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This report examines the recent experience
of house price change in the UK from the
perspective of local and regional areas.
The UK’s housing market is one of the most volatile in the
world. There are intense concerns about the problems this
brings, including the issue of low-income households being
priced out of the housing market. This report shows that
during the most recent housing market cycle, the differences
between areas in house price growth became bigger than
ever. It argues that deep structural variations in the demand
for housing require a different sort of policy response.
Using a new analysis of price data, the report looks at:
•

the changing nature of housing volatility in the UK;

•

the widening house price gaps between
different types of locality;

•

underlying causes of local and regional differences;

•

how household mobility might lock these differences in; and

•

the implications for a policy response
focusing more on demand.
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Executive summary

This report examines local housing market volatility in the UK. Its purpose is to achieve a better
understanding of the phenomenon, particularly in relation to potential impacts on more vulnerable
households. The research relies on three main approaches before considering policy implications.
First, the general issue of housing market volatility is explored in relation to local patterns and drivers of
volatility. Second, housing market differentials and low demand are explored in order to understand their
contribution to local market volatility. Third, residential mobility within the housing market is analysed in
order to enhance our knowledge of the connections and disconnections between places. The report finds
that the issue of local housing market volatility remains a serious one and suggests that economic and
housing policy measures must work together to combat this structural problem.

Housing market volatility
As recent experience has shown, the UK’s housing market remains one of the most volatile in the
world. Volatility is, of course, a natural element of any market but there comes a point when it becomes
problematic within housing markets. This occurs when, for example, price increases lead to problems of
negative equity, gaps between rich and poor begin to widen rapidly, or when low-income households are
unable to access suitable housing.
Volatility is also a spatial phenomenon in that it affects some regions more than others and at
different times during housing market cycles. As the report shows, regional variations in volatility within
the UK are clearly identifiable and can lead to systematic unsustainability within communities and
neighbourhoods. Therefore, it is important that we understand what housing market volatility looks like in
the UK, whom it affects and where it is most severe.
The first point to consider is the unique characteristics of housing markets that make them more
susceptible to volatility than other markets. Examples include the supply of housing being highly regulated,
the spatial ‘fixity’ of housing, its use as a marker of social status and the variability of the product. Given
these additional complexities, it is not surprising that volatility remains a key feature of the housing market.
When we look at volatility more closely, interest rates and inflation are an important part of the
equation, but the complexity of housing as a good – among other factors – requires more in-depth analysis,
and this is provided in the report. The findings from our research suggest that:
•

•

•

The gap in house prices between regions has been widening in recent years, with London leading
and the North East of England lagging. Crucially, these gaps are most acutely experienced in areas of
deprivation.
Volatility in the housing market has spread across the country in a kind of ‘ripple effect’, with London
and the South of England leading the way. Consequently, price rises have not had a positive impact on
longstanding structural inequalities.
‘Affordability’ has become a key concern. While this is more extreme in London and the South of
England, it also has negative impacts across all parts of the UK.

Executive summary

7

Housing market differentials
In addition to understanding the fundamentals of housing market volatility at a regional level, it is also
important to understand differentials within regions. This matters because certain parts of the country have
become ‘decoupled’ from the national market and their experience of volatility varies significantly.
In England, this situation led to different kinds of market intervention in low-demand areas in the
North and in high-demand areas in the South of England. In the low-demand areas the housing market
renewal (HMR) approach attempted to combat wider structural changes that had undermined local housing
demand. Factors such as declining population, weak local economies and poor housing stock were seen
as policy problems that required local intervention.
Policy interventions on the supply side, such as stimulating new housebuilding, have not led to a
more equitable housing market and the pattern remains one of the rich getting richer and the poor getting
poorer in housing equity terms. No matter how you classify areas, intra-regional differentials remain a
stubbornly entrenched feature of the wider housing market. This then raises the question of the importance
of demand-side policies, and this is explored in the report. Overall, our findings in relation to market
differentials suggest that:
•
•
•

Housing market intervention in low-demand areas had some impact on price levels, but there was
already evidence of an upward trajectory.
There have been positive impacts on local supply in low-demand areas, but price differentials remain a
problem.
Despite the range of demand-side policies introduced to deal with the affordability issue, there are
serious concerns about these policies, particularly during the period of ‘bust’ that has followed the
‘boom’.

Residential mobility and the housing market
Looking at housing market volatility and local market differentials can tell much about why and how
volatility impacts different areas. What we also look at in this report is the way in which connections and
disconnections between areas might contribute to volatility. This is explored in relation to national patterns
of deprivation within England, since deprivation has been shown to correlate closely with areas of market
volatility. Data on inter-district migration are used to shed light on the extent to which more and less
deprived areas are connected and, by proxy, to understand the potential for housing wealth transfer.
The approach to analysing residential mobility in the housing market involved the analysis of data for
a number of different years. What emerged quite clearly is a pattern where areas of the same type remain
more closely connected. The strength of this relationship is greater in the most and least deprived districts,
suggesting that the potential for housing wealth transfer is limited. In essence, there is some evidence
to support the idea of relative disconnection at both ends of the housing market spectrum. This is not
surprising, but it does raise important policy questions which have not yet been sufficiently addressed.
We also looked at the movement of people to and from districts in relation to their level of
deprivation. What we found was that some of the poorest areas exhibit very little diversity in relation to their
connections with other places. For example, almost three quarters of moves from a deprived district such
as Knowsley were to similarly deprived areas. These patterns are strongest among the most deprived
location and suggest a pattern of localised disconnection that merits further investigation. Overall, the main
findings of this chapter suggest that:
•

8

Deprivation and volatility go hand-in-hand. This confirms evidence from previous studies and enhances
the evidence base.
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•

•

Inter-area connections are strongest between areas of the same type at opposite ends of the housing
wealth spectrum. More fine-grained analysis is needed, but there is evidence here of functional spatial
disconnection that may contribute to localised volatility.
More deprived areas are associated with longer distance patterns of residential mobility. This can be
referred to as a kind of ‘spatial volatility’ and is not currently well understood.

Policy implications
The analysis points to some important policy implications in relation to dealing with housing market volatility.
The general thrust of the argument in the report leads to the identification of new ‘spaces of volatility’ which
need to be recognised and suggests that contemporary approaches are not sufficiently spatially aware.
The conclusions of the research are important at national and local levels and can be summarised as
follows:
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•

The 1990s and 2000s saw a move from a market of temporal volatility to one of spatial volatility. This
situation suggests a more spatial approach to market intervention is appropriate and that regional
planning has an important role to play.
The experience of volatility disproportionately affects more deprived areas. This leads to questions
regarding the wisdom of subverting the aim of market renewal in low-demand areas.
There is a need to take into account social and behavioural analyses in understanding patterns of
housing market volatility. Housing market behaviour is not purely about economics; it is also about
people and places.
There is a role for regional demand-side policies and more sophisticated spatial frameworks for
understanding the operation of the housing market.
Better and more fine-grained data is needed to understand the true nature of the housing market
and any associated volatility. This is particularly important when making connections to impacts in
disadvantaged areas.
Processes of housing wealth transfer appear to be quite exclusive in some cases, particularly in more
and less deprived areas.
There is now a need to think more carefully about housing market restructuring, planning gain, the
private rented sector, local taxation and local housing market analysis and planning policy.
Ultimately, the factors driving differentials and volatility are on the demand side. Policies that seek to
mitigate housing market volatility require strategic co-ordination at a high level.
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Introduction

The UK’s housing market is one of the most volatile in the world. Cycles in the housing market are a
recognised aspect of the political economy of the country and they have direct consequences for how
individuals live their lives and make decisions on a range of life course events. Yet there is another feature of
the UK housing market that does not always receive the same degree of policy attention, particularly form
a national perspective. That is the fact that the market is highly differentiated across space – there are very
important regional and local differences in the way that the market behaves. In a context where as a society
we are putting our faith in the housing market to deliver ever more – security, wealth, an income in old
age, healthcare, education – then these differences matter. They matter a great deal in the story of social
inequalities in the UK.
We were commissioned by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation’s (JRF) Housing Market Taskforce to
write a short report on how local housing markets experience volatility. The overarching aim of the report is
to consider the implications for policy and for further research of differential patterns of market volatility and
the impact of market restructuring interventions.
The Taskforce is concerned that instability in housing markets has a detrimental impact on
vulnerable households. Ways in which market volatility and instability can have an effect include the
unsustainable widening of gaps between areas or property types in house price terms. House price
changes can lead to problems such as negative equity for low-income homeowners, or the reduction in the
ability of low-income households to move to seek better employment prospects or to find housing more
suited to their needs. Problems exist both in ‘high-demand’ and ‘low-demand’ markets, although these
impact on households in different ways.
In high-demand markets, low-income groups can be easily priced out of neighbourhoods,
including those to which they may have a historic attachment. As a consequence they may find themselves
commuting greater distances, working longer hours or unable to conveniently access local services such
as affordable shops, education and health. These problems can manifest themselves in urban and rural
areas.
In low-demand areas, poor housing and neighbourhood quality can be significant issues. But there
is also a particular concern with the weaknesses in the local economy and housing market in low-demand
areas. Low or falling property values can both affect the ability of homeowners to move to areas of greater
opportunity and discourage a mix of new residents from moving to an area.
In both low and high-demand markets problems can be self-reinforcing and cyclical in nature,
leading to systemic unsustainability not only of markets but also of neighbourhoods and communities. In
low-demand areas, the lack of attractive housing and neighbourhoods with investment prospects deters
new economic activity and the cycle is usually one of decline as those with choice move away. In highdemand areas the socioeconomic mix of areas becomes skewed as the children of existing residents are
priced out of the area by higher income groups with a wider range of motivations, including investment
in property for rent, for capital appreciation or as a second home. Despite the changes associated with
volatility, over the longer term the housing market can serve to ‘lock in’ entrenched inequalities that result
from other markets or policy domains. As inequalities and differences become more systemic and selfreinforcing in nature, they open up greater variations across space, between (rather than within) places of
different types.
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Research questions
The specific questions that this report seeks to address are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

How far do variations in local housing market volatility and long-run price trends reflect the national
picture in England and the UK?
What drivers can be identified and how might they be addressed by policy?
What impact do local/regional housing market variations have on the potential benefits of home
ownership (e.g. asset accrual implications, costs of home ownership relative to other tenures)?
How do the costs of home ownership compare to other tenures in local market areas, particularly in
low-demand areas?
How do low-income homeowners compare to other tenures in low-demand areas? How different is this
to the national picture?
How does migration (i.e., internal migration and immigration) affect the housing wealth and housing
market picture?
How do low and high-demand housing market areas relate to each other on a local and regional scale?
What do these patterns mean for any national level policy that would address housing market volatility?
What form have existing housing market renewal (HMR) initiatives taken? What impact have they had on
local, regional and strategic housing market area level volatility? What might be learnt at a national policy
scale regarding interventions that might address housing market volatility?
What implications do local market variations have for national policy recommendations?

Our approach
This report draws on a range of existing data and analysis in order to provide an insight into local housing
market volatility. While not an empirical project per se, we nevertheless considered it helpful to undertake
some additional analysis of key datasets, including Her Majesty’s Land Registry (HMLR) house price data
and measures of economic deprivation and population mobility. In developing our understanding of local
housing market volatility throughout this work, we considered it helpful to adopt a conceptual model of the
wider housing market that is composed of the following three basic features:
•

•

•

A set of functionally differentiated market areas, each having different characteristics and serving to
segment the national market geographically. There is also a relationship to much more localised sectorspecific sub-markets (e.g. at the neighbourhood level) although that level of detail is beyond the scope
of the present report. Our basic thesis is that space matters in the housing market.
A body of demanders that navigate the housing market for a variety of reasons, including securing
shelter and seeking returns on investment and for whom the acquisition and deployment of housing
wealth, in various forms, is an important determinant of behaviour. Moreover, patterns of market activity,
however these germinate, give rise to the mobilisation of housing wealth around the housing market,
impacting differentially on market areas and neighbourhoods.
A set of connections between market areas that serve as the conduits for the aforementioned transferral
of housing wealth, through processes such as international and domestic migration and more localised
‘adjustment’ trades.

We ultimately say more on the first of these three features (market areas) than we do on the others. This
is because detailed spatial analyses of the operation of the housing market are relatively few and much
of the debate around market volatility emphasises – wrongly, in our view – differences through time over
differences across space. But we recognise that differences between places can only open up through the
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various connections between them: principally in terms of the movement of people and of housing wealth.
For that reason, we strongly feel that there is significant potential in joining analyses of population mobility
to those of housing market dynamics. We offer some evidence on mobility, and go on to suggest that more
integrated analyses should be a priority for future research.
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1 Housing market volatility

Introduction
This chapter considers the nature of change in the UK housing market over the past 40 years and begins to
explore how this has impacted on different parts of the country. It begins by charting the four most recent
full housing market cycles, with a particular focus on the most recent boom–bust cycle of which we are
currently in the down phase. It concludes that the current cycle is qualitatively different to those in the past
and has done more to deepen the extent of spatial market variation than previous cycles. For this reason,
we develop the distinction between ‘temporal volatility’ and a new ‘spatial volatility’, which is of increasing
significance in the UK housing market. This chapter also considers the drivers of housing market volatility,
but concludes that, as the nature of volatility has changed, so have the drivers.

Market volatility in the UK
The origins of the most recent housing market housing market cycle were in approximately 1992 when
prices began to recover following the late 1980s crash. Since the late 1960s there have been four full
housing market cycles, peaking in price inflation terms in 1973, 1979, 1988 and 2003. In real price terms,
the market peaked between one and four years thereafter (see Figure 1). By contrast to those previous

Figure 1: Real house prices, 1976–2010
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cycles, the most recent had an upward phase that lasted fully over a decade, between 1992 and 2004.
Conscious efforts to stabilise the ‘peakiness’ of the housing market over time appear to have worked, at
least when measured at the national level, although this obviously did not stop the market’s eventual ‘crash’.
This attempt at controlling the cyclical nature of the housing market is important because, following
the 1988–90 boom–bust, there was a recognition that ‘the housing market was apparently capable of
deepening and prolonging a recession as well as accelerating and heightening a boom’ (Maclennan and
Gibb, 1993, p. 1). We now accept the close links between housing and the macroeconomy, which extend
to regional economies too. The need for a longer-term view when considering solutions to boom–bust,
including issues of equity and fairness in the housing ‘system’, has been long recognised. Of necessity
within this there has been a longstanding but recently heightened interest in how housing markets affect
different parts of the country.
Putting to one side notions of spatial differentiation, it is tempting to consider volatility as a response
to one-off occurrences or policies, predominantly at the macro level. This world view sees the housing
market in much the same way as any other market, capable of responding to shocks and information flows.
It is widely accepted that this is an over-simplification and it is equally possible to see volatility as a reflection
of the fundamental structure of the UK housing system and its characteristics. There are longer run trends
in tenure change, regional economic performance, household growth and new housing supply that, while
catalysed by one-off policy changes, are more helpfully viewed in terms of long-term cumulative tendencies
within society and the political economy, which can be particularly resistant to change.
That said, it is true that some aspects of volatility in the UK housing market can be associated with
major economic, social and political junctures. The 1979–80 boom and slump coincided with the start
of the Thatcher government, and an ensuing recession associated with the introduction of monetarist
policies partly with the aim of controlling inflation; the 1989–90 boom/slump presaged a general economic
recession; and the ‘credit crunch’ and ensuing global financial downturn was closely linked to concerns
about overpriced housing mortgage-backed securities. But these analyses have tended to see housing
market volatility as the outcome of other processes rather than as an active agent of instability in its own
right. The most recent cycle has challenged this notion.
Each cycle has the tendency to exacerbate inequalities and differences. The ‘corrections’
experienced in downturns are rarely sufficient to ameliorate the worst impacts of differential growth. These
corrections normally affect particular housing and area types more than they do others. Yet, it would appear
that the previous cycles (in the 1970s–1990s) were too short lived to bring about substantial changes to
spatial variation in the housing market. That is not to say that spatial variation did not exist, but that the
cycles did not fundamentally change these. As we go on to show, the most recent cycle was long and deep
enough to alter these spatial relations markedly.
In their analysis of the price rises that preceded the 1990s downturn, Maclennan and Gibb (1993)
identified a number of structural changes to mortgage markets and their regulation that contributed to the
boom. These were, by and large, stories of the far reaching macroeconomic, fiscal and regulatory changes
that the UK was undergoing at the time. They were stories of easier access to capital markets; of greater
competition among mortgage providers and an end to price fixing, all of which are now well known. The
overall effect was a switch from a system of queue rationing for mortgages to one of equilibrium rationing,
and the emergence of a more fluid market for housing (on the demand side at least). Increases in allowable
capital gearing permitted freer lending practices, leading to rises in average loan-to-value (LTV) ratios and
greater lending to first-time buyers (FTBs). There have of course been benefits to this but they have come
at the cost of making the owner-occupied sector more fragmented (and arguably more fragile) than it was.
The hopes and fortunes of many low-income households are now inextricably bound up with the housing
market in a way that previous generations have not known – and, while processes of market reform have
applied nationally, their outcomes have been uneven over space and across different demand groups.
Although the deregulation of mortgage providers in the 1980s was to some extent a ‘one-off’ event,
some of the factors continued to have an influence through the most recent boom. Providers continued
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Table 1: Geographical distribution of immigrants to the UK, 2008
Area of destination
England
Wales
Scotland
Northern Ireland
North East
North West
Yorkshire and the Humber
East Midlands
West Midlands
East
London
South East
South West
United Kingdom

Immigration (000s)
460
15
38
7
20
38
44
22
33
51
145
78
29
520

Proportion of immigrants (%)
89
3
7
1
4
7
8
4
6
10
28
15
6
100

Source: ONS (2009). Estimates are based on International Passenger Survey data

to innovate and offer new types of financial product, with greater effective LTV ratios. The need to accept
higher LTVs, lower deposits and longer repayment terms became to some extent assimilated into the
culture of those seeking housing (especially FTBs) and also among those willing to lend. There was a
growing sense of the infallibility of housing as an asset class, which backed not only housing finance but
also attitudes to personal credit, job search strategies and public policy and finance (notably through
planning gain and affordable housing policy1).
This situation was bolstered by market fundamentals where historically low levels of supply, high
levels of household growth, rising household incomes and the consolidation of the social and cultural
position of owner-occupation all drove prices up. These fundamentals applied across the UK in a general
sense but, importantly, some (such as household incomes and demand-side growth) were particularly
regionally differentiated. While the 1980s and 1990s booms were to some extent associated with the
maturation of the ‘baby boom’ cohort, demographic change is now more closely related to net immigration
(particularly of economic migrants from European Union [EU] countries), to changing social norms, and
to better health and greater longevity. Rather than being general demographic phenomena, the impact
of each of these factors varies significantly across space. The extent to which immigration affects,
predominantly, London and the South, for example, can be seen in Table 1. Moreover, the extent to which
prices reflected ‘true’ values (i.e., land and rebuilding costs) became questioned, and this was especially
true in some places and for some property types more than others.

Drivers of market volatility
Although often treated using ‘standard’ econometric tools in the neoclassical tradition, the housing market
is commonly understood to possess certain unique attributes that make it more susceptible to volatility
than other markets. Of particular note are: the highly regulated nature of supply; its spatial fixity; the time
lags between responding to market signals and satisfying demand; the spatial and temporal flexibilities in
the composition of demand; the complex rationales and behaviours underpinning consumer choice; the
heterogeneous nature of the product; the importance of the second-hand market; the plurality of goods
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bound up within housing (investment and shelter being two); and the role of housing as a marker of social
positioning.
These characteristics, together with the considerable transaction costs associated with housing,
lead to a situation where the actions of suppliers and customers rarely lead to a stable, self-equilibrating
system even with the best intentions and even if informational asymmetries did not exist. The combined
effects of these characteristics essentially mean that planning for housing over any reasonable timescale is
a very difficult task; and, moreover, that market imperfections (or even failures), particularly at more localised
spatial scales, are a common occurrence. Just as volatility can be the normal outcome of very fluid markets,
where price changes are the result of speculators taking positions in response to rich informational stimuli,
so it can also result from more complex and frictional markets where information is scant, transaction costs
are high and supply is unresponsive.
The significance of externalities in the housing market contributes to these problems. There are very
important spatial cleaves in the characteristics of both supply and demand, and demand does not simply
seek housing for shelter rather than to satisfy a complex set of personal social, economic and cultural
requirements, often in a sub-optimal way and with considerable constraints. Housing in that sense is the
ultimate ‘basket of goods’, where neighbourhood characteristics and the potential of access to broader
services and opportunities inform an important component of the hedonic price – but the importance of the
precise contents of the basket vary from person to person and place to place (Orford, 2002). The foregoing
suggests that future work into housing markets will need to carefully balance econometric modelling with a
deeper understanding of the behaviour of agents and demand groups within the market (Marsh and Gibb,
2009).
That said, it is also clear that the generalised performance of the housing market bears strong
relationships to broader macroeconomic trends, insofar as they influence seller and buyer behaviour and
the strategies of suppliers and agents. Of particular relevance to a discussion of UK housing market volatility
over the past few cycles has been interest rates. The last boom–bust cycle occurred within (and was fuelled
by) an environment of extraordinarily low interest rates (see Figure 2), quite different to the previous cycle.
So far, at least, the same can be said of general inflation (see Figure 3): house price inflation has not been
matched in a general sense by equivalent general inflation which has contributed to the perceived capital
gains provided by house price movements.
Of course, while interest rates and to a large extent inflation do not vary spatially, householders’
equity, economic prospects and ability to access debt finance do, and in this sense even low interest rates
can precipitate uneven spatial outcomes. An example of this would be where moderate income households
in northern cities might be outbid for modest properties as speculators with increased leverage begin to
focus their attentions on secondary-use residential property in the Buy to Let market. We say more about
this later.
Other factors associated with house price booms have included:
•
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A low quality rented sector. Although the private rented sector (PRS) in the UK is now much expanded
compared to previous cycles, there remain concerns about its quality, security and perceived value for
money and attractiveness as a tenure in the long term. Although many areas possess a well developed
rental market that offers choice, this is not the case throughout the country and there are many local
housing markets (and parts thereof) that lack a viable PRS alternative. Burfitt and Ferrari (2008) highlight
the case of suburban Birmingham where attempts to foster new high tech business parks on brownfield
land will lead to a demand for rental property that the local market is not currently capable of satisfying.
The Buy to Let phenomenon has been helpful in expanding the sector but there are concerns about
the quality of management and the appropriateness of the housing stock for satisfying a wide range of
housing needs.

Housing market volatility

Figure 2: Interest rates, 1975–2010
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Figure 3: General inflation (Retail Price Index), 1948–2008
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•

A low taxation environment, particularly for middle-class consumers, and generally, despite the
retrenchment of significant historic allowances, a taxation environment that is favourable to owneroccupiers.

Local patterns of volatility
Earlier we saw how the most recent cycle has been the longest in recent history, spanning well over a
decade. However, there is another crucial difference between the shorter boom–bust cycles of the 1970–
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Figure 4: Regional house price increases, 1970–2009
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1980s and the most recent one: the emergence of deep regional variations. Simply put, price volatility
has come to differentially affect parts of the UK in a way that it did not before. In Figure 4, two distinct eras
can be observed. The first – that period of short cycles in the 1970s and 1980s – can perhaps be best
described as a period of temporal volatility. Regional differentials in house price inflation were modest, and
most parts of the country, with the exception of Northern Ireland, revolved closely around the UK mean. By
contrast, the most recent experience has been of a much more elongated cycle.
This previous pattern of short cyclical variation in the (national) market has ceded to a more
temporally stable, but spatially differentiated pattern. This is a situation that developed throughout the
1980s and has persisted since. An opening up of significant divergences in the regional experience of
house price increases from around 1983 is evident. This can be seen both in terms of nominal prices (see
Figure 5) but even more extremely in terms of regional price inflation (see Figure 6). Moving through the
1990s, it is clear that the new temporal stability has been at the cost of an emergent new ‘spatial volatility’.
If the recent history of the housing market has anything to teach us it is that not only does ‘location
matter’ in a micro sense (part of the ‘basket of goods’), it also matters in a broader structural sense. Indeed,
this was a clear part of the logic behind the HMR approach, which explicitly recognised the emergence
of regional differentials in the generalised housing market and problematised this in terms of their close
coupling with regional economic differentials. The HMR thesis was essentially one about ‘generalised’
market weakness and the disconnection of housing and labour markets at the regional and sub-regional
level, rather than very localised issues of housing quality.
The broad-brush spatial patterns of housing market performance across the country can be
discerned from the maps in Figure 7a and 7b. The most recent ‘boom’ was led by the South of England,
a pattern which can be seen in the map of house price change during 1999–2000 (Figure 7a). By the time
that the boom was coming to an end, it was the North of England, Wales and Scotland where prices were
appreciating most rapidly (see the map of change during 2003–04, Figure 7b).
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Figure 5: Average sale prices by selected UK country and region, 1973–2010
350,000
North
Average mix-adjusted sale price, £

300,000

London
Scotland

250,000

Outer South East
Wales

200,000

West Midlands

150,000

100,000

50,000

1973 Q4
1975 Q1
1976 Q2
1977 Q3
1978 Q4
1980 Q1
1981 Q2
1982 Q3
1983 Q4
1985 Q1
1986 Q2
1987 Q3
1988 Q4
1990 Q1
1991 Q2
1992 Q3
1993 Q4
1995 Q1
1996 Q2
1997 Q3
1998 Q4
2000 Q1
2001 Q2
2002 Q3
2003 Q4
2005 Q1
2006 Q2
2007 Q3
2008 Q4
2010 Q1

0

Source: Nationwide Building Society

Figure 6: Regional house price increases: difference from UK average, 1969–2009
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Figure 7a: House price change, 1999–2000

Note: Prices are mix-adjusted by type for England and Wales only.
Sources: Her Majesty’s Land Registry (HMLR) and General Registers of Scotland
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Figure 7b: House price change, 2003–04

Note: Prices are mix-adjusted by type for England and Wales only.
Sources: Her Majesty’s Land Registry (HMLR) and General Registers of Scotland
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Figure 8: Map of distribution of mix-adjusted sale prices, Great Britain, 2008

Note: Prices are mix-adjusted by type for England and Wales only.
Source: HMLR and General Registers of Scotland
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Of course, although most of the country was experiencing house price rises by the mid-2000s, the
longevity (and strength) of the effect in the North and peripheral areas, once it rippled out from London and
the South, was insufficient to seriously alter the absolute picture of spatial inequality in house prices across
the country, and a North–South divide in absolute terms clearly remains (see Figure 8). While this to some
extent may reflect quality differences in the housing stock, this is not a satisfactory explanation of regional
differences in and of itself. It is well known that poor housing conditions and high social deprivation can
exist in areas of high house prices (Lee and Murie, 1997).
The distribution of mix-adjusted prices throughout Britain reflects a strong pattern of regional
differentiation and, within regions, clear local variations. The highest prices are to be found almost
exclusively in West London, the Home Counties and the Cotswolds, with some regionally significant
pockets in East Cheshire, the so-called ‘golden triangle’ between Leeds, Harrogate and York, the west
bank of the Kingsbridge Estuary in Devon and some rural settlements in Aberdeenshire and the Scottish
Borders. Conversely, Britain’s lowest priced housing remains resolutely in the former industrial heartlands
of Tyneside, Teesside, Merseyside, Lancashire, West and South Yorkshire, the Nottinghamshire and
Derbyshire coalfields, the West Midlands conurbation, the South Wales valleys and the central belt of
Scotland. This geography of price distribution remains largely unchanged in relative terms from the turn of
the century when the ‘low demand’ debate had identified precisely the same areas as requiring significant
market intervention (Lee and Nevin, 2003; Ferrari and Lee, 2010).

Local drivers of volatility
The emergence of a ‘new’ economic geography of the housing market was, by the end of the 1980s, plain
to see, apparent in the regionally differentiated impacts of the early 1990s crash and the effect on a new
and more fragmented owner-occupied sector (Forrest et al., 1990). In this context, it is clear to see why,
when talking about the national economy, Duncan Maclennan was moved to proclaim that,
Housing market analyses which ignore the geographic compartmentalisation of housing and labour
markets within the national economy may well be reductionist to the point of throwing the baby out with
the bathwater. (Maclennan, 1990, p. 135)
The expansion of owner-occupation and residualisation of the social rented sector has served both
to widen the impacts of market volatility across society and to strengthen the link between regional
economies (and specifically wage power) and the housing market. While longstanding, these changes
accelerated during the early 1980s. While the New Labour government of 1997–2010 presided over a
period of unprecedented economic growth that improved material conditions for many in the UK, it is
largely acknowledged that it did little to tackle inequality, which widened during this period. This widening
of socio-spatial inequality, charted by the likes of Dorling (2010), has gone hand in hand with greater spatial
differentiation within the housing market and the rise of a more heterogeneous (and fragmented) set of
owning classes.
One of the consequences of the new spatial volatility has been, first, the emergence, and then
the spread, of problems with affordability throughout the country. In the most recent boom–bust cycle,
the nature of the affordability problem was arguably different to that previously. In the late 1980s peak
a combination of high interest rates and the perilous personal economic situations within the recently
enlarged ownership sector manifested itself in terms of high levels of mortgage repossessions. So far at
least (notwithstanding the prospect of a so-called ‘double dip’ recession) this most recent downturn has
not been accompanied by extraordinary levels of default. But the peak was most certainly accompanied by
extraordinary affordability problems, particularly among FTBs and especially in the economically buoyant
regions. The affordability ‘issue’ was therefore one not of repayments but of difficulties in gaining entry
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to the market. This has been one of the factors behind the expansion of the PRS over the past decade.
Maclennan and Gibb (1993) reported an average loan-to-income ratio for FTBs of 2.27 in 1989. According
to the Council of Mortgage Lenders (CML) the same statistic was 3.39 in the third quarter 2007.2
As discussed earlier, the fundamentals underpinning the housing market have increasingly been
exposed to regional differentials. Household growth in England, for example, has impacted on regions
differentially, with a clear distinction to be drawn between the southern regions and the rest of the country
(see Figure 9). London is an exception to this general rule. Although all regions have increased the number
of households, it has been the southern regions where this process has been most accelerated, putting
greater pressure on local housing markets.
The growth in owner-occupation continued through much of the most recent boom. There was
continued convergence between regions and countries (see Figures 10 and 11): the North East and

Figure 9: Growth in households, by region, 1972–2005
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Figure 10: Owner-occupation rate in England by region, 1991–2007
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Figure 11: Owner-occupation rate in UK by country, 1991–2007
75
Wales
70
Scotland
65

Northern Ireland

%

England

60

55

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001

2000

1999

1998

1997

1996

1995

1994

1993

1992

1991

50

Source: CLG live table 109

Scotland in particular were home to large increases in the number of owner-occupiers throughout the
1990s and 2000s. London bucked the trend in the 2000s: since the turn of the millennium, it has seen a
declining proportion of owner-occupied stock. Outside London, the more prosperous regions of the South
have also seen stabilised or slightly declining owner-occupied sectors.
These increases have, in most regions, been accompanied by rises in gross disposable household
income (GDHI). Estimates of GDHI per head3 show rises in all regions of the UK, with a widening of the
differential between the poorest and richest regions (see Figure 12).

Figure 12: Gross disposable household income (GDHI) by region, 1995–2008
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Summary
The starting point for JRF’s Housing Market Taskforce’s interest in local market volatility was to question the
extent to which the local experience of volatility and long-term price trends reflect the situation within the
country as whole. Or, put another way, does the national housing market move at once, in concert, or is it a
fragmented set of regional markets, decoupled from the national trend?
The answer to this is that over the course of the most recent boom–bust cycle the local experience
became more differentiated from the national experience than was the case in previous cycles. Regional
differences in long-run price trends opened up, with two notable effects:
•

•

The gap in average prices opened up consistently between regions. As we go on to describe, this
regional picture reflects even sharper contrasts evident between areas of affluence and those of
deprivation and between market areas of different types.
The emergence of a clear lag or ‘ripple effect’ where price rises occurred first in London and the South
of England, later followed by rises in the North, Scotland, Wales and, most recently, Northern Ireland.
The extent of these rises has been significant, albeit from a low base, but they occurred for a relatively
short period at a time when prices in London and the South continued to rise. Consequently, price rises
have done little to level up the structural inequalities evidenced in the house price ‘map’ of the UK.

These changes have arguably been associated both with, on the one hand, a political economy project
to stabilise long-run growth and to extend its impacts through society and public policy, and, on the other
hand, the increased importance of market fundamentals and ‘drivers’ that are more spatially differentiated
in their manifestation. This is one of the consequences of an economic growth strategy that, while
improving material conditions, focuses much of its energy on particular sectors and geographic areas to the
cost of others.
Market ‘fundamentals’ on the demand side, such as income, household growth, net immigration
and economic growth, have grown at different rates throughout the country and have by and large favoured
London and the South in housing market terms. This has given rise to intense concerns about affordability
which, although more extreme in the South of England, were clearly having impacts in the North of England
and in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland.
These demand-side factors have been partnered with an intense concern about the ability of
developers to deliver new housing supply. This concern has, broadly speaking, spread across the country
and has supplanted more local concerns about the match between (long-term, structural) demand and
supply.
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2 Housing market differentials

Introduction
In Chapter 1 we set out the broad nature of housing market volatility in the UK. The market is highly volatile,
although the temporal frequency of changes to the market has lessened and the long period of stability
through much of the 2000s gave rise to increased volatility across space. There is clear evidence of a ripple
effect in house price growth, led by London and the South, but the downturn has quickly affected most
parts of the country.
Although we have confined comment so far to the regional experience, we also know that within
regions there is considerable internal variation. Moreover, as markets in different parts of the country have
come to be ‘decoupled’ from the national market as a whole, the importance of these internal variations has
grown. The links between regional economic growth and measures of the housing market are now better
known: economically buoyant regions exhibit stronger housing markets generally, and this spreads across
more communities in those regions as they enjoy better access to jobs and opportunities. On the flip side,
price rises in strong economies coupled with strong demand fundamentals and supply inelasticities have
given rise to acute affordability issues and to policy concern about the sustainability of, and socioeconomic
mix within, communities.
In England the overarching policy prescription given this scenario has been the twin-track approach
exemplified by the 2003 Sustainable communities plan (ODPM, 2003). Crudely speaking, this plan
envisaged two forms of market intervention, both on the supply side: planning de-restrictions and supply
incentives in the form of growth areas and growth points in the South; and market restructuring through
HMR in the North. Explicit in the latter was the expectation of stock reduction in certain low-demand
areas. In such areas it was asserted that there was a crude oversupply of housing as a result of long-term
structural demand change (notably through economic decline and population movement). More recently,
as noted in Chapter 1, the twin-track approach set in train by the Sustainable communities plan has since,
to an extent, been superseded by an ‘all out’ concern with supply.
If the Sustainable communities plan was right about one thing, it was that the experience of the
housing market is very different not only across the country but within regions. This chapter considers the
existence of market areas of different types across the UK. It also considers attempts to moderate the most
extreme examples of spatial volatility in prices through a number of market interventions, both in high and
low-demand areas.

Low-demand areas
The HMR approach in England was an attempt to recognise that long-term structural changes in demand
had seriously undermined the local sustainability of housing markets across large contiguous parts of
the North and Midlands. The analysis of low-demand areas by Bramley et al. (2000), Nevin et al. (2001)
and others, and the subsequent designation of areas for market renewal, emphasised the importance of
‘structural’ accounts of market weakness. Replacing previous concerns with localised unpopularity and
arguments about stock condition (which were essentially restricted to the social rented sector), the HMR
thesis addressed a broader set of issues, including:
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Figure 13: Map of HMR areas, growth areas and the ‘Northern Way’

Source: Ferrari and Lee (2010, p. 153)
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•
•
•
•

long-term depopulation, a ‘thinning’ demographic and patterns of ‘counterurbanisation’;
weak local economies and decentralised patterns of employment and residential development;
stock ‘obsolescence’ in a context of increased choice and personal mobility and social change;
the low costs of owner-occupation in comparison to renting for employed households.

These factors were considered to be particularly acute in northern deindustrialised towns and cities as
well as parts of the West Midlands. With the notable exception of Teesside (which has since been declared
an HMR area), the map of HMR intervention areas (see Figure 13) largely reflected the geography of these
factors as they existed over coherent sub-regional areas. The recognition of the importance of ‘functional’
rather than administrative housing market boundaries for policy purposes was a particular innovation of
HMR.
It is quite clear that by the end of the 1990s and moving into the early 2000s there were significant
differentials between low-demand areas and other parts of the country. Although prices in low-demand
areas were rising, as they were throughout the country, this was from an extremely low base and rates of
growth in the period leading up to the designation of the HMR areas were significantly more modest than
elsewhere (see Figure 14). Some specific neighbourhoods and property types within HMR areas were
particularly badly affected, and local analyses at the time showed that prices were at times falling in nominal
and real terms at a time when the rest of the country was experiencing growth.
Figure 15 demonstrates how significant the gap between HMR areas and elsewhere had become in
nominal price terms by the time HMR was announced in 2002/03. Although there was a modest slowdown
in the rate that the gap was growing from 2003, this was only temporary. As we go on to say in more detail,
it was generally the case in 2003 that social renting was a more expensive option than owning for working
households in low-demand areas.
A discussion of HMR (or of low-demand areas) in isolation, of course, rather serves to underplay the
variation in housing markets between other types of area. For this reason it is also instructive to consider
how certain market indicators fare according to area type. For this, we have used the Office for National
Statistics (ONS) area classification developed by Vickers et al. (2003). As can be seen from Figure 16,
there is a clear ‘functional’ hierarchy throughout England. London has dominated the recent experience
of house price growth, although all areas have enjoyed the benefits of a rising market (some more so, and

Figure 14: Annual house price change in HMR Pathfinder districts, 1998–2008
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Figure 15: Average house sale prices in HMR Pathfinder districts, 1995–2008
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others perhaps overly so in terms of the ensuing affordability problem). But just as London does not typify
the rest of the country, it is clear that even within the rest of the country at large there have been significant
gaps emerging in absolute terms. Disregarding geography, it is furthermore the case that absolute
differentials have opened up in areas of varying affluence: almost without exception, prices in areas in the
more deprived deciles have appreciated more modestly than their more affluent counterparts (see Figure
17). Although it is perhaps still too early to be conclusive, a superficial analysis of both Figures 16 and 17
suggests that the downturn has led to faster price drops (in 2008) in more deprived, less prosperous areas.

Figure 16: House sale prices by area type, 1995–2008
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Figure 17: House sale prices by area multiple deprivation, 1995–2008
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Low-income owner-occupation
For at least half a century it has been the explicit policy of successive governments to expand the
incidence of property ownership. The significant increase over this period in the owner-occupied sector
has been a result both of general conditions of growth, of the economy and of material wealth, and of
deliberate policies. Of course while the most significant of these policies was the ‘Right to Buy’, this merely
consolidated a situation across the country that had previously existed discretionarily. It has been followed
by various other policies, in some cases equally impactful, that have facilitated stock transfer, convergence
between social and market rents and part ownership. Of particular importance in low-demand contexts
has been the supply of relatively cheap new build housing (a situation statistically masked at the national
level by outright estimates of need and by low levels of housebuilding) and extremely easy access to debt
finance for purchasers.
Figure 18 demonstrates this. As can be clearly seen, in five of the nine HMR areas in 2003 the ratio of
nominal ownership costs to social renting costs was less than 1.0. In the other four areas, the ratio was only
marginally above 1.0. To this needs to be factored in the relative ease at which finance could be obtained,
including through the use of ‘DIY’ (‘do-it-yourself’) and self-certificated mortgages. This situation was in
sharp contrast to that in the non-HMR areas. The typology of areas developed by Vickers et al. (2003)
perhaps shows this even more clearly. In London, the costs of ownership were at least two times, if not
more, that of social renting. The ratio was (and remains) around 2:1 throughout ‘prosperous UK’ (crudely,
the South East), and between 1.5:1 and 2:1 everywhere else, with the exception of so-called ‘mining and
manufacturing’ communities.
As the experience of house price growth began to ‘ripple’ north from around 2003 the differentials
in these ratios have lessened. In HMR areas and ‘mining and manufacturing’ communities it is now
significantly more expensive to own. An analysis of the crude price to income ratio for putative FTBs in the
North and Midlands revealed the spread of affordability problems into many low-demand areas and their
hinterlands (see Figures 19a and 19b), although it remained the case that these areas were much more
affordable than elsewhere in the country. Of more significance recently, however, has been the changing
situation with regards to access to finance rather than the price to income multiples per se.
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Figure 18: Indicative comparison of costs of ownership and social renting at typical
pre‑crash lending parameters (90% LTV, 4% interest), 2003 and 2008
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The precise impacts of housing market restructuring interventions are difficult to determine. It is
clear, however, that the early work of the HMR Pathfinders in England was accompanied by significant price
rises in their intervention areas. In many cases, price appreciation in Pathfinders appeared to outstrip areas
elsewhere in their city regions and it seemed that there was some degree of ‘catching up’, at least in terms
of the rate of price growth if not in terms of absolute price differentials. Although this has had some impact
on affordability, and has led to the re-emergence of gaps between the costs of ownership and renting, in
absolute price terms the difference between areas remains very wide.
This has significant implications for the intractability of the difficulties caused by market differentials
and ‘spatial’ volatility. It serves to further drive a wedge between those who can and those who cannot
capitalise on housing wealth and use it to move geographically or up the housing ladder. Those in low-
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Figure 19a: Modelled affordability in the North and Midlands, 2002
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demand areas or deprived areas, or simply those in certain types of local economy, will find that their
equity buys progressively less in other parts of the country. To borrow from the parlance of US urban
policy, ‘movement to opportunity’ becomes increasingly more difficult and this serves to reinforce and
reproduce the divisions within the housing market. It could also have knock-on effects on other policy areas
such as immigration as businesses demand cheap imported labour because housing costs and mobility
impediments frustrate the ability for UK residents to compete.
In the reverse direction, however, households in equity-rich parts of the country find themselves
increasingly able to outbid local residents for housing elsewhere in the country, sometimes speculatively.
This housing may or may not be used ‘productively’ in terms of meeting local housing needs, but even
where it does (i.e., it is rented out) there is evidence to suggest that housing managed ‘from a distance’ or
by agents is done so to a poor standard (Crook et al., 2009; Rugg and Rhodes, 2008), and that the value for
money and security of the sector remain concerns (Rugg and Rhodes, 2008).
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Figure 19b: Modelled affordability in the North and Midlands, 2006
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Although a detailed spatial analysis of equity was not possible, a CML analysis of the impacts of
the downturn suggests a highly regionally differentiated picture of equity (see Table 2). Estimated negative
equity is highest in England’s northern regions, Wales and Northern Ireland, where between 50% and 60%
of ‘constrained’ mortgage holders have insufficient equity to pay for any form of deposit on their next house.

Demand-side policies
Most of the discussion in this chapter has focused on the problems associated with low-demand areas
and other more marginal local housing markets and their increasing disconnection from the experience
of more prosperous parts of the UK. It is equally important to consider ‘market failure’ at the higher end
of the market. The twin-track approach alluded to earlier explicitly recognised this by putting in place a
policy and funding regime to incentivise a ‘step change’ in new supply in the growth areas. Over time, this
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Table 2: Proportion of ‘constrained’ mortgage holders by levels of equity and region (%)
Region/country
Northern
Yorkshire and the Humber
East Midlands
East Anglia
Greater London
South East
South West
West Midlands
North West
England
Wales
Scotland
Northern Ireland
UK

Equity equivalent
to 5–10% deposit
20
21
24
38
28
30
26
27
23
26
21
49
22
27

Equity equivalent
to <5% deposit
24
25
29
34
26
31
28
31
28
28
24
35
20
28

Negative equity
56
53
47
28
46
39
46
42
50
46
55
16
59
45

Total
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

Source: CML (2009) Housing Finance, issue 01

approach was extended to cover areas throughout the whole country (not only the South East) through the
designation of new growth points. Of necessity, the planning and provision of infrastructure for significant
new settlements has been a long-term aim associated with tackling the historically low levels of new
housing supply in the UK.
There have also been a number of significant demand-side programmes aimed at ameliorating
the worst effects of affordability, particularly in the most economically buoyant parts of the country. Key
Worker Living expressly aimed to mitigate the effect of the impenetrability of local housing markets to
core public service employees (such as police officers and teachers), while various shades of the previous
government’s HomeBuy scheme attempted to cultivate new forms of intermediate housing market.
Although the Key Worker Living scheme has been generally successful and welcomed by their
beneficiaries, a formative evaluation of the programme found that there had been only limited impacts on
reducing travel time or in encouraging people to move to areas to access jobs in high price areas (Battye
et al., 2006). Such schemes can mitigate the worst impacts of affordability problems for specific groups in
local communities but it is far from being a demand-side policy that tackles the structural causes of spatial
housing market differences.
Shared ownership and shared equity schemes have also had mixed impacts. Their value is most
immediately apparent at the peak of housing market booms but there are genuine concerns that they do
not make good sense in volatile situations – the marginality of their ‘value for money’ remains an impediment
to wider take-up. While their market position is clear in rising markets, this is less the case during the down
phase. Levels of ‘staircasing’, either up or down, have been disappointing. New Build HomeBuy has had
some degree of popularity, but is particularly associated with smaller, new build apartments in cities and
there are deep concerns about the extent to which some properties were over priced during the bubble.
This has had detrimental impacts on the financial viability of over-committed housing associations and has
diminished their capacity to use reserves or debt finance to meet housing needs. The longer-term impacts
of price volatility on shared owners in coming years (and particularly on their housing market and labour
market mobility) will be of particular interest.
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Summary
Housing market differentials are apparent within regions as well as between them. The strength of links
between local economies and local housing markets are now better recognised and have been the basis
for some aspects of policy. Notably, the Sustainable communities plan was a de facto recognition of a
North–South divide in housing market terms, although its proposed policy response was largely on the
supply side: new homes in the South, HMR in the North.
Around a decade ago in ‘low-demand’ areas it was recognised that structural changes on the
demand side – depopulation, local economic change, increased mobility and choice and access to
relatively cheap owner-occupation – were undermining housing markets. HMR had some impact in terms
of raising house prices, but there was already an upward trajectory before the programme was announced
and direct attribution is difficult. HMR has had impacts on local supply but the structural price differentials
between HMR areas and non-HMR areas, between deprived and non-deprived areas and between areas
of different socioeconomic compositions broadly remain.
Successive policies aimed at expanding low-income owner-occupation have had clear impacts. In
some parts of the country, the economic benefits of social renting were marginal at best although as the
housing market cycle began to lead to price rises in the North, affordability issues emerged. Nevertheless,
these rises were insufficient (and too short-lived) to change the predominant differentials between and
within regions. As a result, estimates of housing equity vary significantly across the country and this has
profound implications for geographic and housing market mobility among low-income groups.
A range of demand-side policies have broadly sought to address the problems of affordability – for
example, by subsidising Key Worker Living or enhancing access to shared ownership – but deep concerns
about the appropriateness of these mechanisms during ‘bust’ periods remain.
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3 Residential mobility and
the housing market

Introduction
Previous chapters have focused on housing market volatility from the perspective of macroeconomic
indicators and market differentials. These are important elements of understanding local housing markets
but they are unable, in themselves, to shed light on the extent to which local markets are connected to, or
disconnected from, the wider regional or national housing market.
This spatial element is an important part of understanding the impacts of residential mobility since
the extent of connection or disconnection of local areas can have a bearing on their experience of volatility
and the extent of housing wealth transfer within and between local housing markets. Analyses of residential
mobility in deprived neighbourhoods have provided important insights into the potential policy implications
of connection and disconnection (e.g. Robson et al., 2008), but more recent patterns have not been
explored at the national level for all area types. Put simply, there is a lack of evidence regarding the degree
and extent of connection between areas of different economic status.
This chapter therefore seeks to explore connections between areas of different types and to
provide intelligence on differential patterns of household mobility. The analysis begins by exploring
patterns of deprivation since this has been shown to have a significant relationship to market volatility (e.g.
Meen et al., 2005). These patterns are then connected to migration data in order to explore connections
between different area types. Finally, more detailed analysis is provided by looking at differential patterns
of household mobility in relation to the least and most deprived locations. Owing to data constraints, the
analysis in this chapter focuses on England and is based on local authority districts.

Income and employment deprivation
In their study of housing investment and neighbourhood market change, Bramley et al. (2007) note that
the strongest price difference between neighbourhoods is associated with deprivation. The most relevant
findings for the present study are that deprivation is a strong predictor of house prices and that the most
and least deprived areas show the greatest volatility. Therefore, we have used one robust measure of
deprivation for England as the basis for subsequent analyses. The Economic Deprivation Index (EDI) 2008
(CLG, 2009) provides a consistent basis for exploring deprivation through time (1999 to 2005), based on the
income and employment deprivation domains of the existing Indices of Deprivation.
The spatial patterning of deprivation in England (see Figure 20) correlates closely with the geography
of house price inflation presented earlier in the report. The vast majority of districts in the least deprived
decile are within the South East and East regions, whereas the most deprived districts are distributed more
widely, between London, the West Midlands, the North West, Yorkshire and the Humber and the North
East. This has important implications for connections between housing market areas since residential
mobility, as shown later in this chapter, is closely linked to levels of deprivation.
At a more local scale, Table 3 provides details of the ten most and least deprived districts in England
on the EDI in 1999 and 2005 in order to highlight the lack of relative change in deprivation through time. The
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Figure 20: EDI 2008

Source: CLG (2009)

other notable feature of income and employment deprivation in England is the dispersed concentration
of the most deprived locations between Inner London, the North West and the North East. This contrasts
with the spatial pattern of least deprived locations, which are more heavily concentrated in fewer areas,
notably the South East. Some knowledge of these basic spatial patterns is important if we are to gain a
better understanding of the differential connectivity between areas of different types and the ways in which
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Table 3: Most and least deprived on the EDI (ranked by average district score)

Most deprived

Least deprived

District
Liverpool
Easington
Knowsley
Hackney
Manchester
Tower Hamlets
Middlesbrough
Hartlepool
Islington
Haringey
Mole Valley
South Cambridgeshire
Surrey Heath
West Oxfordshire
Uttlesford
Rutland
Wokingham
South Northamptonshire
Hart
Isles of Scilly

EDI score 1999
2
3
1
6
4
7
8
5
9
10
346
347
351
348
345
349
352
350
353
354

EDI score 2005
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354

Source: CLG (2009)

places can become connected or disconnected from the wider regional and national housing market, as
described in the next section.

Connections between different area types
Having established a metric for measuring deprivation at the local authority level, the next stage of analysis
involved assigning each district in England to an EDI decile and exploring origin–destination linkages based
on these area types. Previous studies of this kind have used data from the Indices of Deprivation and
Census migration data as the starting point for analysis (e.g. Bailey and Livingston, 2007; Robson et al.,
2008). However, deprivation indices for England are not comparable through time and Census migration
data only covers moves between 2000 and 2001, which is now rather dated.
Thus, in order to assess the level of connectivity between area types at points in time before and
after housing market interventions, and the more recent period of volatility, internal migration data from
the NHS Central Register (NHSCR) for 2002 and 2008 have been used here in combination with EDI
data. NHSCR data provide a continuous record of internal migration and are used by the ONS in deriving
mid-year population estimates for England and Wales. They therefore allow us, with a good degree of
confidence, to explore patterns of residential mobility through space and time.
In Table 4 the origin–destination matrix for inter-decile EDI linkages in 2002 is shown. Under perfect
conditions, we might expect there to be an equal level of connectivity between all area types. However,
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what we observe is a disproportionate level of connection within the least and most deprived deciles
in England. Between areas in the most deprived decile the level of connectivity in 2002 was 27.0% and
between the next most deprived decile and the most deprived the level of connectivity was 26.1%. Many
more of the highest connectivity figures are also associated with the most deprived deciles. At the other
end of the spectrum, the level of connectivity between the least deprived deciles in 2002 was 22.2%, with
similarly high levels of connection for the next least deprived decile.
The origin–destination matrix for inter-decile EDI linkage in 2008 is shown in Table 5 and provides
little evidence of change. The level of connectivity between the most deprived and least deprived deciles is
again much higher than average. The most deprived decile has a connectivity figure of 26.8% and the least
deprived decile 19.3%. Once again, there is a larger clustering of higher values in the more deprived deciles.

Table 4: EDI decile origin–destination matrix, 2002 (% of flows, 1 = most deprived)a

Origin decile

2002
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Total

1
27.01
26.11
16.50
16.33
14.32
15.90
8.70
7.71
8.11
5.19
15.49

2
18.85
15.61
14.24
14.11
12.62
10.55
10.28
8.37
7.92
4.43
12.21

3
12.01
13.71
10.95
12.88
12.73
12.66
11.63
15.44
8.47
7.42
11.79

Destination decile
4
5
6
7
10.77
7.24
7.95
4.81
12.56
8.17
5.84
5.66
11.64
8.91
8.52
8.57
7.06
9.52
8.14
9.09
11.78
8.42 10.19
9.67
9.82
9.54
8.34
8.87
11.30 10.82
8.95
9.57
10.79
8.00
8.96 10.56
12.25
7.88
8.35 11.47
9.69
6.94
8.31 11.36
10.74
8.51
8.28
8.69

8
3.96
4.65
8.56
6.97
6.40
7.66
8.21
9.35
7.39
7.53
6.91

9
3.99
4.32
6.03
8.37
6.83
7.46
10.10
9.86
10.07
16.93
8.08

10
3.42
3.37
6.10
7.53
7.04
9.21
10.44
10.96
18.07
22.19
9.30

Total
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

Note: a The 15 strongest decile links have been highlighted.
Source: NHSCR migration data

Table 5: EDI decile origin–destination matrix, 2008 (% of flows, 1 = most deprived)a

Origin decile

2008
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Total

1
26.75
26.99
14.52
17.04
18.23
15.60
12.65
10.82
7.79
7.75
16.89

2
19.39
15.23
13.87
16.29
14.73
10.49
9.53
8.73
6.87
4.73
12.74

3
10.12
12.33
11.80
12.27
11.81
13.01
11.10
11.45
13.39
8.02
11.47

Destination decile
4
5
6
10.28
9.19
6.05
13.08 10.11
5.58
11.91
9.68
8.59
10.52
9.47
7.16
11.15
9.12
7.23
9.53
8.96 10.35
11.23 10.47
9.49
10.13
9.57
9.67
12.48
8.13
8.18
9.70
9.26
7.53
11.02
9.42
7.77

7
5.85
5.18
7.81
7.42
7.78
8.33
8.53
8.57
9.70
9.61
7.65

8
5.24
4.95
7.42
6.63
7.07
8.83
8.85
8.25
9.87
11.13
7.53

9
3.31
3.58
8.57
7.23
5.30
7.25
9.19
10.55
8.95
13.02
7.29

10
3.81
2.96
5.82
5.97
7.57
7.65
8.97
12.24
14.64
19.26
8.22

Total
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00

Note: a The 15 strongest decile links have been highlighted.
Source: NHSCR migration data
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What this would appear to suggest is a relative functional disconnection at both ends of the
housing market spectrum. Since it has been demonstrated that these types of area experience the most
acute volatility (e.g. Bramley et al., 2007) this brings into focus the issue of whether relative functional
disconnection has a role to play in contributing to market volatility, or vice versa. This issue has been
explored by academics in the past (e.g. Forrest, 1987) and was part of the justification for establishing
HMR Pathfinders, but the evidence presented here would appear to support the view that there remain
serious connectivity imbalances between areas of different types which may, in turn, be contributing to a
residualisation of both poverty and wealth in housing markets across England. Any such residualisation
could, of course, have an impact on the experience of housing market volatility at the local level.
In addition to producing this aspatial inter-decile matrix, we also explored in more detail the linkages
between all districts by decile categories in order to better understand local variations in connectivity. The
data in Tables 6 and 7 demonstrate that many of the most deprived (and some less deprived) locations have
consistently had interactions only with similar types of area. For example, 74.0% of moves from Knowsley
were to areas in the same decile in 2002. In 2008, this figure remained very high, at 72.6%. Although this
particular district may appear something of a statistical outlier, many other districts have same-decile
connectivity values far above what would be expected, ceteris paribus. It is particularly interesting to note
here that both tables are dominated by districts at the most deprived end of the scale.
The national spatial patterns associated with these data are shown in Figure 21. It is evident here
that there is a strong regional dimension to differential connectivity in that the South East, North West and

Table 6: District connectivity by EDI decile, 2002 (top 20 ranked by % to same decile)
District
Knowsley
Easington
South Tyneside
Gateshead
Pendle
Burnley
Sandwell
Hartlepool
Woking
Redcar and Cleveland
Wear Valley
Sunderland
Middlesbrough
Sedgefield
Halton
Waverley
St Helens
Surrey Heath
Guildford
Hackney

EDI decile
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
10
1
1
1
1
1
1
10
1
10
10
1

% to same decile
74.06
61.93
56.86
53.43
50.87
50.35
48.03
45.45
45.44
45.13
44.09
43.60
42.67
41.98
41.57
40.80
40.65
39.67
38.86
38.13

% to less
deprived decile
25.94
38.07
43.14
46.57
36.33
34.27
51.97
54.55
0.00
54.87
55.91
56.40
57.33
58.02
58.43
0.00
59.35
0.00
0.00
61.87

% to more
deprived decile
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
12.80
15.38
0.00
0.00
54.56
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
59.20
0.00
60.33
61.14
0.00

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data
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Table 7: District connectivity by EDI decile, 2008 (top 20 ranked by % to same decile)
District
Knowsley
Easington
Sandwell
Redcar and Cleveland
Barking and Dagenham
St Helens
Wear Valley
Halton
Middlesbrough
Sedgefield
Hackney
Hartlepool
Gateshead
Oldham
Newham
Worthing
Waverley
East Hampshire
Derwentside
Mole Valley

EDI decile
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
6
10
10
2
10

% to same decile
72.58
58.17
49.32
47.71
46.35
45.41
44.98
44.60
40.51
40.36
39.55
38.89
37.98
37.78
36.93
36.75
36.21
34.01
33.10
32.80

% to less
deprived decile
27.42
41.83
50.68
52.29
53.65
54.59
55.02
55.40
59.49
59.64
60.45
61.11
36.22
25.11
63.07
24.90
0.00
0.00
43.55
0.00

% to more
deprived decile
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
25.80
37.11
0.00
38.35
63.79
65.99
23.34
67.20

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data

North East all contain many districts where connections between similar area types is significantly higher
than average. Such patterns reinforce earlier arguments made about the existence in the UK of a series of
inter-connected sub-regional housing markets (e.g. Meen, 1996), but they also raise questions about the
existence of a series of rather more disconnected sub-regional housing markets, particularly in the most
deprived districts in England.

Differential patterns of household mobility
The patterns of housing market connection and disconnection described above are indicative of
socioeconomic and spatial segmentation and provide a more nuanced view of the macro-level trends
described in previous chapters. This final section of the chapter provides some additional spatial
intelligence relating to housing market interactions for the least and most deprived location in England.
The intention is to give spatial expression to some of the data presented above and to illustrate the spatial
disparities associated with inter and intra-area connectivity.
In Figures 22 and 23, flows from the least and most deprived districts in England have been
visualised. In the latter, inter-district flows of 1001 or more are indicative of the kind of sub-regional housing
markets one would expect, with movements emanating from quite easily identifiable centres. Given the
geography of deprivation in England, these sub-market areas are heavily concentrated in the South East
and they conform to existing notions of the spatial operation of housing markets. By contrast, the map of
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Figure 21: District out-migration by same EDI decile category, 2008

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data

inter-district flows from the most deprived locations (see Figure 23) suggests a national level inter-urban
market for housing in the most deprived locations. This is perhaps indicative of greater constraints among
those with less purchasing power and suggests an element of ‘spatial volatility’ not present in more affluent
areas. In short, it would appear that not only is deprivation associated with greater volatility, there also
appears to be an additional spatial component to this relationship.
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Figure 22: Flows of 100 or more from least deprived decile, 2002

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data
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Figure 23: Flows of 100 or more from most deprived decile, 2002

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data

Further research into the nature and causes of this phenomenon is necessary in order to fully
understand these differential spatial patterns, but it is clear that these patterns are not anomalous. The
equivalent maps for 2008 (Figures 24 and 25) illustrate very similar patterns and raise questions about
current attempts to produce standardised sub-regional housing market areas for England.
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Figure 24: Flows of 100 or more from least deprived decile, 2008

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data
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Figure 25: Flows of 100 or more from most deprived decile, 2008

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data

The extent to which such differential sub-regional and regional housing markets exist in reality is, of
course, a matter for further investigation – particularly at lower spatial scales – but the evidence presented
here would seem to support this thesis. As a final check on the probability of such a scenario, inter-decile
connections between the least (Figure 26) and most (Figure 27) deprived districts in England have been
mapped. This time, an even more discriminatory cut-off has been used so that inter-decile flows of 50 or
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Figure 26: Flows of 50 or more, between least deprived decile, 2008

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data

more are shown. The intention here is to give spatial expression to the aspatial data presented in Table 5
and to reinforce the necessity of understanding the spatial dimensions of housing market interaction (and
volatility).
In Figure 26, inter-district flows between the least deprived decile are displayed. These represent
22.2% of all flows from the least deprived decile and they are once again heavily concentrated in the South
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Figure 27: Flows of 50 or more, between most deprived decile, 2008

Source: Authors’ analysis of CLG EDI and NHSCR migration data

East and East of England. In contrast to this pattern, Figure 27 shows inter-district flows between the least
deprived decile, which represent 27.0% of flows from these locations. One might expect to observe a more
localised pattern of residential mobility associated with more deprived locations, but this is not the case.
Without more fine-grained data it is difficult to say with certainty whether these movements are
associated with more deprived residents or the kinds of human capital movements in operation between
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larger cities (e.g. Champion and Coombes, 2007). However, the evidence of connectivity between less
buoyant areas (e.g. Stoke on Trent, Blackpool, Blackburn with Darwen) and other more distant deprived
districts does suggest a more complex spatial structure than traditional understandings of functional
market areas allows for. What is clear here is that the differential patterns of residential mobility in England
result in moves of greater distance between more deprived locations than they do between less deprived
locations.

Summary
This chapter has attempted to shed light on the extent to which local areas are connected or disconnected
from wider or national housing markets. By combining data on residential mobility and local deprivation
it has been possible to gain a greater understanding of the ways in which volatility is operationalised
spatially across England in housing market terms. It is possible to distil from this evidence three important
messages, as detailed below.
•

•

•
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The most obvious finding here is consistent with previous studies (e.g. Bramley et al., 2007) in that
deprivation and volatility clearly go hand-in-hand. What we can also say now is that the underlying
spatial patterns of deprivation across England are also linked to the geography of connectivity
associated with different area types.
An important additional finding is that connections are strongest between deprived and non-deprived
areas at both extremes of the scale. Given the evidence on links between volatility and deprivation,
we can also postulate a link between volatility and connectivity (or disconnection), whereby inter-area
connections may inhibit interaction between different kinds of area. More work is needed in this area but
the statistical patterns identified here appear valid.
Having looked more explicitly at the spatial patterning of connectivity across England, it would appear
that there are differential connections associated with the most and least deprived districts. On the
one hand, the least deprived areas exhibit the kind of connectivity one would expect. On the other
hand, the most deprived areas display a much more extensive pattern of interaction, which might be
characterised as ‘spatial volatility’.
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4 Policy implications

Introduction
This report has examined the nature of local housing market volatility. First, from the perspective of
national housing market trends and the increasing ‘disconnection’ of regional markets from the national
market. Second, in terms of the highly differentiated impacts of market change on areas of different types,
and notably ‘low demand’ areas; and third, in terms of a preliminary analysis of the variegated patterns
of residential mobility, for which we can at this stage only speculate about a link with housing market
processes.

The new ‘spaces’ of volatility
In Chapter 1 we saw how the 1990s and 2000s marked out a move from a market of frequent temporal
volatility to one of spatial volatility. In terms of the housing market, where in the country you lived came to
matter more. It is in the context of this ‘new era’ of regional spatial volatility in the UK housing market that
the move away from regional strategic planning for housing is particularly worrying. HMR, for example, was
a deliberate attempt to recognise the new geographic scale of functional housing markets but is now in
danger of having ended up being little more than a conventional, locally focused housing delivery tool. The
experience of the housing market downturn, which is likely to affect deprived and economically isolated
areas proportionately more, questions the wisdom both of subverting the original aim of market renewal
and of curtailing the market renewal Pathfinders’ work.
In the last decade, the Barker reviews of housing affordability and land use planning (Barker, 2004,
2006) sought to strengthen the link between market signals and planning for new housing supply. There is
nothing to suggest that this was an unwise move, although some of the limitations of overly (neoclassical)
economistic determinations of process and outcome can be challenged. In particular, there is increasing
recognition of the importance of social and behavioural processes underpinning housing markets, even if
we do not yet know how to systematically analyse them nor operationalise a policy response to them.

Regional demand-side policy
Before such conceptual and analytic advances bear fruit, however, it remains vitally important that the
framework for planning for new housing takes a sufficiently long-term view. This means that the ‘signals’
to which planners respond should not lead to overreaction. It also means that we should continue to seek
sophisticated spatial frameworks for the operationalisation of strategic planning. If regions are considered
to be too clunky, remote and politically unpalatable, then equally it remains the case that local authorities
are a poor surrogate for ‘market areas’ and acting in isolation will do little to tackle spatial forms of market
volatility. For all its flaws, one of the attractive aspects of regional strategic planning lay in its attempt to
recognise regional differentials not only in housing markets but in regional economic performance and to
plan accordingly. Moreover the Regional Development Agencies, in their economic remit, were concerned
to close the regional economic gap and, with it, regional differentials in the housing market. What we know
about the links between regional economic and housing market performance demonstrates the need for

Policy implications

51

a range of demand-side policies aimed at rebuilding the fundamentals of the housing market at a subnational level.
A more sophisticated spatial appreciation of market volatility demands a policy and planning
framework that can combine the best of the long-term, structural perspective of regional strategy with the
responsiveness and political fleetness-of-foot of a more local system. The HMR model of sub-regional
analysis, planning and development continues to hold much promise. Without acceptance of the new scale
of housing market volatility, the policy response to it will remain ‘too national’ and too focused on the supply
side.
Over the next 12–18 months there should be sufficient small area data on house price sales and
transactions, coupled with a reasonable series of annual data on social renting, to more accurately discern
the impacts of the most recent housing market downturn on neighbourhoods and local housing markets
of particular types. The preliminary analysis offered in this report shows that there are significant and
meaningful differences between areas of different types. Moreover, it is clear that these will impact on
different population groups in different ways. But more work inevitably needs to be done to examine the
detailed impacts of price change (including a more detailed analysis of mortgage lenders’ data on housing
equity), and this needs to be joined to an analytical framework which says more about the experiences of
households of different types. This may demand a more qualitative approach to understand householder
behaviour in the housing market. We also strongly believe that there is a need to consider in more detail how
residential mobility and housing wealth are interrelated.

Residential mobility and the movement of housing wealth
The analysis in Chapter 3 suggests that there are very significant differences in the pattern of connections
between areas of different types (specifically in terms of deprivation). To some extent, these patterns
confound initial expectations. Moves from deprived areas tend to be more long distance in nature, and
together serve to ‘constellate’ major urban settlements into a network of ‘constrained’ moves. This pattern
clearly reflects economic realities (and the younger age profile of many deprived areas) but there is a case
for looking into this in more detail. By contrast, the most affluent areas generally export their population out
to other, similarly affluent areas. This essentially follows the counterurbanisation mould proposed by Tony
Champion and others. What this pattern masks, of course, is the deployment of housing wealth to other
parts of the country without necessitating a personal move (e.g. through Buy to Let, or more systemically
perhaps through parental acquisition of student accommodation). In particular, more research could be
warranted on:
•
•

How the highly differential mobility patterns observed among different population groups and between
areas of different types impacts on the movement of housing capital and equity around the country.
The sustainability of the shared equity type products in a context of continued market volatility
(particularly spatially) and on how those that have benefited in the short term from schemes will fare over
the longer term following the current downswing.

Other policy implications
It is possible to speculate on a number of additional policy implications that are consistent with the
preliminary analysis in this report. In general, while more work needs to be done to examine their precise
impacts, policy is needed which ameliorates the worst effects of spatial price differentials and imbalances in
the mobility and deployment of housing wealth, either in ‘speculative’ or ‘real’ forms. To conclude, we offer
a number of comments on some potentially important areas of policy focus:
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•

Housing market restructuring: the existence or announcement of market restructuring initiatives can
have impacts on local housing markets, especially sale prices. In the worst cases, market activity
can be highly speculative in nature, can ‘artificially’ inflate prices and can make market restructuring
initiatives more costly and poorer value for money. On the positive side, however, initiatives can signal
confidence in an area, incentivising private sector investment or channelling it in ways that it adds most
value. Market restructuring interventions need to be carefully designed to dissuade the worst aspects
of speculative behaviour. Policy measures aimed at the improved operation of the PRS might help by
ensuring that speculative investors are ‘serious’ about maintaining their properties and letting them
responsibly in a way that meets local needs. Other measures that make speculative investors take full
responsibility for their ownership and contribute to the sustainability of the community in which they
have invested would help. These suggest a focus on the operation of Council Tax, which is based on
capital valuations and has been alleged to penalise renters. The replacement of the concept of a tax on
habitation with that of a local tax on ownership could go some way to alleviating this and putting a brake
on the worst effects of speculation.

•

Planning gain: Section 106 agreements in England (and their equivalents elsewhere) have become
a very significant source of funding for affordable housing – around £2.6 billion per year by 2007/08
(Crook et al., 2010). The value created through the granting of planning permission should be captured
for the benefit of communities in which housing market pressures arise. This will require a careful
consideration of local affordable housing policies, especially as regarding policies for commuted sums.
The move towards standard charging (as in the Community Infrastructure Levy) provides an additional,
parallel regime for local authorities. The impact of ‘spreading’ value capture across a wider area should
be carefully considered in local contexts to ensure that it brings maximal benefits in terms of tackling
local market volatility. There will be trade-offs to consider between securing the appropriate amount
of housing in an area and securing housing of particular types or in particular areas. There have been
some well-founded concerns about the quality of new affordable housing that has been secured
through planning gain as opposed to grant funding.

•

PRS: in some parts of the housing market, the PRS is poorly developed despite its important role in
providing intermediate forms of housing and facilitating mobility. Local housing market volatility could
be ameliorated by ensuring that an expanded PRS is also one of higher quality: one that is better
managed and provides a range of housing choices. Better management and information flows, through
the regulation of agents and the re-establishment of some form of rent index or the wider use of Local
Housing Allowance data/rent officer determinations should be re-examined. Incentives for a larger,
better quality and better managed rental sector remain needed and the recommendations of the Rugg
review (Rugg and Rhodes, 2008) in this regard remain valid. Scotland’s recent experiences in PRS
regulation have pertinence for the rest of the UK.

•

Local taxation: a regime of full rate Council Tax payments for second homeowners was introduced
to mitigate the worst effects of secondary home ownership in high price areas. There were naturally
concerns that this also served to affect rural economies and those dependent on tourism. However,
moves to reduce Council Tax payments for second homeowners will only serve to exacerbate price
differentials in some areas, and contribute to ongoing affordability problems in rural environments that
have few economic linkages other than tourism. The introduction of some form of discretion by local
communities (or sub-regions) or variable charges for second home owners might be explored to allow
a more sensitive adjustment of the impact of external pressures on certain local housing markets.
Alternatively, as suggested above, the concept of replacing a services-oriented tax with a property tax
which reflects the wider costs to local communities that arise from ownership responsibilities could have
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benefits for local market stability. The aim here would be to discourage the worst aspects of remote
speculative investment in housing.
•

Local housing market analysis and planning policy: although new analysis and policy mechanisms in the
form of strategic housing market assessments (SHMAs) and regional affordability targets were a move
in the right direction there remain concerns about how palatable they are in the current political climate
where local incentive structures are being explored. That said, it is clear that it remains of immense
importance that local housing and planning strategy responds to measured analysis of local and
regional housing market conditions over the longer term rather than responding to immediate signals
(such as the affordability ‘bubble’ in the North) or national political imperatives. The ‘localism’ agenda will
need to be carefully balanced by dispassionate assessment of housing needs and market pressures.

Conclusion
In this report we have made the case for considering the spatial impacts of changing housing markets.
A concern with devising counter-cyclical policies aimed at smoothing the housing market ride must be
partnered with a concern with the impacts it has on different places. The relative stability of the growth
phase in the last cycle opened up the opportunity for even wider regional differentials to emerge. But,
fundamentally, the factors that drive those differentials are on the demand side: population and household
growth; economic growth; and wage differentials. Economic policy and housing policy must work together
to deal with this structural problem if the worst effects of local house price volatility are to be softened in the
future.

54

Policy implications

Notes
Chapter 1
1 Recent research by Crook et al. (2010) estimates that by the peak of the most recent cycle planning
agreements between developers and local authorities in England were worth some £5 billion and
accounted for around half of all new affordable housing completions.
2 CML data cited on www.mortgageguideuk.co.uk
3 GDHI excludes housing costs, taxation, contribution to pension, etc. It is a preferred measure of the
economic welfare of the population of a region as it is measured at the point of residence (not work) and
includes non-work incomes such as investments (Oguz and Knight, 2010).

Chapter 3
1 The figure of 100 was selected as a cut-off because it encapsulates the majority of flows. Similar
methodologies are applied in the identification of housing market and sub-market areas (e.g. Brown and
Hincks, 2008).

Notes
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