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Executive summary 

  

Aim 

 The aim of this report is to provide the North Northamptonshire authorities – Corby 
Borough Council (CBC), Kettering Borough Council (KBC), East Northamptonshire 
Council and the Borough Council of Wellingborough (BCW) – with a clear basis on which 
to decide their objectively assessed needs for housing in the light of the latest official 
population and household projections. 

Context 

 The draft National Planning Practice Guidance advises that the Department for 
Communities and Local Government’s (DCLG’s) household projections should be taken 
as the starting point for estimating housing needs.  It also acknowledges that those 
projections “may require adjustment to reflect factors affecting local demography and 
household formation rates which are not captured in past trends”.   

 This report accordingly starts with the latest official projections.  It first reviews how well 
the projections reflect what has happened recently in the JPU’s area.  It then considers 
whether there is a case for adjusting the projections to provide a prudent basis for 
planning for housing in North Northamptonshire and models a number of alternative 
scenarios so that the implications of different assumptions can be understood. 

Conclusions 

 The key conclusion are: 

a. The ONS 2011-based population projections for North Northamptonshire (as 
extended by CCHPR) suggest that the population of the area will grow from 
318,000 in 2011 to 382,000 in 2031, an increase of 64,000 or 20%. 

b. The DCLG 2011-based household projections for North Northamptonshire (as 
extended by CCHPR) suggest that the number of households in the area will 
grow from 133,000 in 2011 to 162,000 in 2031, an increase of 29,000 or 
21.5%. 

c. This is a 14% lower household increase than suggested for this period by the 
previous DCLG household projections (the 2008-based projections).  Those 
projections had envisaged a growth of 33,000 households between 2011 and 
2031. 

d. A review of the latest projections suggests that there are two areas in which it 
may be appropriate to adjust the official projections (as envisaged in the draft 
National Planning Practice Guidance): the projected net flow into Corby from 
the rest of the UK; and, the assumptions made about future household 
formation rates. 

The Corby projections 

e. For East Northamptonshire, Kettering and Wellingborough the assumptions 
used in the latest population projections for the six drivers of population 
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change (births, deaths, flows from and to the rest of the UK and flows from and 
to the rest of the world) are broadly consistent with the latest data for the 
historical trends for these authorities.   

f. For Corby there appears to be a significant discrepancy between the projected 
intra-UK flows and the flows that have occurred over the period since 2001, 
Actual past flows were very much higher. Unless there is a clear reason for 
expecting a structural reduction, it may be appropriate to adjust the net inflow 
upwards in line with past experience. 

g. Adjusting for the possible underestimate of the net flow in from the rest of the 
UK could approximately double Corby’s projected population growth.  ONS’s 
2011-based population projections (as extended by CCHPR) estimate that 
Corby’s population will grow from 61,600 in 2011 to 78,000 in 2031, an 
increase of 16,400 or 27%.  Adjusting for the possible underestimation of the 
net flow in from the rest of the UK increases the population estimate for 2031 
to 94,000, implying that the 2011 population increases by 32,400 or 53%.) 

h. The impact on the population of the JCS area of adjusting the net flow into 
Corby will be smaller than this as some 25% of the UK flows into and out of 
Corby are from or to other North Northamptonshire authorities.  A broad 
estimate suggests that the population of the area would grow by 12,000 more 
between 2011 and 2031 than suggested in the 2011-based ONS projection.  
That is 3.8% of the area’s population in 2011.   

i. It should be emphasised that this estimate based on adjusting the net UK 
inflow is dependent on the assumptions made: different assumptions could 
lead to significantly different figures.  The estimate should therefore only be 
taken as a broad indication of the impact of the apparent underestimation in 
the net UK flow. 

Household formation assumptions 

j. The 2011 census found that household formation rates in North 
Northamptonshire were lower than those projected in the previous official 
household projections. This suggests that there had been some unexpected 
changes in household formation patterns between the 2001 and 2011 
censuses.  Analysis of the national data suggests that the causes included 
higher rates of international migration (as new migrants tend to form fewer 
households than the rest of the population) and young adults living longer with 
their parents or shared accommodation.   

k. The 2011-based DCLG household projections imply that there will a continuing 
divergence from the previous trend in household formation rates and, in 
particular, that household formation rates for young adults (25-34 year olds) 
will continue to fall.  Consideration should be given to whether this is an 
appropriate basis on which to plan for housing into the medium term. 

l. Two scenarios have been modelled in which there is some movement back 
towards the previous trend in household formation rates as the economy 
improves.  One assumes that from 2025 household formation rates will be 
halfway between the rates in the 2008 and 2011-based projections – “Partial 
return to trend”.  The other assumes that from 2025 household formation rates 
track the 2008-based rates at a distance that reflects the difference between 
the 2008-based projections for 2011 and the rates indicated by the 2011 
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census – “2008 Tracking”.  The difference between the two scenarios is 
relatively small for the North Northamptonshire authorities.  The 2008 Tracking 
approach has the advantage of ensuring that there is not an increasing 
divergence from the previous trend (which can happen for some age groups in 
the “Partial return to trend” scenario) and is therefore the better option. 

m. In the 2008 Tracking scenario the increase in the number of households in the 
North Northamptonshire area between 2011 and 2031 would rise from 28,600 
households to 33,900. 

n. If the 2008 Tracking scenario is adopted for household formation rates and the 
net flow into Corby from other parts of the UK is adjusted, the increase in 
household numbers between 2011 and 2031 would be over 38,000.  However, 
that scenario depends on very high population and household growth in Corby, 
with both growing by over 50% over 20 years.  Unless there is a high degree of 
confidence that economic growth will support such fast population growth, the 
2008 Tracking scenario would be a more realistic central case. 
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REPORT 

 

1. Aim and objectives  

1.1. The aim of this report is to provide the North Northamptonshire authorities – Corby 

Borough Council (CBC), Kettering Borough Council (KBC), East Northamptonshire 

Council (ENC) and the Borough Council of Wellingborough (BCW) – with a clear 

basis on which to decide what their objectively assessed needs for housing are in 

the light of the latest official population and household projections. 

 

2. The context 

2.1. The North Northamptonshire Joint Planning Unit is currently working to review its 

Core Strategy, which was adopted in June 2008.  It is also seeking to finalise an 

Interim Housing Policy Statement.  For both it needs to estimate the ‘objectively 

assessed needs’ for housing of the four local authority areas. 

2.2. The draft National Planning Practice Guidance1 advises that the Department for 

Communities and Local Government’s (DCLG’s) household projections should be 

taken as the starting point for estimating housing needs.  It also acknowledges that 

those projections “may require adjustment to reflect factors affecting local 

demography and household formation rates which are not captured in past trends”.   

2.3. This report accordingly starts with the latest official projections.  It first reviews how 

well the projections reflect what has happened recently in the JPU’s area.  It then 

considers whether there is a case for adjusting the projections to provide a prudent 

basis for planning for housing in North Northamptonshire and models a number of 

alternative scenarios so that the implications of different assumptions can be 

understood. 

 

3. The official population and household projections 

3.1. As already noted, the official guidance advises that DCLG’s household projections 
should provide the starting point for assessing housing needs.  The latest set are the 
2011-based Interim Household Projections2, published on 9 April 2013.  They are 
based on the Office for National Statistic’s (ONS’s) 2011-based interim population 
projections3, published on 28 September 2012.  Both only cover the period 2011 to 
2021, rather than the 25 years covered by a full set of DCLG or ONS projections.  

                                                
1 Draft National Planning Practice Guidance 
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/assessment-of-housing-and-economic-
development-needs/what-methodological-approach-should-be-used/ 
2 Household Interim Projections, 2011 to 2021, England 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/household-interim-projections-2011-to-2021-in-england 
3Interim 2011-based subnational population projections for England http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-
national-population-projections/Interim-2011-based/index.html.  

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/assessment-of-housing-and-economic-development-needs/what-methodological-approach-should-be-used/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/assessment-of-housing-and-economic-development-needs/what-methodological-approach-should-be-used/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/household-interim-projections-2011-to-2021-in-england
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/Interim-2011-based/index.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/Interim-2011-based/index.html
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Both were produced relatively quickly following the 2011 census, before the data 
needed to update the underlying trends was available.  As a result, for some local 
authorities, the assumptions made may not be the most appropriate basis for 
planning.  It is therefore particularly important to review the key assumptions 
carefully, and is some cases it may be prudent to make modifications before using 
the projections. 

3.2. The previous set of household projections was DCLG’s 2008-based household 
projections, published in November 20104.  They are the most recent full, 25-year set 
of projections.  They take 2008 as their base year and are therefore quite dated.  In 
particular, they pre-date the recent economic downturn.  Nevertheless that are useful 
as an indicator of long term trends prior to 2008.  Comparing them with the 2011-
based projections can be helpful in understanding how the latest projections have 
departed from the previous long term trends and for considering what the 
implications might be of a possible move back towards the earlier trends. 

3.3. The 2008-based household projections were based on the ONS’s 2008-based Sub-
national Population Projections5 published in May 2010.  The ONS also published 
2010-based Sub-national Population Projections6 in March 2012.  DCLG did not 
produce household projections based on those population projections.    

3.4. The ONS produced 2012-based national population projections on 6 November 
20137.  These are full, 25-year projections for the UK and its constituent countries 
but do not give a breakdown to the local authority level.  They suggest that 
England’s population will grow from 53.1 million in 2011 to 57.0 million in 2021, a 
growth of 7.3%.  This compares with the 2011-based interim projections which 
suggested that the population would grow to 57.7 million in 2021, a growth of 8.6%. 
 

3.5. The population growth in the 2012-based projection averages 385,000 people a year 
between 2011 and 2021 – compared with 458,000 a year in the 2011-based 
projections.  The new projections therefore suggest 16% less growth over this 
period.  This is due to: 
 
a. Lower fertility rates, correcting the excessively high rates included in the 2011-

based projections; and, 
b. Lower net international migration.  The average annual net inflow into England 

over the period 2012 to 2022 is projected to be 148,000 a year as opposed to 
182,000 for the period 2011 to 2021 in the 2011-based projections. 
 

3.6. The slower projected population growth will not necessarily feed through into slower 
household growth as the slower growth is concentrated amongst children (who do 
not form households) and younger adults (who have a lower tendency to form 
households than older people).  Applying the household formation rates in the 

                                                
4 Household Projections, 2008 to 2033, England, 26 November 2010 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6395/1780763.pdf 
5 2008-based Subnational Population Projections for England, 27 May 2010 
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/2008--based-projections/snnp-
statistical-bulletin.pdf  
6 2010-based subnational population projections for England, 21 March 2012  
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/2010-based-projections/stb-2010-
based-snpp.html  
7 National Population Projections, 2012-based http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/npp/national-population-
projections/2012-based-projections/stb-2012-based-npp-principal-and-key-variants.html 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6395/1780763.pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/2008--based-projections/snnp-statistical-bulletin.pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/2008--based-projections/snnp-statistical-bulletin.pdf
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/2010-based-projections/stb-2010-based-snpp.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/2010-based-projections/stb-2010-based-snpp.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/npp/national-population-projections/2012-based-projections/stb-2012-based-npp-principal-and-key-variants.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/npp/national-population-projections/2012-based-projections/stb-2012-based-npp-principal-and-key-variants.html
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DCLG’s 2011-based projections to the 2012-based population projections produces 
and annual household growth rate of around 204,000 a year for the period 2011 to 
2021.  That is 7-8% slower than the growth of 221,000 a year suggested by the 
2011-based household projections over this period, despite 16% slower population 
growth. 

3.7. ONS have announced provisionally that they will produce the local authority level 
version of their latest projections – the 2012-based Sub-national Population 
Projections – in May-June 2014.  DCLG are likely to use those projections to 
produce their 2012-based household projections shortly thereafter.  No date has yet 
been announced for those projections but they are unlikely to be released before the 
autumn of 2014.   

3.8. The chart and table below show how the 2008 and 2011-based population 
projections compare for the North Northamptonshire area.  They also show the 2012 
mid-year estimates – the latest available ‘actual’ figures. Note that: 

a. In line with the national picture, the 2011 census found more people than 
previous projections had suggested.  Compared with the 2008-based 
population projections, the census found an extra 5,900 people or 1.9%. 

b. Perhaps more important in the context of planning for housing, the projected 
population growth in the area in the 2011-based interim projections is 16% 
faster than in the 2008-based projections, at an average annual growth rate of 
3,562 people a year compared with the 2008-based projection of 3,070.   

c. The ONS’s 2012 mid-year population estimate for the area, 321,379, is very 
close to the figure in the 2011-based projection of 321,341. 

 

 

Table 1

Projection 2011 2021 Number %

2008-based 312,000 343,000 30,700 9.8%

2011 Interim 318,000 354,000 35,600 11.2%
Source: ONS

Population Increase 2011-21
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3.9. Whilst the overall picture is fairly typical, the data for the North Northamptonshire 
area as a whole hides considerable variation at the local authority level.  Full details 
are given in Appendices 1-4, but the key points to note are: 

a. Corby stands out as being very different both from the other North 
Northamptonshire authorities and from the national picture with: 

i. a large number of extra people (5.1% more) found in the census than 
anticipated in the previous (2010-based) ONS projections; 

ii. population growth projected to be over twice as fast in the latest 
projections than in the 2008-based projections; and, 

iii. the 2012 mid-year estimate of Corby’s population (i.e. ONS’s estimate of 
the actual population at the end of June 2012) suggesting that population 
growth in the year 2011-12 had been 45% faster than the 2011-based 
projections had suggested.  This contrasts with the national picture in 
which the actual growth in 2011-12 was slower than projected. 

b. Kettering is fairly typical with more people being found in the census than 
suggested in previous projections and faster population growth (10%) 
envisaged in the 2011-based projections than in the 2008-based set. 

c. Wellingborough is at the other end of the scale with fewer people found in the 
census than suggested by previous projections and population growth slower 
(4.7%) in the 2011-based projections than in the 2008-based ones. 

d. For East Northamptonshire the difference between the previous projections 
and the census figures is not large but the population growth rate is 11% 
slower in the 2011-based projections than in the 2008-based ones. 

3.10. Such a range of variations between the 2008 and 2011-based projections merits 
closer scrutiny in an attempt to reach a view on whether the changes are the result 
of reasonable adjustments to the underlying trends or might be potential perverse 
consequences of the methods used. 

3.11. A brief aside on what causes the population of an area to change might be helpful 
here. 

3.12. The future population of any area is determined simply by the current population plus 
those who come less those go.  Those who come are those who are born in the area 
plus those who move in from outside.  Those who go are those who die plus those 
who leave the area.  It is helpful to divide arrivals and departures into those who 
come from or go to the rest of the UK and those who come from or go to other 
countries.   This gives six ‘drivers of population change’: 

 Births 

 Deaths 

 Arrivals from other parts of the UK – “internal migration in” 

 Departures to other parts of the UK – “internal migration out” 

 Arrivals from abroad – “international migration in” 

 Departures abroad – “international migration out” 
 

3.13. The changes between the two sets of population projections can be reduced to 
changes in the assumptions made about these six drivers of change.   
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3.14. In this context it is important to note that the 2011-based population projections are 
‘interim’ projections. They take as their starting point population numbers and age 
profiles for local authorities from the 2011 census.  They then apply the trends in 
fertility, mortality and internal migration estimated for the 2010-based population 
projections, not trends that were re-estimated in the light of the census.  This was 
done to enable projections reflecting the census to be produced relatively quickly 
and before the census data to update the trends were available.  Adjustments were 
also made to estimates of international ‘out’ migration at the local authority level as a 
result of an improved methodology for estimating which local authorities those 
leaving the country had come from.  However, the total number of ‘out’ migrants for 
England as a whole remained unchanged.  

3.15. The ONS make it clear in the statistical release that accompanied the 2011-based 
projections that caution should be exercised in using certain aspects of their 
projections.  The main concern referred to was the projection of birth rates, which will 
not significantly affect the number of households before 2031 as children do not form 
households.  There is, however, be a similar issue affecting the projection of flows 
from one authority to another in the UK – a factor that can have substantial 
consequences for housing requirements.  The note on this states: 

“Differences in the age structure at local authority level have also resulted in 
changes to projected levels of internal migration, that is, people moving their 
area of residence from one local authority to another within England. This is 
because migration rates based on historic trend data are applied to the new 
population base. Where the size and structure of the new population base in a 
local authority is very different from the 2010-based projections for 2011, 
particularly at ages most likely to migrate, the applied migration rate may over 
or underestimate the number of people moving from an area.”8 

3.16. The net internal migration flow into or out of a local authority is often a relatively 
small difference between two much larger gross ‘in’ and ‘out’ flows.  A small 
percentage change in either the projected ‘in’ or ‘out’ flow can therefore result in a 
large change in the projected net flow, with sizeable consequences for the projected 
change in population.  

3.17. Corby may well be an example of this.  The charts below show the internal migration 
flows into and out of Corby over the period 2002-12 and the projections made in the 
2011-based population projections.   

   

3.18. The projected inflow is arguably a little below the historical trend whilst the projected 
outflow is clearly significantly above the historical trend.  When the in and out flows 

                                                
8http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/Interim-2011-based/stb-2011-
based-snpp.html#tab-User-guidance 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/Interim-2011-based/stb-2011-based-snpp.html#tab-User-guidance
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/snpp/sub-national-population-projections/Interim-2011-based/stb-2011-based-snpp.html#tab-User-guidance
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are combined (see chart below) the result is a net flow into Corby that is substantially 
below what has been observed in the recent past.  As a consequence it seems likely 
that the contribution of internal migration to Corby’s population growth has been 
significantly underestimated. 

 

3.19. The reason why the level of out migration to the rest of the UK has been 
overestimated is that there were more people in Corby in 2011 aged 25-39 than had 
been anticipated in the 2010 ONS population projections had anticipated (see Chart 
5 below).  The age groups between 25 and 39 have relatively high migration rates.  
(Older people tend to move much less.)  As a result of the underestimation of the 
numbers in those age groups, the internal migration rates for those age groups had 
been overestimated in the 2010-based projections.  When those overestimated 
migration rates were carried over into the 2011-based interim projections and 
applied to the higher populations found by the 2011 census the consequence was 
the overestimation of outflows seen here. 

 

3.20. Appendices 1-4 contain charts comparing the past data for each of the drivers of 
population changes with the 2011-based projections for those drivers for each of the 
four JPU authorities.  From this it can be seen that there are no other instances in 
which there is such a stark discrepancy between the recent historical data and the 
projections. 
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3.21. In view of this it is suggested that, with the exception of Corby, the 2011-based 
population projections can be taken as a reasonable basis for planning for housing - 
unless there are other reasons believing that there are significant factors that will not 
have been captured in the past trends.  

3.22. The DCLG’s National Planning Practice Guidance9 is directly relevant here.  It 

acknowledges that the household projections are trend based and that as a 
consequence they estimate what would happen if the trends used were to continue. 
The Guidance then goes on to recognise that there may be local factors which have 
not been adequately captured in the trends.  The example given is of household 
formation rates being suppressed by the under supply and worsening affordability of 
housing.  In such cases it is accepted that the projections may require adjustment.  
This should not, however, be taken as permission to adjust the projections too 
liberally: the guidance includes the warning, “Any local changes would need to be 
clearly explained and justified on the basis of established sources of robust 
evidence”. 

 

4. Extending the 2011-based interim projections beyond 2021 

4.1. This section describes how the 2011-based household projections have been 
extended beyond 2021 based on an approach developed by Dr Alan Holmans and 
extended to make it applicable at the local authority level.   

4.2. Two steps are necessary to extend the 2011-based household projections: 

a. the 2011-based population projections need to be extended; and,  

b. assumptions need to be made about how the projections of household 
formation rates (which convert populations into households) develop after 
2021.   

4.3. It should be noted that this method simply projects forward the trends in the official 
projections: no view is taken at this stage on whether these trends are likely to 
continue or whether there might be some change in behaviour patterns.   

Extending the 2011-based interim population projections 

4.4. The 2011-based population projections took the census-based estimate of the 
population in the middle of 2011 as their starting point.  As already noted, fertility, 
mortality and migrations rates from the 2010-based population projections were then 
used to project forward to 2021.  Given this linkage with the 2010-based projections 
it is possible to derive an estimate of what the 2011-based projections would look 
like when extended beyond 2021 by assuming that they follow similar trends to the 
2010-based projections (which run to 2035).   

4.5. The approach used assumes that the rate of growth of each 10-year age group 
between 2021 and 2031 is similar in both the 2010-based projections and the 2011-
based projections.  However, because of changes between the 2010-based and 
2011-based projections, the growth rates will not be exactly the same so some 

                                                
9 Draft National Planning Practice Guidance http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/assessment-of-

housing-and-economic-development-needs/what-methodological-approach-should-be-used/ 

 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/assessment-of-housing-and-economic-development-needs/what-methodological-approach-should-be-used/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/assessment-of-housing-and-economic-development-needs/what-methodological-approach-should-be-used/
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adjustment needs to be made to reflect the differences.  This can be based on the 
how the growth rates differ between 2011 and 2021.  For example, the 2010-based 
projections might suggest that the 35-44 age group in 2021 will grow by 5% as it 
becomes the 45-54 age group in 2031 (because of net inward migration less 
deaths).  If a comparison of the growth rates of the 35-45 age group over the period 
2011-21 shows that in the 2011-based projections that group grows 0.7% faster than 
in the 2010-based projections, then it would be assumed that the same differential 
would also apply between 2021 and 2031.  This means that, in the extension of the 
2011-based projections, the 35-44 age group would be assumed to grow by 0.7% 
more than the equivalent age group in the 2010-based projections by the time it 
becomes the 45-54 age group in 2031.   

4.6. The chart and table below show the results obtained from applying this method. 

 

 

4.7. Note that the extended population projections show a population growth that is 11% 
larger than in the 2008-based projections (which underpinned the 2008-based 
household projections). 

Extending the 2011-based household projections 

4.8. To extend the 2011-based household projections beyond 2021 the household 
formation rates in those projections need to be projected forward beyond 2021 and 
those projected rates applied to the extended population projections.  Simple 
statistical techniques have been used to project forward the formation rates resulting 
in the extended household projection for North Northamptonshire shown in the chart 
below.  

Table 5

Projection 2011 2021 2031 Number % Number %

2008-based 312,000 343,000 370,000 30,700 9.8% 58,200 18.6%

2011 Interim 318,000 354,000 382,000 35,600 11.2% 64,300 20.2%
Source: ONS and own analysis

Increase 2011-31Population Increase 2011-21
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4.9. Note that, despite the population increase being 11% larger in the extended 2011-

based population projections than in the 2008-based projections, the household 
increase in the extended 2011-based household projections is 14% smaller.  This 
translation of an 11% larger population increase into a 14% smaller household 
increase is due to the markedly lower household formation rates assumed in the 
2011-based projections.  The next stage is to investigate these lower household 
formation rates and to consider whether they provide a prudent basis for planning for 
housing.  

4.10. Again there are some significant differences between the four authorities. 

   

   

Table 6

Projection 2011 2021 2031 Number % Number %

2008-based 133,000 150,000 166,000 17,100 12.9% 33,100 25.0%

2011 Interim 133,000 149,000 162,000 15,600 11.7% 28,600 21.5%
Source: ONS and own analysis

Households Increase 2011-31 Increase 2011-31
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4.11. The most striking difference is that in 2011 there were more households in Corby 
than anticipated in the 2008 projections, the difference being some 1850 households 
or 8% of the expected number.  For Kettering the actual and expected number of 
households were only 0.5% adrift with the actual figure being some 190 households 
more than expected.  Wellingborough and East Northamptonshire are much closer 
to the national picture with the census figure for households in Wellingborough being 
900 households or 2.7% below the expected figure and 690 households or 1.9% 
below for East Northamptonshire. 

4.12. The differences in the projections for the growth in the number of households are as 
striking.  For Corby the increase in the number of households between 2011 and 
2031 is projected to be 32% larger in the 2011-based projection than in the 2008-
based projection – and that is on the basis of a population projection that probably 
underestimates the rate of population growth.  For the other three the newer 
projections suggest household growth that is significantly below the figures in the 
2008-based projections – by 11% for Kettering; 26% for Wellingborough; and 25% 
for East Northamptonshire. 

 

5. Are the 2011-based household projections a prudent basis on 
which to estimate objectively assessed need? 

5.1. The Charts 11-14 below show how the 2011-based household formation or headship 
rates of the four North Northamptonshire local authorities compare with the rates in 
the 2008-based projections.  These measure the tendency of people to form 
separate households. 

   

   

5.2. As can be seen there are both similarities and differences between the four 
authorities.  In all four authorities the headship rates in 2011 were lower than 
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expected in the 2008-based projections.  This means that there were fewer 
households formed by a given number of people in 2011 than had been anticipated. 

5.3. The distance between the start of the red line for the 2011-based formation rates 
and the blue line for the 2008-based rates is an indication of how far below the 
expected rate the 2011 census results were.  (All of the charts are plotted on the 
same scale.)  The difference in the case of Corby is much large than for the other 
three authorities, indicating that the factors which affected the tendency of Corby 
residents to form households were much larger.   

5.4. A factor in this may have been that Corby has had a significantly higher volume of 
international inward migrants than the other three authorities, both in absolute 
numbers and as a proportion of the total population.  This impacts on headship rates 
as recent international migrants tend to live in larger households (i.e. they have a 
lower propensity to form separate households) than the rest of the population of a 
similar age.  There is evidence to suggest that the increased volumes of international 
in migration seen in the first decade of the century was responsible for at least half of 
the difference between the expected number of households in 2011 and the actual 
number found by the census10.    

5.5. The other key distinction is the direction in which the 2011-based projections 
suggest that household formation rates will move – as indicated by the slope of the 
red lines.  For Corby the red line continues the downward trend, whereas for the 
other three authorities the line moves up between 2011 and 2021, albeit by only a 
tiny amount in the case of Kettering.  This suggests that there will be fewer and 
fewer households formed by a given number of people in Corby (i.e. average 
household size will rise) whereas in the other authorities there will be an increase in 
the number of household formed, and average household size will fall. 

5.6. Looking at the overall headship rate for all ages and types of households masks 
significant differences between age groups and household types.  DCLG produce 
their household projections using 17 household types and 9 age groups.  
Appendices 1-4 show how household formation rates in the latest projections vary 
with the age of the head of household. 

5.7. For all four authorities the 
age group which stands out 
is 25-34 (although there are 
some significant 
divergences between the 
2008 and 2011-based 
projections for some older 
age groups). The graph for 
Kettering (Chart 15) is 
shown here is an example. 

5.8. Note that the starting point 
for the 2011-based 
projection in 2011 is the 
same as the headship rate 20 years earlier in 1991.  (For the other tree authorities it 
is lower.)  Note also that, whereas the headship rate of this group had been growing 
steading since 1991, the 2011-based projection suggests that the headship rate of 

                                                
10 Holmans, A. (2013), New estimates of housing demand and need in England, 2011 to 2031, London, TCPA.  
http://www.tcpa.org.uk/pages/new-estimates-of-housing-demand-and-need-in-england-2011-to-2031.html 

http://www.tcpa.org.uk/pages/new-estimates-of-housing-demand-and-need-in-england-2011-to-2031.html
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this group will fall more steeply than it has grown.  A key issue is whether this is a 
realistic indicator of a likely future trend or whether it is the result of the weight that 
has been given in the projections to the 2011 census results – a census that was 
taken three years into a severe economic downturn and after a sustained period of 
poor housing affordability.  As such it is plausible that the census reflects a low point 
in the economic cycle that is not indicative of the likely longer term trend.  

5.9. Looking at the different 
household types in the 25-
34 age group (see Chart 16) 
gives some indication of 
what has caused the 
changes.   

5.10. The biggest difference 
between the two projections 
is amongst the single 
person households.  The 
only group to increase is 
‘others’, a group that 
includes young people sharing a flat or house.  This is consistent with young adults 
either remaining in the parental home for longer or living in shared accommodation 
with other young people rather that setting up home on their own. 

5.11. There is, however, other evidence that there has been a significant increase in 
young adults living with their 
parents.  In May 2012 ONS 
released “Young adults 
living with parents in the UK, 
2011”11.  Using data for the 
Labour Force Survey this 
suggested that there had 
been a 21% increase in the 
number of young adults 
living with their parents 
between 2001 and 2011 – 
an increase of over ½ 
million people – as shown in 
the chart below. 

5.12. As can be seen from Chart 17, it would appear that the growth in the number of 
young adults living with parents started well before the credit crunch and recession. 

5.13. Whilst it is possible that some of these behavioural changes will have been free 
choices, it seems more probable that most are changes caused by the economic 
situation, the cost of housing and the difficulty in obtaining a mortgage without a 
sizeable deposit.  It would be prudent to plan on the basis that household formation 
rates in this age group will move at least some of the way back towards the previous 
trend if economic conditions improve.  However, the fact that the recent changes 
appear to have started well before the credit crunch and recession suggests that 
better economic conditions alone will not be sufficient to lead to a full return to 
previous headship rates.  It seems likely that what happens to the affordability of 

                                                
11 Young Adults Living With Parents in the UK, 2011, ONS, 29 May 2012 http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/family-
demography/young-adults-living-with-parents/2011/young-adults-rpt.html 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/family-demography/young-adults-living-with-parents/2011/young-adults-rpt.html
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/family-demography/young-adults-living-with-parents/2011/young-adults-rpt.html
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housing (i.e. the relationship between earnings and house prices/rents) will also be 
an important factor.  In addition there may also be structural factors which would not 
reverse even if the conditions of the early years of the century were fully replicated. 

 

6. Exploring different assumptions about future household 
formation rates 

6.1. In view of the uncertainty about whether household formation rates will follow the 
trajectory suggested by the 2011-based Interim projections for the next 20 years or 
move back towards the longer term trend, two partial adjustment scenarios have 
been explored: 

a. A ‘Partial return to trend’ projection.  This assumes that after 2015 
household formation rates recover towards the 2008-based rates, reaching the 
mid-way point by 2025.  Thereafter, they are assumed to remain half-way 
between the two until 2031.  There is no particular science behind the ‘half-
way’ assumption: it is an assumption chosen on the basis that it is unlikely that 
there will no move back towards the previous trend and improbable that there 
will be a full return to that trend in the foreseeable future. 

b. ‘Tracking 2008-based household formation rates’.  This assumes that 
household formation rates do not continue to diverge from the previous trend 
but that the long term trend tracks the 2008-based trend taking account of the 
extent that the headship rates for 2011 were above or below the 2008-based 
projection for that year. For example, if the 2011-based headship rate for a 
given age group in 2011 was 0.05 lower than 2008-based projection for that 
age group in 2011, the ‘tracking trajectory’ would be 0.05 below the projected 
2008-based headship. In effect, this scenario assumes that there is a 
permanent correction and that the factors that have driven changes in 
household formation rates in the past re-assert themselves in the future.  The 
assumption is that the move to the ‘tracking trajectory’ begins in 2015 but that 
it takes 10 years for the new trajectory to be reached. 

6.2. It is our assumption that a full return to trend is highly unlikely over the plan period in 
part because economic improvement is expected to be slow and in part because 
there are structural factors suggesting some slowdown in formation rates.  

6.3. Chart 18 (right) compares 
the headship rates which the 
different scenarios imply for 
Corby.  Note that in the “Part 
return to trend” option the 
overall headship rate begins 
to fall again towards the end 
of the Plan period.  

6.4. The next chart (Chart 19) 
looks at the implications for 
25-34 year olds, this time in 
Kettering. 
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6.5. In this case it can be seen 
that the “Part Return to 
Trend” option levels off after 
2025 whereas the “Tracking” 
option continues to rise in 
line with the 2008-based 
projection.   

6.6. The differences between the 
two variant options is not 
great but the 2008 Tracking 
approach has the advantage 
that it ensures that there is 
not an increasing divergence 
from the previous trend – which can happen for some age groups in the “Partial 
return to trend” scenario.  The 2008 Tracking option is therefore the better option.  In 
effect it envisages a return to trend but with a permanent correction equal to the 
difference between the actual and projected household formation rates in 2011. In 
what follows the 2008 Tracking option is taken to be the preferred alternative 
scenario. 

6.7. The chart and table below show what the different scenarios mean for the total 
number of households in the JPU area.  As can be seen, the difference between the 
two variant scenarios is small, both being close to the household numbers envisaged 
by the 2008-based projections.  “Part Return to Trend” suggests slightly lower 
growth between 2011 and 2031 than the 2008-based projections (4% less) and the 
“Tracking” option 2% more growth. 

 

 

Table 20
Source: DCLG annd own analysis Projection 2011 2021 2026 2031 2033 11-21 11-26 11-31 11-33

2008-based 133,000 150,000 158,000 166,000 169,000 1710 1689 1656 1637

2011 extended 133,000 149,000 155,000 162,000 164,000 1557 1490 1432 1419

Part return to trend 133,000 150,000 158,000 165,000 167,000 1715 1658 1587 1561

2008 Tracking 133,000 151,000 159,000 167,000 170,000 1775 1746 1693 1663
Source DCLG and own analysis

Households Annual household growth
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7. Adjusting the projections for Corby  

7.1. The 2011-based projections for internal migration flows into and out of Corby appear 
to be so far out of line with the trends indicated by the recent historical data that 
some adjustment to the 2011-based population projections would be appropriate.  In 
order to estimate what impact this would have an approximate estimate of revised 
population and household growth projections has been made using the North 
Northamptonshire Migration Variant Model (See Appendix 5). 

7.2. The first step was to estimate the difference between the future in and out internal 
migration flows indicated by the recent historical data and those included in the 
2011-based population projections.  In both cases logarithmic trend lines were used 
to project forward the available data to 2033, as shown in the charts below.   

   

7.3. The differences between the projections of the historical data and the 2011-based 
projections were then calculated to estimate how much too low the 2011-based 
estimate for net internal migration might have been in each year.  Those figures for 
extra internal migrants were then fed into the North Northamptonshire Variant 
Migration model to produce revised estimates of both the population of Corby (after 
allowing for births and deaths to the extra migrants) and the number of households.  
The results are shown in the charts below, compared with the official 2011-based 
projections. 

     

 

7.4. It should be emphasised that the figures for the adjusted net migration 
scenario should not be regarded as exact: they are just a broad indication of 
the size of the impact there would be if the net migration flows into and out of 

Table 23/24

Projection 2011 2021 2031 Number % 2011 2021 2031 Number %

2011-based projection 61,600 71,200 78,000 16,400 27% 25400 28900 30800 5400 21%

2008 Tracking 61,600 71,200 78,000 16,400 27% 25400 29400 32500 7200 28%

Adjusted net migration 61,600 77,700 94,000 32,400 53% 25400 31700 38500 13100 52%

Population Pop Growth 11-31 Households Hhld Growth 11-31
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Corby were adjusted in the manner indicated.  Using a slightly different 
methodology – for example by projecting forward the historical trend from the last 5 
years’ data rather than the last 11 years – could have a significant impact on the 
numbers. It should also be noted that the adjusted scenario has been calculated 
using the headship rates from the 2008 Tracking scenario, not those in the official 
projections (which, as discussed, may be thought to be too low). 

7.5. In estimating the impact of adjusting the internal migration flows into and out of 
Corby on the North Northamptonshire area as a whole account needs to be taken of 
fact that some 25% of those who move into and out of Corby from the rest of the UK 
come from or go to one or other of the North Northamptonshire authorities.  To allow 
for this only 75% of the extra population and household above the level in the “2008 
Tracking” has been included in the North Northamptonshire total figures - shown in 
Chart and Table 25 below. 

 

 

7.6. A broad estimate of the impact on the other North Northamptonshire authorities of 
adjusting Corby’s net internal migration has been made by assuming that the 25% of 
the additional flow which is assumed to be internal to the JCS area is shared 
between the other three authorities in proportion to the relative size of the flows 
between those authorities and Corby.  This reduces the population and household 
growth in those areas. 

Table 25

Projection 2011 2021 2026 2031 2033 11-21 11-26 11-31 11-33

2008-based 133,000 150,000 158,000 166,000 169,000 1710 1689 1656 1637

2011 extended 133,000 149,000 155,000 162,000 164,000 1557 1490 1432 1419

Part return to trend 133,000 150,000 158,000 165,000 167,000 1715 1658 1587 1561

Tracking 133,000 151,000 159,000 167,000 170,000 1775 1746 1693 1663

Corby adjusted 133,000 152,000 162,000 171,000 175,000 1942 1943 1916 1897
Source DCLG and own analysis

Households Annual household growth
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7.7. It should be emphasised that this approach to estimating the impact on the JCS area 
as a whole is intended to give a broad indication of overall impact and should not be 
thought of as exact.  

7.8. The modelling reported here is trend-based, which means that it indicates what 
would happen if the trends used are realized in practice. In this case planning on the 
basis of the adjusted internal migration flows would be to assume that the strongly 
rising trend in net inflows will continue to grow and not just remain at the levels 
achieved in recent years.  The NNJPU authorities should consider whether that is 
likely to happen given that the population and household growth rates are very high 
indeed – both grow by over 50% over 20 years in the adjusted net migration 
scenario.  A key factor will be whether the likely rate of economic growth will support 
such a fast growth in population.  If that is thought uncertain there would be a case 
for regarding the “Corby adjusted migration” scenario as a high growth scenario and 
not one to be taken as the central case for planning purposes.  The 2008 Tracking 
scenario would be a more realistic central case. 

 

8. Modelling the implications of building more or fewer homes 
than suggested by the household projections 

8.1. It is relatively straightforward to calculate a housing requirement from a household 
projection by adding allowances for empty and second homes and unmet need at 
the beginning of the plan period.  However, there may be cases in which it is either 
not possible or not desirable to build in line with the rates suggested by the 
projections.  For example, following the recession, the level of house building is 
generally below the rates implied by the projections and it will take some years 
before the industry recovers and is able to build at the required rate.  Moreover, in 
the longer term there may be a case in some areas for building at higher rates than 
suggested in the projections in order to support economic growth.  Building above or 
below the rates suggested by a projection will affect the number of people who are 
attracted to the area and the numbers who leave it with continuing consequences for 
the size and age profile of the population.  This section of the report considers how 
those changes to the population can be estimated using a model constructed for the 
purpose – the “North Northamptonshire Variant Migration Model”. 

8.2. The “North Northamptonshire Variant Migration Model” assumes that building more 
or fewer homes than suggested in the projections results in more or fewer net 
migrants (from the rest of the UK or from abroad) moving into the area.  That has 
implications not just for the year in which more or fewer migrants arrive but for 
subsequent years as the numbers of births, deaths and migrations out of the area 
will all be affected by the changes the extra migrant cause to the number and ages 
of people in the area.   The North Northamptonshire Variant Migration Model makes 
a series of plausible assumptions about the behaviour of extra migrants to calculate 

Table 26

2008 

Tracking

Corby 

adjusted

2008 

Tracking

Corby 

adjusted

Corby 4095 6322 7163 13111

East Northants 4447 4352 8836 8583

Kettering 5770 5380 11102 10061

Wellingborough 3436 3363 6754 6560

JCS area 17747 19417 33854 38316

Household growth 

2011-21

Household growth 

2011-31
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the population consequences of a given house building scenario.  It should be 
stressed that any such model can only give a broad indication of the likely 
changes.  What happens in practice will depend not only on whether migrants to the 
area behave as assumed but also what happens in other authorities, particularly 
those from which people tend to migrate to the JPU area and those to which people 
leaving the area tend to go.  The implicit assumption is that all other authorities build 
in line with the official projections.  Fuller details of the Variant Migration Model are 
given in Appendix 5.   

8.3. An example of the use of the model is given below using a potential house building 
trajectory for Corby – “Emerging JCS” – a housing growth scenario reflected in the 
Emerging Joint Core Strategy of August 2012.  The first below chart compares the 
household growth implied by the house building trajectory and the second the 
population growth which the model suggests this might give rise to.  Note that the 
“Emerging JCS” house building scenario is slightly faster than required by the Corby 
projection after adjustment for the apparent underestimation of net internal migration 
flows.  “Emerging JCS” and the adjusted migration flow scenario have both been 
calculated using the headship rates from the “2008 Tracking” scenario. 

   

 

8.4. The variant migration model can also be used to model how the population of the 
area might develop and what its housing requirement would be if there were no net 
flows into or out of the four authorities – the “Zero net migration” scenario.  In this 
scenario population changes would be driven solely by births and deaths.  This 
scenario is not presented as a realistic option as it is clearly not consistent with the 
National Planning Policy Framework.  It may however be useful in giving a broad 
indication of the impact which migration has on both population and household 
growth – see charts and tables below. 

Table 25/26

Projection 2011 2021 2031 Number % 2011 2021 2031 Number % Number %

2011-based projection 61,600 71,200 78,000 16,400 27% 25400 28900 30800 3527 14% 5400 21%

2008 Tracking 61,600 71,200 78,000 16,400 27% 25400 29400 32500 4095 16% 7200 28%

Adjusted net migration 61,600 77,700 94,000 32,400 53% 25400 31700 38500 6322 25% 13100 52%

Emerging JCS 61,600 77,800 95,100 33,500 54% 25400 31800 39100 6484 26% 13800 54%
Source: ONS and own analysis

Hhld Growth 11-31Hhld Growth 11-21Population Pop Growth 11-31 Households
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9. Conclusions  

9.1. The key conclusion are: 

a. The ONS 2011-based population projections for North Northamptonshire (as 
extended by CCHPR) suggest that the population of the area will grow from 
318,000 in 2011 to 382,000 in 2031, a growth of 64,000 or 20%. 

b. The DCLG 2011-based household projections for North Northamptonshire (as 
extended by CCHPR) suggest that the number of households in the area will 
grow from 133,000 in 2011 to 162,000 in 2031, a growth of 29,000 or 21.5%. 

c. This is 14% lower household growth than suggested for this period by the 
previous DCLG household projections (the 2008-based projections).  Those 
projections had envisage a growth of 33,000 households. 

d. The draft National Planning Practice Guidance states that the official 
household projections should be taken as the starting point for estimating 
housing needs.  It also acknowledges that those projections “may require 
adjustment to reflect factors affecting local demography and household 
formation rates which are not captured in past trends”.  A review of the latest 
projections suggests that there are two areas in which such adjustments may 
be appropriate: the projected net flow into Corby from the rest of the UK and 
the assumptions made about future household formation rates. 

e. For East Northamptonshire, Kettering and Wellingborough the projections 
made in the latest population projections for the six drivers of population 
change (births, deaths, flows from and to the rest of the UK and flows from and 
to the rest of the world) are broadly consistent with the latest data for the 
historical trends for these authorities.   

f. For Corby there appears to be a significant discrepancy between the projected 
UK flows and the flows that have occurred over the period since 2011. 
Adjusting for the possible underestimate of the net flow in from the rest of the 
UK could approximately double Corby’s projected population growth.  It should 

Table 27

Projection 2011 2031 Number %

2011 Interim 318,000 382,000 64,300 20.2%

zero migration 318,000 336,000 18,400 5.8%

Population Growth 2011-31 Table 28

Projection 2011 2031 Number %

2011 Interim 133,000 162,000 28,600 21.5%

Zero migration 133,000 148,000 15,100 11.3%

Households Growth 2011-31
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be emphasised that this estimate of the impact of adjusting the net UK inflow is 
dependent on the assumptions made: different assumptions could lead to 
significantly different figures.  The estimate should therefore only be taken as a 
broad indication of the impact of the apparent underestimation in the net UK 
flow. 

g. Household formation rates measure the tendency of groups of people to form 
separate households.  The 2011 census found that household formation rates 
in North Northamptonshire were lower than projected in the previous official 
household projections – i.e. there were fewer households than expected for the 
size of the population.  This suggests that there had been some unexpected 
changes in household formation patterns between the 2001 and 2011 
censuses.  Analysis of the national data suggests that the causes included 
higher rates of international migration (as new migrants tend to form fewer 
households than the rest of the population) and young adults living longer with 
their parents or shared accommodation.   

h. The 2011-based DCLG household projections suggest that there will a 
continuing divergence from the previous trend in household formation rates 
and, in particular that household formation rates for young adults (25-34 year 
olds) will continue to fall.  This implies that the proportion of this age group that 
forms separate household will not simply stay at the level it was at in 2011 but 
will reduce further.  Consideration should be given to whether this is an 
appropriate basis on which to plan for housing. 

i. Two scenarios have been modelled in which there is some movement back 
towards the previous trend in household formation rates.  One assumes that 
from 2025 household formation rates are halfway between the rates in the 
2008 and 2011-based projections – “Partial return to trend”.  The other 
assumes that from 2025 household formation rates track the 2008-based rates 
at a distance that reflects the difference between the 2008-based projections 
for 2011 and the rates indicated by the 2011 census – “2008 Tracking”.  The 
difference between the two scenarios is relatively small for the North 
Northamptonshire authorities.  The 2008 Tracking approach has the advantage 
of ensuring that there is not an increasing divergence from the previous trend 
(which can happen for some age groups in the “Partial return to trend” 
scenario) and is therefore the better option. 

j. In the 2008 Tracking scenario the increase in the number of households in the 
North Northamptonshire area between 2011 and 2031 would rise from 28,600 
households to 33,900. 

k. If the 2008 Tracking scenario is adopted for household formation rates and the 
net flow into Corby from other parts of the UK is adjusted to reflect recent 
trends, the increase in household numbers between 2011 and 2031 would be 
over 38,000.  However, this scenario depends on very high population and 
household growth in Corby, with both growing by over 50% over 20 years.  
Unless there is a high degree of confidence that economic growth will support 
such fast population growth, the 2008 Tracking scenario would be a more 
realistic central case. 

l. The following charts and tables summarise the main alternative scenarios 
which have been modelled. 
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Table 29

Projection 2011 2021 2031 Number %

2008-based 312,000 343,000 370,000 58,200 18.6%

2011 Interim 318,000 354,000 382,000 64,300 20.2%

Corby adjusted 318,000 358,000 394,000 76,400 24.0%

zero migration 318,000 334,000 336,000 18,400 5.8%
Source: ONS and own analysis

Growth 2011-31Population
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Table 30

Projection 2011 2021 2031 Number %

2008-based 133,000 150,000 166,000 33,100 25.0%

2011 Interim 133,000 149,000 162,000 28,600 21.5%

2008 Tracking 133,000 151,000 167,000 33,900 25.4%

Corby adjusted 133,000 152,000 171,000 38,300 28.8%

Zero migration 133,000 143,000 148,000 15,100 11.3%
Source: DCLG annd own analysis

Growth 2011-31Households


