain non-dependent
children. This may to some degree highlight the difficulties faced by young people in accessing
housing. Ineligibility for social housing, lower household incomes and the unaffordability of owner
occupation for such age groups all contribute to the current trend for young people moving in with or
continuing to live with parents.
Table 71: Households with non-dependent children (2011)
Household type

Number

%

Married couple
Cohabiting couple
Lone parent
All other households
Total
Total with non-dependent children

3,921
6.2%
281
0.4%
1,920
3.0%
57,325
90.4%
63,447
100.0%
6,122
9.6%
Source: ONS (2011 Census)
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9.57

Moving back to study households that are currently headed by a younger person (taken for this
analysis as being aged under 34) we can use Census data to look at some key characteristics. The
figure below shows the tenure groups of these households (compared with other age groups). The
data clearly shows that very few younger households are owner-occupiers with a particular reliance
on the private rented sector and to a lesser degree social rented housing.
Table 72: Tenure by age of HRP - Maidstone
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9.58

Census data can also be used to look at economic activity rates; including employment and
unemployment levels. Data about this is shown in the table below (again based on the head of
household/household reference person age). The data shows that whilst the vast majority of HRPs
aged 16 to 34 are in employment there are a notable proportion unemployed or not economically
active. A total of 4.4% of HRPs aged 16-34 are unemployed compared with a Borough-wide figure
of just 2.2%.

9.59

The figure however does not tell the full story around unemployment as the data is based on people
who are already living in their own household (or in this case are considered as the HRP or head of
household). Additional Census data shows that of the population aged 16-24 who are economically
active some 16% are unemployed.
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Table 73: Economic activity by age of HRP - Maidstone
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Summary of Findings – Young Person Households
9.60

Analysis of younger person households shows a high reliance on rented housing. Younger age
cohorts may therefore be forced into private rented (including shared) housing as the only means of
meeting their housing needs, aside from residing with parents, where they would not form a head of
household. Factors such as a balanced approach to housing in terms of bedroom sizes and
property types, along with high standards for shared housing options (including HMOs) will help
support younger households to access housing.

Summary of Key Findings
9.61

The key challenge with older person households will be scale – in particular how to meet the needs
of an over 65 population which is expected to grow substantially by 17,500 people (65%) from 2011
to 2031. This will not only manifest itself within the mix of general needs housing but we also
anticipate a requirement for additional levels of specialist care accommodation in both the market
and affordable sectors.

9.62

The number of people with disabilities is closely related to the age of the population and many of
the conclusions related to older persons are relevant for this group. Demographic projections
suggest a more than doubling of the population aged over 85 from 2011 to 2031 with Census data
suggesting that 83% of this age group have some level of disability. However, there are other
groups under this broad definition which generate specific housing needs and as such there is a
need to consider adaptation (and adaptability) in both existing stock and new homes. Provision of
more accessible types of accommodation, such as bungalows, may also be of benefit. There are
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also groups with mental and learning difficulties who are likely to generate a need for supported
housing, both in terms of shared housing but also independent living units.
9.63

The BME population of Maidstone is relatively small but has grown significantly over the past
decade. Characteristics of BME groups (including tenure profiles and occupancy patterns) suggest
that such households may be disadvantaged in the housing market. Where possible the Council
should provide advice to BME groups and in particular ensure that accommodation quality
(particularly in the private rented sector) can meet the needs of such households which are
disproportionately likely to contain children.

9.64

Data about family households suggests that lone parents are particularly disadvantaged with a high
reliance on rented housing. Projections suggest an increase in the number of children in Maidstone
over the next few years and if past trends are repeated this will also see a notable increase in the
number of lone parents. Again advice about housing options and maintaining a good quality of
accommodation will be critical to ensure that such households’ needs are best met and that children
are provided with a full range of opportunities (e.g. education) as they grow up.

9.65

Young people (aged under 35) are important for any area due to the long-term economic potential
they can bring. As with other groups there are some indications of this group being disadvantaged
with a reliance on rented accommodation and high levels of unemployment. Given that the housing
options for young people may be more limited than for other groups it will be important to monitor
the accommodation quality, particularly in the shared housing sector (such as HMOs) given general
trends of an increase in house sharing over time. The specific needs of young lone parents will also
need to be considered.
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10

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1

In this final section of the Report we have sought to bring together the analysis undertaken to
identify conclusions and recommendations to inform the development of policies within Maidstone’s
emerging Local Plan.

10.2

The SHMA is intended to improve understanding of both need and demand for market and
affordable housing. It takes account of changes to the housing stock, market dynamics, short and
long-term drivers of change and the impact of emerging policy at both national and local levels on
housing need, demand and housing provision.

10.3

The study looks at current market circumstances but looks beyond short-term issues to consider
longer-term drivers of change over the period to 2031 in order to inform the development of
planning policy. It seeks to identify the full need for market and affordable housing in accordance
with the NPPF.

10.4

The report, and process of preparing it, meets the requirements of the National Planning Policy
Framework, SHMA Guidance published in 2007 and the recently published draft National Planning
Practice Guidance (August 2013).

Housing Market Area
10.5

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that local planning authorities should use
their evidence base to ensure Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in their housing market area (HMA). However, as the draft Planning Practice
Guidance recognises, there is no “hard and fast” approach for defining a housing market area and,
in practice, many housing market areas overlap.

10.6

Our analysis broadly confirms that the structure of housing markets in the Kent and Medway area
identified through the CLG research remains a broadly sound foundation for analysis of housing
markets.

10.7

The relationships between the western authorities of Kent are somewhat more complex. Both
Sevenoaks/Tunbridge Wells and Maidstone exert strong economic and migration influences on
Tonbridge & Malling. However, there is little functional integration between Maidstone and
Sevenoaks/Tunbridge Wells. We consider this supports two markets in the West Kent area. Given
commuting and migration dynamics, we consider the CLG definition of a Sevenoaks/Tunbridge
LHMA covering parts of Tonbridge & Malling remains a sound approach.
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10.8

The extent of the Maidstone HMA and the relationship with the Medway Towns is an important
issue. Previous research has recognised the integration between these two areas, and the analysis
set out above confirms labour market and migration interactions. However, having analysed other
factors, particularly differences in the housing “offer” and the London influence; and critically
differences in housing costs, we consider there is justification to distinguish Maidstone from
Medway in market terms. We therefore consider the CLG definition of the Maidstone LHMA to be
robust.

10.9

On this basis, we consider Maidstone Borough to be part of both the Maidstone HMA and the
Ashford HMA. According to the CLG definition, only two Maidstone wards fall within the Ashford
HMA. The focus of this report will therefore be on requirements arising in the entire Maidstone
Borough; however, in doing so, we will recognise requirements for those areas of Maidstone
Borough which fall within the Ashford HMA as well as the parts of Tonbridge & Malling which form
part of the Maidstone HMA.

10.10

In addition to these key HMA relationships, there are inevitable overlaps with other housing market.
Our analysis confirms a level of functional interaction between the northern parts of Maidstone and
the North Kent area (in particular Medway and Swale), particularly in commuting terms. Whilst, our
analysis of the wider context indicates that these interactions are likely to be characterised by
strong localised interactions rather than widespread market integration, they should nonetheless be
recognised and considered as part of the Duty to Cooperate and in developing the overall strategy
for housing requirements and distribution.

Overall Housing Need
10.11

The NPPF (and draft guidance) sets out that plans should be prepared on the basis of meeting full
needs for market and affordable housing. The draft guidance sets out that the latest national
projections should be seen as a starting point but that authorities may consider sensitivity testing
projections in response to local circumstances and the latest demographic evidence.

10.12

In accordance with the draft planning guidance, the 2011-based SNPP and related CLG household
projections have formed the starting point for our assessment. These projections indicate a
requirement for around 1,068 homes per annum (allowing for a 3% vacancy rate) to 2021.

10.13

The guidance does however direct plan makers to take account of the latest available demographic
information. This leads us to PROJ 1 which incorporates migration inputs which have been adjusted
to reflect the latest trends and under/over-recording identified by the Census. This updated
demographic baseline indicates a requirement for 18,900 dwellings (rounded to the nearest 10)
over the 2011 to 2031 period, equivalent to 946 per annum (equivalent to a relatively strong growth
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of 1.44% per annum). This in our view is a robust demographic starting point for considering
housing requirements in Maidstone Borough.
10.14

The guidance then effectively sets out a number of tests which should be applied in order to
consider whether there is a case to adjust the level of housing provision (particularly upwards
relative to the demographic evidence). Paraphrasing the guidance, these tests can be broadly
described as follows:
 Is there evidence that household formation rates in the projections have been constrained? Do
market signals point to a need to increase housing supply?
 How do the demographic projections ‘sit’ with the affordable housing needs evidence, and
should housing supply be increased to meet affordable needs?
 What do economic forecasts say about jobs growth? Is there evidence that an increase in
housing numbers would be needed to support this?

10.15

We consider these in turn in order to derive an objective assessment of housing need.
Test 1: Has household formation been constrained? Is there a market rationale to increase
supply?

10.16

The first of the above tests relates to whether there is evidence that household formation rates in
the projections have been constrained. The headship rates in the 2011-based projections are based
on trends between 2001 and 11 – a period during which house prices rose substantially and
affordability worsened. Whilst the borough has experienced a significant over-delivery of housing
during this period compared to planned housing targets – and has seen housing stock grow at a
faster rate than the county average (at around 1.1%-1.2%), this is level of growth is broadly in line
with the level which a market with the characteristics of Maidstone to achieve would be expected to
achieve.

10.17

In addition, when we compare actual change in household size to what would be expected to have
occurred based on longer terms headship trends (i.e. those use for the 2008 base projections) we
see a clear divergence, tending to suggest that there has been a degree of household suppression
in Maidstone over the recent past. Given this evidence of suppression, there is justification for
moving above the requirements identified in the baseline demographic projection (PROJ 1) to avoid
future suppression. This leads us to PROJ 1A which suggests an annual housing requirement for
980 additional homes.

10.18

Consideration of the specific market indicators in the draft Planning Practice Guidance and the
market signals in Maidstone does not provide specific additional upside pressure over and above
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the demographic projections. As set out in Section 4, affordability is broadly comparable to the Kent
average and growth and recovery in pricing levels locally since the recession has been notably
more subdued than in Kent generally and across the South East. The evidence does not point
towards localised evidence of supply-demand imbalance. Furthermore past housing delivery has
been strong in comparative terms and this has some influence on the demographic projections.
Over the last decade, affordability using the Government’s preferred lower quartile price-to-income
ratio seems to have improved in the Borough.
Test 2: Is overall housing supply capable of meeting affordable housing needs?
10.19

The second test is to consider the ability of overall housing numbers to ensure affordable housing
needs can be satisfied. Following the approach advocated by the draft guidance, the net affordable
housing need identified in Maidstone Borough is high – 5,800 households over the 18 year
assessment period, equivalent to 322 each year.

10.20

Delivery of 322 affordable homes would represent 33% of the housing need established in the
demographic projections. Overall this could be considered achievable. Recent trends of strong
affordable housing delivery would support this. Furthermore there is some flexibility in that the
private rented sector is likely to continue to play some role in meeting affordable housing need.

10.21

Given the relationship between the demographic projections and assessment of affordable need;
and the potential flexibility provided by the private rented sector, there is no specific evidence of a
need to make an upward adjustment to the level of housing need identified by the demographic
projection (PROJ 1A) in order to meet affordable housing needs in the borough over the plan period.
Test 3: Will overall housing provision support forecast economic growth

10.22

In line with the draft guidance, we have also considered the implications of future economic and
employment trends on housing requirements by modelling the housing which would be required to
meet projected levels of employment growth in Maidstone.

10.23

The GVA forecast anticipates job growth of 14,400 jobs in Maidstone Borough over the 20 year
period to 2031. This represents a potentially optimistic assessment of employment growth, and is
above baseline forecasts. This job growth is lower than the 15,900 to 20,000 generated by the
baseline demographic projection (PROJ 1 and 1A). As a result, the housing requirements emerging
from PROJ 4A/B; 790 to 930 homes per annum provides no rationale for an upwards adjustment to
the assessment of housing need based on demographic factors.
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Overall Conclusion on Future Housing Need
10.24

Drawing the range of evidence together, we conclude that a need of 980 homes per annum would
be a reasonable objective assessment of need for Maidstone Borough. This figure meets
demographic requirements, exceeds the number of homes required to support economic growth
and is consistent with the growth which would be expected given the market dynamics and signals.
An overall requirement at this level would also enable the Council to deliver sufficient affordable
housing to almost meet affordable need in full and, over the life of the plan, reduce reliance on the
private rented sector.

10.25

The basic premise of the draft Guidance and the NPPF is that, in assessing housing need, basic
demographic needs must be met. As such, whilst the economic scenarios for Maidstone indicate a
downside to housing needs and a lower level of growth (between 790 and 930 homes per annum),
planning to meet only the requirements identified by these scenarios would fail to address the
borough’s basic demographic needs.

10.26

If Maidstone Borough were to adopt a lower requirement more consistent with the economic
forecasts, such an approach would need to be agreed with surrounding local authorities as per the
draft Planning Practice Guidance which states that:
“any cross-boundary migration assumptions, particularly where one area decides to assume a lower
internal migration figure than the housing market area figures suggest, will need to be agreed with
the other relevant local planning authority under the duty to cooperate. Failure to do so will mean
that there would be an increase in unmet housing need.”

10.27

The assessment in the SHMA represents an assessment of the need for housing within the
Borough set within the context of the SHMA. It does not include any allowance at this stage for
meeting unmet needs from adjoining authorities; nor issues regarding the supply of land and ability
to support housing delivery in Maidstone Borough. These are relevant issues which form part of the
wider evidence base in the development of the Local Plan – and to which the evidence in the SHMA
needs to be brought together with in the development of the Local Plan.

10.28

This assessment is an objective, policy-off analysis based on unbiased evidence of housing need
and demographic requirements: the NPPF and draft Planning Practice Guidance dictate that
strategic housing markets assessments are undertaken in this way. As such, the recommended
requirements take no account of the land supply, development constraints or any environmental
and infrastructure issues which exist within Maidstone. However, as the Guidance sets out, these
factors will need to be addressed and considered by Maidstone Borough when bringing evidence
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bases together to identify specific policies and the overall housing target to be taken forward within
their Local Plan.

Affordable Housing and the Private Rented Sector
10.29

As set out in the discussion of overall housing needs, the Housing Needs Assessment carried out
as part of this study indicates that there is a significant net need for 322 affordable homes per
annum over the period to 2031, equivalent to 5,800 over the plan period.

10.30

The level of need identified provides an evidence base and justification for seeking to maximise
affordable housing delivery we therefore recommend that the Council continues to work with
developers to achieve and secure the maximum viable level of affordable housing on residential
schemes.

10.31

Our assessment of affordable housing needs indicates that, in delivering affordable units, a
borough-wide mix target of 33% intermediate: 67% rent would be appropriate, with the rent
composition slightly skewed towards social rent. Any strategic policy should however retain a
degree of flexibility both to take account of the settlement level variations which we have identified
as well as any site specific issues with deliverability (i.e. grant funding availability). It should also be
borne in mind that affordable rented homes will aid development viability but will be less affordable
to working households and increase the benefit bill.

10.32

Our analysis also shows that the Private Rented Sector plays an important role in meeting
affordable housing needs but also supports dynamism and flexibility across the housing market.
Clearly, the role of the PRS moving forward is a local policy decision which Maidstone Borough
needs to take; however, the sector does continue to grow apace and will therefore inevitably play
some role moving forward. Recovery in the sales market could release supply in the short-term in
the rental sector.

10.33

There are some issues with the role of the PRS that do however need to be considered. In
particular, the sector provides less security to tenants than a social rented property and commonly
offers a lower standard of accommodation. If the Council does wish to see the sector play a
continuing role in meeting affordable needs moving forward, we recommend that there is a clear
role for policy and strategy which seeks to encourage institutional investment in the sector and
improve standard and quality of accommodation for tenants (particularly more vulnerable tenants).

10.34

In regard to levels of need for different sizes of properties and the management of the affordable
housing stock we would recommend that the Council monitors trends in right-to-buy sales. Moving
forward we would also expect the Government’s changes to Housing Benefit to result in an increase
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in households looking to move home, and potentially seeking smaller accommodation. The Council
should also monitor the impact which this has.
10.35

In addition to provision of new affordable housing, we would advise the Council to investigate how
better use of the existing housing stock could be made to meet housing need.

Housing Delivery
10.36

Key macro-economic factors, linked particularly to the availability of mortgage finance and
restrictions on growth in household disposable incomes have limiting access to the owner occupied
sector and households’ ability to buy a home in recent years. Mortgage finance constraints have
equally affecting investment purchases (against a context in which yields are now quite strong). The
situation is however improving.

10.37

We expect levels of housing transactions to improve gradually but may not return to typical
returning to pre-2007 level. However should a Eurozone country default this could have wide
ranging consequences on the availability of credit, and the economy and housing market more
widely. This could significantly impact on housing transactions and delivery. There are thus a set of
macro-economic factors which could affect the deliverability of different levels of housing provision.

10.38

At a local level, sales remain subdued relative to pre-2007 level s and long-term trends; and the
economic forecasting analysis suggests that long-term economic performance locally could feasibly
impact upon demand for homes.

10.39

Similarly we have seen a reduction in capacity in the housebuilding sector through the recession.
Access to development finance is improving; however the lack of recent activity, coupled potential
with construction industry capacity, could further affect the pace of recovery in housing delivery.

10.40

While macro-economic factors will play a primary role in affecting levels of housing delivery, the
Council to continue to work to ensure that barriers to housing delivery are limited and through
proactive measures to support delivery where appropriate. .

Requirements for Different Types and Sizes of Housing and the Needs of Specific
Groups
10.41

The NPPF also requires local planning authorities, through the SHMA, to identify the range of types
and sizes of accommodation likely to be needed by the population in future, including that required
by those groups with specific housing needs.
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10.42

In terms of size mix, our analysis (taking account of demographic trends and market evidence)
concludes that the following represents an appropriate mix of affordable and market homes. It
should however be noted that this analysis is at a point in time and that, over the plan period, there
will be a range of factors which will influence demand for different sizes of homes, particularly
demographic changes; growth in real earning/savings; housing affordability and wider economic
performance. Our broad recommendations of mix requirements across market and affordable
sectors are as follows.
Table 74: Indicative requirements for different dwelling sizes (2011-31)

10.43

1-bed

2-bed

3-bed

4+ bed

Market

5-10%

30-35%

40-45%

15-20%

Affordable

30-35%

30-35%

25-30%

5-10%

Our strategic conclusions in the affordable sector recognise the significant need for smaller units
within the sector but also the role which larger units and family homes can play in releasing supply
of smaller properties for other households; together with the limited flexibility which one-bed
properties offer to changing household circumstances which feed through into higher turnover and
management issues.

10.44

Based on the evidence, we would expect the focus of new market housing provision to be on two
and three bedroom properties as a result of continued demand for family housing expected from
families; however, there will also be strong demand for larger (4 bedroom plus) properties arising
from more established family units moving within the market or migrating into the borough. The
modelling also shows a strong requirement for 2 bedrooms properties arising from both newly
forming/younger households but provision of these units could also serve to support a reduction in
under-occupation, particularly by promoting downsizing amongst older households who looking to
release equity in existing homes, but still retain flexibility for friends and family to come and stay.

10.45

The mix identified above should inform strategic borough-wide policies and help to inform the
‘portfolio’ of sites which are considered and ultimately allocated through the Local Plan process.
However, we would recommend that strategic policy retains a reasonable degree of flexibility to
ensure that, in applying mix to individual development sites, appropriate regard can be given to the
nature of the development site, the character and existing housing stock of the area as well as the
most up-to-date evidence of need/demand. For affordable housing, it should also be considered
against evidence from the housing register at the relevant time and any other evidence of local
need.

10.46

Meeting the housing needs of older people will be a matter of some considerable scale in
Maidstone over the plan period due to projected growth in the over 65 population over the plan
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period. The strategy for meeting such needs cuts across housing policy and strategy. Overall mix
recommendations for new housing in both the market and affordable sectors reflect the demand
which will arise from older households for smaller properties moving forward as well as the scope to
encourage downsizing. In addition, there is likely to be an increasing need to deliver specialist or
extra-care housing units per annum over the period to 2030, to meet the needs of this group as well
as a large registered care requirement (particularly owing to the growth in older people with
dementia or mobility problems). However, there will also be a need to address the existing housing
stock, supporting property adaptations to enable older persons to remain independent within their
own homes.
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APPENDIX A:

DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTION METHODOLOGY, INPUTS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Overview of Projection Methodology
To assess future housing requirements it is necessary to establish is the current population and how will this
change in the period to 2031. This involves working out how likely it is that women will give birth (the fertility
rate); how likely it is that people will die (the death rate) and how likely it is that people will move into or out of
the Borough. These are the principal components of population change and are used to construct the
population projections. The figure below shows the key stages of the projection analysis through to the
assessment of housing requirements.
Figure 56:

Overview of Methodology

Fertility
(Births)

Mortality
(Deaths)

InMigration

Natural
Change

OutMigration

Net
Migration

Population
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Headship
Assumptions
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Vacancy/Second
Home Allowance

Housing
Requirement

GL Hearn

Page 183 of 192

Migration level assumptions to 2031
Our main projection uses information in the ONS 2010- and 2011-based Sub-National Population Projections
(SNPP) which has been amended to take account of more recent data on migration and population growth.
The broad methodology for the updating of these projections is described above.

The figure below shows the levels of net migration assumed by our projections from 2011/12 to 2030/31; for
comparison the figures in the SNPP are also shown. The projections start in 2011/12 with a net in-migration
figure of around 1,355 people. This is expected to generally decrease over time to reach a figure of 1,275 by
the end of the projection period (2031/31). For the projection period studied as a whole, the average level of
net migration is an in-migration of 1,313 people per annum.
Figure 57:

Projection Migration Assumptions (2011/12 to 2030/31)

1,600
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Net migration

1,200
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SNPP

Source: Derived from ONS 2010- and 2011-based subnational population projections
It should be noted that the 2011-based SNPP only projects for a ten-year period to 2021. Beyond 2021 we
have used 2010-based SNPP data but adjusted this to take account of the differences shown between the
2010- and 2011-based versions of the SNPP in 2020/21. In other words the migration levels in the 2010based projections have been rebased to be consistent with the last year of data in the 2011-based version.
This rebasing is in addition to the updating carried out to take account of more recent migration and
population change data.
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Baseline Population
The baseline for the projections is taken to be 2011 with the projections run for each year over the period up
to 2031. The estimated population profile as of 2011 has been taken from the 2011-based mid-year
population estimates (from ONS). The overall population in 2011 for the whole Borough was estimated to be
155,764 with slightly more females than males.
Figure 58:
Age group
Ages 0-4
Ages 5-9
Ages 10-14
Ages 15-19
Ages 20-24
Ages 25-29
Ages 30-34
Ages 35-39
Ages 40-44
Ages 45-49
Ages 50-54
Ages 55-59
Ages 60-64
Ages 65-69
Ages 70-74
Ages 75-79
Ages 80-84
Ages 85+
All Ages

Population of Maidstone Borough (5 year age bands) (2011)
Male
5,001
4,528
4,858
4,988
4,431
4,690
4,770
4,936
5,860
6,019
5,245
4,547
4,985
4,123
2,930
2,296
1,548
1,113
76,868

Female

Ages 85+
Ages 80-84

0.7%
1.0%

1.5%
1.4%

4,663
Ages 75-79
1.5%
1.8%
4,268
Ages 70-74
1.9%
2.1%
4,545
Ages 65-69
2.6%
2.6%
4,417
Ages 60-64
3.2%
3.3%
4,106
Ages 55-59
2.9%
3.0%
5,020
Ages 50-54
3.4%
3.3%
4,917
Ages 45-49
3.9%
3.8%
5,198
Ages 40-44
3.8%
3.8%
5,991
Ages 35-39
3.2%
3.3%
5,967
Ages 30-34
3.1%
3.2%
Ages 25-29
5,143
3.0%
3.2%
Ages
20-24
2.8%
2.6%
4,663
Ages 15-19
3.2%
2.8%
5,160
Ages 10-14
3.1%
2.9%
4,101
Ages 5-9
2.9%
2.7%
3,339
Ages 0-4
3.2%
3.0%
2,762
5%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
1%
2%
3%
4%
5%
2,226
Percentage of total population
2,410
Female
Male
78,896
Source: ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates

Fertility, Mortality and Migration Profile Assumptions
Fertility and mortality rates contained within the ONS 2010-based population projections have been used in
the modelling – these are the same as used by ONS in the 2011-based projections. In Maidstone these are
consistent with past trend data and future expected patterns as published by ONS on a national basis.

For the purposes of understanding the profile of migrants the modelling has again drawn on the ONS 2010and 2011-based sub-national population projections with the adjustments made to overall levels of migration
feeding into migration profiles (by age and sex) on a pro-rata basis. Although we have made some changes
to overall migration levels we have no evidence that the general profile in the SNPP is fundamentally wrong.
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Indeed a brief analysis of the data sitting behind the projections does show many expected trends – most
notably a significant net out-migration of people aged 15-19 and net in-migration of young adults and families
(as evidenced by in-migration of children and those aged 20-44).

Economic (Employment) Assumptions
Changes in the demographic structure result in alterations in the number of people who are working (as the
population of people of working age changes). The next stage of the projection process estimates how
employment levels change and to consider the demographic implications of different levels of employment
growth.

The methodology applied here includes consideration of recent trends in economic activity rates along with
the likelihood that some people will work longer due to changes in pensionable age. Profiles for the
proportion of people working were developed for a series of broad age groups (by sex) from 16 to 74.

The figure below shows past trends in economic activity rates (nationally) and how these might be projected
to change moving forward using a linear trend from 2001 to 2011. The data shows that there have been
some notable increases in activity rates for older age groups over the past decade (and indeed for all age
groups other than 16-24 in the case of females). The linear trends shown in the figure below have been
applied to the projection data when looking at what might happen in the future (and continued on the linear
trend up to 2031). The only differences applied are: a) for the 16-24 age group the decrease in economic
activity rates are largely due to increased student numbers and this trend is not expected to continue; and b)
the change in rates for those age 65+ have only been applied to the population aged 65-74.
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Figure 59:

Past trends and projected change to economic activity rates
Females

Males
90%

90%

% of population economically active

100%

% of population economically active

100%

80%
70%
60%
16-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65+

50%
40%
30%
20%

80%
70%
60%
16-24
25-34
35-49
50-64
65+

50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

10%

0%

0%

Year

Year

Source: Derived from Labour Force Survey data
For the projection modelling two different scenarios have been developed with regard to employment rates.
The first is that rates changes will follow the linear trend shown above in the period to 2031 (with the
exception of the 16-24 age groups which is assumed to remain constant) and the second is that rates will
increase at half of the rates shown above (again with the 16-24 age group remaining constant). The rates
used by broad age groups and by sex is shown in the table below.
Table 75: Employment Rates by Age and Sex

Higher
improvements
to employment
rates

Male

Lower
improvements
to employment
rates

Male

Female

Female

Aged 16 to
24

Aged 25 to
34

Aged 35 to
49

Aged 50 to
64

Aged 65 to
74

2011

65.2%

89.2%

89.8%

75.0%

24.2%

2031

65.2%

89.6%

90.8%

80.7%

41.4%

2011

68.4%

74.7%

79.2%

59.1%

16.5%

2031

68.4%

79.7%

83.9%

71.5%

31.5%

2011

65.2%

89.2%

89.8%

75.0%

24.2%

2031

65.2%

89.4%

90.3%

77.9%

32.8%

2011

68.4%

74.7%

79.2%

59.1%

16.5%

2031

68.4%

77.2%

81.6%

65.3%

24.0%

Source: Derived from a range of data (including 2011 Census, Labour Force Survey and Annual Population
Survey)
On the basis of the assumptions made it is assumed that the employment rate (for those aged 16-64) will
increase from 75.8% in 2011 to 80.1% in 2031 with the higher rates and increase to 78.0% with lower
improvements.
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Household (and Housing) Growth Projections

Having estimated the population size and the age/sex profile of the population the next step in the process is
to convert this information into estimates of the number of households in the area. To do this we use the
concept of headship rates. Headship rates can be described in their most simple terms as the number of
people who are counted as heads of households (or in this case the more widely used Household Reference
Person (HRP)).

Because the 2011-based CLG household projections only go up to 2021 it has been necessary to make
assumptions for the remainder of the projection period. To do this we have projected changes on a linear
basis based on the headship rate assumptions in each of 2011 and 2021 in the CLG projections. Due to
some evidence of suppressed household formation information has also been drawn from the 2008-based
CLG household projections to develop a set of rates for modelling. This process is explained in more detail in
the main body of the report.

In converting an estimated number of households into requirements for additional dwellings a small vacancy
allowance has also been factored in which is normal to allow for movement of households between
properties. For the analysis it is assumed that around 3% of additional stock will be vacant which should be
reflective of what can be achieved in new housing stock.
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APPENDIX B:

DETAILED STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP FINDINGS

Format and Key Topic Areas for Discussion
The stakeholder workshop for the SHMAs was held on the 26th July 2013 at the Ashford Civic Centre
between 10.00 am – 12.30 pm.

The workshop was predominantly focused on market dynamics and key trends and issues in the delivery of
housing. Attendees were drawn from a range of backgrounds including local authorities, house-builders,
planning agents, estate agents and registered providers.

The workshop covered the areas of Ashford, Maidstone and Tonbridge & Malling but discussions also
elicited comparisons with wider trends in Kent and indeed across the country. Attendees were split into
groups for to discuss the following key topics:



What’s going on “on the ground”



How can we support housing market recovery?



Scenarios for the housing market – what’s the most likely?



Future housing provision – what weight to different factors?



Impacts of welfare and benefit reforms

Key Responses – Stakeholder Feedback
Key Points


Some recovery from the bottom of the market in 2007



Recovery has been variable across different segments of the market and in different areas:
o

Recovery in demand for family homes stronger (particularly small family homes) whilst flats
remain muted

o

More established, affluent buyers returned to the market more quickly – first time buyer activity
less so

o

Higher value rural locations and areas traditionally linked with the London market recovering
more strongly.



Future recovery is likely to be gradual; however, in higher value areas demand and pricing pressures
could return to the market more rapidly.



Improving access to mortgage availability will be critical to the market recovery. Help-to-Buy is greatly
assisting with this; however, what happens after will be important. More certainty in the employment
market and increases in earnings will also be needed to sustain recovery.



Greater choice in the supply of sites (particularly more small sites) would help to improve housing
delivery and provide an alternative to large scale allocations



The private rented sector continues to grow apace; however, there is a need to ensure it is aligned with
need and that standards are maintained. Demand for older persons housing and retirement
accommodation is also strong.
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What’s Going On “On the Ground”?
Overall, there was mixed feelings amongst the stakeholders with regard to recent market performance. It
was generally believed that activity has improved since the bottom of the market in 2007; however, some felt
that the past year had been reasonably flat in terms of demand and price growth, particularly in the more
mid-range areas in the housing market. Increases in new build sales in certain parts of the area, particularly
on the Kingsbury development, were seen as a positive indicator that market conditions and demand are
improving locally.

In terms of comparative performance, it was broadly considered that the local housing market was
performing better than the UK generally. However, performance within the market was varied and whilst
some areas were considered to be showing growth consistent the South East, parts of Ashford and
Maidstone in particular were lagging somewhat.
It was considered that ‘Help–to Buy’ had supported improvements in the housing market and was, to some
extent, aiding market recovery. Several attendees describe the market as more buoyant as a result of Helpto-Buy; however, there were concerns about what would happen when the ‘Help –to Buy’ scheme ends from
a number of stakeholders.

In terms of location, the West Kent market was considered to be more resilient than other parts of the county.
Connectivity and journey to work times (particularly to London) were said to be a key factor in this resilience
and a factor in house pricing levels and demand in Kent generally. It was considered by some that those
parts of Kent (commonly higher value parts) which have traditionally been most closely associated with
London were seeing stronger price recovery. Conversely, issues with poorer connectivity in mid-Kent were
giving rise to ceiling prices. A high degree of self-containment was identified in Maidstone area with buyers in
this market said to be searching predominantly within a 3 mile radius

Baby boomers were felt to be the key home buying group across all areas and were an important part of the
movement in the market. Whilst attendees also noted an increasing number of first time buyers especially on
new build schemes, it was recognised that this was starting from a very low base point due to issues with
mortgage availability. In terms of type, there was strong agreement that flats were performing relatively
poorly (both in terms of demand and pricing). Conversely, it was felt that there was a particular shortage of
smaller family accommodation in the area, with the supply/demand imbalance driving higher prices for such
properties. Within rural parts of the market, demand and pricing for large homes was also considered to be
faring comparatively well.
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What Action is Needed to Support Housing Market Recovery?
Improvement in mortgage availability was considered to be the most significant factor in supporting housing
market recovery, recognising the current impact of macro rather than micro constraints. Mortgage availability
was seen as critical to encouraging house-building and also had significant implications for the type of sites
and homes that developers would be willing to bring forward. It was felt that mortgage availability needed to
recover to near the levels seen in 2007 in order support a sustained increase in demand.
The Government’s ‘Help–to Buy’ scheme was unanimously considered to be helping the recovery. There
was some concern over the short-term nature of the scheme and the implications for maintaining confidence
and demand in the market when the initiative ends. It was also thought that improvements in real earnings
and the labour/employment market generally would be key in driving the housing market recovery.

Improving uncertainty, confidence and decreasing risk [especially through the planning system] was also
thought to be important in securing housing market recovery. Whilst strategic development was seen as
important, reducing the time lag for bringing forward smaller sites was seen as important as such sites
provide a degree of flexibility in land supply and help smooth the peaks and troughs of relying on large
allocations. The change in permitted development rights for offices was seen as another efficient way of
boosting land supply; however, it was recognised that this was only likely to serve a particular segment of the
market (i.e. flats). Infrastructure costs associated with large schemes were said to impact on site
deliverability, increase risks and negatively impact on lending.

Uncertainty of affordable housing funding was also considered to be having an impact on the supply pipeline.
It was also thought that [financial] support for smaller house builders would help viability. It was felt that small
local house-builders were more restricted more by banks than the larger builders although this was thought
to be easing. A broader range of site sizes would also encourage more activity from smaller house-builders.
Scenarios for the Housing Market – What’s the most likely?
There was not unanimous support for a particular housing market scenario. Some believed that there had
been some degree of recovery in demand and confidence in the market although a number of attendees
continued to express uncertainty over how and when the housing market would recover.

Generally, it was felt that recovery was likely to be gradual in areas such as Ashford and Maidstone but
could be more rapid in higher value and rural areas as the pressure of supply/demand imbalances will return
to these areas more quickly. Ultimately, it was agreed that in the short term at least, market recovery would
depend on government policy (such as the impact of Help-to-Buy) and greater stability in the wider economic
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and employment situation (which has significant influence on the housing market). In some areas and parts
of Ashford, the return of “affluent in – migration” was considered to be a key part of the recovery.
Future Housing Provision – What Weight to Different Factors?
Generally, it was thought that a focus on migration and demographics are the most important factor that
should be taken into account when looking at housing provision. It was thought this is a better approach than
looking at the rate of past delivery. One group said that it was “much better to look ahead” and that little
weight should be given to historic factors.
Impacts of Welfare and Benefit Reforms / Other Points Raised
It was considered that changes to welfare and benefits are likely to have an impact on demand in the
affordable sector. In particular, attendees felt that the bedroom tax could give pressing rise to specific needs
in the short term as demand for smaller properties outstrips supply.

Most attendees felt that the private rented sector would continue to grow and was increasingly becoming a
conscious choice for younger households and some London commuters in some parts of the local market.
The extent to which the private rented sector would meet affordable housing needs (especially in the long
term) was questioned. It was recognised that the private rented market was less controlled than the
affordable sector and as a result there were concerns about quality and standards, particularly for more
vulnerable groups. Attendees also felt that as demand from market renters increases, some private landlords
may become choosier and withdraw from the benefit supported side of the market.

Some attendees felt that the shared ownership sector would play a growing role in the local housing market,
particularly as a way for younger households to access owner occupation (at least in part).
The extent of future provision of older person’s accommodation was also discussed. Many felt that there was
strong and growing demand from such households, both in the affordable sector but also for specialist
market products.

GL Hearn

Page 192 of 192

