ANALYTICALLY DRIVEN LTD - DECEMBER 2014

ANALYSING THE
SUSTAINABILITY OF
HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT IN
HEADCORN
How much development would be sustainable?

Report for Headcorn Parish Council
By Dr Rebecca Driver

ANALYTICALLY DRIVEN LTD - DECEMBER 2014

Report by Dr Rebecca Driver, Director, Analytically Driven Ltd

Analytically Driven Ltd is a small, bespoke research consultancy that specialises in
research and analysis to enable clients to address key policy issues.
We believe in evidence-driven policy making and we have considerable expertise in
using both economic and statistical analysis to answer policy questions.
About the Author
Dr Rebecca Driver is director of the research consultancy Analytically Driven Ltd.
Before starting Analytically Driven Ltd, Dr Driver spent six years as Director of
Research and Chief Economist at the Association of British Insurers. During that time
she was also Secretary to the Insurance Industry Working Group, which was cochaired by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Alistair Darling, and Andrew Moss, Group
CEO, Aviva. She has also been a Board Member of ORIC (Operational Risk Insurance
Consortium); a member of the Secretary of State’s Panel for Monitoring the Economy
at the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills; and a Council Member of the
Society of Business Economists. Dr Driver joined the Association of British Insurers
from the Bank of England where she worked for nearly eight years, latterly as
Research Adviser to the External Members of the Monetary Policy Committee.

Dr

Driver has worked as a Research Fellow in the Department of Economics at the
University of Exeter and the University of Strathclyde and as an economist and
freelance writer for the Economist Intelligence Unit.

She holds a PhD from the

University of Exeter.
For further information please see www.analytically-driven.com
Disclaimer
Analytically Driven Ltd is registered in England No. 8719788. The registered office is
Great Love Farm, Love Lane, Headcorn, Kent TN27 9HL.
This report has been provided to help inform the public policy debate, and should only
be used in that context. Whilst every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of
the material in this report, Analytically Driven Ltd shall not have any liability for any
loss or damage arising in connection with the publication or use of this paper or the
information in it. Analytically Driven Ltd is not authorised for the conduct of business
investment (as defined in the Financial Services and Market Act 2000) and this paper
is not intended as, and shall not constitute, investment advice.
©Analytically Driven Ltd 2014. All rights reserved.
Any

queries

about

this report

should

rebecca.driver@analytically-driven.com.

be

directed

to

the

author

at

email:

ANALYSING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN HEADCORN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The purpose of this report is to answer the question: how much housing development
would be sustainable in Headcorn over the period 2011 to 2031?
Sustainability considerations play an important role within planning policy. The
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) contains the principle that there is a
presumption in favour of sustainable development.1 Implicit in the NPPF’s approach is
the assumption that development should not be permitted where it is not sustainable.
A key element of both Local and Neighbourhood Plans therefore needs to be an
assessment of the sustainability of the locations covered by these plans, to ensure that
proposals meet the sustainability criteria. Therefore Headcorn Parish Council has
commissioned Analytically Driven to provide an assessment of the sustainability of
housing development in Headcorn Parish in the context of Headcorn’s Neighbourhood
Plan.2
The approach taken has been to use the definition of sustainability contained within
the NPPF to assess Headcorn as a strategic location for housing development.3 The
report therefore provides an assessment of how much housing development in
Headcorn

would

meet

the

economic,

social

and

environmental

definitions of

sustainability, as well as the implications of sustainability criteria for the rate of
development - in other words, should development be undertaken up-front, at the
start of the plan period, or spread out over time. 4
The aim has been to provide an overall assessment of level of development compatible
with sustainability for Headcorn Parish, rather than to tackle the question of where
within the Parish any proposed development should be located. This report therefore
takes a place-based approach to sustainability, rather than a site-based approach to
assessing the relative merits of different sites proposed by developers within the
Parish. A place-based approach is needed to assess the overall sustainability of house
building, because a site-based approach will not capture the cumulative impact of
development. 5

1

See Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), paragraph 14.

2

Headcorn Parish was designated as a Neighbourhood Area in April 2013 and, following an extensive
evidence gathering exercise, a draft Neighbourhood Plan for Headcorn Parish is currently being produced.
The aim is that the draft Plan will go out to consultation in early 2015.

3

See Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), paragraph 7 for the NPPF’s definition of
sustainability. Sustainability is defined within the NPPF in economic, social and environmental terms.

4

The methodology used within this report is set out in Appendix A4.

5

The existing evidence on sustainability for Maidstone Borough uses a site-based approach, see URS (2014).
While this will provide information on the relative merits of different sites, it will fail to capture the
cumulative impact of development on individual locations. Two sites could be considered sustainable when
considered in isolation, but their collective impact could be unsustainable.
1
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The outcome of the analysis
The definition of sustainability within the NPPF makes clear that it is important to
ensure that “sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the
right time to support growth and innovation”. 6 Two issues will be important here: the
extent to which the location by itself will generate growth and innovation with the right
amount of supporting development; and secondly its suitability as a location to support
growth and innovation elsewhere. The starting point of this report is therefore to
assess the extent to which Headcorn is well placed to support growth and innovation
elsewhere. This is important, because it determines the extent to which the
sustainable

level

of

housing

growth

should

be

determined

by

purely

local

considerations, or by considerations elsewhere. To do so, the report analyses the
extent to which Headcorn is remote from key locations.

Box A: The importance of remote in the context of sustainability
A remote location is one that will not be well placed to support development, except
where that development is designed to meet local needs, because it is too far away
from key locations. The question is: how should remote be defined? The desirability of
an area for development, over and above any expansion required to meet the
immediate local needs, will depend on its location and in particular its location relative
to key population and employment centres. Both the National Planning Policy
Framework and the associated National Planning Practice Guidance emphasise the
importance of minimising journey lengths when creating planning policies. For
example:
“Planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area
so that people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for
employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities.” National
Planning Policy Framework, Paragraph 37, Department for Communities
and Local Government (2012).
Similarly:
“Where the supply of working age population that is economically active
(labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, this could
result in unsustainable commuting patterns (depending on public

6

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), p2, paragraph 7.
2
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transport accessibility or other sustainable options such as walking or
cycling) and could reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such
circumstances, plan makers will need to consider how the location of new
housing

or

infrastructure

development

could

help

address

these

problems.” National Planning Practice Guidance (2014), Housing and
Economic Development Needs Assessments, Methodology: Assessing
Housing Needs, How should employment trends be taken into account? 7
Unsustainable commuting patterns can be created either when there are not enough
houses relative to the supply of jobs, or where there are too many houses relative to
the supply of jobs. How can you judge whether a location is too far away to be a
suitable location for housing development to meet the demands of the wider economy?
Although there is no standard definition of remote for England, under the UK
government definitions used for England, Headcorn Parish is categorised as: rural (as
opposed to urban); as a settlement type that is village, hamlet and isolated dwellings
(as opposed to either urban, or town and fringe); and its settlement pattern is
described as less sparse (as opposed to sparse).8 How does this compare to the rest of
England? Only 8.8% of England’s population live in settlements characterised as
village, hamlet and isolated dwellings; 18.6% of England’s population live in rural
areas; and 98.6% live in areas characterised as less sparse, with less sparse areas
accounting for 84.4% of land in England.9
Clearly, if sparse was used to define remote, most of England would not qualify.
However, for the purposes of sustainability, whether or not you can see your neighbour
is not a good proxy for remote. Headcorn’s classification as a rural settlement that is a
village, hamlet and isolated dwellings is more indicative that it might be remote, but
there are inevitably rural settlements that are designated as village, hamlets and
isolated dwellings that are on the edge of urban areas. As such, this is not sufficient
condition to define somewhere as isolated.
Given the lack of a standard definition of remote used by the government for England,
for the purposes of the analysis in this report two definitions are used:


The first is based on the importance in planning terms of avoiding excessive
commuting and therefore defines a remote area as one which would involve
above average commuting times to the centre of the nearest population centre of
more than 10,000 inhabitants. This definition would imply a remote location is

7

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needsassessments/methodology-assessing-housing-need/

8

See, for example, the discussion in Pateman (2010/11) and Bibby and Brindley (2013) on the methodology
used by the UK government for categorising areas.

9

See Pateman (2010/11).
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one that is more than 14.5 km away from the nearest population centre of more
than 10,000 and where the journey would take more than 24.5 minutes. 10 The
skew caused by some people having much longer commutes than average means
that in practice far more than 50% of workers face commutes that are less than
this. For example, in the case of distances travelled it is estimated that at least
70% of workers travel at most 14.5 km to work. These times and distances will
therefore be a good proxy for how remote a location is relative to key local labour
markets, compared to the experiences of most workers in England.


The second definition is one used by the Scottish government, where a remote
location is defined as one that is between 30 to 60 minutes drive from the centre
of the nearest population centre of more than 10,000.11 This definition is used, for
example, in the strategic planning of NHS Scotland and for the Scottish
Ambulance Services.

Using both these definitions, Headcorn would be described as remote.

The analysis within this report shows that in planning terms, Headcorn is a relatively
remote location and that the distance and time taken to reach local population and
employment centres are significantly above average. For example, average commuting
distances in Headcorn are 68% higher than the national average and 54% higher than
the average for the South East, reflecting Headcorn’s relatively remote position
compared to local employment centres. Even commuting times into Maidstone, the
nearest large population centre, at 30 minutes, are above the national average
commute time of 24.5 minutes, and the distance into Maidstone, at 15.4 km, is much
further than most people are willing to commute – 62.8% of workers in England live
within 10 km of their work and 78.1% within 20km. This means that in order to be
sustainable, housing growth in Headcorn should be targeted at addressing local needs,
rather than Borough-wide considerations.
From the perspective of the working household, unless there are local jobs available in
the Parish, locating in Headcorn would result in commuting patterns that are
significantly above average in terms of time, distance and cost, making Headcorn a
less desirable location relative to other, better connected, options. This would
particularly be true for workers on low incomes, as the cost of commuting would
account for a significant proportion of their income, potentially leading them to be

10

Average travel distances are based on 2011 Census, while average travel times come from Manning and
Petrongolo (2011) based on LFS data for 1993-2007.

11

See Scottish Government (2012). A very remote location is more than 60 minutes drive, while an accessible
location is less than 30 minutes drive.
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excluded from the labour market. For example, weekly bus fares to Maidstone would
account for 33.6% of the income of someone at the bottom 10% of the earnings
distribution and a weekly travel card into central London would account for 92.9% of
earnings.
In addition, the distance, time and cost factor means that even though Headcorn has a
station with a connection to London, this cannot be used to suggest that commuting
patterns as a result of increased development would be sustainable. Over the period
2001 to 2011, despite a 14.8% increase in in the number of dwellings in Headcorn
Parish, the numbers commuting by train increased by just 2 people, representing a fall
in the economically active population commuting by train.
Furthermore, distance matters for other reasons, including health risk. Distance from
local hospitals, for example, has the potential to increase mortality risk for the elderly,
as time taken to reach hospital can have a critical impact on survival rates for
conditions such as strokes and heart disease, which are more prevalent in older
populations. Headcorn is around 30 minutes drive from the nearest hospitals in
Maidstone and Ashford. To put this in context, in London the median journey time by
ambulance for all stroke patients to hospital is 14 minutes, with an average journey of
just 16 minutes.12 There is also evidence to suggest that there is a 1% increase in
absolute mortality for patients with life threatening conditions for every additional 10
km of straight line distance travelled.13
Headcorn’s relatively remote location therefore implies that from a sustainability
perspective, any housing development undertaken should be targeted at meeting the
needs of the local population and the local economy. Headcorn is not a good strategic
location to meet housing needs elsewhere in Maidstone Borough, whether those needs
are for those in employment, or more vulnerable members of society.

12

See Ramelyte et al (2012). Even under normal (non-blue-light) driving conditions, median journey times for
stroke patients were 21 minutes and average times were 23 minutes. Median journey times for a blue -light
journey to a Hyper-Acute Stroke Unit with a pre-alert call were just 13 minutes, with average times of 15
minutes.

13

See Nicholl et al (2007). The research in this paper was based on a range of ambulance services, including
those in rural areas, and found that the median straight line distance to hospital was 5 km.
5
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Table A

Summary of the analysis of the level of housing development in
Headcorn supported by sustainability considerations
Number of households over

Phased or

plan period

upfront?

Supply

Demand

Total number of new households supported by

73-107

Phased

33-48

Phased

99-145

Phased

jobs growth in Headcorn
Number of households in Headcorn supported by
Headcorn jobs growth
Number of households in Headcorn (including
commuters) supported if employment patterns
are unchanged
Number of existing homes that are likely to

507-596

Phased

become availablea
Number of homes needed to support household

376-452

Phased

formation in Headcorn (gross)
Net need for houses from within the Parish (with

0

-

no house building)
Number of homes available for those outside the

55-220

Phased

75

Phased

140

Phased

Parish (with no new building)
Potential for windfall house building to increase
housing supply in Headcorn
Number of affordable (social rented) homes
likely to become available
Maximum estimated demand for affordable

86

Phased

0

Phased

150

Phased

As low as possible

Phased

homes
Net need for affordable homes
Number of affordable homes available for those

54

outside the Parish
Maximum housing growth supported by
residents
Environmental considerations
Amount of new housing sewerage system can

0

-

0

-

support
Amount of new housing Primary School can
support
Note: aEstimate allows for those moving out of the Parish and expected number of deaths. The higher number
also includes the number of household spaces that have no usual residents (excluding estimates of second
homes).
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd
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The results of the analysis of local need are summarised in Table A. Overall the
analysis in this report shows that:


An assessment of local jobs’ growth suggests that enough jobs will be created
over the plan period to support between 73 and 107 additional households.
Allowing for some commuting, in line with existing commuting patterns, suggests
that a maximum of 145 new homes would be required over the plan period. This
suggests that economic sustainability criteria would support the need for some
housing growth in Headcorn, but that this growth should be limited to a
maximum of 145 new homes. Furthermore, sustainability criteria suggest that
this growth should be phased over time, rather than provided up-front, to better
match jobs’ growth patterns.



An assessment of new household formation within Headcorn Parish, combined
with the likely availability of properties from within the existing housing stock,
suggests that to meet emerging needs in the Parish the net need for new
dwellings over the plan period is zero. This means that social sustainability
criteria would not support the need for new housing development in Headcorn
Parish over the period 2011-2031. This is reinforced by the fact that the
proportion of empty properties in Headcorn at the time of the 2011 Census, at
6.8%, was twice the average for Maidstone Borough.



The assessment that social sustainability criteria do not support the need for
additional house building in Headcorn is also true when the demand for
affordable (social rented) homes is assessed. For social housing likely demand
amongst the local population in Headcorn is less than the estimated supply of
properties onto the market given observed vacancy rates. This reinforces the
fact that social sustainability criteria would not support the need for new housing
development in Headcorn Parish over the period 2011-2031.



There are two potential exceptions where demand for specific types of housing
might outstrip supply, although in practice the net need for new homes will be
limited in both cases and any increased supply should be phased over time. The
first is the potential need for sheltered accommodation to meet the needs of the
elderly within the Parish. The second exception is that of shared equity property,
where there may be demand for up to 49 units over the plan period, although
here affordability issues may limit actual (as opposed to hypothetical) demand in
practice.



The results show that there is a significant gap between the cost of property for
sale in Headcorn and the incomes of even those on median earnings. Indeed
even the difference between the cost of property in Headcorn and property in
Maidstone is significant - for all except 1 bedroom properties, purely the
difference in prices between the two locations is more than three times median
earnings, and in the case of 4 bedroom properties the difference is more than
four times. Furthermore, to allow someone on median earnings with a 10%
deposit and a mortgage of 3.5 times earnings to buy in Headcorn, the average
cost of property in the Parish would need to fall by between 15.7% (for a one
7
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bedroom property) and 81% (for a four bedroom property). The size of this
discrepancy means that increased housing development in Headcorn will not be
the answer to affordability – even if sufficient development were undertaken to
achieve falls of these magnitudes, the result would be to cause significant harm
to the 78.1% of households who are home owners in Headcorn. This means that
alternative ways of addressing housing affordability will need to be explored,
such as self-build and windfall housing.


An assessment of the need for new housing from an environmental perspective
would never suggest that more housing was needed than either social or
economic criteria would justify. The only exception to this would be if it could be
demonstrated that the choice of location would preserve more environmentally
valuable land elsewhere. However, Headcorn’s relatively remote location and its
distance from local population centres mean that this would not be a
consideration here, as Headcorn is not a good substitute for land needed to meet
development needs elsewhere.



All the analysis, from an economic, social and environment perspective, suggests
that phasing development would be preferable to the upfront provision of any
housing development in Headcorn.

Implications of these results for planning policy in Maidstone Borough
Headcorn is located within Maidstone Borough, which is the relevant planning
authority. Maidstone Borough Council has designated Headcorn as a Rural Service
Centre and earmarked it as an area for future housing development within its draft
Local Plan.14
Maidstone’s Local Plan has been informed by its Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), which suggests the need for significant housing development in Maidstone
Borough over the period 2011 to 2031.15 In this context, it is clear therefore that
locations like Headcorn will potentially play a role in meeting this assessed need.
However, it is equally clear that the way in which housing development is allocated to
different locations needs to be done in a way which maximises the sustainability of the
final outcome. The question is therefore how much and what sort of housing
development is likely to be sustainable in the case of Headcorn?
Within the context of Maidstone’s draft Local Plan, four policy implications for Headcorn
stand out:

14

Maidstone Borough Council issued their draft Local Plan for Regulation 18 consultation on 21 March 2014,
see: http://dynamic.maidstone.gov.uk/pdf/Local%20Plan%20Regulation%2018.pdf.

15

See GL Hearn (2014). While there has been significant controversy around the housing projections within
the GL Hearn report, whether the projections are right or wrong is not relevant for this analysis.
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Firstly, the approach to site allocation, as part of the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (Policy H1), means that housing development
of at least 425 new homes is anticipated in Headcorn – an increase of 27%.



Secondly, the affordable homes policy for rural areas (Policy DM24), whereby
social housing should make up 40% of housing within new developments, means
that under the proposed policy framework there will be at least 170 new social
houses built within Headcorn over the plan period – an increase of 143% in
social housing within the Parish.16



Thirdly, the infrastructure priorities within the Plan (Policy ID1) are set at a
Borough wide level and are therefore potentially not aligned to the infrastructure
priorities identified by residents and businesses in the Parish.



Finally, housing densities within new developments (Policy H2) will be at least 30
houses per hectare – roughly double the densities observed within the existing
village, where the density is 15.3 household spaces per hectare, not to mention
Maidstone itself, which currently has a housing density of 17.9 household spaces
per hectare.

The question is – how sustainable are these draft policies? Overall the analysis within
this report suggests that the draft policies on housing location in Maidstone’s emerging
Local Plan would not pass the test of sustainability, at least within the context of
Headcorn. This is because Headcorn is not a good strategic location for housing
development. This is particularly true for affordable, social rented housing, as the cost
of transport from Headcorn risks creating, rather than reducing, social deprivation. In
addition, the infrastructure priorities in Policy ID1 are not a good match for Headcorn’s
infrastructure needs, creating potential problems. The issue of housing densities needs
to be explored further, as the policy carries a clear risk of the urbanisation of Headcorn
village, with 65% of residents in Headcorn identifying losing the sense of being a
village as the biggest threat associated with development.
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The 2011 Census showed that there were 119 social housing units within Headcorn.

17

Headcorn Matters is the name of the team of volunteers working on Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this report is to answer the question: how much housing development
would be sustainable in Headcorn over the period 2011 to 2031?
Sustainability considerations play an important role within planning policy. The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) contains the principle that there is a presumption in
favour of sustainable development.18 Implicit in the NPPF’s approach is the assumption
that development should not be permitted where it is not sustainable. A key element of
both Local and Neighbourhood Plans therefore needs to be an assessment of the
sustainability of the locations covered by these plans, to ensure that proposals meet the
sustainability criteria. Therefore Headcorn Parish Council has commissioned Analytically
Driven to provide an assessment of the sustainability of housing development in Headcorn
Parish in the context of Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan.
The approach taken has been to use the definition of sustainability contained within the
NPPF to assess Headcorn as a location for housing development.19 The report therefore
provides an assessment of how much housing development in Headcorn would meet the
economic, social and environmental definitions of sustainability, as well as the
implications of sustainability criteria for the rate of development - in other words, should
development be undertaken up-front, at the start of the plan period, or spread out over
time.20
The aim has been to provide an overall assessment of level of development compatible
with sustainability for Headcorn Parish, rather than to tackle the question of where within
the Parish any proposed development should be located. This report therefore takes a
place-based approach to sustainability, rather than a site-based approach to assessing
the relative merits of different sites proposed by developers within the Parish. A placebased approach is needed to assess the overall sustainability of house building, because a
site-based approach will not capture the cumulative impact of development. 21
The analysis within this report shows that in planning terms, Headcorn is a relatively
remote location. Therefore from the perspective of the working household, unless there
are local jobs available in the Parish, locating in Headcorn would result in commuting
patterns that are significantly above average in terms of time, distance and cost, making
Headcorn a less desirable location relative to other, better connected, options. This would
particularly be true for workers on low incomes, as the cost of commuting would account
for a significant proportion of their income, potentially leading them to be excluded from

18

See Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), paragraph 14.

19

See Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), paragraph 7.

20

Appendix A4 sets out the methodology used in this assessment. Appendix A3 summarises Headcorn’s evidence
base.

21

The existing evidence on sustainability for Maidstone Borough uses a site-based approach, see URS (2014).
While this will provide information on the relative merits of different sites, it will fail to capture the cumulative
impact of development on individual locations. Two sites could be considered sustainable when considered in
isolation, but their collective impact could be unsustainable.
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the labour market. In addition, the distance, time and cost factor means that even though
Headcorn has a station with a connection to London, this cannot be used to suggest that
commuting patterns as a result of increased development would be sustainable. Over the
period 2001 to 2011, despite a 14.8% increase in in the number of dwellings in Headcorn
Parish, the numbers commuting by train increased by just 2 people, representing a fall in
the economically active population commuting by train. Furthermore, distance matters for
other reasons, including health risk. Distance from local hospitals, for example, has the
potential to increase mortality risk for the elderly, as time taken to reach hospital can
have a critical impact on survival rates for conditions such as strokes and heart disease,
which are more prevalent in older populations.
Headcorn’s relatively remote location therefore implies that from a sustainability
perspective, any housing development undertaken should be targeted at meeting the
needs of the local population and the local economy. From that perspective, the analysis
in this report shows that:


An assessment of the need for housing to meet the needs of the local economy
suggests that a maximum of 145 new homes would be required over the plan
period. This suggests that economic sustainability criteria would support the need
for some housing growth in Headcorn, but that this growth should be limited to a
maximum of 145 new homes. Furthermore, sustainability criteria suggest that this
growth should be phased over time, rather than provided up-front, to better match
jobs growth patterns.



An assessment of new household formation within Headcorn Parish, combined with
the likely availability of properties from within the existing housing stock, suggests
that to meet emerging needs in the Parish the net need for new dwellings over the
plan period is zero. This means that social sustainability criteria would not support
the need for new housing development in Headcorn Parish over the period 20112031. This is reinforced by the fact that the proportion of empty properties in
Headcorn at the time of the 2011 Census, at 6.8%, was twice the average for
Maidstone Borough.



The assessment that social sustainability criteria do not support the need for
additional house building in Headcorn is also true when the demand for affordable
(social rented) homes is assessed. For social housing likely demand amongst the
local population in Headcorn is less than the estimated supply of properties onto the
market given observed vacancy rates. This reinforces the fact that social
sustainability criteria would not support the need for new housing development in
Headcorn Parish over the period 2011-2031.



There are two potential exceptions where demand for specific types of housing
might outstrip supply, although in practice the net need for new homes will be
limited in both cases and any increased supply should be phased over time. The
first is the potential need for sheltered accommodation to meet the needs of the
elderly within the Parish. The second exception is that of shared equity property,
where there may be demand for up to 49 units over the plan period, although here
affordability issues may limit actual (as opposed to hypothetical) demand in
practice.
13
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The results show that there is a significant gap between the cost of property for sale
in Headcorn and the incomes of even those on median earnings. Indeed even the
difference between the cost of property in Headcorn and property in Maidstone is
significant - for all except 1 bedroom properties, purely the difference in prices
between the two locations is more than three times median earnings, and in the
case of 4 bedroom properties the difference is more than four times. Furthermore,
to allow someone on median earnings with a 10% deposit and a mortgage of 3.5
times earnings to buy in Headcorn, the average cost of property in the Parish would
need to fall by between 15.7% (for a one bedroom property) and 81% (for a four
bedroom property). The size of this discrepancy means that increased housing
development in Headcorn will not be the answer to affordability – even if sufficient
development were undertaken to achieve falls of these magnitudes, the result
would be to cause significant harm to the 78.1% of households who are home
owners in Headcorn. This means that alternative ways of addressing housing
affordability will need to be explored, such as self-build and windfall housing.



An assessment of the need for new housing from an environmental perspective
would never suggest that more housing was needed than either social or economic
criteria would justify. The only exception to this would be if it could be
demonstrated that the choice of location would preserve more environmentally
valuable land elsewhere. However, Headcorn’s relatively remote location and its
distance from local population centres mean that this would not be a consideration
here, as Headcorn is not a good substitute for land needed to meet development
needs elsewhere.



All the analysis, from an economic, social and environment perspective, suggests
that phasing development would be preferable to the upfront provision of any
housing development in Headcorn.

1.1

Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan
Headcorn is a thriving, rural parish in the Low Weald of Kent, which is centred on the
village of Headcorn. It is located within Maidstone Borough, which is the relevant Planning
Authority, but also borders the Boroughs of Ashford and Tunbridge Wells.
Headcorn benefits from good services, including: a direct rail link to London; a popular
primary school; a doctor’s surgery; several dentists; a village hall; a library; and a variety
of shops, restaurants, pubs and cafes. Maidstone Borough Council has therefore
designated Headcorn as a Rural Service Centre and earmarked it as an area for future
development within its draft Local Plan.22
Recognising that Maidstone Borough Council was preparing a Local Plan and that this
would impact Headcorn, Headcorn Parish Council made the decision in 2012 to prepare a

22

Maidstone Borough Council issued their draft Local Plan for Regulation 18 consultation on 21 March 2014, see:
http://dynamic.maidstone.gov.uk/pdf/Local%20Plan%20Regulation%2018.pdf.
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Neighbourhood Plan to help shape any development that would be proposed. Headcorn
Parish was designated as a Neighbourhood Area in April 2013.
The aim of Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan has been to ensure that development in both
the village and the wider Parish maximises the benefits both to the existing community
and to businesses operating within Headcorn Parish. Therefore, with the help of
volunteers from the wider community, in particular the Headcorn Matters team23,
Headcorn Parish Council have undertaken a significant programme of evidence gathering
to support its Neighbourhood Plan.24 This report supplements this evidence base, by
providing an explicit assessment of how much housing development would be sustainable
over the period of Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan, which runs from 2011 to 2031.

1.2

The policy context in Maidstone Borough
Headcorn is located within Maidstone Borough, which is the relevant planning authority.
Maidstone Borough Council has designated Headcorn as a Rural Service Centre and
earmarked it as an area for future housing development within its draft Local Plan. 25
Maidstone’s Local Plan has been informed by its Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), which suggests the need for significant housing development in Maidstone
Borough over the period 2011 to 2031.26 In this context, it is clear therefore that locations
like Headcorn will potentially play a role in meeting this assessed need. However, it is
equally clear that the way in which housing development is allocated to different locations
needs to be done in a way which maximises the sustainability of the final outcome. The
question is therefore how much and what sort of housing development is likely to be
sustainable in the case of Headcorn?
Within the context of Maidstone’s draft Local Plan, four policy implications for Headcorn
stand out:


Firstly, the approach to site allocation, as part of the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (Policy H1), means that housing development of at
least 425 new homes is anticipated in Headcorn – an increase of 27%.



Secondly, the affordable homes policy for rural areas (Policy DM24), whereby social
housing should make up 40% of housing within new developments, means that
under draft plan policies there will be at least 170 new social houses built within
Headcorn over the plan period – an increase of 143% in social housing within the
Parish.27

23

Headcorn Matters is the name chosen by the community for Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan project.

24

Headcorn’s approach to evidence gathering has been used as a case study by Planning Aid to help those
undertaking
a
Neighbourhood
Plan
to
understand
some
of
the
issues
involved,
see
http://www.ourneighbourhoodplanning.org.uk/case-studies/view/314.

25

Maidstone Borough Council issued their draft Local Plan for Regulation 18 consultation on 21 March 2014, see:
http://dynamic.maidstone.gov.uk/pdf/Local%20Plan%20Regulation%2018.pdf.

26

See GL Hearn (2014). While there has been significant controversy around the housing projections within the
GL Hearn report, whether the projections are right or wrong is not relevant for this analysis.

27

The 2011 Census showed that there were 119 social housing units within Headcorn.
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Thirdly, the infrastructure priorities within the Plan (Policy ID1) are set at a Borough
wide level and are therefore potentially not aligned to the infrastructure priorities
identified by residents and businesses in the Parish.



Finally, housing densities within new developments (Policy H2) will be at least 30
houses per hectare – roughly double the densities observed within the existing
village, where the density is 15.3 household spaces per hectare, not to mention
Maidstone itself (which currently has a housing density of 17.9 household spaces
per hectare.

The question is – how sustainable are these draft policies? Overall the analysis within this
report suggests that the draft policies on housing location in Maidstone’s emerging Local
Plan would not pass the test of sustainability, at least within the context of Headcorn. This
is because Headcorn is not a good strategic location for housing development. This is
particularly true for affordable, social rented housing, as the cost of transport from
Headcorn risks creating, rather than reducing, social deprivation. In addition, the
infrastructure priorities in Policy ID1 are not a good match for Headcorn’s infrastructure
needs, creating potential problems. The issue of housing densities needs to be explored
further, as the policy carries a clear risk of the urbanisation of Headcorn village, with 65%
of residents in Headcorn identifying losing the sense of being a village as the biggest
threat associated with development.

1.3

What does sustainability mean?
There is no universally accepted definition of sustainability, but the most commonly used
definition comes from Brundtland (1987) and is:
“development which meets the needs of the present without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”28
The

National

considerations

Planning

Policy

in determining

Framework
the

emphasises

suitability

of

future

the

role

of

development

sustainability
and

defines

sustainable development as:
“There are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social
and environmental. These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning
system to perform a number of roles:
an economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and
competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is
available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and
innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements,
including the provision of infrastructure;

28

See the World Commission on Environment and Development, Brundtland Commission (1987) and the
discussion in Therivel (2010).
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a social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by
providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and
future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with
accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its
health, social and cultural well-being; and
an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our
natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to
improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and
pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a
low carbon economy.” 29
From a planning perspective, therefore, any assessment of sustainability needs to address
all three of these aspects of sustainability.

1.4

How this report is structured?
The definition of sustainability provided by the NPPF determines to approach taken within
this report:


The starting point is therefore an assessment of Headcorn as a location, to evaluate
the extent to which Headcorn is the “right place” for strategic development, see the
analysis in Section 2.



The report then assesses Headcorn’s economy and uses the projections of
employment growth underpinning Maidstone’s Local Plan to analyse the extent to
which the local economy would benefit from additional housing, see the analysis in
Section 3.30



To assess the implications of social issues for sustainability, in Section 4 the report
analyses two key issues: firstly the amount of new housing that would be needed to
meet the needs of emerging households within Headcorn Parish; and secondly the
support for new housing within the Parish.



The analysis of social sustainability in Section 4 is supplemented in Section 5 by an
assessment of housing affordability and the need for specific types of housing, such
as social or “affordable” housing within the Parish.



Section

6

contains

an

assessment

of

the

implications

of

environmental

considerations for the sustainability of housing development in Headcorn, as well as
some of the issues that affect the built environment, such as housing densities.


Section 7 considers the impact of key infrastructure constraints on sustainability
considerations.



Finally, Section 8 summarises the results of the analysis within this report and
provides an assessment of the implications of phasing development.

29

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), p2, paragraph 7.

30

The employment projections used to inform Maidstone’s Local Plan are contained in GVA (2014).
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2.0 HEADCORN AS A LOCATION – DISTANCE MATTERS
This section considers how its location will affect the pros and cons of Headcorn Parish as
a location for strategic housing development. The definition of sustainability within the
National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that it is important to ensure that
“sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to
support growth and innovation”. 31 Two issues will be important here: the extent to which
the location by itself will generate growth and innovation with the right amount of
supporting development; and secondly its suitability as a location to support growth and
innovation elsewhere.
This section considers the second of these two questions – the extent to which Headcorn
is well placed to support growth and innovation elsewhere. This is important, because it
determines the extent to which the sustainable level of housing growth should be
determined by purely local considerations, or by considerations elsewhere. The results
show that Headcorn is relatively remote, and that commuting times to the main local
employment centres are significantly above average, both from the perspective of
distance and time. This means that locating new housing in Headcorn will not lead to
agglomeration effects in key local towns, with the resulting benefits to growth and
innovation, because Headcorn is too remote.32 Furthermore, Headcorn’s relatively remote
location also mitigates against its use as a strategic location to house those who are more
vulnerable, such as the low paid or the elderly, because of the impact of its location on
both affordability and health outcomes.
Overall, therefore, the evidence clearly points to the conclusion that the level of
sustainable housing development within Headcorn will be determined by purely local
considerations, rather than by considerations elsewhere within Maidstone Borough or the
wider economy. Sustainability considerations would not support the argument that
Headcorn should be singled out as a location for housing development over and above the
level of growth needed to support Headcorn’s own economy and community.

2.1

What does remote mean in the context of sustainability?
The analysis in this report is based on the proposition that a remote location is one that
will not be well placed to support development, except where that development is
designed to meet local needs, because it is too far away from key locations. The question
is: how should remote be defined? The desirability of an area for development, over and
above any expansion required to meet the immediate local needs, will depend on its
location and in particular its location relative to key population and employment centres.
Both the National Planning Policy Framework and the associated National Planning

31

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), p2, paragraph 7.

32

Agglomeration effects arise from the positive impact on productivity of having a concentrated market, which
can lead, for example, to knowledge spillovers or the availability of a thicker labour market. See the discussion
in Crafts (2012), for example.
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Practice Guidance emphasise the importance of minimising journey lengths when creating
planning policies. For example:
“Planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area so
that

people

can

be

encouraged

to

minimise

journey

lengths

for

employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities.” National
Planning Policy Framework, Paragraph 37, Department for Communities and
Local Government (2012).
Similarly:
“Where the supply of working age population that is economically active
(labour force supply) is less than the projected job growth, this could result
in unsustainable commuting patterns (depending on public transport
accessibility or other sustainable options such as walking or cycling) and
could reduce the resilience of local businesses. In such circumstances, plan
makers will need to consider how the location of new housing or
infrastructure development could help address these problems.” National
Planning Practice Guidance (2014), Housing and Economic Development
Needs Assessments, Methodology: Assessing Housing Needs, How should
employment trends be taken into account?33
Unsustainable commuting patterns can be created either when there are not enough
houses relative to the supply of jobs, or where there are too many houses relative to the
supply of jobs. How can you judge whether a location is too far away to be a suitable
location for housing development to meet the demands of the wider economy?
Although there is no standard definition of remote for England, under the UK government
definitions used for England, Headcorn Parish is categorised as: rural (as opposed to
urban); as a settlement type that is village, hamlet and isolated dwellings (as opposed to
either urban, or town and fringe); and its settlement pattern is described as less sparse
(as opposed to sparse).34 How does this compare to the rest of England? Only 8.8% of
England’s population live in settlements characterised as village, hamlet and isolated
dwellings; 18.6% of England’s population live in rural areas; and 98.6% live in areas
characterised as less sparse, with less sparse areas accounting for 84.4% of land in
England.35
Clearly, if sparse was used to define remote, most of England would not qualify. However,
for the purposes of sustainability, whether or not you can see your neighbour is not a
good proxy for remote. Headcorn’s classification as a rural settlement that is a village,
hamlet and isolated dwellings is more indicative that it might be remote, but there are

33

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needsassessments/methodology-assessing-housing-need/

34

See, for example, the discussion in Pateman (2010/11) and Bibby and Brindley (2013) on the methodology
used by the UK government for categorising areas.

35

See Pateman (2010/11).
19

ANALYTICALLY DRIVEN LTD - DECEMBER 2014

inevitably rural village, hamlets and isolated dwellings that are on the edge of urban
areas. As such, this is not sufficient condition to define somewhere as isolated.
Given the lack of a standard definition of remote used by the government for England, for
the purposes of the analysis in this report two definitions are used:


The first is based on the importance in planning terms of avoiding excessive
commuting and therefore defines a remote area as one which would involve above
average commuting times to the centre of the nearest population centre of more
than 10,000 inhabitants. This definition would imply a remote location is one that is
more than 14.5 km away from the nearest population centre of more than 10,000
and where the journey would take more than 24.5 minutes.36 The skew caused by
some people having much longer commutes than average means that in practice far
more than 50% of workers face commutes that are less than this. For example, in
the case of distances travelled it is estimated that at least 70% of workers travel at
most 14.5 km to work. These times and distances will therefore be a good proxy for
how remote a location is relative to key local labour markets, compared to the
experiences of most workers in England.



The second definition is one used by the Scottish government, where a remote
location is defined as one that is between 30 to 60 minutes drive from the centre of
the nearest population centre of more than 10,000.37 This definition is used, for
example, in the strategic planning of NHS Scotland and for the Scottish Ambulance
Services.

Using both these definitions, Headcorn would be described as remote.

2.2

Headcorn’s location
Headcorn Parish covers 2125 hectares in the scenic Low Weald of Kent. The village of
Headcorn itself is surrounded on three sides by streams and rivers, including the River
Beult, which runs to the south and is designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI). Flood risk is probably the main reason why Headcorn has developed in the
direction it has and why it has retained a relatively compact shape. Overall, the built-up
area of the village covers 79 hectares.
Headcorn is located in the south east of Maidstone Borough, on the borders with Ashford
and Tunbridge Wells boroughs. However, it is remote relative to the main population
centres in Kent, meaning commuting times are significantly above the national average of
24.5 minutes. During rush hour it is 30 minutes by car from the centre of the village to
the centre of Maidstone or Ashford and at least 45 minutes to Royal Tunbridge Wells,
Sevenoaks, Canterbury, Tonbridge, Gillingham, Sittingbourne. There is also a direct rail

36

Average travel distances are based on 2011 Census, while average travel times come from Manning and
Petrongolo (2011) based on LFS data for 1993-2007.

37

See Scottish Government (2012). A very remote location is more than 60 minutes drive, while an accessible
location is less than 30 minutes drive.
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link to London and it takes just over an hour from Headcorn to London, with the time
depending on the station chosen.

2.3

Commuting patterns and distance - how remote is Headcorn?
A sensible starting point, to assess how remote Headcorn is, is an assessment of how far
those without local jobs would need to travel to the nearest employment centres,
compared to national commuting patterns. In the case of Headcorn, what the analysis
shows is that those needing to commute to the closest employment centres would face
above average commutes when measured either in terms of distance or time. As such,
Headcorn is in a relatively isolated position compared to the nearest population centres in
Kent, see the travel distances and estimates of travel times in Table 1. Even commuting
times into Maidstone, the nearest large population centre, at 30 minutes are above the
national average commute time of 24.5 minutes, and the distance into Maidstone, at 15.4
km, is much further than most people are willing to commute – 62.8% of workers in
England live within 10 km of their work and 78.1% within 20km. 38
Table 1

Travel times from Headcorn to closest population centres in Kent

Destination

Distance

Estimated travel

(km)

time (minutes)

Maidstone Town Hall (ME14 1TF)

15.4

30

Ashford International Station (TN24 0PS)

23.3

30

Sittingbourne Station (ME10 3ED)

33.5

50

Gillingham Station (ME7 1XE)

34.4

45

Tonbridge High Street (TN9 1DB)

35.2

49

Tunbridge Wells Station (TN1 1BT)

35.4

45

Canterbury Cathedral (CT1 2EH)

40.4

48

Sevenoaks Town Council Offices (TN13 3QG)

47.0

49

Charing Cross Stationa

>75

75-79

b

24.5

UK Average

14.5

Note:
Based on travel times estimated by Google maps for journey by car from Headcorn Post Office (TN27
9NE) to relevant point. Travel time estimates based on data collected between 8am and 8.30am on October 8,
2014. Each destination has a population of at least 10,000. Average commuting times from Manning and Petrongolo
(2011), based on the Labour Force Survey 1993-2007. aTravel times and distances to Charing Cross Station
(London) are for journeys by train and estimate track distance – distance by car would be 77.7 km and travel times
would be significantly longer during rush hour. The associated travel times to Charing Cross add 6 minutes to train
journey times for travelling during the morning rush hour, in line with Google maps’ estimate of the time taken to
get to Headcorn station from Headcorn Post office. bAverage commuting distance is for England, based on 2011
Census.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd.

38

See Manning and Petrongolo (2011) for a discussion of commuting distances and travel times. Distances
updated to reflect 2011 Census – results in Manning and Petrongolo for distances are based on 2001 Census.
Average commuting times are based on LFS 1993-2007.
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Furthermore, there are direct rail links to less than half these destinations, and the only
public transport to Maidstone (the closest employment centre) is a bus service, which is
slow, irregular and infrequent. For example, someone missing the 8am bus from
Headcorn to Maidstone would need to wait until 9.57am for next bus, while someone
finishing work in Maidstone at 5pm, would need to wait 50 minutes for a bus. In addition,
daytime bus journeys during the week between the centre of Headcorn and the centre of
Maidstone are scheduled to take between 33 and 36 minutes. This means that the
majority of commuters will not use public transport. Indeed, in 2011 only 17.1% of those
in employment and living in Headcorn used public transport to get to work, so the long
commutes workers in Headcorn face will mostly not be undertaken using sustainable
forms of transport.
Even without additional housing growth over and above local employment needs, which
would increase the proportion of workers needing to travel long distances to major
employment centres, commuting distances from Headcorn are already 68% higher than
the national average and 54% higher than the average for the South East. Average
commuting distances for those in employment living in Headcorn ward are 24.3 km,
compared to 14.5 km for England as a whole, 17.7 km for Maidstone Borough, 15.8 km
for the South East and 17.8 km for London.39
This impression that Headcorn is a relatively remote, rural parish is reinforced by
definitions of remoteness used elsewhere. While there are no definitions of what
constitutes remote for the UK as a whole, in Scotland, for example, areas are categorised
as remote if they are more than 30 minutes away from the centre of the nearest town or
city with more than 10,000 residents and as rural if they have fewer than 3,000 residents,
as would be the case for Headcorn village.40 The Scottish example is particularly
informative, as the size of the land mass relative to the population would arguably lead
people to be more accepting of greater distances. In a similar vein, Headcorn would be
classed as rural in the definitions used in Ontario, because it has a travel time of more
than 30 minutes to the nearest population centre with a population of more than 30,000. 41
Overall, this evidence clearly demonstrates that Headcorn is both rural and relatively
remote, even by the standards of countries that, by nature of their geography, see very
dispersed development patterns. As such housing development within Headcorn should
only be geared towards meeting local needs unless other factors, such as the train link to
London, would ensure that commuting patterns in Headcorn would be sustainable. As the

39

Data are from 2011 Census (WP702EW). Data are not available for Headcorn Parish – Headcorn Ward is the
smallest subdivision available. The population of Headcorn Ward in 2011 was 5,155, compared to 3,387 in
Headcorn Parish and 2,505 in Headcorn village.

40

Headcorn village (which is where most housing development would take place) had a resident population of
2,505 people at the time of the 2011 Census. See the definitions used in Scottish Government (2012), for
example.

41

See, for example, the discussions in Ontario Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care (2011). Under the
definitions used in that document, Headcorn would not qualify as remote, because it has road access
throughout the year. However, in this context the definition of rural was seen as sufficient to imply challenges
for providing adequate care.
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discussion in Section 2.3.1 demonstrates, this is not the case in practice, with Headcorn
seeing both increasing and above average numbers of commuters driving to work. Again
this would argue that housing growth in Headcorn should be geared to local needs, a
finding reinforced the results analysed in Section 2.3.2, which show that the benefits that
workers receive from being offered otherwise identical jobs are significantly reduced as
the time, distance or cost associated with commuting increases.

2.3.1

Does a rail link to London make commuting patterns sustainable?
Headcorn benefits from a rail link to London and this is often cited as a reason why
increased housing provision in Headcorn might be sustainable, because commuting could
take place via train. This is despite the fact that the time taken to commute to London
from Headcorn by train is more than three times the national average, see Table 1, and
involve commuting distances that only a tiny proportion of the population undertake.
Even amongst those working in London, only 4.5% of workers commute more than 60km
and the distance from London to Headcorn is around 75 km, meaning the proportion
undertaking commutes this long would be smaller still.
In practice, there is no indication that the ability to commute by train has led to an
increase in the number of workers choosing Headcorn as a place to live. Despite a
significant increase in the relative cost of houses in London, and in the number of
household spaces available in Headcorn, the number of people commuting by train in
Headcorn increased by 2 people between 2001 and 2011, from 244 people to 246 people.
This represents a fall in the numbers commuting by train from 10.4% in 2001 to 10.1% in
2011 of the population aged 16 to 74 living in Headcorn Parish, and from 14.9% to
14.8% of the economically active population aged between 16 and 74.42
Table 2

Car ownership patterns in Headcorn Parish
Headcorn

Maidstone

South East

Parish

Borough

region

Average number of cars per household

1.51

1.43

1.35

1.16

Percentage of households with no car or van

12.9%

16.1%

18.6%

25.8%

Note:

England

Calculated from data from 2011 Census on Car or Van Availability (QS416EW).

Source: Analytically Driven Ltd.

In contrast, the share of commuters driving to work in Headcorn Parish increased from
65.0% in 2001 to 65.7% in 2011. This compares to an average of 60.2% of commuters
driving to work in England as a whole in 2011.43 These findings are reinforced by car
ownership patterns within Headcorn Parish, which show that the proportion of households
with no access to a car or van is half the national average and that the average number

42

Train usage also fell as a method of travel to work when measured as a share of commuters.

43

The share of those driving to work is calculated using commuters (ie those in employment excluding those
working from home). Similar patterns are observed if the calculations are based on those in employment
including those working from home.
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of cars per household is also higher, see Table 2. These car ownership patterns are likely
to reflect two factors:


relative wealth – Headcorn has above average home ownership levels, for example;
and



need – Headcorn’s relatively remote location, combined with the cost of public
transport (see Section 2.4, below), makes access to a car more of a necessity.

2.3.2

The impact of commuting on the benefits of a location
Increasing travel to work distance, one-way travel times or the cost of commuting
significantly reduce the benefits that workers receive from being offered an otherwise
identical job, see the discussion in Box 2.1. A commuter-based model of housing
provision will inevitably therefore be less satisfactory for workers than a model whereby
housing is provided closer to their employment location. Furthermore, as there are no
plans to improve the road networks in and around Headcorn, with increased population
growth, both travel times and commuting costs are likely to increase over time, rather
than reduce. This will limit the attractiveness of Headcorn as a place to live for workers
needing to commute.

Box 2.1

Travel distances and labour market size

Estimates by labour market experts Professor Alan Manning (LSE) and Professor
Barbara Petrongolo (QMUL) suggest that labour markets in the UK are extremely
local.44 In particular, estimates suggest that, for otherwise identical jobs, the utility, or
benefit, that a worker receives from being offered a job is 4.5 times lower if the job is a
distance of 5km further away from the worker’s location and 20 times lower if it is
10km away. (Technically the worker’s benefit decays at an exponential rate of 0.3 per
kilometre of distance needed to travel to the job.)
Estimates based on one-way commuting times, rather than distance, suggests that the
benefit a worker receives from being offered an otherwise identical job is 2.7 times
lower if the commuting time increases by 5 minutes. (Technically the worker’s benefit
decays at an exponential rate of 0.2 per minute of time needed to travel one-way to
the job.)
If the benefits of a job are instead measured in terms of commuting costs, the
attractiveness of a job is roughly halved for every £1 added to the one-way cost of
commuting (at 2001 prices). (Technically the worker’s benefit decays at an exponential
rate of 0.77 per £1 of cost needed to travel one-way to the job.)

44

Manning and Petrongolo (2011). Although job markets are very local, targeted local development policies tend
to have a very diluted effect on reducing local unemployment, because labour markets overlap and therefore
there is a ripple effect.
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2.4

The cost of travel
As the discussion in Section 2.3 demonstrates, Headcorn is comparatively far from the
main employment centres in Kent. Even Maidstone (which is the closest employment
centre) is 15.4 km away, with journey times of around 30 minutes. For the UK as a whole
average commute times are 24.5 minutes and 62.8% of workers commute at most 10 km
to work, significantly below the distances and times between Headcorn and Maidstone.
Both distance travelled and commuting times significantly reduce the benefits that
workers receive from otherwise identical jobs. In other words, being based in a relatively
remote location like Headcorn will be a disadvantage in the work place.
This disadvantage is compounded by the relative cost of living in Headcorn, particularly
the cost of travel. As Table 3 demonstrates, the cost of travel from Headcorn to key
employment centres is significant, for example peak hour bus fares to Maidstone town
centre (which would apply for most of those in work) are equivalent to 33.6% of income
for someone at the bottom 10% of the income distribution. In contrast, weekly bus fares
to Maidstone town centre from either Invicta Grammar School or Maidstone Hospital
would be equivalent to 11.2% or 19.2% of their income. In other words, for someone on
low income (earning at the bottom 10% of the income distribution) who works in
Maidstone and commutes by bus, the savings in terms of fares from being based in the
outskirts of Maidstone, rather than in Headcorn are equivalent to between 14.4% and
22.4% of their weekly earnings.
Table 3

Cost of travel from Headcorn as a proportion of income levels
Weekly

Cost as

Cost as

Cost as

cost (£)

percentage of

percentage of

percentage of

weekly earnings

weekly earnings

weekly earnings

for those at

for those at

for those on

bottom 10% of

bottom 25% of

median earnings

income

income

(%)

distribution (%)

distribution (%)

Maidstone Town centre

£42.00

33.6

16.7

7.8

Ashford

£25.90

20.7

10.3

4.8

London – centre

£116.00

92.9

46.0

21.6

London – Zone 6

£132.00

105.7

52.3

24.6

Note:
Cost of weekly travel for those commuting to work based on the cost of fares in June 2014. Costs for
Maidstone based on bus fares from Maidstone and Headcorn for those travelling before 9am – those travelling
before 9am can only purchase a single ticket. Costs for Ashford, London (both central and London Zone 6) are
based on the cost of a weekly travel pass. ASHE data shows that weekly earnings for those at the bottom 10% of
the income distribution are £124.90, for those at the bottom 25% are £252.20 and median weekly earnings for
those in the South East are £536.60.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

Therefore, for those on low incomes, the cost of travel from Headcorn is likely to limit
people’s access to jobs markets and significantly reduce the likelihood of people being
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able to work.45 The cost of travel will also have an impact on people’s ability to take
advantage of leisure facilities such as cinemas, as well as restrict access to essential
services such as hospitals. Furthermore, it is not just travel that is more expensive in
relatively remote locations such as Headcorn – reduced competition and transportation
costs will also mean that items such as food will be more expensive.

2.5

Impact of location on health
Medical services provide an important part of social infrastructure, particularly for the old
and vulnerable. From the point of view of residents, the medical services within the
village are seen as strong, with the fourth highest excellent rating.46
However, Headcorn’s relatively remote location does raise issues from the perspective of
emergency medical care. The two nearest hospitals with Accident and Emergency
departments are Maidstone Hospital, which is 19.5 km away by the shortest (but not
necessarily quickest) route, and William Harvey Hospital (Ashford), which is 26.1 km
away by road. In both cases at peak times it takes over 30 minutes to reach the hospital
from Headcorn, see Table 4. Even without traffic, Google maps estimates that it would
take a minimum of 27 minutes to reach Maidstone Hospital and 30 minutes without traffic
to reach the William Harvey Hospital (Ashford). To put this in context, a recent study of
stroke services in London showed that for stroke patients the average (mean) time taken
to get from the scene to hospital was 16 minutes, even after stroke units in London had
been centralised, with median times of 14 minutes.47 The use of blue-light journeys can
reduce time taken by up to 1/3 in urban settings,48 where congestion rather than distance
is the key constraint, and median journey times in London for a blue-light journey to a
Hyper-Acute Stroke Unit with a pre-alert call were just 13 minutes, with average times of
15 minutes. Under normal (non-blue-light) driving conditions, median journey times in
London for stroke patients were 21 minutes and average times were 23 minutes.49
Therefore, certainly compared to the London experience, Headcorn is relatively remote
from local hospital services.
This is important because there is clear evidence that the time taken to reach hospital has
a significant impact on the likelihood of patient survival, for example for victims of strokes
or cardiac arrests, both of which are more prevalent in older people.50 For example, a

45

This will particularly be an issue for those in social housing, where the choice of location will be dictated by
supply rather than demand.

46

See Figure 7, which shows residents’ views of the infrastructure in Headcorn.

47

See the discussion in Morris et al (2014). Based on data for ambulance journeys in London from April 2011 to
March 2012.

48

See the discussion in Healthcare for London (2009).

49

See Ramelyte et al (2012).

50

There are of course many other factors that influence outcomes, including the time taken for an ambulance to
arrive at the scene. However, this will also be influenced by distance from local hospitals, as although
ambulance services base ambulances throughout the areas they cover, for a remote location like Headcorn
those bases will simply represent the closest distance, not the average distances ambulances have to travel to
the scene, as ambulances will often be travelling between the hospital and their normal station when calls are
received.
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study of survival rates in Scotland shows that in the case of cardiac arrest the probability
of a patient surviving to admission to hospital is significantly higher in areas where the
median distance travelled to hospital is less than four miles (6.4 km). The probability of
survival to admission is also higher where the median response time for the ambulance
was less than 10 minutes.51 There is also evidence to suggest that there is a 1% increase
in absolute mortality for patients with life threatening conditions for every additional 10
km of straight line distance travelled.52 A recent centralisation of acute stroke services in
London therefore aimed to ensure that no Londoner would be more than a 30 minute
ambulance journey away from the nearest hyper-acute stroke unit.53
Table 4

Access to Hospital A&E Departments from Headcorn

Maidstone Hospital

William Harvey Hospital (Ashford)

Route

Distance

Time

Via M20

27.4 km

32 minutes

Shortest route

19.5 km

35 minutes

Shortest route

26.1 km

31 minutes

Note: Based on travel times estimated by Google maps for journey by car from Headcorn Post Office (TN27 9NE) to
Maidstone Hospital (ME16 9QQ) and William Harvey Hospital (Ashford) (TN24 0LZ). Travel time estimates based on
data collected between 4.30pm and 5pm on October 29, 2014.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd.

This suggests that from a social, as well as an economic perspective, housing growth in
Headcorn

Parish

should

be

based

on

local

needs,

rather

than

Borough-wide

considerations. Otherwise it will fail the test of sustainability that forms a core part of the
National Planning Policy Framework

51

See the discussion in Lyon et al (2004). See also the discussion in Jennings et al (2006) on the impact of the
factors that account for differing survival rates between rural and urban areas in Victoria, Australia, a key one
of which is the response times.

52

See Nicholl et al (2007). The research in this paper included a range of ambulance services, including those in
rural areas and found that the median distance to hospital was 5 km.

53

See the discussion in Morris et al (2014).
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3.0 ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY
The aim of economic sustainability is to produce a strong, responsive and competitive
economy - one that will benefit not just the current generation, but also future
generations. As the analysis in Section 2 makes clear, Headcorn’s relatively remote
position, which is at least 30 minutes away from major employment centres in Kent and
elsewhere, means that for housing growth to be sustainable it should be targeted at the
needs of local residents and businesses, rather than the wider Borough. Therefore, in
order to assess the economic sustainability of housing growth in Headcorn it is important
to establish how much employment growth Headcorn is likely to experience over the plan
period, as this will determine how much housing growth the local economy can in turn
support.
This Section therefore considers four questions:


How strong is Headcorn’s economy, including what do employment patterns look
like and what constraints do businesses face? The results show that Headcorn has a
strong local economy, with high levels of local employment, and that the main
constraints facing businesses are around infrastructure provision (specifically
broadband, parking and sewerage and storm drainage). The availability of skilled
labour, unskilled labour or suitable housing are not seen as constraints by local
businesses.



Is there a need for upfront investment in housing, in order to benefit the local
economy? As the labour supply and housing availability are not seen as constraints
by businesses, there is no requirement for upfront housing development to meet
local needs. Instead, phasing housing development over the plan period is likely to
better match employment pattern and the needs of the local economy.



How much housing development will the local economy support over the plan
period? Using the employment growth forecasts prepared for Maidstone Borough,
would suggest that the growth in local employment over the period 2011-2031
would be sufficient to support between 73 and 107 new households. Allowing for
some commuting, in line with existing employment patterns, would suggest that the
number of new households that could be supported would be between 99 and 145
new households. However, this should be seen as a maximum, as Headcorn is not a
desirable commuting location.



Would local businesses benefit from increased numbers of commuters? The answers
to this question are more nuanced, but in general the answer is no, in part because
commuters are not around during business hours.
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3.1

Headcorn’s economy
Headcorn benefits from a strong local economy, characterised by:


an active business community based in the parish – with 1 business for every 17
residents aged between 16 and 74;54



low levels of unemployment - at the time of the 2011 census only 2.3% of
Headcorn residents aged 16 to 74 were unemployed, compared to 3.4% for
Maidstone as a whole and 4.4% for England;55



high levels of local employment - around one in three Headcorn residents in work
are employed in Headcorn Parish56 and the 2011 Census showed that 31.6% of
residents work a maximum of 2km from home, compared to the average for
England of 26.9%, a result largely driven by a high proportion of residents working
from home (21.7% compared to 10.3% respectively);57 and



strong local demand - almost one in four businesses have at least half of their
customers based in Headcorn itself, while over one in two have at least half of their
customers based within a ten mile radius of Headcorn. Over 75% of businesses
operating in Headcorn Parish think that the majority of their customers are based in
Kent itself.58

Headcorn has a diverse and vibrant local economy, with 143 businesses within the Parish
Boundary; an additional 25 businesses within the Headcorn Borough Ward; and a further
50 businesses within a 5km radius from the village centre which is considered to be part
of the Rural Service Centre Catchment area. The majority of these are small businesses –
over 75% of businesses employ at most 5 people in the Parish, with the largest
businesses only employing between 21 and 50 staff in the Parish.59 These businesses
cover a diverse set of sectors, with no particular concentration on any one sector. The
largest two sectors, however, are retail (accounting for 19% of businesses surveyed) and
agriculture (9.5%).60

54

The 2011 Census showed 2431 residents aged between 16 and 74 in Headcorn and there are 143 businesses
operating within the parish.

55

Unemployment in the Census is defined as: All people usually resident in the area at the time of the 2011
Census aged 16 to 74, who were economically active unemployed. A person is defined as unemployed if he or
she is not in employment, is available to start work in the next 2 weeks and has either looked for work in the
last 4 weeks or is waiting to start a new job.

56

Based on 2013 Residents’ Survey for Headcorn Parish

57

Note that it is unlikely that this pattern would be replicated in the case of increased housing supply over and
above the needs of the local economy, as the supply of local jobs would not match the increased labour supply.

58

Based on the 2013 Survey of Businesses in the Headcorn Parish.

59

Based on the 2013 Survey of Businesses in the Headcorn Parish. Asked how many employees the business had
in Headcorn Parish in addition to the owner/manager: 23.8% of businesses reported that they had no
employees other than the owner; 54.8% employed between 1 and 5 people; 11.9% employed 6 to 10 people;
2.4% employed 11 to 20 people; and 7.1% employed 21 to 50 people. No businesses reported employing more
than 50 people in the Parish. Including the owner/manager, the average number of employees in the Parish per
firm is estimated to be between 9 and 4 employees/firm (depending on whether the top or bottom of the
reporting band is used. Using the mid-point of each band (and including the owner/manager) gives an average
of 6.5 employees per firm in the Parish.

60

Based on the 2013 Survey of Businesses in HeadcornParish.
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It is clear that residents are keen for Headcorn to continue its tradition of fostering a
strong local economy, based around small businesses. When asked about encouraging
new businesses, less than 10% of residents felt that new businesses employing more than
50 people should be given priority, while over 60% felt sole traders should be given
priority and almost 80% wanted businesses employing between 1 and 10 people to be
given priority.61

3.1.1

An important role for local employment
This vibrant local economy is matched by strong local employment. As Figure 1 shows a
third of those in employment are based in Headcorn for work, with another third
employed elsewhere in Kent (including Maidstone, where just over one in 10 are based for
work), and with only one in five of those in employment being based in London. 62 This
bias towards local employment is particularly strong amongst the business community –
over 50% of owners and managers of businesses in Headcorn also live in the Parish.63
Figure 1

Note:

Employment location for those in work and living in Headcorn Parish

Based on 364 responses.

Source: 2013 Residents’ Survey for Headcorn Parish

It is not just Headcorn residents who benefit from the employment opportunities offered
by businesses operating in Headcorn Parish. Headcorn residents make up at most 25% of
staff in over 40% of businesses operating in the Parish.64 Overall it is estimated that

61

Based on the 2013 Residents Survey for Headcorn Parish. Residents were allowed to pick more than one option.

62

Based on the 2013 Residents Survey for Headcorn Parish.

63

Based on the 2013 Survey of Businesses in Headcorn Parish. 52% of respondents lived in Headcorn itself;
almost 17% lived within a 5 mile radius; another 17% lived between 5 and 10 miles away; with the remainder
living more than 10 miles distance from the Parish.

64

Based on the 2013 Survey of Businesses in Headcorn Parish.
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44.8% of those working in the Parish also live in Headcorn.65

3.1.2

Constraints on business expansion
An important part of planning is to consider what factors might cause problems, both now
and in the future, so that these can be addressed in the context of the plan. The local
economy plays a key role in Headcorn’s success and it will be important that local
businesses are able to thrive. Therefore as part of the evidence gathering for Headcorn’s
Neighbourhood Plan, the business community in the Parish were asked to assess a range
of factors that might cause a constraint on future expansion. The results of this can be
found in Figure 2, which ranks the factors by how many business owners and managers
saw each one as a serious constraint.
Figure 2

Constraints on business expansion in Headcorn

Note:
Based on Headcorn Business Survey 2013. Results ranked by the proportion of respondents viewing the
issue as a serious constraint. Question posed was: “If you were to expand your business operations in Headcorn in
the next 20 years, which local factors would you see as a constraint to this expansion? [Tick one option for each
possible constraint]”
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

65

See the analysis in Section 3.
31

ANALYTICALLY DRIVEN LTD - DECEMBER 2014

More than 25% of respondents felt that four factors posed a serious constraint to
expansion of their business, with at least 60% seeing these factors as posing either a
serious or a slight constraint. These factors were:


the quality of the broadband network;



the availability of parking;



the cost of council tax and business rates; and



the reliability of the sewerage and storm water drainage system.

It is clear therefore that, where it is possible to influence the outcome, these issues need
to be addressed in the context of Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan. In contrast, the
availability of suitable staff (either skilled or unskilled) and the availability of suitable
housing were not seen as a constraint to expansion, with less than 10% of businesses
seeing these factors as a serious constraint and less than 40% seeing them as either a
serious or a slight constraint.

3.2

The economic case for upfront housing development
A key question for Headcorn is: do the demands of the local economy suggest the need
for an immediate increase in Headcorn’s housing supply? As the analysis in Section 3.1
makes clear, there is no evidence that the business community in Headcorn views either
the supply of housing, or the supply of skilled or unskilled labour as a constraint on
expansion. In addition, there are no immediate proposals that would result in a significant
increase in jobs in the area, resulting in the need for more housing. Although Barradale
Farm has been included as a site for future employment expansion in Maidstone Borough
Council’s draft Local Plan, it is anticipated that any expansion on this site is likely to have
only a modest impact on the demand for labour, probably equivalent to between 61 and
50 new jobs, and that any expansion is likely to occur later in the plan period.66 As such
there is no economic case for an immediate increase in the housing supply in Headcorn.
Phasing development to ensure it is spread out over time, rather than building all the new
houses in Headcorn upfront, is more likely both to meet the needs of local residents and
to improve synergies with the local economy. There are no plans in place to provide a
large, upfront boost to the supply of jobs in Headcorn along the lines of the KIMS/MMC
project on the other side of Maidstone. Therefore, there is no requirement to boost
housing to increase the supply of labour, which is reinforced by the fact that businesses in

66

See Policy EMP1 in Maidstone Borough Council’s draft Local Plan for Regulation 18 consultation issued on 21
March 2014. See: http://dynamic.maidstone.gov.uk/pdf/Local%20Plan%20Regulation%2018.pdf. Under policy
EMP1, Barradale Farm is expected to expand by up to 5,500m 2 of employment floor space for B1, B2 and B8
use. Using estimates from GVA (2014) Table 24 on the ratio between floor space (including churn) and job
creation for industrial (B1c/B2) jobs and warehouse (B8) jobs suggests a maximum number of 61 industrial
jobs or 50 warehouse jobs could be created at Barradale Farm over the plan period. This pattern of job creation
would be in keeping with the existing pattern of business type based at Barradale Farm. In theory Barradale
Farm could instead apply for planning permission to use the 5,500m 2 of floor space proposed to create office
jobs. This would potentially create 422 jobs, or enough to support 281 households. In practice, however,
Headcorn’s relatively remote position compared to the main population centres in Kent (see travel times
detailed in Table 1), make this unlikely.
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Headcorn have very limited concerns about the availability of skilled or unskilled labour,
or the availability of housing, constraining expansion. Phasing development will therefore
mean that local jobs are more likely to become available as the number of households
needing jobs increases, ensuring that local employment remains an important component
of Headcorn residents’ employment opportunities. This in turn will help ensure that the
local economy remains robust, by ensuring there are strong links (in the form of jobs)
between the local community and local businesses. Housing development that relies
solely on commuting to provide employment opportunities is likely to significantly reduce
these links. In addition, it is less likely to support local jobs in construction, as larger
housing developments are less likely to use local firms and labour.

3.3

The economic case for housing expansion over the plan period
Over time, however, there is likely to be growth in the number of jobs offered by
businesses in the Parish. The estimates in this report suggest that jobs’ growth in the
Parish would support between 73 and 107 new households over the plan period. Allowing
for some commuting, that replicated existing patterns, would suggest that between 99
and 145 additional households could be supported by jobs’ growth in the Parish. The
details of these forecasts are discussed below, while Box 3.1 provides background
information on the assumptions underpinning the jobs’ growth forecasts. To ensure
compatibility with Maidstone’s emerging Local Plan, these assumptions have been based
on the evidence provided to Maidstone Borough Council by GVA,67 as well as national
statistics and information from Headcorn’s evidence base.

3.3.1

Forecasting jobs’ growth in Headcorn
How many jobs are likely to be created in Headcorn over the plan period? The first line of
Table 5 estimates this, based on three potential employment growth scenarios for
Maidstone Borough in GVA (2014). Even under GVA’s optimistic scenario, which envisages
jobs growth of 14% over the plan period, the maximum number of jobs created in
Headcorn over the entire plan period is likely to be 161. Adjusting for the fact that on
average 1.5 people work in every household of working age, implies that the jobs created
will support a maximum of 107 economically active households - see the second line of
Table 5. More likely scenarios suggest that the number of jobs created is likely to be
between 109 and 127, enough for between 73 and 85 households.

3.3.2

Forecasting impact of jobs’ growth in Headcorn on jobs for Headcorn residents
If employment patterns across geographic areas were to remain the same over the plan
period, so Headcorn residents make up on average 44.8% of new hires (the proportion of
Headcorn residents in the Headcorn employment market), then it is possible to estimate
the amount of job creation in Headcorn that will benefit Headcorn residents over the plan

67

See GVA (2014).
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period. Under the assumption that the geographic spread of employment remains
constant, even under GVA’s optimistic scenario, which envisages jobs growth of 14% over
the plan period, this implies a maximum number of new jobs within the Parish that go to
Headcorn residents of 72. Again assuming on average there are 1.5 jobs per household,
this implies a maximum of 48 households benefiting from jobs growth in Headcorn over
the plan period. Using more realistic employment growth rates would suggest that
between 49 and 57 Headcorn residents would benefit from the jobs created in the Parish
over the plan period, enough to support between 33 and 38 households. See lines three
and four of Table 5.
Table 5

Estimated job creation in Headcorn over the plan period
Baseline

Experian sector-

Optimistic

employment

weighted

employment

growth forecast

employment

growth forecast

(9.5%)

forecast (11%)

(14%)

Total number of jobs created in

109

127

161

73

85

107

49

57

72

33

38

48

148

173

218

99

115

145

Headcorn
Total number of households supported
(assuming 1.5 jobs per household)
Number of new job in Headcorn
created for Headcorn residents
Number of Headcorn households
supported (assuming 1.5 jobs per
household)
Number of new jobs if employment
patterns in Headcorn are unchanged,
with one third of new jobs based in
Headcorn and rest from elsewhere
Number of households supported
under unchanged employment
patterns
Note: Total employment at the start of the period estimated based on economically active Headcorn residents in
employment or self-employment in 2011 Census; proportion of residents in work who work in Headcorn, based on
2013 Residents’ survey; and proportion of staff living in Headcorn, based on 2013 Survey of Businesses in
Headcorn Parish. The figures for percentage employment growth used in the three scenarios are based on
estimates in GVA (2014). If instead the BRES data for 2011 of 1,000 jobs in Headcorn Parish in 2011 had been
used as a starting point, the number of households supported under unchanged employment patterns (line 6 of the
table) would have varied between 86 and 127 households. See Box 3.1 for a full list of assumptions.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

3.3.3

Expansion under existing geographic employment patterns
Of course, Headcorn residents do not just work in Headcorn. Again assuming that
geographic employment patterns remain unchanged, so that only one third of Headcorn
residents in work have jobs based in the Parish, then the maximum number of jobs
consistent with this employment pattern (under GVA’s optimistic employment growth
assumption) would be 218, which is equivalent to having sufficient jobs to support 145
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households. More realistic employment forecasts would suggest that the jobs growth
would benefit between 148 and 173 workers, or 99 and 115 households. See lines five
and six of Table 5.

Box 3.1
Assumptions used to estimate potential employment
growth for Headcorn between 2011 and 2031
Estimating potential growth in the number of jobs in Headcorn in order to understand
how many new households the local economy will be able to support requires five
pieces of information: the number of jobs in the Parish at the start of the period; an
assessment of likely jobs growth; the number of jobs needed per household; how many
of the jobs in the Parish will be held by Headcorn residents; and the proportion of
Headcorn residents who are likely to work in the Parish versus elsewhere.

Estimating the number of jobs in Headcorn Parish in 2011
In order to estimate the likely increase in the number of jobs available in Headcorn over
the plan period, the first task is to estimate the number of jobs provided by businesses
in the Parish in 2011. Estimating this is necessary because there are no exact data
available on the number of jobs based within Headcorn Parish. In order to estimate the
number of Headcorn-based jobs in 2011, we therefore use two approaches and these
yield similar results.
The first approach is to use the estimates of the number of employees in Headcorn
Parish from the Business Register and Employment Survey (BRES), which shows there
were 1,000 jobs in Headcorn Parish in 2011.68 However, there are problems with the
BRES data. In particular, they exclude farm agriculture (SIC subclass 01000).
As agriculture is important for Headcorn’s economy, we therefore also employ a second
approach to estimating employment in the Parish as a sense check, which is based on
three pieces of data: the 2011 Census data on the number of people in Headcorn who
are either employed or self-employed; the fact that the Residents’ Survey for 2013
shows that one third of Headcorn residents in work, work in the Parish;69 and data from
the business survey on the number of staff employed in the Parish who also live in the

68

BRES data for Headcorn Parish are derived from the data for the Lower Super Output Areas Maidstone 017A
and Maidstone 017B. Data for 2012 shows there were 1,200 jobs in Headcorn Parish and for 2013 that there
were 1,000 jobs in Headcorn Parish. The Shared Intelligence (2014) report for Maidstone Borough Council
suggests that there are 2,700 jobs in Headcorn based on BRES data. The report does not specify how they have
calculated this figure, but clearly involves assessing a much larger geography than just Headcorn Parish. As
Headcorn’s Neighbourhood Plan only covers the Parish of Headcorn, the 1,000 figure is the appropriate figure to
use.

69

This is significantly higher than the national average, where on average 23.7% of workers live and work in the
same area, see Manning and Petrongolo (2011). There is therefore a risk of bias, whereby those working in the
village feel a greater connection to the village and are hence more likely to have completed the residents’
survey. If this were the case, the estimated number of jobs in Headcorn at the start of the plan period wou ld
have been overstated. If instead the number of people both living and working in Headcorn was set equal to the
national average, that would mean a starting point of 370 local jobs in Headcorn and 825 total jobs within the
Parish. This would reduce the estimates of employment growth and the corresponding housing need to around
70% of the totals shown in Table 5.
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Parish.
The 2011 Census shows that there were 1,560 people in Headcorn Parish aged between
16 and 74 who were either employed, or self-employed. Combining this with the
estimate of the proportion working within Headcorn Parish suggests that in 2011 there
were 515 jobs for Headcorn residents in Headcorn Parish. Using data on the proportion
of staff employed in Headcorn who live in the Parish from the business survey, suggests
that on average 44.8% of staff employed in Headcorn also lived in the Parish. This
gives an estimated total number of jobs in Headcorn Parish at the start of the plan
period of 1,151.
Given that the BRES data does not include employment in agriculture, the estimated
figure of 1,151 is used as a basis for the employment projections.

Forecasting jobs’ growth
To ensure that this report is compatible with the evidence being used in Maidstone
Borough Council’s emerging Local Plan, the forecasts for jobs’ growth in this report are
based on GVA (2014). This analysis provided three forecasts:


A baseline scenario, which envisaged jobs growth of 9.5% over the plan period;



An Experian sector-weighted employment forecast of 11%; and



An optimistic employment growth forecast of 14%, which envisages that jobs’
growth in all sectors in Maidstone would match at least the median jobs growth
observed in that sector for the country as a whole, even in sectors where
Maidstone has historically been weak.

The number of jobs needed per household
In most households of working age more than one person works. This means that more
than one job per household will be needed to support households of working age, so
any jobs’ forecast will need to be adjusted to obtain the number of households that
would be supported by it. In this report a figure of 1.5 jobs per household is used to do
this adjustment. This figure of 1.5 jobs per household is calculated from the 2011
Census data for Headcorn Parish, which showed that there were 1560 people aged 16
to 74 in work and 1044 households with at least one person aged under 65, giving a
ratio of 1.5 jobs per household. If instead of using those in work the number of
economically active people had been used (1666), then the ratio of economically active
people per household would be 1.6.
The Census data provides an exact estimate for the number of those in work in
Headcorn and those that are economically active (ie excluding retired and other
economically inactive persons). However, it is harder to get an estimate of the number
of households that are associated with these groups. In this analysis therefore the
number of households in Headcorn has been adjusted to eliminate the number of
households which consist entirely of people aged 65 or over, to try and capture
households of working age. While it is not possible to exactly match the age bands
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using this method (as those in work and economically active are estimated from the
population aged 16 to 74), it is unlikely that this would involve significant distortion,
and the bias that does exist is likely to be a downwards bias. Two alternatives exist to
adjusting the number of households using the number of households where all
residents are aged 65 or over (1044 households): the first would be to use the number
of household in Headcorn minus the number of households where the household
reference person was retired (1005 households); while the second would be to use the
number of households where the household reference person is economically active
(945 households). In both cases the resulting number of jobs needed to support a
household of working age would be higher. For example, estimating the jobs needed
per household using those in work the results would be 1.55 jobs per household and
1.65 jobs per household respectively. This would reduce the number of households a
given number of jobs would support. Given the uncertainty over household composition
(just because the household reference person is retired or economically inactive does
not mean all household members are), the lower figure of 1.5 jobs per household is
used in the forecasts in this report.
Using the same methodology, the ratio of people in work per household is also 1.5 for
Maidstone Borough as a whole. This is higher than the ratio used in some of
Maidstone’s early analysis, which uses a ratio of 1.3.

How many jobs in the Parish will be taken by Headcorn residents?
It is hard to forecast future hiring practices, but a sensible starting point to estimate
this number is to use observed behaviour. Using data on the proportion of staff
employed in Headcorn who live in the Parish from the business survey, suggests that
on average 44.8% of staff employed in Headcorn also lived in the Parish. This estimate
uses a weighted average of the staff living in Headcorn, created using the proportion of
businesses picking the option and the mid-point of each range offered for the
proportion of staff living in Headcorn. This gives 44.8% of staff in Headcorn businesses
also live in the Parish.
It is standard practice to use the range mid-point when using ranges to create weighted
estimates. However, if instead the lower bound of each range was used, this would
imply that only 40% of Headcorn jobs were accounted for by Headcorn residents, giving
a total number of jobs in Headcorn of 1290 at the start of the plan period and a
maximum of 181 jobs created, supporting 121 households, over the plan period. These
estimates assume that the distribution of staff living in the Parish is invariant with the
size of the business. Given that the distribution of businesses across the different
ranges was relatively even, while the distribution of the size of business was very
concentrated, with no firm employing more than 50 staff in Headcorn, this assumption
is unlikely to produce significant bias.

What proportion of Headcorn residents are likely to work in the Parish?
Again it is hard to forecast future jobs market preferences, but a sensible starting point
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is to use observed behaviour. Therefore the assumption underpinning the forecasts for
unchanged commuting patterns is that one third of Headcorn residents in work work in
the Parish. This reflects the findings of the Headcorn Residents’ survey from 2013, as
well as the 2011 Census data for Headcorn ward, which show that 31.4% of those in
employment in the ward work a maximum of 2km away from home.

3.4

Would local businesses benefit from increased numbers of commuters?
An alternative question is: would increasing the housing supply in Headcorn over and
above the levels suggested by employment growth benefit the local economy through
increased demand? Here the answer is more nuanced, and is likely to depend on the
sector, but on balance the answer to this is likely to be that the benefits will be limited,
and probably outweighed by the risks.
In many sectors, particularly services sectors such as business services, transport times
are extremely important in determining market potential. Indeed, it is time, rather than
physical distance, that are the key factor for these sectors. Analysis suggests that if travel
times in the UK could be cut by 10%, then labour productivity would increase by 1.2%. 70
This means that for most firms the markets that they can serve efficiently will be very
local.
For business-to-business services, therefore, their demand would only benefit from
increased housing numbers, if this was accompanied by an increase in the number or size
of businesses operating locally. This would not be the case under a commuter-driven
housing growth model. Even for service sector firms dealing directly with households,
their potential customer base would only benefit to the extent that there was an increase
in local customers available during business hours. Overall, where physical interaction is
required, it is easier for those working locally to use local businesses than it is for those
working elsewhere, because they have the option of meeting during the working day.
In addition there is a risk to the local economy associated with an increase in housing to
accommodate commuters, as it risks diluting the links between the local community and
businesses operating in Headcorn. Strong local employment and strong local demand are
likely to be self-reinforcing – high levels of local employment increase links within the
local community to the business sector, promoting awareness and boosting demand. It is
certainly the case that those working in Headcorn were more likely to rate the range of
shops in Headcorn as excellent, than those working elsewhere.71
The bottom line number, therefore, for an economically sustainable increase in housing
for Headcorn, is that a maximum of 145 new homes would be justified.

70

See the discussion in Crafts (2012).

71

Based on analysis of the 2013 Headcorn Residents’ survey.
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4.0 SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY
From an economic perspective, the maximum number of dwellings needed over the plan
period to support the workforce is likely to be somewhere between 99 and 145. However,
it is not just workers that need new houses, and social considerations play an important
role. The aim of social sustainability, as defined by the National Planning Policy
Framework, is to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the
supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations. How
does this translate into housing need in Headcorn?
As with economic sustainability, the results from the assessment of Headcorn as a
strategic location for housing to support developments elsewhere suggests that Headcorn
is not a good location either to accommodate families in need of jobs, where those jobs
cannot be supported locally, or as a strategic location to house the vulnerable, such as
the elderly or low paid. This means that the amount of housing consistent with social
sustainability will reflect demand from within Headcorn. This Section therefore assesses
social sustainability from four main perspectives:


What is the support for house building from within the community and how is it
influenced by identified need?



How many new households are likely to be formed from Headcorn residents who will
want to stay in the Parish over the course of the plan period? This gives gross
housing need from amongst Headcorn residents.



What will the supply of houses be from within the existing housing stock over the
course of the plan period? Combined with identified gross need, this gives the net
need for housing as a result of household formation in Headcorn.



Finally, what is the likely mismatch between supply and demand for housing types
within the Parish? Any significant mismatch might justify the need for housing
development in Headcorn over and above the level required from an economic
perspective, or relative to what residents think they want.

The results of this assessment suggest that:


A majority of Headcorn residents want to see at most 150 new houses built over the
course of the plan period, which is similar to the maximum level of house building
that would be justified on economic sustainability grounds. Only an immediate,
identified need for housing from within the household influences support for house
building. Amongst those who identified someone within the household who wanted
to move out to form a new household, support for house building was slightly
higher, with a majority wanting at most 200 new houses. In contrast, future need
from within the household and friends and family members wanting to move to
Headcorn had no impact on respondents’ support for house building.



Household formation in Headcorn is likely to be at most 100 new households in the
first 5 years of the plan and a maximum of 452 potential new households over the
plan period.
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Housing supply from within the existing housing stock is likely to be significantly
more than would be needed to address household formation. This implies that the
net housing need to support new households in Headcorn is zero over the plan
period. Indeed, once the needs of emerging households were accounted for from
properties coming on the market from within the existing housing stock, there
would still be an estimated 55 to 220 additional properties to satisfy external
demand.



There is limited evidence of any significant mismatch in the supply and demand of
housing in Headcorn, particularly when it is recognised that 70% of those look to
move want to remain within the Parish, providing substantial opportunities to
“swap” housing.

One issue that has not been addressed by this analysis is that of affordability. The supply
and demand of houses from within the Parish may match, but affordability considerations
may still make it hard for new households to access the market. This issue is explored
further in Section 5.

4.1

Support for housing development in Headcorn
Figure 3

How many new houses do Headcorn residents want?
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Note:
2013 Headcorn Residents’ survey. Residents were asked the question: “Over the last 20 years there have
been around 220 new houses built in Headcorn. Looking forward to the next 20 years, roughly how many houses do
you think it would be appropriate to build in Headcorn? [Tick One]”. The size of the individual bar gives the support
for that option. The bars have been stacked so the top of each bar gives the cumulative support for all the options
up to and including that option.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd.

The first question that needs to be answered is how many new houses do residents of
Headcorn Parish want? Community plays an important role in social sustainability, so it is
important to understand what the community itself wants. As Figure 3 shows, in the case
of Headcorn, more than half of the residents of Headcorn want no more than 150 new
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houses – roughly the amount that economic considerations would suggest. Over 75%
want no more than 200 and almost 90% of residents want no more than 250 new houses.
From a community engagement perspective therefore, it would be hard to justify higher
levels of development.

4.2

Identifying housing need from within Headcorn Parish
An equally important, however, is the question of how many houses do the local
population need and will this match the likely supply of houses. Need has to be assessed
not only for those who are economically active, but also, for example, for those who are
retired or long-term sick. Any assessment of this therefore also needs to consider whether
the collective judgement of those living in Headcorn, on the total number of new homes
that would be desirable, will deliver enough new homes when compared to the number of
new homes that individuals in the Parish think that they need. Here there are several
considerations, including the likely rate of household formation and the extent to which
existing households do not have the right accommodation for their needs.

4.2.1

What is the evidence of mismatched needs in the Parish?
Starting with the question of mismatched needs, the 2011 Census showed that there
were no households sharing a dwelling with another household in Headcorn Parish.
However, there were 25 households at the time of the Census (1.7% of the total) that
had fewer bedrooms than the standard formula would recommend - 23 with one fewer
bedroom than needed and 2 with at least 2 fewer bedrooms than needed.72 In contrast,
82% of households in Headcorn had more bedrooms than required and 16% had the
same number of bedrooms as the standard formula would suggest was necessary.
This suggests that there is limited evidence of systematic overcrowding within Headcorn,
particularly when compared to Maidstone as a whole, where 3.4% of households
experienced overcrowding, or England where 4.6% of households were overcrowded. In
addition, as most households were under-occupying their property, sufficient larger
properties are likely to become available through the resale market to accommodate
those suffering from overcrowding. This suggests that the issues behind overcrowding are
likely to reflect affordability, rather than availability, as well as other factors that might
reduce people’s desires to move out of a property even in the face of overcrowding (for
example the recognition that the overcrowding will be temporary, or where a property has
been owned by the same family for many years).

4.2.2

Evidence on new household formation in Headcorn
Estimating housing need and likely rates of household formation of those looking to stay
in the Parish is hard. However, Headcorn’s Residents’ survey asked questions about

72

If you look at Headcorn Ward, as opposed to Headcorn Parish, there are 41 households (1.9% of the total)
suffering from overcrowding.
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people’s intentions of moving, including whether they were looking to move out of their
existing home into a separate home and whether, if they moved, they wanted to remain
within the Parish. The results from this need to be interpreted carefully, both because
they measure respondents’ aspiration to set up a separate household, rather than their
ability to do so and because the decision to poll residents rather than households means
there could be more than one response per household. There is also some evidence that
the questions may have been misinterpreted by some respondents.
However, the question about whether anyone in the household would like to move out
into a separate home produced a range of 27 to 41 new households being formed from
part of existing households, once duplications from within the same household and those
not wanting to remain in the Parish were eliminated. Scaling up, to allow for the fact that
not all residents completed the survey,73 suggests potential demand for new housing to
cater for emerging households for the Parish as a whole of between 64 to 98 dwellings,
although this is likely to overestimate potential need.74

What sort of properties do emerging households aspire to?
What sort of properties would these emerging households like, if they were in a position
to achieve their dream? Here there is a mismatch with the results of Headcorn’s Estate
Agents’ Survey, as in contrast to what estate agents recorded, most were looking for
small properties:75


37% want a one bedroom home;



39% want a two bedroom home;



26% want a three bedroom home; and



Remainder want 4 bedrooms.

Of the 41 wanting to move into a separate household:


63% want a house to buy;



15% want to rent from a Housing Association;



10% want to rent privately; and



12% want shared equity (part rent, part ownership).

The main reasons given for why respondents had not moved out yet were affordability:
47.4% cannot afford to buy and 33% could not afford to rent. Only 15.5% cited that they

73

These numbers need to be scaled using household numbers to avoid duplication. Analysis shows that
representatives from 612 households in Headcorn responded to the Residents’ survey (with 797 people
responding in total). There were 1459 households in the 2011 Census. This gives a response rate of 41.9% of
households. This response rate is then used to scale the number of responses, which assumes that those who
completed the survey are representative of the rest of Headcorn’s population.

74

As respondents could answer on behalf of others in the household, it is likely that some parents may have
recorded that their child would like a house in the Parish, while in practice that person may prefer to leave.

75

The Estate Agent’s Survey suggested that three bedroom homes were in most demand in both the sale and
rental markets. This may either suggest that the intentions of those saying they want to move out into a
separate home are not serious (as they are not actively engaged with estate agents in the village), or that
younger generations search for properties in different ways, rather than either registering with estate agents,
or viewing properties through them.
42

ANALYSING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN HEADCORN

could not find anywhere suitable to buy and 16.5% gave the reason as not being able to
find anywhere suitable to rent.

Looking further ahead at emerging households
Looking further ahead, when asked whether there was anyone living in the house who
does not currently need their own home, but is likely to want one in Headcorn Parish in
the next 5 to 10 years, representatives from 81 households responded yes. Scaling up
would imply the need for 193 houses.
However, it is likely that need has been exaggerated here: 81 households represents 67%
of households with children in the age bracket 5 to 16, suggesting that 193 houses will be
an overestimate. While not all those who are likely to need a house in the next 5 to 10
years will currently be children who are not old enough to move out, the majority will be.
In practice therefore demand for properties in Headcorn in 5 to 10 years’ time as a result
of household formation is likely to be significantly lower. However, there is one factor that
might cause demand to peak in 5 to 10 years’ time, which is that the 2011 Census shows
that there was a spike in the population aged 10 to 14 compared to both older and
younger age groups. The impact of this spike could be increase the demand for homes
from anywhere between 12% and 49% compared to the current generation wanting to
set up new households.76 To reduce the risk that the estimated level of new household
formation is underestimated, the central estimate for emerging households in 5 to 10
years’ time is set to 150, reflecting the higher number. However, 112 might be more
realistic, as those leaving for university will influence the size of the remaining population.
However, in practice, thereafter patterns of housing demand are more likely to mirror the
patterns of short run demand analysed above, suggesting demand for around 100
dwellings every 5 years is likely to be more realistic.77

Estimate of the total number of emerging households during the plan period
The estimates provided above suggest a maximum of 448 emerging households looking
to remain in Headcorn Parish over the course of the plan period. This compares to
estimates of 452 emerging households calculated using data from GL Hearn (2014).78 The
minimum level of household formation is likely to be 376 emerging household, reflecting
the lower bound for the estimates.

76

The figure of 49% reflects the ratio of those aged 15-19 in the 2011 Census (who are most likely to reflect the
current generation of aspiring householders) and those aged 10 to 14. If instead the size of the 10 to 14 year
old group were adjusted to reflect the potential impact of university on the size recorded in the Census, using
the observed shift in the numbers aged 15 to 19 in the 2011 Census compared to the numbers aged 5 to 9 in
the 2001 Census, then the spike is likely to be much lower, at 12%.

77

Existing demand will be a better indicator, because it is harder for people to account for all the factors that
influence housing decisions the further into the future they are asked to look. In particular, there is likely to be
a mismatch between parents’ aspirations for their children to remain close and the children’s decisions on
location.

78

The calculation of 452 emerging households uses the household estimates in Table 42 of GL Hearn (2014) and
pro ratas them for the relative population of Headcorn Parish. This should be seen as an absolute maximum,
particularly as there is no evidence that these households will necessarily want to remain within the Parish,
even if they want to remain within the Borough.
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4.2.3

Evidence on demand for housing from friends and family living outside Headcorn
Of course it is not just the demand from those currently living in Headcorn that might be
important for the community. Where residents have family members or friends living
outside Headcorn who they would like to see move to the Parish, or who would like to
move to the Parish themselves, then the community might be strengthened if that
demand for housing could be satisfied. This raises two questions:


what evidence is there on the potential demand for housing from those outside the
Parish, but with links to the community? and



what evidence is there that satisfying this demand would be beneficial to the local
community?

On the first question, 26% of residents (161) said they had friends or family who would
like to move to Headcorn if they could. The majority of these were couples with no
children (over 50%), but at least 1 in 5 know single people or couples with one or two
children. The top two reasons for why they had not moved to Headcorn were the
affordability (30%) and availability (19%) of houses to buy. Other reasons given for why
they had not moved to Headcorn were the affordability of houses to rent (9%); the
availability of employment opportunities (8%); and the lack of houses that were big
enough (8%).
While this may give an indication of the popularity of Headcorn from the perspective of
Headcorn residents, it is worth remembering that these numbers are highly speculative.
In particular, this question does not differentiate between: those with serious intentions,
who would definitely move to Headcorn, if the opportunity arose; those who might like
the idea in theory (when visiting a friend or family member), but in practice have no
intention of moving; and cases where the respondent themselves would like someone to
move to the Parish (and so have answered yes), but in practice the people concerned
would not want to move. The question is also prone to double counting, where people
have friends and family in common.79
In practice it is highly unlikely that all those identified by Headcorn residents would move
to the Parish and extremely unlikely that they would all move at once. There are many
reasons why people stay where they are - job, schools and familiarity being just some. In
the case of Headcorn, for example, although 20% say they intend to move in the next 5
years, only 6% intend to leave the Parish. If 25% of those identified by residents were to
move to Headcorn, that would be the equivalent to demand for 96 homes.
However, from a social sustainability perspective, it is the second question that is actually
more important, if harder, to answer. Here the evidence can be inferred from the impact
of having a friend or family member who might like to move to the village on the extent
to which people support house building. In the case of residents who have a family
member living with them who would like to move out and cannot, this identified need

79

The numbers have been adjusted for double counting within households, but it is not possible to adjust for
cases where households have friends or family in common.
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translates into greater support for house building, suggesting that residents in that
situation are prepared to see more houses built in order to help satisfy the existing
household need. This is not the case for those who have identified a friend or family
member who does not currently live in the village, but would like to do so. In the latter
case, identified need from outside the parish has no impact on people’s willingness to
support house building, see Figure 4. This suggests that satisfying external demand by
friends and family members is not important for social sustainability.

4.2.4

Impact of identified need on preference for house building
For residents in the Parish as a whole, over 50% want at most 150 houses to be built
over the course of the plan period. An important question is what influence does identified
need have on people’s preferences? Figure 4 therefore shows the cumulative responses of
those in different groups: the Parish as a whole; those who know there is someone in the
household who would like to move out into a separate home; those who know there this
someone in the household who is likely to want a separate home in the Parish in the next
5 to 10 years; and those who have family and friends who would like to move to
Headcorn.
Figure 4

Support for house building amongst groups identifying need
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Note:
Calculated using responses to 2013 Headcorn Residents’ Survey. Each bar gives the cumulative total of
those who picked that option, together with those picking the previous options involving lower levels of house
building. Based on the Question: “Over the last 20 years there have been around 220 new houses built in
Headcorn. Looking forward to the next 20 years, roughly how many houses do you think it would be appropriate to
build in Headcorn? [Tick One]”. Those in the ‘current need within household’ group answered yes to the Question:
“Would anyone in your household (including you) like to move out into a separate home?”. Those in the ‘Future
need within household’ group answered yes to the Question: “Is there anyone in the house, who does not currently
need their own home, but is likely to want one in Headcorn Parish in the next five to ten years?”. Those in the
‘Family or friends would like to move’ group answered yes to the Question: “Do you have any family or friends who
do not currently live in Headcorn, but would like to move here if they could?”.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

45

ANALYTICALLY DRIVEN LTD - DECEMBER 2014

What is clear is that only the realisation that there is an immediate need within the
household (the green bar) influences support for house building. Even then, a majority of
those with a family member who would like to move into a separate household would like
to see at most 200 new houses built over the next 20 years. For all the other groups,
even those who know family and friends who would like to move to Headcorn, a majority
of respondents would like to see at most 150 homes built.

4.3

Evidence on the likely supply of housing from the existing housing stock
It is important to recognise the house building by developers is not the only source of new
homes. In particular, properties become available both as people move house and when
occupants die. When considering whether there is a need for new housing within the
Headcorn it is also important to take these factors into account, as it is the net demand
for homes, rather than the gross demand that will be key for whether significant
development is warranted.

4.3.1

Moving intentions
The Residents’ Survey shows that almost 5% of those living in the Parish are likely to
move house in the next year, with an additional 14% expecting to move in the next 1 to 5
years. Of those moving in the next 5 years, around 30% of those looking to move (or
around 5.7% of households) do not want to stay in Headcorn, with the rest wanting to
move within the Parish. Scaling up, this implies around 85 households will leave the
village in the next 5 years. It is not unrealistic to expect that this pattern would be
repeated over time, with around 83 households leaving the Parish every 5 years, meaning
a total of around 332 households will have left the Parish over the course of the plan
period, with an additional 775 households having moved within the Parish.80 In addition,
the churn within the Parish itself, with 70% of households moving within the Parish,
creates the opportunity to address mismatched housing needs, at least where the
availability of suitable homes is the issue, rather than affordability.
Here it is clear that a good range of potential properties are likely to become available.
For example, of those looking to move in next year: 28 owned their property; 6 rented
privately; 1 was in sheltered rented accommodation; 1 was renting from a Housing
Association; and 1 was in a static mobile on a rented site. Similarly, the size of the
properties that are likely to become available is likely to be mixed - of those thinking of
moving in the next 5 years (including in the next year): 3% live in 1 bedroom properties;
16% in 2 bedroom properties; 41% in 3 bedroom properties; 33% in 4 bedroom
properties; and 7% in properties with 5 of more bedrooms.

80

These estimates could be biased upwards because of the impact of the financial crisis on households’ ability to
move, meaning that it reflect a degree of pent up demand. However, even if the level was double its steady
state level, this would still imply 200 homes would become available for newly forming households in the Parish
over the course of the plan period. Furthermore, in practice, as more houses are built in the Parish the number
of homes becoming available each year will rise (for the same percentage of the population moving out of the
Parish).
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4.3.2

Death of the homeowner
People moving will not be the not the only source of potential properties becoming
available – in an aging society the death of the homeowner also plays a role. In the 2011
Census, 351 people living in the Parish, or 10.4% of the population, were aged over 75.
Indeed, 2.6% of Headcorn’s population (or 89 people) were aged over 85. Life expectancy
at aged 65 in the South East is currently 84 for men and 86 for women. Even if all these
people were living in two person households, this would suggest that in the course of the
next 20 years, round 175 homes are likely to become available. In practice, of the 415
households in Headcorn where all the members were aged over 65, 53% were single
person households. This suggests that the potential 175 homes that are likely to become
available will be an underestimate.81
What type of homes do the elderly live in? In the 2013 Residents’ Survey, of those aged
over 75, 73% were owner occupiers and another 6.3% were owner occupiers of sheltered
accommodation. The rest were renting, including 5.4% in a static mobile on a rented site
and 1.8% in rented sheltered housing. Most of the elderly live in three (45%) or two
(40%) bedroom homes.

4.3.3

Empty properties in Headcorn
At the time of the 2011 Census, there were 1,459 households and 1,565 household
spaces in Headcorn Parish, meaning 6.8% of potential dwellings had no usual occupants,
double the average for Maidstone as a whole and significantly above the national average
of 4.3%. Compared to the 2001 Census, this represents a 9.9% increase in the number of
households, a 14.7% increase in the number of household spaces and a 186.5% increase
in the number of unoccupied household spaces. While the 2011 Census does not provide
data on why homes were unoccupied, in the 2001 Census only 16.2% of unoccupied
household spaces (or 0.4% of the total number of household spaces) were second
residences or holiday accommodation, suggesting that there is a limited market in
Headcorn for that type of accommodation and that the majority of the unoccupied
household spaces are not in use.

4.4

Matching housing need with potential supply
In total therefore, without building a single home, reasonable estimates suggest that 507
homes (enough for 35% of households in Headcorn) are likely to become available during
the course of the plan period.82 In addition, there were also 106 dwellings in the 2011
Census with no usual occupant, suggesting that there is already slack within the Parish. If
the proportion of household spaces with no usual residents that are holiday homes were

81

Single person households are likely to be particularly prevalent amongst the older age groups. Although the
census does not provide data on the number of shape of households aged over 75, estimates from the
Residents’ survey suggests that there are 1.2 people aged over 75, for every household.

82

The total number of properties changing hands within the Parish is likely to be significantly higher, as only 30%
of potential movers expressed the intention of leaving the Parish.
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to remain the same as the 2001 Census figures, then this would suggest that 89 houses
were unoccupied and available for occupation.83 This would suggest that up to 596
properties could become available over the plan period, even before recent planning
permissions in the village are included.
To put the 507 to 596 properties into context, there were 728 residents in Headcorn
Parish aged 19 or under at the time of the 2011 Census and 836 aged 24 or under.
Therefore if all residents in younger age brackets decided to remain in the Parish and
chose to live in one person households, there would be enough supply to provide houses
for between 61% and 71% of those living in the Parish who are aged 24 or under and
between 70% and 82% of those living in the Parish who are currently aged 19 or under.
In practice not all residents in younger age brackets will want to stay in the Parish and
some may form households of more than one person.
The estimates of household formation provided by the Residents’ Survey suggest that
roughly between 64 to 98 houses are needed to cater for new households forming in the
Parish in the first 5 years, with a total of between 376 and 452 houses over the plan
period, significantly below the 507 to 596 properties that this report estimates could
become available over that period.
Table 6

Estimates of the demand and supply of housing from within Headcorn
Parish over the plan period, without the need to build
Demand

Total number of movers

Supply
1108

Demand for homes in Parish amongst movers

776

Net supply of homes as a result of moving activity in Headcorn

332

Supply of houses due to death of the home owner

175

Empty properties (excluding second homes)

89

Total potential net supply of properties to satisfy demand from

507-596

emerging households
Estimates of new household formation

376-452

Net need for properties to satisfy emerging households
Total additional properties to satisfy external demand once all

0
55-220

emerging households housed
Note:
Estimated supply and demand for housing from existing housing stock and emerging households without
the need for house building in Headcorn. See text for details. Estimates of net availability assume that emerging
households are not crowded out of the Headcorn housing market. The range for net supply of houses is provided by
adding the number of empty homes to the supply from net movers and the death of homeowners. This is because it
is less clear whether empty homes are available for use or being help for other purposes.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

The evidence also suggests that the houses that become available are likely to be mixed,
catering for a wide range of potential needs and this will be further helped by churn within

83

The proportion of unoccupied homes in the 2001 Census that were second residences was 16.2%. This
breakdown is not available for the 2011 Census.
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the Parish. Overall therefore, the evidence suggests that there is no a priori reason to
suggest that any new housing is needed within Headcorn to cater for housing need within
the Parish. Overall, the evidence suggests that once household formation has been
accounted for, there would be a total of between 55 to 220 properties to satisfy demand
from outside the Parish, even without allowing for any house building.

4.5

Upfront housing provision versus phased development
For a Parish like Headcorn, unless there are economic factors driving the need for
increased housing supply (such as the building of a railway or employment centre), or
unmet housing demand within the community, there are significant benefits for
development being spread out over time. Without this, housing development will be
unable to meet the needs of local residents as they arise. In particular, if development all
occurs at once, then new houses will not become available as needs arise. Instead,
Headcorn residents will be dependent on the resale market to meet their needs and there
will be no flexibility to adapt the housing stock if needs change.
Significant upfront development is also likely to make it harder to absorb new residents
into the local community. This is particularly true where the development is not linked to
the needs of the local economy, as there will be no local jobs to help create new social
networks within the community.
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5.0 THE NEED FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
The previous Section considered the question of how much new housing would be
required to meet the needs of emerging households, compared to the number of houses
that are likely to become available as a result of either people moving (both those leaving
the Parish and those moving within the Parish), through the death of the occupant, or
because the housing is already standing empty. The results suggest two things:


Firstly that the net need for new properties will be zero. In fact estimates suggest
that between 55 and 220 homes will come on the market over and above the needs
of Headcorn’s emerging households and those wanting to move within the Parish;
and



Secondly that the a wide mix of properties are likely to become available,
suggesting that, on the face of it, residents looking for a new property within the
Parish should be able to find one that matches their needs.

There was, however, one question that was not discussed in the previous section – that of
affordability. This section addresses that gap. It does so from two perspectives: the
affordability of market housing; and the provision of social rented, affordable rented and
intermediate housing, which is the government’s definition of affordable housing.
The results show that there is a significant gap between the cost of property for sale in
Headcorn and the incomes of even those on median earnings. Indeed even the difference
between the cost of property in Headcorn and property in Maidstone is significant - for all
except 1 bedroom properties, purely the difference in prices between the two locations is
more than three times median earnings, and in the case of 4 bedroom properties the
difference is more than four times. Furthermore, to allow someone on median earnings
with a 10% deposit and a mortgage of 3.5 times earnings to buy in Headcorn, the
average cost of property in the Parish would need to fall by between 15.7% (for a one
bedroom property) and 81% (for a four bedroom property). The size of this discrepancy
means that increased housing development will not be the answer – even if sufficient
development were undertaken to achieve falls of these magnitudes, the result would be to
cause significant harm to the 78.1% of households who are home owners in Headcorn.
However, analysis of the demand for different types of housing amongst emerging
households in Headcorn suggests that the issue of affordability has not been translated
into demand for affordable, social-rented accommodation. Only 15.2% of emerging
households expressed a preference for housing rented from a housing association, with a
further 10.9% expressing a preference for a shared equity option. As far as social rented
accommodation is concerned, the estimated demand (even allowing for households falling
into need) is significantly lower than the estimated level of supply (given observed
vacancy rates) – with demand for 86 units expected over the plan period and a supply of
140 units. This suggests that there is no need to build additional social housing in
Headcorn, particularly as cost issues would mean that choosing Headcorn as a strategic
location to build social housing would risk increasing, rather than reducing social
deprivation.
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One area where potential demand does outstrip supply is shared equity housing, with
potential demand for 49 units over the plan period. However, it is worth recognising that
cost considerations may be an issue even for shared equity properties. As affordability
may be a key issue for emerging households, particularly those expressing a preference
for either houses to buy or shared equity, it will be worth exploring what people’s
preferred second-best outcome would be as well as alternatives such as self-build and
windfall housing.

5.1

Tenure patterns in Headcorn
There is a much higher proportion of home owners in Headcorn Parish compared to the
average for Maidstone. The 2011 Census shows that 78.1% of households living in
Headcorn Parish owned their own home, with 44.8% owning it outright, compared to
70.5% and 32.9% respectively for Maidstone Borough as a whole. Social rented housing
accounted for 8.2% of households in Headcorn Parish and shared ownership a further
0.4% of households, compared to 12.7% and 1.1% respectively for Maidstone Borough.
Homeownership is even higher amongst those aged 65 and over, with 83.1% of
households where the household reference person was 65 or over owning their own
home, compared to 80.4% for Maidstone Borough as a whole. Social rented housing
accounted for 8.5% of households where the household reference person was 65 or over,
private rented accommodation accounted for 5.7%, while the remainder where either
living rent free or in a part-owned-part-rented property. Around 36% of the total stock of
social housing in Headcorn Parish is occupied by a household where the household
reference person is aged 65 or over.
This tenure pattern suggests that, given the analysis of the cost of property in Section
5.2, that the vast majority of residents in Headcorn will be wealthier than those living
elsewhere in Maidstone Borough. This means that it is unlikely that the majority of those
looking to downsize within the Parish would be priced out of the market, as the value of
their property will be more than their target property. However, there may well be
affordability issues for emerging households.

5.2

Cost of property in Headcorn
On average the housing stock in Headcorn is larger than the housing stock for the rest of
Maidstone Borough – 71.4% of Headcorn’s housing stock has at least 3 bedrooms,
compared to 63.6% for Maidstone as a whole. Only 6.6% of dwellings in Headcorn have
at most 1 bedroom, compared to 9.6% for Maidstone Borough as a whole.84
This pattern of larger average dwelling sizes than elsewhere in the Borough will in part
reflect the relative costs of living in Headcorn - transport and other costs are higher in

84

The 2011 Census shows that the occupied dwellings in Headcorn Parish are made up of: 0.1% no bedrooms;
6.6% 1 bedroom; 22% 2 bedrooms; 42.4% 3 bedrooms; 19.7% 4 bedrooms; and 9.3% 5 or more bedrooms.
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Headcorn, meaning that Headcorn will tend to mainly appeal to those on higher than
average incomes, who in turn will want larger than average properties. This pattern will
be reinforced by the cost of housing itself in Headcorn. For example, the guide price for
one bedroom flats in Headcorn start at a minimum of £125,000 (or 4.5 times median
earnings in the South East) compared to £90,000 (or 3.2 times median earnings in the
South East) in Maidstone itself.85 These cost differences continue across properties of all
sizes, see Figure 5 where the dark red bars give the average asking prices for properties
in Headcorn by size of property and the pink bars give the same data for Maidstone. As
can be seen, in all cases the cost of equivalent property in Headcorn is significantly more
expensive than property in Maidstone.
Figure 5

Difference in housing costs between Headcorn and Maidstone

Note:
Based on Zoopla data on average asking prices for Headcorn (red bars) and Maidstone (pink bars) by size
of property downloaded on 26 October 2014 (left hand axis). The green bars (right hand axis) give the difference
between the average cost of property in Headcorn and properties in Maidstone as a percentage of median earnings
for the South East, which are calculated to be £27,900 based on ASHE data. Median earnings give the earnings for
those half way up the income distribution.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

To assess whether these cost differences are economically meaningful, the green bars in
Figure 5 show the difference between the costs of property in the two locations as a
percentage of median earnings in the South East. For all except 1 bedroom properties,
purely the difference in prices between the two locations is more than 300% of median
earnings, and in the case of 4 bedroom properties the difference is more than 400%. To
put this in context, the Bank of England introduced rules in October 2014 limiting
mortgage lending at multiples of 450% or more of earnings to a maximum of 15% of the
number of mortgage contracts lenders undertake each quarter, with mortgage lending

85

Based on a search on October 26th 2014 for properties for sale in Headcorn and Maidstone respectively on
Rightmove. To ensure comparability, the data excludes shared equity properties and studio flats, as these were
available in Maidstone but not in Headcorn. The guide price for the cheapest studio apartment in Maidstone was
£67,995.
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typically expected to be lower. In other words, just the difference in prices between the
two locations, never mind the price itself, is close to what most lenders would be willing
to lend for those on median earnings (and significantly above what lenders would consider
lending for the majority of the 50% of the working population who, by definition, are on
below median earnings). The prices themselves are significantly higher: for Headcorn the
average asking price for a 1 bedroom property is equivalent to 460% of median earnings;
a 2 bed property is 985% of median earnings; a 3 bed property is 1330% of median
earnings; and a 4 bed property is 2050% of median earnings. 86 This means buying in
Headcorn will require either significant capital or high earnings.

5.3

Affordability of private rented property in Headcorn
It is far harder to analyse the market for private rented housing in Headcorn. It accounted
for only 11.1% of the occupied housing stock in 2011 and therefore only a handful of
properties are available to rent at any given time. However, analysis of current rental
prices suggests that average rental prices in Headcorn are lower than in Maidstone itself
for all but the largest properties suggesting they are more affordable, see Table 7.
Despite this, the evidence suggests that those on very low incomes may struggle to afford
even affordable (social rented) accommodation in Headcorn without significant additional
help from the State.
Table 7

Comparing the affordability of rents in Headcorn and Maidstone
Headcorn

Maidstone

Rents in Headcorn as

Rents in

Rents in Headcorn

rents

rents (£pw)

% of earnings for

Headcorn as %

as % of earnings

median earnings

of earnings for

for bottom 10%

(£pw)

bottom 25%
1 bed

£137

£142

25.5%

54.3%

109.7%

2 bed

£181

£186

33.7%

71.8%

144.9%

3 bed

£203

£241

37.8%

80.5%

162.5%

4 bed

£444

£385

82.7%

176.1%

355.5%

Note:
Rents (£ per week) based on results of a Zoopla search on 7/12/14. ASHE data shows that weekly
earnings for those at the bottom 10% of the income distribution are £124.90, for those at the bottom 25% are
£252.20 and median weekly earnings for those in the South East are £536.60.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

This seems at odds with the much higher capital costs associated with owning property in
Headcorn. There are various potential explanations for this discrepancy:


The houses offered for rent in Headcorn are of a much poorer quality than the
average housing stock in the Parish, meaning that the average cost of property in
the Parish is not a good proxy for the cost of acquiring rental properties. Given even

86

The equivalent costs for Maidstone are: 415% (1 bed); 680% (2 bed); 1020% (3 bed); and 1620% (4 bed).
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the cheapest properties in Headcorn are more expensive than those in Maidstone,
this seems unlikely as an explanation.87


The typical tenants in Headcorn are less risky than those in Maidstone, so risk
adjusted rental returns are the same, but the headline returns are lower in
Headcorn. This may be a factor, but it is unlikely to be able to explain such a large
different in the observed return on capital.



Investing in property in Headcorn is less risky than in Maidstone, and the likely
returns in terms of capital appreciation are higher, so risk adjusted rental returns
are the same, but the headline returns are lower in Headcorn. This may be a
significant factor.



Demand for rental properties in Headcorn may be low relative to supply – this may
also be a factor, particularly as Headcorn is relatively remote compared to local
labour markets. Certainly amongst emerging households, demand for private rented
accommodation only makes up around 11% of the total – equivalent to 14
households.



The small sample of properties available to rent in Headcorn may be distorting the
results. This is also almost certainly a factor.

5.4

Building as a way of making market housing affordable
One of the reasons given for why building more homes would be desirable is that it would
help improve affordability. Here a reality check is important. Table 8 gives the amount
that average house prices in Headcorn would need to fall in order to be affordable for
those on median earning and those at the bottom 25% of the income distribution,
assuming that they have a 10% deposit and considering two income multiples for any
mortgage, 3.5 times income and 5 times income.88
What is clear from the results is that in almost all cases the average price of properties in
Headcorn for all sizes of property would need to fall substantially to be affordable for
those in these income groups. The only exception is the case where someone on median
earning is looking to buy a one bedroom flat and is able to secure a mortgage for 5 times
earnings. What this implies in turn is that, even if sufficient houses were built in the
Parish to achieve these falls, the impact would be to create significant problems for the
78.1% of households within the Parish who own their own home – all of whom would face
a substantial, negative wealth shock. Furthermore, conversations between prospective
developers in the Parish and the Headcorn Matters team suggests that their target prices
for new built properties will be similar to the existing market, suggesting that developers

87

See the analysis in Section 5.2 above.

88

These income groups have been chosen because most emerging households are at the lower end of the income
distribution. Of course two person households would have the choice of pooling their income for use in a
mortgage application. The latest data show that median gross household incomes in Great Britain are £32,100.
While this might help improve affordability on one level (it represents a 15% increase on median earning by
individuals), mortgage companies may scale back the multiples they are willing to lend when considering an
application based on more than one income. Household incomes taken from ONS: Wealth and income: 20102012, Statistical bulletin release date 3 July 2014. Data for household income includes earnings, state support,
pensions and investment income. This data is for all households, not just those in employment.
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are not anticipating that development activity will have a significant impact on
affordability within the Parish. Therefore, even if cutting house prices substantially were
desirable, it is unlikely to be achievable.
Table 8

How much would house prices in Headcorn need to fall to be
affordable?
Median earnings

Income multiple for mortgage

3.5

Bottom 25%
5

3.5

5

1 bed

-15.7%

20.4%

-60.4%

-43.4%

2 bed

-60.5%

-43.5%

-81.4%

-73.5%

3 bed

-70.7%

-58.2%

-86.3%

-80.4%

4 bed

-81.0%

-72.9%

-91.1%

-87.3%

£108,512

£155,018

£51,000

£72,858

Achievable cost of house (10% deposit)

Note:
Based on Zoopla data on average asking prices for Headcorn by size of property downloaded on 26
October 2014. Weekly earnings for those at the bottom 25% are £252.20 and median weekly earnings for those in
the South East are £536.60, based on ASHE data. Calculations assume those looking to buy have a 10% deposit.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

Finally, even if house building in Headcorn did achieve some decline in house prices
elsewhere in Maidstone, by shifting the demand and supply relationships, this will not help
emerging households in Headcorn itself. Therefore, the need to build to suppress house
prices, to make property affordable for emerging households, is not an argument that
would suggest additional house building in Headcorn (over and above identified net need,
which is zero) would be socially sustainable. It would either cause significant negative
effects amongst the majority of existing households, or more likely it would simply not
achieve its aim. This is reinforced by the fact that in the 2011 Census 6.8% of properties
in Headcorn were standing empty (double the average for Maidstone Borough), but
clearly this has not had a significant impact on relative affordability.89 As such, a campaign
to build more houses is not the answer to housing affordability in Headcorn. The question
is, is social housing (what the government defines as affordable housing) the answer
instead?

5.5

The government’s definition of affordable housing
In planning terms affordable housing has a very specific meaning - the National Planning
Policy Framework defines affordable housing as:
“Affordable housing: Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate
housing, provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the
market. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local
house prices. Affordable housing should include provisions to remain at an

89

Data are not available for the 2011 split between second homes and unoccupied properties, but 2001 Census
data for Headcorn showed that the majority of empty properties in Headcorn were simply unoccupied,
suggesting limited demand for second homes in Headcorn.
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affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy to be
recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.
Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and private registered
providers (as defined in section 80 of the Housing and Regeneration Act
2008), for which guideline target rents are determined through the national
rent regime. It may also be owned 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.
Affordable rented housing is 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).
Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above
social rent, but below market levels subject to the criteria in the Affordable
Housing definition above. These can include shared equity (shared
ownership

and

equity

loans),

other low

cost homes

for

sale

and

intermediate rent, but not affordable rented housing.
Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable housing, such as
“low cost market” housing, may not be considered as affordable housing for
planning purposes.” 90
In other words affordable housing is not market housing that people can afford – it is
essentially social housing created for the purpose of reducing social deprivation, by
providing access to housing services to those in need. Associated with this are strict
eligibility criteria, including income, and available houses are rationed by ensuring that
those who are most vulnerable are given priority when properties become available.

5.6

Can social housing provision increase social deprivation?
On the face of it, while there are families in need, provision of social housing will always
be a good thing. However, location will play an important role in ensuring that social
housing achieves the goal of reducing social deprivation. Where locations are remote
relative to local jobs markets, or expensive to live in (over and above housing costs),
then unless recipients of social housing have a strong, personal reason for being in a
particular location, the provision of social housing in that area risks increasing, rather
than reducing, social deprivation particularly relative to providing social housing in
cheaper, better connected locations.

90

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), Annex 2, Glossary.
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Headcorn potentially falls into that category, as a location where the provision of excess
social housing (over and above the amount needed to satisfy Headcorn’s needs) could
increase, rather than reduce social deprivation. Why is that? There are two main reasons:
distance, and cost of living.
As the discussion in Section 2 demonstrates, Headcorn is comparatively far from the main
employment centres in Kent. Even Maidstone (which is the closest employment centre) is
15.4 km away, with journey times of around 30 minutes. For the UK as a whole average
commute times are 24.5 minutes and 62.8% of workers commute at most 10 km to work,
significantly below the differences between Headcorn and Maidstone. Both distance
travelled and commuting times significantly reduce the benefits that workers receive from
otherwise identical jobs. In other words, being based in a relatively remote location like
Headcorn will be a disadvantage in the work place.
This disadvantage is compounded by the relative cost of living in Headcorn, particularly
the cost of travel. As the discussion in Section 2 demonstrated, the cost of travel from
Headcorn to key employment centres is significant, for example peak hour bus fares to
Maidstone town centre (which would apply for most of those in work) are equivalent to
33.6% of income for someone at the bottom 10% of the income distribution. In contrast,
weekly bus fares to Maidstone town centre from either Invicta Grammar School or
Maidstone Hospital would be equivalent to 11.2% or 19.2% of their income. In other
words, for someone on low income (earning at the bottom 10% of the income
distribution) who works in Maidstone and commutes by bus, the savings in terms of fares
from being based in the outskirts of Maidstone, rather than in Headcorn are equivalent to
between 14.4% and 22.4% of their weekly earnings.
Therefore, unless prospective tenants have a personal reason for choosing Headcorn, a
decision to choose Headcorn as a strategic location to provide social housing risks
increasing social deprivation. This is because it will limit people’s access to jobs markets
and significantly reduce the likelihood of people being able to work. The cost of travel will
also have an impact on people’s ability to take advantage of leisure facilities such as
cinemas, as well as restrict access to essential services such as hospitals. Furthermore, it
is not just travel that is relatively more expensive in relatively remote locations such as
Headcorn – reduced competition and transportation costs will also mean that items such
as food will be more expensive.

5.7

Estimating demand for social housing in Headcorn
As the analysis above demonstrates, providing social housing in the wrong locations risks
causing perverse outcomes and increasing, rather than reducing, social derivation. For a
relatively remote location such as Headcorn therefore, it is very important to establish
how much social housing is needed to address Headcorn’s needs, to avoid over (or even
under) supply.
Assessing this involves answering three questions: what is the likely demand for social
housing from within Headcorn; are there factors that might limit eligibility; and what is
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the likely supply of social housing in Headcorn without the need to build. To do this, we
make use of Headcorn Residents’ Survey, the 2011 Census and the Strategic Housing
Market Assessment conducted for Maidstone Borough Council (GL Hearn, 2014).

5.7.1

Estimating demand for social housing
The results from Headcorn Residents’ Survey can be used to assess likely new household
formation in Headcorn Parish, as well as the number of people who are involved and the
type of accommodation that would be ideal.91 These results have been combined in Figure
6. From this, four things stand out:


Firstly, the vast majority of new households that form in Headcorn are likely to
involve single person households. In 65.2% of cases of those looking to move out
and form their own household, only one person is looking to move out.



Secondly, in most cases market based housing is regarded as ideal – 60.9% would
like to buy their own home and 10.9% want private rented accommodation.



Thirdly, there are three types of property where there was no reported demand
from those looking to form a separate household: owner occupied sheltered
housing, and gypsy and traveller pitches that are either rented or owner occupied. 92



Finally, in the case of Headcorn, the split in demand for social housing is social
rented housing (58%) and shared equity housing (42%).

The estimates of household formation contained in Section 4 suggest that a maximum of
452 new households will form over the course of the plan period. In the case of social
housing that translates into a maximum demand of 69 social rented houses and 49
shared equity houses over the whole of the plan period; or 3 and 2 houses respectively
every year.
Of course it is not just new households who might want access to social rented housing there is also the potential for existing households falling into need. G L Hearn (2014)
estimates that, for the housing market area that incorporates Headcorn Parish, the
demand for social housing from newly forming households will be roughly four times the
demand for social housing from those falling into need. 93 Using that ratio suggests that
the total demand for social rented housing over the plan period is likely to be a maximum
of 86 units.94

91

However, it should be noted that the results from the survey need to be interpreted carefully and should be
treated as indicative only. One reason for this is the potential duplication arising from more than one person
within a household identifying the same need. The results have been adjusted to try and account for this.

92

This does not necessarily mean there is no demand for these type of properties – simply that there is no
demand arising as a result of new household formation.

93

G L Hearn (2014) Table 44.

94

The number of households falling into need in Headcorn Parish is likely to be limited by the high levels of home
ownership within the Parish.
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Figure 6

What type of accommodation would be ideal for those forming new
households in Headcorn Parish

Note:
Based on Headcorn Residents’ Survey 2013. Result also split by the number of people who would like to
move out into their own home. These figures need to be interpreted carefully for all answers involving more than
one person, as the question did not distinguish between 2 people looking to establish a house together, or two
people each looking to establish a separate household. In addition, in some cases those looking to move out may
be hoping to form a household with another person who is not currently living with them. Results adjust for
duplication where more than one family member responds.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

5.7.2

Eligibility for social housing
A key issue when considering social housing is that of eligibility. Unfortunately, it is not
possible to do a full assessment of likely eligibility here.95 However, as the supply of social
housing is likely to outstrip demand, this will be less of a concern. One area where it is
possible to assess eligibility is how long someone has lived in the area. Here, a local
residence requirement is unlikely to be an issue. All those reporting someone looking to
move out into a separate home, who wanted either social rented or shared equity
housing, have lived in the Parish for at least 5 years. In the case of those looking for a
shared equity property, they have all live in the Parish for at least 10 years.

95

This is partly because the Headcorn Residents’ Survey (deliberately) did not ask about income. Asking
questions about income and wealth typically reduces the response rate in surveys. Another issue is that only a
limited number of questions were asked about emerging households (principally how many people and the type
of property required). This makes it harder to know whether those answering yes to someone within the
household wanting to form a separate household were answering on their own behalf or not.
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5.8

How will the supply of social housing in Headcorn compare to likely
demand, without the need to build?
In 2011 there were 119 social rented dwellings in Headcorn Parish. 96 The G L Hearn
Report (2014) analysed the evidence on vacancy rate for social housing over the period
2008-13 and estimated that (excluding transfers to other social rented homes) there were
on average 21 re-lets per annum from the social rented housing stock in the Rural East
housing market area, which consists of the Wards of Headcorn and Harrietsham and
Lenham.97 This gives a vacancy rate of 5.85% per annum.
Using the estimated vacancy rate of 5.85% to assess the potential supply of social rented
housing from within the existing housing stock in Headcorn Parish reveals that there are
likely to be on average 7 social rented properties available every year in Headcorn Parish
for re-let purposes, or a total of 140 properties over the plan period. Furthermore, this
may well be an underestimate of the number of dwellings that become available, as the
vacancy rate was calculated over the period of the Financial Crisis.
This rate of supply is significantly higher than even the maximum calculated need based
on the data on household formation adjusted for households falling into need. While there
may be a mismatch in the type of properties that become available and likely demand, as
analysis of household formation would suggest that there is greater demand for smaller
properties, overall there is clearly no need to build social rented housing in Headcorn over
the plan period.
More important would be to establish a greater supply of shared ownership properties. At
the time of the 2011 Census there were 6 share equity properties in Headcorn, while
demand figures suggest potential demand for 49 shared equity properties over the plan
period. However, here eligibility criteria are likely to play an important role, particularly
the need for a deposit.98

5.9

Demand for sheltered accommodation
Of course, those in need are not always in need of affordable accommodation –
sometimes the issue is around the type of care or facilities associated with the provision
of housing. A key group here are the elderly and the associated need for sheltered
accommodation. Analysis of Table 9 suggests that there is likely to be demand for around
23 sheltered accommodation places in the next 5 years. In total around 20.9% of those
who would want to remain within the Parish if they moved would potentially like sheltered
accommodation. However, the vast majority of these (80.6%) are not expecting to move
for the foreseeable future. Furthermore, those wanting sheltered accommodation when

96

2011 Census.

97

See Table 46, GL Hearn (2014). Including re-lets of intermediate housing would give a vacancy rate of 6.4%.

98

ACRK estimates suggest that to purchase a 35% share of a shared ownership property with a full market value
of £200,000, an income of just over £30,000 would be required (which is above median earnings), as well as a
deposit of £7000, plus money for moving costs, legal fees etc.
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they moved only make up 39% of the total of those expecting to move within the Parish
in this age group.
Table 9

Moving expectations and demand for sheltered accommodation (by
age group)
In the

In the

In the In more

next

next 1

next 5 than 10 foreseeable

year

to 5

to 10

years

years

years

Not for the

Total wanting

Total looking to

sheltered

move within

accommodation Parish, but not

future

– all time

wanting sheltered

frames

accommodation

51-65

0

1

2

3

24

30

139

66-75

0

4

4

2

31

41

119

76-85

0

1

1

1

29

32

40

over 85

2

0

0

0

3

5

11

Total

2

6

7

6

87

108

309

Scaled demand -

6

17

20

17

246

306

479

potential Parish total
Note:
Demand for sheltered accommodation for those aged 51 or over who want to remain in the village when
they move, split by their expectation of when they will move from Headcorn Residents’ Survey 2013. Scaling to get
total potential demand within the Parish uses: the 2011 Census data on the number of residents in the Parish aged
over 50; and the number of respondents to the Headcorn Residents’ Survey aged over 50.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

It is not possible to get an exact estimate of the amount of sheltered accommodation in
Headcorn from the Census, but scaling the responses from the Headcorn Residents’
Survey suggests that there could be 19 owner occupied sheltered homes for the elderly in
the Parish (mostly occupied by those aged over 75) and 7 rented sheltered homes for the
elderly in the Parish. This suggests that some increase in the amount of sheltered
accommodation available for the elderly might be desirable to meet potential demand.
However, the exact amount needed to balance demand and supply on an on-going basis
will depend on the mortality rates within this age group, and whether the life
expectancies of those in sheltered accommodation differ significantly from the rest of the
population in that age band.

5.10

Willingness to find alternative solutions to housing affordability
The analysis above, both in this Section and Section 4, suggests that the supply of
housing coming onto the market in Headcorn will more than match estimates of local
demand, without the need to build a single new home. This is true both for the overall
housing figures and for social housing. The only exception is the case of shared equity
housing, where the indications are that demand may be higher than the supply of
properties. However, the analysis of the cost of property in Headcorn, particularly the cost
of property for sale suggests that for many emerging households affordability will be
more of a constraint than supply.
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5.10.1

First versus second best
The issue of affordability raises an important question, which is not typically explored as
part of Housing Needs Surveys. These surveys, as did Headcorn Residents’ Survey, tend
to assess people’s preferred, or ideal outcome. But what happens if people cannot get
what they want? There are various options here:


they stay where they are until savings and income levels have improved;



they decide to move to a cheaper area; or



(at least for those wanting market housing) they decide to switch their preference
and opt for social housing instead.

There is certainly evidence that people move to cheaper as opposed to happier areas in
the right economic circumstances, and if this were so it would reduce local demand for
housing even further. If instead they were to switch their demand to social housing, this
might change the assessed need for social housing within this report. However, it is worth
remembering that the assessed demand for social housing is lower than the supply,
providing some headroom. In addition, where emerging households consist of young,
single people, there may well be eligibility issues – social housing providers typically
prioritise housing for those who are most vulnerable, such as single parents, and those
who below the age of 35 are not eligible for housing benefit if they are living in a property
by themselves.
It will be worth Headcorn Parish Council and Maidstone Borough Council exploring
people’s second-best preferences in order to properly assess demand within the area.
However, it is also likely to be important to recognise that people may be able to find
alternative ways of addressing affordability, such as self-build or alternative types of
accommodation and this is discussed below.

5.10.2

Self-build and the potential for windfall housing
There is another source of potential housing, other than existing properties coming on the
market or large new housing developments, windfall house building. This involves the
adaption of existing properties to accommodate more than one household (for example to
allow multi-generation living), or the building of new ones on existing plots. In the
Headcorn Residents’ Survey, 14% of all home owners (95) would consider building an
additional house somewhere on their property, rising to 40% of those with a 5 bedroom
house. In total 57% of those who would consider building an additional house somewhere
on their property have houses with four or more bedrooms, suggesting that there is likely
to be sufficient room on these plots to accommodate an additional household. In addition,
there is a strong link between family need and the desire to build - almost 1/3 of those
who would consider building, also said there was someone who would like to move out
into a separate home. This suggests that windfall housing could play an important role in
addressing housing need in Headcorn. If only 30% of those expressing an interest in
building on their plot were to commit, then (scaling for the Parish as a whole), this would
imply the creation of 75 new homes over the course of the plan period.
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An additional factor here may be the desire to self-build, even amongst those whose
family are not in a position to support them by providing land. While self-build will not be
suitable for everyone, again Headcorn Parish Council, as well as Maidstone Borough
Council, may want to explore whether community organised self-build might provide an
alternative way for emerging households to establish themselves on the property ladder.

5.10.3

Statics and other forms of temporary accommodation
Another area where the evidence suggests that people are looking to find alternative
ways of addressing affordability is the sharp rise in the number of statics and other forms
of temporary accommodation observed in Headcorn Parish, compared to the gypsy and
Irish traveller population. Overall the population of Headcorn is relatively homogenous,
with 94.1% being white British (English, Scottish, Welsh or Northern Irish). The largest
minority group is made up of gypsies and Irish travellers, who accounted for 1.3% of the
population in 2011. This is significantly less than the 3.5% of dwellings that were
caravans or other mobile or temporary structures - indeed there were 51 dwellings that
were caravans or other mobile or temporary structures, but only a total of 45 gypsies and
Irish travellers in Headcorn Parish (meaning the number of family groups will be
significantly lower).
Table 10 provides a snap shot of the gypsy and Irish traveller community and shows how
it is distributed across the Parish. The majority of those identifying themselves as gypsy
and Irish travellers are actually living in the built-up area of Headcorn village. Therefore a
significant number of the gypsy and Irish traveller population in Headcorn are living in
bricks and mortar, as there are not enough caravans or other mobile or temporary
structures to accommodate the gypsy and Irish traveller community living within the
village itself. Within the countryside of Headcorn Parish, it is estimated that at most 18%
of caravans or other mobile or temporary dwellings are occupied by the gypsy and Irish
traveller community.
Although caravans and other mobile or temporary dwellings are typically associated with
the gypsy and Irish traveller community, in practice it is estimated that only 38% of this
class of dwellings are likely to be occupied by gypsies and Irish travellers in Headcorn
Parish as a whole, falling to 18% in the countryside. There could be three potential
explanations for this discrepancy:


some of those who originally came from the gypsy and Irish traveller community no
longer identify themselves as such;



the decision to live in a caravan or other mobile or temporary structure may be
based on cost considerations, rather than lifestyle; and



the decision to live in a caravan, or other mobile or temporary dwelling may be
influenced by the planning regime, if it is easier to get planning permission for a
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temporary, rather than a permanent dwelling.99
However, whatever the explanation, it is important to recognise that the choice of living in
caravans or other mobile or temporary structures is not confined to the gypsy and Irish
traveller population.
Table 10

Temporary dwellings and Gypsy and Irish travellers in Headcorn
Parish
Number of

Estimated

Number of

number of

caravans,

percentage of

householdsa

other

caravans, other

mobiles and

mobiles and

temporary

temporary

people

Estimated

dwellings

dwellings

occupied by
gypsies and Irish
travellersb
Total Gypsy and Irish

45

19

51

38%

26

11

7

100%c

19

8

44

18%

838

342d

572

60%

Travellers in Headcorn Parish
Gypsy and Irish travellers in
Headcorn Built-up area
Gypsy and Irish travellers in
Headcorn countryside
Gypsy and Irish travellers in
Maidstone Borough
Note:
Data for 2011, taken from 2011 Census. Data collected for Headcorn Parish and built-up area of
Headcorn respectively – and countryside figures given by subtracting the two. Data for Maidstone Borough is
provided for comparison purposes. Data will be approximate only - the small numbers in some counts mean the
data may be affected by the ONS practice of swapping data between geographies to protect anonymity.
a
Number of households estimated using the average number of persons per household (2.32) for
Headcorn Parish as a whole. If there are more people in gypsy and Irish traveller households (because of higher
number of children for example) then both the number of households and the percentage of caravans, etc occupied
by gypsies and Irish travellers would fall. In practice, the average number of people per caravan or other mobile or
temporary dwelling in Headcorn is 2.24. However, this has a limited impact on the overall total, so the average for
the Parish was used as it is unclear how many households living in caravans etc are gypsies and Irish travellers.
b
The estimated percentage of caravans, other mobiles and temporary dwellings occupied by gypsies and
Irish travellers is a maximum and assumes that they will always occupy a caravan, or other mobile or temporary
dwelling where one is available – in practice the percentage is likely to be lower, because some may choose to
occupy bricks and mortar.
c

In the case of the built-up area there are more gypsy and Irish traveller families than there are
caravans, or other mobile or temporary structures, so the percentage has been set to 100%, the maximum possible
occupation level.
d
Based on average household size for Maidstone Borough as a whole (2.45). If the Headcorn household
size (2.32) had been used there would be an estimated 361 households, accounting for a maximum of 63% of
caravans or other mobile or temporary structures.

Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

99

It is possible that there may be some under reporting of the gypsy and Irish traveller population in the 2011
Census, if families in unauthorised sites failed to complete the Census. However, this would affect both the
number of residents and the number of dwellings reported.
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The fact that gypsies and Irish travellers occupy an estimated 38% of caravans or other
mobile and temporary dwellings in the Parish as a whole and 18% in the countryside in
Headcorn is important, because there is tension between the settled community and
gypsy and Irish traveller community in part because of perceptions of unfairness. Many of
the survey responses expressed a belief that gypsies and Irish travellers have found it
easier than the settled community to get planning permission in the countryside.100 This
belief is founded in part on the fact that the number of caravans or mobile or other
temporary dwellings increasing by 21% between 2001 and 2011, from 42 to 51.
However, in practice this increase is more than the estimated number of gypsy and Irish
traveller families living in the countryside in Headcorn.
Finally, it is worth noting that the results of Headcorn Residents’ Survey did not identify
any demand for gypsy and traveller pitches either for owner occupation or for rent
amongst emerging households, even from the 2.5% of the survey respondents from
households who were living themselves in a static mobile, either on their own land or a
rented site. However, enormous care is needed with these results, as the small size of the
sample of those living in a static mobile within the survey, the low numbers of gypsies
and Irish travellers in the Parish and the fact that living in a static mobile will be a poor
proxy for someone coming from a gypsy and Irish traveller background, means that these
results will not be robust and cannot be used to rule out potential need from emerging
gypsy and Irish traveller families in Headcorn. However, Headcorn’s relatively remote
location does mean that Headcorn would not be a good strategic location for gypsy and
Irish traveller accommodation, over and above locally identified needs. The same
considerations, around the impact of remoteness on the desirability of a location for
development, apply to the gypsy and Irish traveller community as they do to the settled
population.

100

Headcorn Residents Survey 2011.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
In environmental terms, sustainability implies contributing to protecting and enhancing
our natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve
biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate
and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy. The report
concentrates on answering the questions of: whether environmental considerations call
for more, or less housing development in Headcorn; and what impact some of Maidstone’s
emerging policies might have on the built environment. This is because the sustainability
of both the extent and type of development that takes place are important for a placebased approach to sustainability, as the answers are largely invariant to the precise
location that the development takes place. However, as this report does not provide a
site-based assessment of sustainability, some issues for environmental sustainability,
such as the impact of housing development on biodiversity, flood risk, or the River Beult
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), are not covered.

What does environmental sustainability mean in the context of housing
development for Headcorn?
The first thing it implies is that there will be no environmental benefits to building more
houses than either social or economic considerations would require. Doing so would
simply destroy natural habitat that could otherwise be preserved; reduce the amount of
agricultural land available for food production; and increase car usage because of the
inevitable increase in commuting. The only exception to this would be if allowing
development in Headcorn would help preserve more environmentally valuable land
elsewhere. However, this would not be a valid consideration in Headcorn, because its
relatively remote position means that it would not be a good substitute for land needed to
meet development needs elsewhere.
Environmental considerations would also suggest that on balance that any housing
development to be phased, in part to ensure that new housing is better able to match
emerging needs, as well as to take advantage of emerging technologies.
A final consideration is the impact on the built environment of policies within Maidstone’s
emerging Local Plan on housing densities, which represents a doubling in housing density
in new developments relative to the existing built environment. The quality of the built
environment is important, because when asked about the threats that expansion posed,
out of 22 options 67% of residents picked “lose the sense of being a village”, with the
next biggest threat being seen as “development more suitable for a town than a
village”.101 Part of the problem here will be the impact of development on the built
environment and the extent to which new housing reflects its rural setting, or more urban
densities. The question, therefore, that needs to be addressed is: what should the tradeoff be between land use and densities? In other words, for a given level of development,
would residents prefer to use more land, but retain existing densities, or increase

101

Headcorn’s Residents’ Survey (2013).
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densities in order to reduce land use. There is no right or wrong answer to this question,
because from an environmental perspective the quality of the built environment, and the
extent to which it makes people feel happy, is also important. The results from the 2013
Headcorn Residents’ Survey were inconclusive on this aspect of development, with
residents roughly evenly split. Therefore it is an issue where Headcorn Parish Council
should consider exploring in more detail when they consult on Headcorn’s draft
Neighbourhood Plan

6.1

Do environmental considerations suggest the need for more housing?
There will be no environmental benefits to building more houses than either social or
economic considerations would require. Doing so would simply destroy natural habitat
that could otherwise be preserved; reduce the amount of agricultural land available for
food production; and increase car usage because of the inevitable increase in commuting.
The only exception to this would be if allowing development in Headcorn would help
preserve more environmentally valuable land elsewhere. However, this would not be a
valid consideration in Headcorn, because its relatively remote position means that it
would not be a good substitute for land needed to meet development needs elsewhere.
Commuting patterns and Headcorn’s relatively remote location are key reasons why
sustainability considerations would suggest confining any housing development in
Headcorn to the levels needed to meet the demands of local residents and businesses.
However, even this approach could potentially increase commuting. Indeed the final
scenario assessed under economic sustainability, which envisaged an increase of between
99 and 145 new households, to be compatible with local jobs growth and existing
commuting patterns, implicitly incorporates a significant increase in the number of people
commuting. Under this scenario, two thirds of the increased working population would be
working outside the Parish. On the basis of existing commuting patterns, which shows
that only 17.2% of the population aged 16 to 74 in Headcorn Parish use sustainable forms
of transport to travel to work (namely public transport, on foot and bicycle), this implies a
significant increase in car usage, particularly when compared to the national average –
with 19.8% of the population aged 16 to 74 in England using a sustainable form of
transport to commute to work.102 Therefore, from an environmental perspective there is
an argument for reducing new housing numbers to reflect only the number of households
that could either be supported by local jobs growth, or are likely to commute using public
transport.103

102

Based on the method of travel to work data from the 2011 Census, (QS701EW).

103

In practice there would be no mechanism for ensuring the people occupying the new houses met these criteria,
particularly the commuting via public transport. In the case of local job opportunities, the negative impact of
commuting on job satisfaction would suggest that those with local jobs might be willing to pay more to occupy
housing in Headcorn than someone with an otherwise identical job that was further away.
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6.2

Upfront versus phased housing development
From an environmental perspective, although there will be pros and cons associated with
choosing between upfront development as opposed to phased development, on balance
phased development is likely to be more environmentally sustainable.
From a wildlife perspective, for example, it could be argued that dealing with a single,
albeit large, development would reduce the amount of time that they suffer from the
disruption to their natural habitat. However, on the other hand, phased development
might help by minimising the size of the disruption at any point in time. Along the lines of
small versus large bush fires, wildlife may find it easier to escape the impact of a small
development, as less land will be affected, and will therefore find it easier to repopulate
the affected areas in the wake of disruption.
From a human perspective, upfront development will only be beneficial where it is
meeting an existing need. Phased development is more likely to enable the built
environment to respond to changing needs, reducing the potential for waste. In addition,
there

is

currently

significant

investment

in

innovations

aimed

at

reducing

the

environmental footprint of buildings, for example by improving their energy efficiency.
Phasing development over time will therefore ensure a higher percentage of the built
environment benefit from these future innovations.

6.3

Other considerations – design, density and layout
In terms of the environmental aspects of the sustainability of housing development, it is
likely to be other aspects such as the design, density and layout of housing developments
that have the biggest impact. Here it will be a question of trade-offs. On the one hand, a
high density development will need less land to accommodate the same number of
people, retaining more undeveloped land. However, by the same token a high density
development is likely to involve more of the site being devoted to buildings and hard
surfaces, making it harder for wildlife to survive on the site itself. In addition, people
themselves tend to prefer low density developments, suggesting that the

built

environment benefits from a less intensive approach to housing provision.

6.3.1

Site coverage and housing density for village developments
Headcorn village consists of 79 hectares and at the time of the 2011 Census was home to
1,119 households, or just over 75% of the total number of households in the Parish.104 In
total there were 1,211 household spaces in Headcorn village recorded in the 2011
Census, with 92 having no usual residents.105 Overall this gives a figure of 15.3 potential
households per hectare and 14.2 actual households per hectare. Assuming an average
footprint per house of 100m2, this means around 15% of land within Headcorn village

104

Data is based on the 2011 Census and is calculated for the geographic area given by Headcon’s Built-up Area.

105

These are either empty properties or second or holiday homes.
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itself is accounted for by buildings, with the rest accounted for by roads, paths, gardens
and green spaces, etc. This is roughly double the building densities observed in the urban
areas in the South East of England, where buildings account for 7.4% of land use.
However, the definition of urban areas used in the analysis of the proportion of land
accounted for by buildings in urban areas in the South East includes some of the
surrounding farmland, and this is not included in Headcorn’s built up area.106
However, there is a clear mismatch between the densities proposed as part of Maidstone
Borough’s policy on housing densities (Policy H2) in its emerging Local Plan, which
suggests a minimum of 30 houses per hectare in rural areas, and the existing built
environment, not only in villages like Headcorn, but also in Maidstone itself, see Table 11.
The risk is that this policy could lead to an urbanisation of the rural villages in Maidstone
Borough. Indeed, one could argue that the densities proposed would be inappropriate
even in an urban environment, as many British cities, such as Coventry, Newcastle upon
Tyne, Northampton and Liverpool, have housing densities that are closer to those
observed in rural villages than the densities proposed under Maidstone’s draft policy.107
Table 11

Existing housing densities in built up areas in Maidstone Borough
People per

Households

Household

Average

hectare

per hectare

spaces per

Household

hectare

size

Average for MBC Rural Service Centres (RSCs)

26.95

11.37

11.91

2.40

Min RSC

11.11

4.25

4.38

2.24

Max RSC

38.34

14.98

15.33

2.62

Headcorn village

31.71

14.16

15.33

2.24

Maidstone town - built up area

42.29

17.35

17.90

2.44

Note:
Based on data household composition (QS113EW) from 2011 Census for the built up areas of Maidstone,
and the 5 Rural Service Centres (RSCs) identified in Maidstone’s draft Local Plan: Harrietsham, Headcorn, Lenham,
Marden and Staplehurst.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

The reason for setting higher densities is to minimise land use – the higher the density,
the less land is needed to provide the same number of houses. However, this clearly
comes at a price – it restricts the amount of green space available for wildlife to flourish
and changes the feel of the built environment either by using smaller and smaller plots, or
by building higher and higher. This change will be most dramatic in the case of villages,
because of the scale of development that tends to take place relative to the existing
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See Chapter 10, Table 10.3, p368, UK National Ecosystem Assessment (2011). It is worth noting that even in
cities such as London, only around 14.3% of land is accounted for by domestic and non-domestic buildings.

107

See Chapter 10, Box 10.1, p368, UK National Ecosystem Assessment (2011). To calculate the number of
households per hectare, the total area in Coventry is first adjusted by subtracting the green space (as this
includes farmland), which gives 36.9 people per hectare living in Coventry. The number of households per
hectare is then calculated using the average household size for England of 2.4 people per household, which
gives 15.4 households per hectare living in Coventry. Using the same methodology, in Newcastle upon Tyne
there are 11.9 households per hectare, in Northampton there are 12.7 households per hectare and in Liverpool
there are 21.3 households per hectare.
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village. For example, 145 new homes in Headcorn village over the plan period, which is
the maximum amount that is estimated to be economically sustainable, is equivalent to a
12.0% increase in the number of dwellings in the village itself and therefore will have a
material impact on the look and feel of the village as a whole. On its own it could increase
housing density within the village from an average of 15.3 to 16.2 dwellings per hectare
and clearly more extensive development would have an even greater impact. A 425
increase in the number of houses in the village, as envisaged in Maidstone’s emerging
Local Plan, based on 30 houses per hectare, would increase the average housing density
to 17.6 dwellings per hectare, roughly the same as is currently observed in Maidstone’s
built-up area.
When asked about the threats that expansion posed, out of 22 options 67% of residents
picked “lose the sense of being a village”, with the next biggest threat being seen as
“development more suitable for a town than a village”.108 Part of the problem here will be
the impact of development on the built environment and the extent to which new housing
reflects its rural setting, or more urban densities. The question, therefore, that needs to
be addressed is: what should the trade-off be between land use and densities? In other
words, for a given level of development, would residents prefer to use more land, but
retain existing densities, or increase densities in order to reduce land use. There is no
right or wrong answer to this question, because from an environmental perspective the
quality of the built environment, and the extent to which it makes people feel happy, is
also important. The results from the 2013 Headcorn Residents’ Survey were inconclusive
on this aspect of development, with residents roughly evenly split. Therefore it is an issue
where Headcorn Parish Council should consider exploring in more detail when they consult
on Headcorn’s draft Neighbourhood Plan.

108

Headcorn’s Residents’ Survey (2013).
70

ANALYSING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN HEADCORN

7.0 INFRASTRUCTURE AND SUSTAINABILITY
It is not just the number of houses that needs to be assessed to inform whether house
building in Headcorn will be sustainable. An assessment is also needed of whether the
existing infrastructure will support increased housing. When assessing Headcorn’s
infrastructure, it is clear that there are two key aspects of Headcorn’s infrastructure that
need to be addressed before further development is sustainable. Without improvements
to the sewerage capacity and securing an option to allow the Primary School to expand
behind its current site, development will definitely compromise the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs. Why is that?
In the case of sewage:


Headcorn’s business community identified sewerage capacity as a key constraint to
their future expansion, so exacerbating the situation by building more houses
before the current failings are addressed would undermine economic sustainability;



sewage emerging from manholes is clearly not compatible with either a healthy
community or a high quality built environment, both of which are important for
social sustainability; and



inadequate sewage treatment and capture clearly undermines environmental
sustainability.

In the case of Headcorn’s Primary School:


the current position of the primary school, which is close to the High Street, helps
support demand within the High Street, which would be significantly undermined if
the school was moved, so the school’s location has important implications for
economic sustainability;



the school plays an important social role within the community, by fostering social
networks, and therefore ensuring that all the children within Headcorn have the
option of attending the Primary School is important for expansion to be socially
sustainable; and



failure to ensure that the school can expand within its current position, which is
within easy walking distance both of the High Street and most housing within the
village,

would

significantly

increase

car

usage,

undermining

environmental

sustainability.
While there are other aspects of Headcorn’s infrastructure which would benefit from
improvements, such as parking and broadband, overall sewerage capacity and primary
school expansion are the most pressing from a sustainability perspective.

7.1

Headcorn’s infrastructure
Infrastructure always plays an important role in development, and the history of
Headcorn is no different. The strength of its infrastructure (including the railway station,
primary school and doctor’s surgery) is one reason why Maidstone Borough Council has
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designated Headcorn as a Rural Service Centre (RSC). However, while some areas of
infrastructure, such as the rail links to London, are valued by local residents and
businesses, others, such as the sewage and storm drainage system are seen as bad by
the majority residents, and businesses regard them as a constraint on future expansion.
In addition, while popular, Headcorn Primary School is currently oversubscribed.
Therefore it is likely that some aspects of Headcorn’s infrastructure, such as the sewage
and storm drainage system and the primary school will act as a constraint on
development in the absence of substantial investment.

7.1.1

Current state of Headcorn’s infrastructure
In order to assess the strengths and weaknesses of Headcorn’s infrastructure, residents
were asked to assess 23 different aspects of the infrastructure and services in Headcorn
in light of the development that is likely to take place over the next 20 years. 109 The
results are shown in Figure 7, ranked by the percentage of residents choosing to rate the
option as “Excellent – just maintain the existing provision”. The clear winners here are the
train service, followed by the Public Library and the range of shops.
The weakest areas of Headcorn’s infrastructure, where at least one third of Headcorn’s
residents rated them as “bad – improvement needed now”, are: vehicle parking facilities;
sewage and storm drainage system; broadband services; adventure playgrounds
(teenagers); and road safety measures. Bicycle parking facilities also scored poorly, with
more people rating them as bad than rated them as either excellent or ok combined,
something which was also true for the sewage and storm drainage system and adventure
playgrounds for teenagers. Other potentially problematic areas were sports and leisure
facilities and facilities for young people more widely, as well as wildlife sanctuaries and
the public toilets.

109

Results from Headcorn’s Residents’ survey 2013. Question asked was: “Thinking about how the village is likely
to develop over the next 20 years, how do you rate the provision of the following in Headcorn? [TICK ONE
OPTION FOR EACH SERVICE]”. Residents were given 5 options to assess each service: Excellent – just maintain
the existing provision; OK, but some improvement likely to be needed; Bad – improvement needed now; No
need for this in Headcorn; and don’t know.
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Figure 7

How is the provision of different services and infrastructure rated in
Headcorn?

Note:
Based on Headcorn Residents’ Survey 2013. Question asked was: “Thinking about how the village is likely
to develop over the next 20 years, how do you rate the provision of the following in Headcorn? [TICK ONE OPTION
FOR EACH SERVICE]”. Residents were given 5 options to assess each service: Excellent – just maintain the existing
provision; OK, but some improvement likely to be needed; Bad – improvement needed now; No need for this in
Headcorn; and don’t know.
Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

7.1.2

Transport infrastructure
Currently, with the exception of parking and the need for improved road safety, most
aspects of Headcorn’s transport infrastructure are seen as adequate by both residents and
the business community. Indeed the provision of rail services received the highest
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excellence rating out of the 23 aspects of Headcorn’s infrastructure that residents were
asked to assess.
However, it is worth noting that the cost of using public transport (both buses and trains)
will act as a potential constraint on development targeted at those on low incomes,
because it will have a significant impact on their ability to access jobs markets outside
Headcorn itself. Cost concerns around public transport accounted for three of the top four
options chosen when residents were asked what would encourage them to use their car
less, with: keeping the over 60s bus pass picked by 43%; cheaper rail services picked by
35%; and reduced cost of buses picked by 24%. The other main factor that residents felt
would reduce their car usage was increased frequency of buses, with 38% of residents
picking that option.110

Road safety
Over one third of Headcorn residents ranked road safety as bad, improvement needed
now.111 When asked specifically about traffic issues, the key concern was excessive traffic
speed, followed by traffic danger to pedestrians and then excessive traffic volume. Traffic
noise was much less of a concern, although over 60% of residents were still either very,
or slightly concerned.
The issue of how to improve road safety and traffic management was explored in more
detail at the meetings with residents in June 2014:


Introducing a pedestrian crossing at the station received the most support, with
more than 8 out of 10 in favour;



Introducing traffic calming measures such as a traffic island at the northern edge of
the village on the A274 towards Maidstone to slow traffic into the village also
received support, with roughly 7 out of 10 in favour;



Introducing traffic lights at the White Horse crossroads (the Moat Road, Kings Road,
A274 junction), received much less support – although a majority were in favour,
the margin was very small and it is unlikely that the results would be statistically
significant;



Adding bollards to Oak Lane to reduce traffic speed was opposed by 6 out of 10
residents at the meetings; and



Making Oak Lane and Forge Lane one way to help improve the safety of the
junctions onto the A274 was opposed by almost 8 out of 10 residents at the
meetings.

The opposition to traffic calming measure on Oak Lane and Forge Lane is likely to partly
reflect the tension between residents’ desire to improve traffic outcomes, and a desire to
retain the look and feel of a country village - “roads that feel like narrow country lanes,
rather than wide city streets” was the third most popular option when residents were

110

Headcorn Residents’ Survey, 2013. Respondents could pick more than one option.

111

Headcorn Residents’ Survey 2013.
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asked what they felt was important about being a village at the meetings with residents in
June 2014.

Parking
Both vehicle and bicycle parking in Headcorn scored badly in the survey of Headcorn’s
residents. Excluding don’t knows, almost half of Headcorn residents rated these as bad,
improvement needed now.112 In the case of vehicle parking, discussions with residents and
businesses in meetings at the end of 2013 revealed that the biggest problem for parking
is commuter parking on residential roads, followed by the cost of parking, although the
availability of parking is an issue for some.
The issue of commuter parking is not one of the availability of parking spaces in the
station car park. The traffic survey conducted in July 2013 revealed that the station car
park was only three quarters full. The issue appears to be one of cost causing commuters
to park in residential roads in Headcorn to avoid paying for car parking - charges for
parking in the station car park range from £5.70 for a day, £25.50 for a week to £984.50
for an annual car parking ticket. To put this in context, the weekly cost of parking in the
station would be 20.4% of the weekly income of those at the bottom 10% of the income
distribution; 10.1% of the weekly income of those at the bottom 25%; and 4.8% of the
weekly income of those on median earnings.
In discussions with residents at the meetings in June 2014, four out of five felt that
Headcorn needed more car parks. However, the choice of location was very revealing,
with a majority against the option of a car park on Moat Road (which would be very
accessible to the High Street), but in favour of one south of the station (which would
require people to cross the railway line to access the village). It is clear therefore that
reason for this choice is a desire to reduce commuter parking in the village, rather than to
improve the accessibility of parking in the village itself. However, as the issue is cost
rather than accessibility, commuter parking on residential roads would not be solved by
the introduction of a car park south of the station, as this would need to charge in order
to be viable.
Controlling commuter parking on residential roads is more likely to be achieved by other
measures, both of which found favour with residents:


Introducing additional parking restrictions; and



Improving the enforcement of existing parking restrictions.

In the case of enforcement, residents were asked in the meetings held in June 2014 if
they would be prepared to contribute towards the cost and four out of five supported the
idea.
Finally, four out of five responses at the June 2014 meeting were in favour of introducing
a coach park/drop off point to assist with tourism.

112

Headcorn Residents’ Survey 2013.
75

ANALYTICALLY DRIVEN LTD - DECEMBER 2014

7.1.3

Schools
There has been a school in the village since 1846 and it has always formed an important
part of the local community. Headcorn Primary School is currently very successful.
However, it is also oversubscribed, with 15 children from the village failing to secure a
place in the 2014-15 intake. This implies that any new housing development will result in
an increase in young children from the village being forced to travel several miles to
school. Given the scale of expansion proposed for Headcorn in Maidstone Borough
Council’s Draft Local Plan (March 2014), which amounts to an increase of at least 425
homes, or almost a 30% increase, this will have a significant negative impact on the local
community.
In a survey of parents, pupils, teachers and governors at Headcorn Primary School
conducted in 2014, it is clear that, while there are concerns about expansion, given it is
necessary, the preferred option would be for the school to remain in its current position in
the centre of the village. This was reinforced by discussions with residents in June 2014,
where there was overwhelming support for ensuring that the school had room to expand
in its current position, allowing it to remain in the heart of the village.

7.1.4

Sewage and storm drainage
There is ample evidence to demonstrate that there are significant problems with the
sewage and storm water drainage system in Headcorn:


Over 46% of residents rated sewage and storm drainage as “bad – improvement
needed now”, in the survey of residents.113 This is more than the combined total of
those that rated it as either excellent or OK.



60% of businesses in Headcorn saw the reliability of the sewage and storm water
drainage as a constraint on future expansion, in the survey of businesses operating
in Headcorn.114



In the year to November, 2014, sewage had come out of the manhole at Moat Road
in Headcorn on well over 15 separate occasions, including at least twice in August
itself. This manhole is a particularly important indicator of systemic sewerage
problems, because of where it sits in the sewerage system.



The Water Cycle Study conducted in 2010 for Maidstone Borough Council, by the
Halcrow Group Limited, which is based on Southern Waters own data, states very
clearly that the headroom for further development in Headcorn is zero because of
the

consented

dry

weather

flow

for

the

Wastewater

Treatment

Works.

(http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/12088/Water-CycleStudy-Outline-Report-2010.pdf).


Furthermore, in MBC’s Sustainability Appraisal of its Local Plan produced by URS,
the option of building 1,000 homes in Headcorn was rejected in part because of the

113

Headcorn Residents’ survey 2013.

114

Headcorn Business Survey 2013.
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significant negative impact on water management that development in Headcorn
would produce. 115
Despite this, since 2010 around 150 new houses have either been built or granted
planning permission in Headcorn. It is worth noting that recent solutions to the lack of
sewerage capacity that have been used in new developments have proved unreliable. For
example, the solution used in The Hardwicks development has released foul water into
the ditches on at least one occasion.

115

URS “Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Maidstone Local Plan”, March 2014, [hereafter referred to as MBC’s SA
Report].
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8.0 SUMMARY OF THE SUSTAINABILITY OF HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT IN HEADCORN
This report has provided an assessment of the level of housing development that would
be sustainable from an economic, social and environmental perspective. Ten things are
clear from this analysis:
1. The analysis within this report shows that in planning terms, Headcorn is a relatively
remote location and that the distance and time taken to reach local population and
employment

centres

are

significantly

above

average.

For

example,

average

commuting distances in Headcorn are 68% higher than the national average,
reflecting Headcorn’s relatively remote position compared to local employment
centres. Even commuting times into Maidstone, the nearest large population centre,
at 30 minutes are above the national average commute time of 24.5 minutes, and the
distance into Maidstone, at 15.4 km, is much further than most people are willing to
commute – 62.8% of workers in England live within 10 km of their work and 78.1%
within 20km. In addition, the distance, time and cost factor means that even though
Headcorn has a station with a connection to London, this cannot be used to suggest
that commuting patterns as a result of increased development would be sustainable.
Over the period 2001 to 2011, despite a 14.8% increase in in the number of dwellings
in Headcorn Parish, the numbers commuting by train increased by just 2 people,
representing a fall in the economically active population commuting by train.
Furthermore, distance matters for other reasons, including health risk. Distance from
local hospitals, for example, has the potential to increase mortality risk for the
elderly, as time taken to reach hospital can have a critical impact on survival rates for
conditions such as strokes and heart disease, which are more prevalent in older
populations. This means that in order to be sustainable, housing growth in
Headcorn should be targeted at addressing local needs, rather than Boroughwide considerations.
2. An assessment of the need for housing to meet the needs of the local economy
suggests that up to 145 new homes could be required over the plan period.
Economic sustainability criteria would support the need for some housing
growth in Headcorn, but that this growth should be limited to a maximum of
99 to 145 new homes and should be phased over time to match the needs of
the local economy better.
3. An assessment of new household formation within Headcorn Parish, combined with
the likely availability of properties from within the existing housing stock, suggests
that to meet emerging needs in the Parish the net need for new dwellings over the
plan period is zero. Social sustainability criteria would not support the need for
new housing development in Headcorn Parish over the period 2011-2031.
4. Cost considerations mean that Headcorn will not be a suitable strategic
location for affordable (social) housing, except where it meets local needs.
For workers on low incomes the cost of commuting from Headcorn would account for
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a significant proportion of their income, potentially leading them to be excluded from
the labour market. For example, weekly bus fares to Maidstone would account for
33.6% of the income of someone at the bottom 10% of the earnings distribution and
a weekly travel card into central London would account for 92.9% of earnings.
5. The net need for affordable (social rented) housing from within the Parish over the
plan period is also zero, with supply from within the existing housing stock likely to
significantly outstrip demand. Again, therefore, even allowing for affordability
issues,

social

sustainability

criteria

would

not

support

new

housing

development in Headcorn, as additional social rented houses are unlikely to
be needed.
6. However, up to 49 shared equity properties could be required over the plan period,
although there may well be eligibility constraints on uptake in practice. The need for
more shared equity properties is one area where social sustainability criteria
might suggest the need for additional housing. There may also be some need
for sheltered accommodation for the elderly to meet the needs of those in
the Parish over the plan period.
7. The results show that there is a significant gap between the cost of property for sale
in Headcorn and the incomes of even those on median earnings. Indeed even the
difference between the cost of property in Headcorn and property in Maidstone is
significant - for all except 1 bedroom properties, purely the difference in prices
between the two locations is more than three times median earnings, and in the case
of 4 bedroom properties the difference is more than four times. Furthermore, to allow
someone on median earnings with a 10% deposit and a mortgage of 3.5 times
earnings to buy in Headcorn, the average cost of property in the Parish would need to
fall by between 15.7% (for a one bedroom property) and 81% (for a four bedroom
property). The size of this discrepancy means that increased housing development will
not be the answer – even if sufficient development were undertaken to achieve falls
of these magnitudes, the result would be to cause significant harm to the 78.1% of
households who are home owners in Headcorn. Other ways of addressing
affordability in Headcorn may need to be developed, such as self-build and
windfall housing.
8. An assessment of the need for new housing from an environmental perspective would
never suggest that more housing was needed than either social or economic criteria
would justify. The only exception to this would be if it could be demonstrated that the
choice of location would preserve more environmentally valuable land elsewhere.
Headcorn’s relatively remote location and its distance from local population centres
mean that it would not be a good substitute for land needed to meet development
needs elsewhere. From an environmental perspective there is an argument for
reducing new housing numbers, to reflect only the number of households
that could either be supported by local jobs growth, or are likely to commute
using public transport. This would be lower than the maximum of 99 to 145
new homes suggested by the assessment of economic sustainability.
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9. Economic, social and environmental sustainability criteria all suggest that
any housing growth should be phased over time, rather than provided upfront.
10. The sewerage system and Primary School capacity need to be addressed for
new development to be sustainable.
While it might be tempting to argue that no new house building is needed in the Parish, at
least from a social sustainability perspective, some growth is likely to be desirable, for
example to support the needs of the local economy. Overall, however, the sustainability
of housing growth in Headcorn will be limited by its relatively remote position compared
to the main population centres in Kent, and the associated above average commuting
times, as well as the fact that the cost of living is high in Headcorn relative to larger
population centres.
The overall results of the analysis of housing numbers for Headcorn Parish are
summarised in Table 12. What is clear from the analysis is that even without any new
development between 115 to 340 homes could become available to meet demand from
outside the Parish, over and above the 266 to 400 new homes needed to support new
household formation within the Parish.

80

ANALYSING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IN HEADCORN

Table 12

Summary of sustainability assessment
Number of households over

Phased or

plan period

upfront?

Supply

Demand

Total number of new households supported by jobs

73-107

Phased

33-48

Phased

99-145

Phased

growth in Headcorn
Number of households in Headcorn supported by
Headcorn jobs growth
Number of households in Headcorn (including
commuters) supported if employment patterns are
unchanged
Number of existing homes that are likely to

507-596

Phased

become availablea
Number of homes needed to support household

376-452

Phased

formation in Headcorn (gross)
Net need for houses from within the Parish (with

0

-

no house building)
Number of homes available for those outside the

55-220

Phased

75

Phased

140

Phased

Parish (with no new building)
Potential for windfall house building to increase
housing supply in Headcorn
Number of affordable (social rented) homes likely
to become available
Maximum estimated demand for affordable homes

86

Phased

0

Phased

150

Phased

As low as possible

Phased

Net need for affordable homes
Number of affordable homes available for those

54

outside the Parish
Maximum housing growth supported by residents
Environmental considerations
Amount of new housing sewerage system can

0

-

0

-

support
Amount of new housing Primary School can
support
a
Note:
Estimate allows for those moving out of the Parish and expected number of deaths. The higher number
also includes the number of household spaces that have no usual residents (excluding estimates of second homes).

Source: Analytically Driven Ltd

8.1

Phasing development and sustainability
One of the things that stands out from Table 12 is that the analysis of economic, social
and environmental sustainability all suggest that any development within Headcorn
should be phased over time, rather than delivered in one or two large developments.
However, this approach does raise three important questions:
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Is it deliverable?



Will it generate significant unmet local demand for housing? and



Is it likely to impede economic development?

The answers to these questions are yes, no and no respectively.

8.1.1

Is phasing development deliverable?
The answer to this is yes. Headcorn saw a large number of sites submitted as part of
Maidstone Borough Council’s SHLAA consultation, suggesting there is no shortage of
potential sites available, if the owners of the large sites identified in Maidstone’s draft
Local Plan decide that it is not profitable for them to proceed on this basis. In addition,
there have recently been a number of successful planning applications for small scale
developments (fewer than 30 houses) in Headcorn, that clearly indicate that developers in
Headcorn are able to make an acceptable return from developing small sites. This is
reinforced by the views of local estate agents, who all felt that it became harder to sell
properties in Headcorn in housing developments of more than 30 houses.

8.1.2

Will phasing development generate significant unmet local demand for housing?
The answer to this is no. Phasing development would only lead to significant unmet
housing demand in Headcorn Parish, if there were currently high levels of net demand for
houses from within the Parish. In practice, this is not the case.
The survey of residents asked about housing need. The responses clearly indicate that the
number of new properties needed (because there were people living in a property who
wanted to move out to a separate property elsewhere in the village) was roughly matched
by the number of properties that are likely to become available, both in the short and
medium term. This means that there is no immediate imperative to build houses to meet
the needs of Headcorn’s residents.
In addition, phasing development over time and encouraging gradual expansion, allows
the mix of housing to adapt to changing needs. This is not possible in a situation where all
the proposed development for Headcorn over the plan period takes place in a short space
of time, because it is concentrated in a few large developments.

8.1.3

Is phasing development liable to impede economic growth?
The answer to this is no. The survey of businesses asked about what factors threatened
future expansion. The availability of housing and the supply of either skilled or unskilled
labour were not seen as potential constraints on expansion by the vast majority of
respondents. As such, there is no economic imperative to build a significant proportion of
the proposed housing development upfront. Furthermore, it is likely that the approach
adopted, comprising smaller developments spread out over time, is more likely to be
suitable for small scale local builders and tradespeople, helping to promote sustained local
employment.
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A1

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS
Affordable Housing

The National Planning Policy Framework defines Affordable
housing

as

Social

rented,

affordable

rented

and

intermediate housing, provided to eligible households whose
needs are not met by the market. Eligibility is determined
with regard to local incomes and local house prices.
Affordable housing should include provisions to remain at an
affordable price for future eligible households or for the
subsidy to be recycled for alternative affordable housing
provision.
Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable
housing, such as “low cost market” housing, may not be
considered as affordable housing for planning purposes.” 116
Affordable rented

The NPPF defines affordable rented housing as housing

housing

that is 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).

ASHE

Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings published by the Office
for National Statistics

BRES

Business Register and Employment Survey published by the
Office for National Statistics

Household spaces

A household space is the accommodation used or available
for use by an individual household.

Intermediate housing

The NPPF defines Intermediate housing as homes for sale
and rent provided at a cost above social rent, but below
market levels subject to the criteria in the Affordable
Housing definition above. These can include shared equity
(shared ownership and equity loans), other low cost homes
for sale and intermediate rent, but not affordable rented
housing.

LFS

Labour Force Survey published by the Office for National
Statistics

116

Department for Communities and Local Government (2012), Annex 2, Glossary.
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MBC

Maidstone Borough Council

NPPF

National Planning Policy Framework

ONS

Office for National Statistics

RSC

Rural Service Centre

Social rented housing

The NPPF defines Social rented housing as housing that is
owned by local authorities and private registered providers
(as defined in section 80 of the Housing and Regeneration
Act 2008), for which guideline target rents are determined
through the national rent regime. It may also be owned 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.
SSSI

Site of Special Scientific Interest

UK NEA

UK National Ecosystem Assessment
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A3

HEADCORN’S EVIDENCE BASE
The analysis in this report makes extensive use of a variety of data sources provided by
the Office for National Statistics (ONS), including: the Census data for 2001 and 2011;
the Business Register and Employment Survey; and the ONS mapping tool for rural-urban
classifications. In most cases the data for Headcorn refer to Headcorn Parish, but where
the data refer to either Headcorn Ward or Headcorn Village (ie the built-up area of
Headcorn) that is made clear in the text.
In addition to national statistical sources, the analysis in this report also uses the
evidence collected by Maidstone Borough Council to inform their emerging Local Plan, in
particular the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) produced by GL Hearn
(2014) and the Economic Sensitivity Testing and Employment Land Forecast produced by
GVA (2014).
Finally, the report also draws heavily on a series of surveys by the Headcorn Matters
Team, which were undertaken to provide Headcorn specific information to inform the
Neighbourhood Plan for Headcorn Parish.117 These surveys, and the approach used, have
been used as a case study produced by Planning Aid to help other Neighbourhood
Planning groups think about how to gather evidence.118 In total six surveys of Headcorn
have been undertaken:


Headcorn Residents’ Survey, 2013. This was a survey of all residents of Headcorn
Parish aged 14 and over, with volunteers canvassing the dwellings in the Parish to
talk to residents and to give fliers to all households to alert residents that the
survey was being conducted. The Parish Council also used other means to alter
eligible participants, such as notices on the village green and on the village website.
Participants were given the option of responding on-line or on paper and asked
questions in a variety of multiple choice and free text forms. The survey achieved
797 responses and it is estimated that these responses represent 612 households.
Based on the data for the 2011 Census, the estimated response rate was over 28%
of the eligible population and around 42% of households. Questions included asking
participants about: their vision for Headcorn; what they value about living in the
Parish; threats and opportunities of development; appropriate size of individual
developments; support for overall development; preferences on where to build;
preferences for specific types of housing needed, including housing for gypsies and
travellers; housing need from within the household and friends and family; moving
expectations; size and tenure of property occupied; views on local infrastructure;
views on design and environmental issues; travel patterns; traffic issues; work
patterns and local employment needs and preferences; demographic details; and
length of time in the Parish.

117

These surveys could not have been undertaken without the help and support of a large number of volunteers
based in Headcorn.

118

See: http://www.ourneighbourhoodplanning.org.uk/case-studies/view/314.
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Headcorn Survey of Businesses, 2013. This was a survey of owners and managers
of businesses based in Headcorn Parish. Participants were given the option of
responding on-line or on paper and asked questions in a variety of multiple choice
and free text forms. The survey achieved 55 usable responses, which is a 38.5%
response rate, based on the estimate of 143 businesses operating in the Parish at
the time of the survey, who all received notification that the survey was taking
place and how to participate. Questions included asking participants about: their
views on Headcorn as a location to do business; constraints on future expansion;
number of employees in the business; number of employees living in Headcorn; the
location of the majority of their customers; commuting patterns of the respondent;
type of business; sectors that should be encouraged as part of the Neighbourhood
Plan; and what would encourage businesses to locate in Headcorn.



Headcorn Estate Agents’ Survey, 2013. This was a survey of seven estate agents,
who are the main estate agents selling and renting properties in the Parish. This
survey was conducted face-to-face, based on a discussion guide. Participants were
asked a series of questions to help explore the demand and supply conditions in
Headcorn’s property market.



Two traffic surveys: one in 2013 and one in 2014 (to gather evidence of the impact
on traffic movements of the relocation of the doctors’ surgery to the outskirts of the
village). The surveys were conducted mid-week, during school term time in both the
morning and evening, as well as key points during the day; and



A survey conducted by Headcorn Primary School of parents, pupils, teachers and
governors to gather evidence on their preferences for the future development of the
school and how to cope with the need for expansion.

As well as the formal surveys, residents and businesses have been given opportunities to
feedback informally during a series of meetings held during 2013 and 2014 and these
responses have also informed Headcorn’s evidence base, particularly the poster sessions
held in June 2014, which allowed participants to use stickers to respond to a series of
questions.
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A4

METHODOLOGY FOR ASSESSING SUSTAINABILITY
This appendix sets out the methodology used in this report to undertake a place-based
assessment of the sustainability of housing development that is consistent with the
National Planning Policy Framework’s definition of sustainability. The use of a place-based
approach means that the report is able to capture what the overall level of housing
development should be, based on different criteria. Unlike a site-based approach it will
capture what the cumulative impact of development might be. However, the fact that it is
not a site-based approach means that some issues, such as the impact of development on
biodiversity, local historic landmarks, flood risk, or Sites of Special Scientific Interest will
not be covered.
The first step is to establish how remote the location is. Remote locations will not be
suitable to support development elsewhere, while less remote locations will be better
placed, for example, to provide homes for workers. Therefore, if a location is remote, the
only criteria that need to be assessed to determine suitability will be locally based criteria.
The subsequent steps identify what local considerations would suggest the level of
development should be based on a set of criteria to determine: economic sustainability,
social

sustainability,

affordability,

environmental

sustainability

and

infrastructure

provision. These considerations will be important even if a location is not remote, but in
the case of a remote location they should be the only considerations that determine
whether development is sustainable. Combined these approaches allow you to assess the
maximum amount of development that would be consistent with sustainability and to
understand what is driving it. The approach will also provide the tools to assess whether
lower levels of development, rather than the maximum, might be more appropriate. In
each case the report also assesses whether phased or upfront development will best meet
the sustainability criteria.
Table 13
Step

Methodology for assessing the sustainability of housing development
Key questions

Decision criteria

1. How remote is the location?
A

How does the location rate based on

Rural settlements; settlements that are village,

ONS urban-rural categorisation?

hamlets and isolated dwellings; and sparse
locations are all more likely to be remote.

B

How far (both in distance and time) is it Are commuting times and distances higher than
from the nearest population centres of

national averages? Would it qualify as remote

more than 10,000?

relative to Scotland’s definitions? How far is it
from the nearest hospitals?

C

How expensive will it be to reach key

How does the cost of travel influence the

destinations by public transport and is

accessibility of key population centres,

public transport available?

particularly for those on low incomes? Is public
transport available?
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Step

Key questions

Decision criteria

D

What do commuting patterns look like?

How sustainable are these in practice? Is there
evidence that increasing housing in a location
will increase or reduce the use of sustainable
options as a method of travel to work?

2. How much development would local economic considerations warrant?
A

B

How strong is the local economy and

How many jobs? How many residents work

what are the key constraints?

locally? Range of businesses?

How many households will be supported How many jobs will be generated? How many
by local jobs’ growth over the plan

jobs are needed per household?

period?
C

How many household would be

How many households do not work locally? How

supported if existing commuting

many local jobs might go to those outside the

patterns were followed?

local area? These numbers will give maximum
development levels.

D

Should development be upfront or

What is the evidence that the supply of labour

phased?

or houses is limiting the ability of local
businesses to thrive?

3. How much development would local social considerations warrant?
A

How much support is there for

What levels of development are supported?

development in the local community?

Does identified need (either from within the
household or amongst family and friends)
change this?

B

What is the identified need, both now

What does the evidence suggest will be the

and in the future?

number of emerging households over the plan
period that want to stay in the local area? What
types of property do those in need want?

C

What is the likely supply of properties

How many people are likely to be moving within

from within the housing stock?

the area? How many people are likely to be
moving out of the area? What impact will death
of homeowners have on availability? How many
properties are currently empty? What type of
properties will be vacated?

D

What is the net need?

What is the difference between estimated
demand and supply of properties (from within
the existing housing stock) within the area? Are
the types of property in demand likely to be
mismatched with the likely supply? Would there
still be properties available to go to those
outside the local area, if all local need were
met? Will the moving intentions of those
moving locally help match needs?

E

Should development be upfront or

What is the evidence that identified short-term

phased?

need is mismatched compared to short-term
supply of housing?
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Step

Key questions

Decision criteria

4. How much development would local affordability considerations warrant?
A

How affordable is property in the local

How does the cost of properties (to buy or rent)

area?

compare both to incomes and to properties
elsewhere in the area?

B

How would building influence

How many households would be affected by a

affordability?

fall in property values generated by building?
How far would property prices need to fall to
benefit those on low incomes? Are these sorts
of falls realistic, feasible or even desirable? Will
cost considerations (such as the cost of travel)
influence the desirability of an area as a
location for social housing?

C

What is the net demand for social

How many emerging households identify social

housing?

housing as their first best solution? How does
this compare to the likely supply of affordable
homes, given vacancy rates? What is the split
between the demand for social rented housing
and shared equity housing? What does this
mean for the net demand for social housing
compared to supply? Would there still be
properties available to go to those outside the
local area, if all local need were met?

D

Should development be upfront or

What is the evidence that identified short-term

phased?

need is mismatched compared to short-term
supply of social housing?

E

What is the evidence that other

What impact does need within the household

solutions to affordability could play a

have on willingness to consider windfall

role?

housing? What might second best solutions to
identified need look like where affordability may
limit those preferring market options to get
what they want?

F

Are there other types of property for

What is the net local demand for properties

the vulnerable in short supply?

such as sheltered accommodation for the
elderly, or gypsy and Irish traveller pitches?

5. How much development would local environmental considerations warrant?
A

Would using an area for development

Is it close enough to target areas for

preserve more environmentally

employment growth that it could act as a

valuable land elsewhere?

substitute for development elsewhere? This will
almost certainly be ruled out if Step 1 identified
the location as remote.

B

What is the maximum amount of

What is the maximum amount of development

development environmental

warranted by either economic or social

considerations would warrant?

considerations? Would this lead to increased
commuting?
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Step

Key questions

Decision criteria

C

Should development be upfront or

Is there an identified need for upfront

phased?

development for social or economic
considerations? If not phasing will allow new
and better eco technologies to become
available.

D

How will development influence the

How do the proposed building densities and

built environment?

volumes compare to the existing built
environment? Will this have a material impact?
Is the built environment important to residents?

6. Are there key infrastructure constraints on development?
A

How good is the local infrastructure?

What are its strengths and weaknesses? What
do businesses and residents think? Where is
improvement needed urgently?

B

Are there any current infrastructure

Will increased housing numbers exacerbate an

constraints on development?

existing problem, or cause a problem where a
key service is currently at full capacity? Do any
identified constraints have any specific
geographic requirements (such as the need for
land to be earmarked for expansion)?

Source: Analytically Driven Ltd
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