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Executive Summary 
 

This report updates previous work undertaken by the author on long term employment and demographic 

projections commissioned by the planning teams at Gateshead Council and Newcastle-upon-Tyne City 

Council. This previous work is described in two reports prepared for the two councils in February 2012 and 

July 2012 and undertaken in two separate commissions. The present and previous reports are intended to 

support the two local authorities’ programmes of work for producing their Local Plans. 

 

Both previous reports provided an assessment of two sets of long term projections: a set of economic 

projections and a set of demographic (or population) projections. In the first report, the demographic 

projections were derived from the Office for National Statistics’ (ONS’) 2008 based sub-national 

population projections (SNPPs). In the second report, the demographic projections were based on ONS’ 

2010 based sub-national projections. Both sets of projections were those most recently available at the time 

each report was published. The second report also introduced variants on the demographic projections. 

These variants were created using a Demographic Projections Model (DPM) and were based on reducing, 

in future, the observable losses of population to neighbouring authorities that have occurred from both 

Newcastle and Gateshead over the past decade. The variants were intended to reflect the policies in the two 

authorities’ emerging joint Core Strategy for reducing such population losses by improving choice and 

value for money in the private housing market. 

 

The Demographic Projections Model was a key output from the second commission. It provides the two 

authorities with a means of generating and evaluating population projections which reflect their strategic 

policy aims. The evaluation criteria incorporated in the model include those introduced in the first report, 

namely levels of population growth and the match between supply and demand in the local labour market. 

The model also added a new criterion: the requirements for additional housing to support the population 

projected for the future. The second report contained evaluations of ONS’ 2010 based sub-national 

projections and two variants. 

 

In late September 2012, ONS released two further tranches of sub-national population data. The first 

release comprised the population estimates for mid-2011. These estimates incorporate information from the 

2011 Census which took place in March 2011 and made substantial revisions to the levels of population 

resident in the two authorities. In summary, Gateshead’s population in 2011 is higher by about 8,000 

persons than previous estimates whilst Newcastle’s is around 5,000 persons lower. The second release 

comprised new sub-national population projections for the 10 years from mid-2011 to mid-2021, starting 

from the mid-2011 estimates. These 2011 based sub-national population projections therefore also take 

account of information from the census. 

 

In consequence of these new releases of population data, the two authorities commissioned further work. 

This third commission provided for work to be undertaken on the Demographic Projections Model which 

will allow the two authorities to produce and evaluate variants on ONS’ 2011 based sub-national 

population projections. The commission also provided for work to extend the horizon of the 2011 based 

projections to 2030, the end date set for the Local Plans and for updating the evaluations contained in the 

second report in light of the new population data. 

 

ONS Population Projections 

 

The three commissions have involved a number of different releases of ONS population data. Summaries 

of these data are shown in the table below. This provides estimates and projections of the resident 

population in each authority in 2010 and 2030 and the population growth over the intervening period. The 

2008 based data were released in Summer 2010, the 2010 based data in March 2012 and the 2011 based 

data were released in September 2012. The 2011 based data, which only cover the period 2011 to 2021 

have been extended backwards to 2010 and forwards to 2030 using standard demographic modelling 

methods. 
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 Gateshead Newcastle 

2008 

based 

2010 

based 

2011 

based 

2008 

based 

2010 

based 

2011 

based 

Population 2010 190.5 191.8 200.1 283.4 282.9 275.3 

Population 2030 203.2 202.1 212.3 314.0 297.8 315.5 

Population Growth 2010-2030  12.7 10.3 12.2 30.6 14.9 40.2 
 Sources: ONS, Durham University 
 (Values in 000s) 

 

The main conclusions to be drawn from this table are: 

 The view on future population growth in Gateshead has remained reasonably stable over the last 

three sets of population projections 

 The increase in Gateshead’s 2030 population contained in the latest projections is mainly due to a 

changed view of Gateshead’s population resulting from the 2011 Census 

 The view on future population growth in Newcastle has changed substantially over the last three sets 

of projections, mainly due to changes in projected international migration to/from the UK and its 

allocation across regions and nations 

 The exceptionally high level of population growth in Newcastle envisaged in the latest projections 

has restored its projected population to the level previously seen in the 2008 based projections in 

spite of the 2011 Census causing a sharp downwards revision of Newcastle’s recent population. 

 

Development and Evaluation of Alternative Population Projections 

 

The Demographic Projections Model was developed and used within the second commission to generate 

and evaluate variants on ONS 2010 based projections for the two authorities. This has now been extended 

to include the generation and evaluation of variants on the more recent 2011 based projections. The table 

below presents, in summary form, some illustrative results of this extension.  

 

The table shows three different population projections, each derived from ONS’ 2011 based sub-national 

population projections. The first projection, labelled the Baseline Scenario, simply extends the ONS 

projections back 1 year to 2010 and forwards 10 years to 2030. The other two projections are variants of 

the first projection, created by modifying certain assumptions built into the Baseline Scenario. The first 

variant, labelled Alternative Scenario 1 has adjustments made to the assumed levels of migration to and 

from neighbouring local authorities. In this variant, the losses of population to neighbouring local 

authorities are assumed to be reduced in the future through the application of policies to improve choice in 

the local housing market. The adjustments are set so that population growth keeps pace with economic 

growth and achieves a policy aim of avoiding growth of in-commuting into the two authorities. The second 

variant, labelled Alternative Scenario 3
1
, incorporates adjustments to international migration. Analysis of 

historic data suggests that the levels of net international migration assumed for the future in ONS’ 2011 

based projections may be too high. Accordingly, these levels have been reduced in this variant to be 

consistent with average net values from recent years. 

 

  

                                                
1
 The previous commission also contained two variants on the 2010 based sub-national projections labelled 

Alternative Scenario 1 and Alternative Scenario 2. The first variant in the present commission updates the previous 

commission’s Alternative Scenario 1 and shares its label. The second variant in the present commission is new and 

does not update any previous variant. It has, therefore, been labelled Alternative Scenario 3 to emphasise this 

difference. 
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Scenario Baseline 

Scenario 

Alternative 

Scenario 1 

Alternative 

Scenario 3 

Description Produced using 

DPM and 

utilising same 

assumptions as 

ONS 2011 based 

SNPPs. 

Migration 

assumptions 

have been 

extended beyond 

2021 to allow a 

longer projection 

horizon 

A variant of the 

Baseline 

Scenario which 

adjusts local 

migration flows 

with the aim of 

maintaining in-

commuting 

levels at the 

2011 level. 

Provided for 

illustrative 

purposes. 

A variant of the 

Baseline 

Scenario which 

adjusts 

international 

migration flows 

by a specified 

amount. 

Provided for 

illustrative 

purposes. 

Population 2030 (000s) 
Gateshead 212.3 214.7 210.8 

Newcastle 315.5 318.9 304.6 

Population Growth 2010-2030 (000s) 

Gateshead 12.2 14.5 10.7 

Newcastle 40.2 43.6 29.3 

Change in core population of working age between 2010 and 2030 (000s) 

Gateshead -0.7 0.9 -1.8 

Newcastle 16.4 18.8 8.4 

In-commuting in 2030 (both authorities jointly) 

Rate 41.6% 40.8% 43.3% 

Level (000s) 133.3 130.8 138.8 

Indicative Household Growth 2010-2030 (000s) 

Gateshead 11.8 12.7 11.0 

Newcastle 24.5 25.8 19.4 

 

The two Alternative Scenarios are illustrative of how variant population projections can be created and 

evaluated to reflect either particular policy aims or different assumptions about drivers of population 

change such as future levels of migration. 

 

Way forward – developing a preferred set of population projections 

 

Copies of the DPM were previously made available to officers within the two local authorities along with 

instruction for adjusting migration flows to reflect particular policy goals and assumptions. Updated copies 

of the model, incorporating ONS’ 2011 based projections (extended to 2030) have also been provided. The 

two authorities continue to have at their disposal a modelling tool which enables them to construct 

projections reflective of the goals within their emerging joint Core Strategy and which can be evaluated 

against a range of criteria which reflect those same goals. The development of that strategy is a work in 

progress for the two authorities. A central task of the work is to determine an appropriate and preferred set 

of population projections which will form the basis of each authority’s long term spatial planning. The 

analyses and technical approaches undertaken through the research work have been shown capable of 

contributing to this central task and are complementary to other approaches, including public consultation. 

The two authorities have the capability and competence to continue utilising the DPM to build on the 

evidence of this research and to progress towards their preferred population projections. 
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1. Introduction 
 
This report updates previous work undertaken by the author on long term employment and demographic 

projections commissioned by the planning teams at Gateshead Council and Newcastle-upon-Tyne City 

Council. This previous work is described in two reports prepared for the two councils in February 2012
2
 

and July 2012
3
. For the purposes of this report, these previous reports are referred to as Report 1 and Report 

2, respectively. 

 

The work underlying the present report builds strongly on the previous work. Before describing the aims 

and objectives of the present work a short summary of the previous work is presented. 

 

 

1.1. The previous work for the two local authorities 
 

Report 1 provided an assessment of two sets of long term projections: a set of economic projections and a 

set of demographic (or population) projections. The economic projections were largely based on 

projections purchased by the two authorities from an independent third party, Cambridge Econometrics 

(CE). The demographic projections were derived from the Office for National Statistics’ (ONS’) 2008 

based sub-national population projections (SNPP). The analysis underlying Report 1 was undertaken 

between October 2011 and January 2012. During this time the 2008 based projections were the most 

recently available projections for Newcastle and Gateshead published by ONS. As the economic and 

demographic projections considered in Report 1 came from separate sources, an important aspect of the 

analysis was to examine the consistency between them. Projections of future labour demand are provided 

directly from the economic projections whilst the supply of labour is provided from the projected 

population of working age, adjusted to reflect rates of out-commuting, economic activity and employment. 

The deficit between supply and demand is met through in-commuting. Changes in the expected rates of in-

commuting between 2010 and 2030 provided the means of examining the consistency between the 

economic and demographic projections. The conclusion drawn was that the demographic and economic 

projections appeared to be broadly compatible with each other. 

 

In late March 2012, subsequent to completion of Report 1, ONS published its 2010 based SNPPs. 

Compared to the previous 2008 based projections, these reduced the size of the projected population in 

2030 for both authorities. This reduction was relatively modest in the case of Gateshead but more 

substantial for Newcastle. Based on a comparison of published 2008 and 2010 based national population 

projections, Report 1 had noted that significant changes were not to be expected in Newcastle and 

Gateshead’s populations when the 2010 based SNPPs were eventually published. However, for Newcastle 

the subsequent reality turned out contrary to the expectation set out in Report 1. This was largely the result 

of ONS making changes to the geographical distribution of international migrant flows across the UK. 

Compared to the 2008 based projection, Newcastle’s projected population in 2030 was lower in the 2010 

based projection by around 16,000 persons. 

 

In consequence of this, the two councils commissioned additional work to help determine whether it was 

appropriate to retain the 2008 based projections as the demographic projections underlying their joint Core 

Strategy or whether changes were required in light of the new sub-national population projections. This 

second commission, undertaken during May and June 2012, resulted in Report 2. 

 

Report 2 contained analyses of the migration components of population change, since changes to projected 

levels of migration were the main source of difference between the two sets of projections. The analyses 

identified that historic variations in levels of net migration were due primarily to variations in international 

migration. Internal migration to and from other parts of the UK was, in contrast, relatively stable both in 

terms of annual flow levels and spatial patterns. The analyses highlighted that over the past decade, 

                                                
2
 Mell,D (2012) Long Term Economic and Demographic Projections – Report prepared for the joint planning teams 

of Newcastle City Council and Gateshead Council St.Chad’s College, Durham University 
3
 Mell,D (2012) Long Term Economic and Demographic Projections – Update report prepared for the joint planning 

teams of Newcastle City Council and Gateshead Council St.Chad’s College, Durham University 
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Newcastle has consistently lost population to North Tyneside, Northumberland and Gateshead whilst 

Gateshead’s population gains from Newcastle have been largely offset by losses to County Durham and 

parts of Northumberland. 

 

The emerging joint Core Strategy being produced by the two authorities recognises the interaction between 

economic performance and the size of the local population. In broad terms, the strategy aims to maintain 

and improve the position of the urban core as a key driver of the regional economy by addressing historic 

trends of population loss through out-migration. In particular, the strategy contains objectives to encourage 

population growth and to improve the housing offer with supporting policies intended to avoid the loss of 

families and the working age population to neighbouring authorities. With this in mind, an output of the 

second commission was the creation of a Demographic Projections Model (DPM). Rather than requiring 

the two authorities to choose between various ONS projections of population, the DPM provided the two 

authorities with the ability to create their own population projections reflecting the anticipated effects of 

policy, particularly around housing, incorporated within their joint strategy. 

 

Report 2 presented and evaluated three different scenarios based on demographic projections created using 

the DPM. The economic projections in each scenario were the same and were unchanged from the CE 

projections set out in Report 1. Each scenario was evaluated in terms of: projected population growth and 

age structure; the projected balance of supply and demand in the labour market; and the projected additions 

to the housing stock to cater for population growth. This latter criterion, housing, was new to Report 2 and 

had not featured in the earlier Report 1. 

 

The demographic projections in the first scenario involved utilising within the DPM the same assumptions 

adopted by ONS when producing its 2010 based sub-national population projections. Reassuringly, the 

DPM largely reproduced the ONS projections and this provided useful validation of the model. This first 

scenario is called the Baseline Scenario in Report 2. The remaining two scenarios, referred to as Alternative 

Scenario 1 and Alternative Scenario 2 in Report 2, varied the projected levels of local migration within the 

DPM to reflect different policy aims. Alternative Scenario 1 was based on restricting the level of in-

commuting in 2030 to its 2010 level in absolute terms. Alternative Scenario 2 engaged directly with the 

theme of local migration and was based on assumptions that housing policy would, in future, reduce net 

migration losses to neighbouring local authorities to 50% of the level experienced over the past decade. 

 

The three scenarios presented in Report 2 were not intended to be prescriptive. Rather, the scenarios 

provide an illustration of how the DPM can be used to generate projections that are reflective of policy. 

The intention of the two authorities and the author was, and remains, that the two authorities will utilise the 

DPM to create a scenario or scenarios that will reflect the policies and aims of their chosen joint strategy. 

 

 

1.2. The aims and objectives of the present work 
 

In September 2012, subsequent to the production and publication of Report 2, ONS published further sub-

national population data for all local authorities including Newcastle and Gateshead. Two main data sets 

were published: mid-year estimates (MYEs) of population for 2011 and the 2011 based SNPP. The SNPP 

are unusual in that they only look 10 years ahead compared the 25 years ahead view normally found in 

national and sub-national population projections. The 2011 MYEs are largely based on the Census which 

took place in March 2011. 

 

Compared to the 2010 based projections, the 2011 based SNPPs have: 

 increased the 2011 estimate of Gateshead’s population, whilst reducing that of Newcastle 

 increased the projected level of population growth over the period 2011-2021, modestly in the case of 

Gateshead, but substantially for Newcastle. 

These differences are considered in more depth in a subsequent section of this report. 

 

The previous dilemma of whether to replace an older set of projections when a new set of SNPP is 

published by ONS no longer applies. The approach of choosing between different sets of ONS projections 
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was replaced in Report 2 by an approach involving use of the DPM to generate population projections that 

reflected policy. However, publication of the 2011 based projections still presents a problem. 

 

The problem is technical in character. The two alternative scenarios set out in Report 2 are based on 

adjusting certain assumptions within the Baseline Scenario. This baseline, in turn, replicates assumptions 

made by ONS in its 2010 based projections in respect of the drivers of population change – these being the 

future levels of fertility, mortality and migration. The publication by ONS of the 2011 MYEs and the 2011 

based SNPP carries with it a requirement to update the Baseline Scenario, with the updated scenario 

reflecting changes in both the 2011 starting populations and the projected levels of population growth. The 

former arises mainly as a result of new information introduced through the Census results, whilst the latter 

reflects changes made to assumptions about future levels of fertility, mortality and migration.  

 

Updating the Baseline Scenario may also require updates to be made to the two Alternative Scenarios. In 

the Baseline Scenario set out in Report 2, jobs grow more quickly than population resulting in a projected 

increase in the numbers of in-commuters between 2010 and 2030. Alternative Scenario 1 was constructed 

to increase population growth beyond the Baseline by stemming some of the migration losses to 

neighbouring authorities with the specific aim of eliminating the increase in in-commuters. If the Baseline 

is updated to incorporate the higher population growth in the 2011 based SNPP, then the additional growth 

in Alternative Scenario 1 will now be beyond that required to prevent an increase in in-commuting. As a 

result, Alternative Scenario 1 must also be updated by reducing its additional population growth to a level 

that, when added to the updated Baseline growth, is just sufficient to keep in-commuting from growing   

Updating Alternative Scenario 1 in this way preserves its aim of (just) eliminating any increase in in-

commuting. 

 

A second technical issue arises from the short projection horizon of 2021 used in the 2011 based SNPP. For 

these projections, ONS’ assumptions about future levels of fertility, mortality and migration stop at 2021. 

For strategic planning, local authorities require projections over a longer time horizon; in the case of 

Gateshead and Newcastle’s joint Core Strategy, to 2030. If the DPM is to provide the means of generating 

demographic projections across this longer projection horizon then the ONS’ assumptions require extension 

beyond 2021. 

 

The aim of the present work has been to deal with these technical issues. Specifically there have been three 

main objectives to the work. 

 

1. To update the DPM to a baseline which reflects the 2011 MYE and the assumptions underlying ONS’ 

2011 based SNPP. Achieving this objective updates the Baseline Scenario from one which reflects the 

2010 based SNPP to one which reflects the 2011 based SNPP. 

 

2. To extend the projection horizon of this revised DPM to at least 2030 by extending the assumptions 

underlying ONS’ 2011 based SNPP beyond 2021. Achieving this objective means the updated 

Baseline Scenario is extended beyond 2021 

. 

3. To update the results presented in Report 2 for the Baseline and Alternative Scenarios to reflect the 

extended and updated Baseline Scenario. Achieving this objective simply provides further illustration 

of how the DPM can be used to generate demographic projections which reflect policy. 

 

Objective 3 involves evaluating the new population projections arising from the updated Baseline Scenario 

and its associated Alternative Scenarios. The evaluation includes the production of labour market balances 

– assessment of the balance between supply and demand in the local labour market taking account of the 

effects of commuting. The evaluation involves use of projected demand for labour and these projections are 

remain as the same set of economic projections utilised in Reports 1 and 2. These projections were 

purchased from Cambridge Econometrics by the two authorities in Summer 2011 and are part of a detailed 

economic dataset of historic estimates and projected values covering the period from 1981 to 2030. 
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1.3. Structure of this report 
 

This report commences by providing a brief comparison of the 2010 based and 2011 based sub-national 

population projections in Section 2. The extension of the assumptions underlying the 2011 based SNPPs 

beyond 2021 is also included in this section along with a short subsection outlining the approach taken to 

updating and extending the DPM’s Baseline Scenario. Effectively, then, Section 2 reports on how 

objectives 1 and 2, above have been achieved. 

 

Section 3 is devoted to objective 3, above. This section updates the majority of the results previously 

presented in Section 5 of Report 2, though with a reduction in the level of accompanying narrative. The 

report ends with a short concluding section in Section 4. 

 

As noted at the outset, this report updates previous work on long term employment and demographic 

projections. In drafting this report, some familiarity with the two previous reports has been assumed on the 

part of the reader. In consequence, a number of terms, concepts and results from the previous reports are 

introduced in this report with little or no explanation. The table below is provided as a “quick reference 

resource” for readers who are unfamiliar with the previous reports and who wish to gain some 

understanding of these previous terms, concepts and results. 

 

Term, Concept or Result For more information refer to 

Economic projections and Cambridge Econometrics (CE) Report 1, Section 3.1 

Sub-national population projections (SNPP) and mid-year estimates 

(MYE) 

Report 1, Section 3.1, and 

Report 2, Section 2.2 

Drivers/components of population change, natural change and 

migration 

Report 1, Section 3.3 

2008 Based SNPP Report 1, Section 3.4 

Labour Market Balance Report 1, Section 4.1 

Economic activity rate and employment rate Report 1, Section 4.1 

Economic activity rate projections and employment rate projections Report 1, Section 4.2 

Commuting rates, in-commuting rates and out-commuting rates Report 1, Section 4.1 

2010 based SNPP Report 2, Section 2.1 

Demographic projections model (DPM) Report 2, Section 2.2 

Internal migration, local and non-local UK migration Report 2, Section 4 

Baseline Scenario and Alternative Scenario Report 2, Section 5.1 

 

Table 1: List of references to terms, concepts and results introduced in the previous reports 
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2. Revising and extending the baseline 
 

 

2.1. Terminology 
 

The terms 2010 Baseline Scenario (or, more informally, 2010 baseline) and 2011 Baseline Scenario (or 

2011 baseline) are used to distinguish between the Baseline Scenario set out in Report 2 and the updated 

and extended Baseline Scenario set out in Section 3 later in this report. In the remaining sections and sub-

sections of this report the terms Baseline Scenario and baseline without a preceding year qualifier, can 

generally be taken to mean the 2011 Baseline Scenario. Alternative Scenarios derive from a Baseline 

Scenario by modifying certain assumptions within the baseline. Generally, it will be clear from the context 

whether the associated baseline is the 2010 Baseline Scenario or the 2011 Baseline Scenario. Only where 

absolutely necessary to avoid ambiguity is the term Alternative Scenario preceded by a year qualifier. 

 

 

2.2. Comparison of the 2010 and 2011 based sub-national projections 
 

Table 2, below, provides a numerical comparison of the 2010 and 2011 based SNPP for the two authorities 

over the period 2011 to 2021. 

 

 2011 Based SNPP 2010 Based SNPP 

 Gateshead Newcastle Both Gateshead Newcastle Both 

Population 2011 200.3 279.1 479.4 192.5 284.2 476.7 

Population 2021 207.1 298.7 505.8 198.3 290.2 488.5 

Population Growth 2011-2021 6.8 19.6 26.4 5.8 6.0 11.8 

Natural Change 5.5 13.8 19.3 4.8 13.4 18.2 

Net Migration 1.2 6.3 7.5 1.0 -6.8 -5.8 

Source: ONS 
(Values in 000s) 

Table 2: Comparison of 2010 and 2011 based SNPP 

 
The differences in the projected 2021 population values in the second numerical row of the table arise from 

two effects.  

 

First, there is a difference in 2011 population values (first numerical row) between the two sets of SNPPs. 

These differ because in the 2010 based projections the population for 2011 is a projected value, whilst in 

the 2011 projections it is an historic mid-year estimate (MYE). Further, MYEs are created by adjusting the 

preceding year’s MYE for births, deaths and migration, with the MYE in a Census year being created by 

adjusting the Census count over the 3-month period between Census night and the mid-year point. The 

2011 MYE (first three values in first numerical row) are, therefore, primarily based on 2011 Census 

information. The 2010 based projections (second three values in first numerical row) are projections 

forward from a 2010 MYE which has been “rolled forward” over 9 annual periods from the 2001 Census. 

Each annual “roll forward” period introduces scope for measurement error, particularly in estimates of 

migration at sub-national level. In consequence, the reliability of MYEs decreases over time and is at a 

minimum in the year preceding a Census. It is not surprising then, to see a degree of change in the 2011 

population estimates between the two sets of SNPPs before and after the 2011 Census This “census effect” 

has increased Gateshead’s population by nearly 8 thousand persons to 200.3 thousands whilst Newcastle’s  

has decreased by around 5 thousand persons to 279.1 thousands.  The census effect also has consequences 

for the reporting of updated results for 2010 which are dealt with later in Section 2.6, 

 

The second effect is the difference in the projected level of population growth between 2011 and 2021 

(shown in the third numerical row of the table). Here growth has increased in both local authorities, 

modestly in the case of Gateshead from 5.8 to 6.8 thousands but very substantially in Newcastle and has 

more than trebled from 6.0 thousands in the 2010 based projections to 19.6 thousands in the recent 2011 

based projections. These increases are surprising since ONS stated that the 2011 based projections assume 

a continuation of the estimated trends in fertility, mortality and migration as used in the 2010-based 
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projections.
4
. Examination of the components of change reveals that for Newcastle, the change in 

population growth is entirely associated with migration. Whereas the 2010 based projections showed that 

the net effect of migration over 2011 to 2021 was projected to cause a reduction of nearly 7 thousand 

persons, the 2011 based projections show that net migration would add over 6 thousand persons over this 

period. Further examination of the data, not shown in Table 2, reveals that the switch in the projections is 

almost entirely due to a reduction in the projected level of international emigration from Newcastle. 

Correspondence with ONS reveals that this switch has originated from methodological changes made to the 

process of disaggregating the national projections of international emigration to regional and local authority 

level.
5
 The international migration assumptions adopted by ONS are revisited in Section 3.3. 

 

 

2.3. Extending the assumptions underlying the 2011 based SNPP 
 

The 2011 based SNPP only provide projections to 2021. In effect, therefore these projections only embody 

assumptions about the drivers of population change as far as 2021. To create population projections using 

the DPM which are consistent with these assumptions but which extend beyond 2021 requires that the 

assumptions also extend beyond 2021. 

 

The drivers of population change are rates of fertility and mortality and annual levels of migration. For 

fertility and mortality the task of extending assumptions is trivial. Appendix 1 of Report 2 identifies how 

projected mortality and fertility rates for Newcastle and Gateshead used in the DPM are derived from the 

corresponding national rates. Factors, derived from an analysis of historic fertility and mortality data, are 

used to convert projections of national rates to projections of rates at local authority level 
6
. Both the 2010 

and 2011 based SNPP are derived from a common set of national fertility and mortality rate projections 

which extend from 2010/11 to 2034/35. Extending the assumptions in the 2011 based SNPP for mortality 

and fertility is simply achieved by applying the local factors to the published national rate projections for 

years from 2021/22 onwards. 

 

For migration, the assumptions relate to projected annual migration flows. For each authority, there are 8 

series of migration flows: inward and outward flows involving migration to/from international places and 

places elsewhere in the UK for males and females. ONS publishes each series of flows as part of the 

statistical release for each sub-national population projection. Each series therefore exists in two published 

versions: one covering the period 2010/11 to 2034/35 published as part of the 2010 based SNPP and one 

covering the period 2011/12 to 2020/21 published as part of the 2011 based SNPP. Comparison of the two 

versions provides a mechanism for extending the shorter 2011 based series beyond 2020/21. For a fair 

proportion of the migration series, the extension is trivially simple since the two versions are identical in 

their common years. Values from the longer series are used in this case to supply the missing years in the 

shorter series. Even where the two versions of a series are not identical, it is generally the case that there 

are obvious values to use for the years beyond 2020/21 in the 2011 based values. 

 

The pairs of series for all 8 migration flows for both Newcastle and Gateshead are presented in Appendix 1 

along with the assumed values that extrapolate each of the 2011 based series beyond 2020/21. Figure 1, 

below, shows the annual profile of net migration for Newcastle derived from these simple extrapolation 

processes. 

 

 

                                                
4
 ONS (2012) Statistical Bulletin - Interim 2011 based subnational population projections for England 

5
 Email correspondence with Population Projections Unit, ONS, October 2012 

6
 The relevant relationships are provided by equations 2A and 3A of Appendix 1 in Report 2 
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 Sources: ONS, Durham University 
 

Figure 1: Extrapolation of migration assumptions for Newcastle 

 

 

The corresponding figure for Gateshead is not presented. Gateshead’s migration levels are much lower than 

Newcastle’s and the differences between the 2010 based and 2011 based values are much smaller. The 

resulting chart consists of flat lines very close to the x-axis and provides little of value beyond the 

information presented in Appendix 1. 

 

 

2.4. 2011 Baseline Scenario 
 

The full results associated with the 2011 Baseline Scenario are presented in Section 3.1. Here the 

presentation of results is restricted to the total population projections for 2021 and 2030. 

 

The results of extending the assumptions underlying the 2011 based SNPP were applied to the DPM to 

generate population projections for the 2011 Baseline Scenario. The results are set out in summary form in 

Table 3, below, for mid-years 2011, 2021 and 2030. 

 

The 2011 values are identical to the ONS’ 2011 MYE, since the projections model uses the latest available 

MYE from ONS as its starting point.  

 

For 2021, the projections generated by the DPM are shown alongside ONS’ 2011 based SNPP. The two 

sets of projections yield very similar results. This is to be expected since they are based on the same set of 

underlying assumptions. 

 

For 2030, the DPM projections can be considered to be what ONS would have projected in their 2011 

based SNPPs had they extended these as far 2030. These “2011 based SNPPs” are shown alongside the 

earlier 2008 and 2010 based SNPPs for comparison. 
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Year Source of 

Projection 

Gateshead Newcastle 

Female Male Persons Female Male Persons 

2011 2011 Baseline/ 

2011 MYE 

102.3 98.0 200.3 139.2 139.9 279.1 

2021 2011 Baseline 104.5 102.6 207.1 148.4 150.4 298.7 

2011 SNPP 104.6 102.8 207.4 148.1 150.4 298.6 

2030 2011 Baseline 106.2 106.2 212.3 155.7 159.7 315.5 

2010 SNPP 101.5 100.5 202.1 148.6 149.2 297.8 

2008 SNPP 101.9 101.3 203.2 152.3 161.7 314.0 
 Sources: ONS, Durham University 
 (Values in 000s) 

Table 3: 2011 Baseline Scenario - Projections for 2021 and 2030 

 

For 2030, it is interesting to note that the Baseline Scenario has restored the projection for Newcastle’s 

population to the level previously seen in the 2008 based SNPPs. Newcastle’s population growth over the 

period is broadly comparable between the Baseline Scenario and the 2008 based SNPP, but is markedly 

lower in the 2010 based projections. For Gateshead, the projections for 2030 in the 2011 Baseline Scenario 

in 2030 are significantly above both the 2008 and 2010 based SNPPs. This is largely due to the revised 

view of Gateshead’s current population resulting from the 2011 Census. 

 

Figure 2, below, compares projections for the two authorities combined showing 20 years-ahead 

projections for the 2011 Baseline Scenario and the 2010 baseline developed in Report 2. This latter is, for 

all practical purposes, the same as ONS’ 2010 based SNPP. Also shown are the corresponding 2011 based 

SNPPs over their restricted horizon of 10 years ahead. The similarity between the 2011 based SNPPs and 

the 2011 Baseline Scenario over the period from 2011 to 2021 is to be expected and is the consequence of 

the two sets of projections sharing similar underlying assumptions. 

 

 

 
 Sources: ONS, Durham University 

 
Figure 2: Population projections for Gateshead and Newcastle combined 
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2.5. Modifications to the Demographic Projections Model 
 

From a methodological perspective, the present work has not made any changes to the DPM. The 

methodological details of the DPM remain as set out in Appendix 1 of Report 2. In terms of 

implementation, however, a number of changes have been made and details of these can be found in 

Appendix 2. 

 

The DPM has been rebased so that its starting year is 2011 and its starting populations have been updated 

to ONS’ 2011 MYE. As described in Section 2.3, the migrations assumptions in ONS 2011 based SNPPs 

have been extended to cover the years 2021/22 to 2029/30. Apart from these changes, other values utilised 

as inputs to the DPM remain unchanged from the values previously used to create the results presented in 

Reports 1 and 2. Specifically, these unchanged values are: 

 

 The economic projections for jobs and GVA
7
 

 National fertility and mortality rate projections
8
 

 Factors for converting national mortality and fertility rate projections to rate projections for Newcastle 

and Gateshead
9
 

 Economic activity rate and employment rate projections
10

 

 Out-commuting rates
11

 

 Household occupancy rate projections
12

 

 

The modifications and retained assumptions have been applied to the DPM and used to generate the 2011 

Baseline and Alternative Scenarios. These results update the population, labour market and housing results 

cover the 19-year period from 2011 to 2030. Several of the evaluation criteria used in Report 2 are based on 

changes over the 20-year period from 2010 to 2030. Therefore, to provide updated results over the same 20 

year period values for 2010 are also required. The provision of updated estimates for 2010 is discussed in 

Section 2.6, below. 

 

2.6. Updating the 2010 population estimate 
 
Section 2.2 noted the existence of a “census effect” in which the 2011 Census has resulted in a change in 

view about current population levels within the two authorities, with Gateshead’s 2011 population estimate 

being revised upwards and Newcastle’s downwards. The size of the populations in the two authorities has 

not, of course, physically changed as a result of the Census. Therefore, it follows that if estimates of the 

population in 2011 are changed then estimates should also be changed for 2010 and earlier years. In fact, 

ONS have planned such an exercise though its results are not expected until Spring 2013. 

 

The period 2010-2030 is being used by the two authorities as a formal planning horizon. As noted above, If 

the estimates for 2010 have not been updated to account for the changed views of population resulting from 

the Census, values calculated for the period 2010-2030 will be distorted. Specifically, because the Census 

increased Gateshead’s 2011 population estimate, its growth over the period will be considerably overstated 

if the 2010 estimate is not updated. Similarly, since the Census reduced Newcastle’s population, its 

population growth will be understated. 

 

                                                
7
 These are the adjusted projections from Cambridge Econometrics which were reported initially in Section 2 of 

Report 1 and were unchanged in Report 2 
8
 The national rate projections were not updated by ONS when preparing the 2011 based SNPPs and are the rates 

ONS used in preparing the 2010 based national and subnational population projections. See Appendix 1, Report 2. 
9
 See Appendix 1, Report 2 for a note on how these factors were derived. 

10
 See Appendix 3, Report 1 for a note on how activity and employment rates are projected 

11
 The rates used are from the 2001 Census. Rates from the 2011 Census have not yet been published. See Appendix 

2, Report 1 for details of the rates used. 
12

 The projected occupancy rates are based on the 2008 based household and population projections as these remain 

the most recent available joint set of projections. See Appendix 3, Report 2 for more details. 
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To avoid these difficulties, updated population estimates for 2010 have been produced for each authority. 

The estimates have been produced by “rolling back” from the 2011 MYE
13

. Since the 2011 values 

incorporate the effects of the 2011 Census, so too do the updated 2010 estimates. The updated estimates are 

shown below in Table 4, along with the earlier 2010 MYE published by ONS in November 2012 and which 

were incorporated in Report 2. 

 
 Gateshead Newcastle 

Female Male Persons Female Male Persons 

Updated 2010 Estimate 102.4 97.7 200.1 137.2 138.1 275.3 

ONS 2010 MYE 97.8 94.0 191.8 143.2 139.7 282.9 

Revision 4.6 3.7 8.3 -6.0 -1.6 -7.6 
 Sources: ONS, Durham University 
 (Values in 000s) 

Table 4: Updated 2010 population estimates 

 

The revisions shown in the final row of the table, upwards for Gateshead and downwards for Newcastle are 

broadly comparable to similar changes to values for 2011 that were noted earlier in the discussion about the 

“census effect” on the values for this year in Table 2 of Section 2.2. The larger magnitude of Newcastle’s 

downwards revision in 2010 is due to an upwards revision in the assumed level of net migration in 2010/11 

compared to the value used by ONS in the 2010 based SNPP
14

. 

 

In addition, the associated estimates for the labour market balance and the housing requirement in 2010 

must also be updated to reflect the changed population estimate. The former is necessary as the level of in-

commuting in 2010 provides the basis for defining Alternative Scenario 1. The latter is necessary to 

calculate the impact of population growth after 2010 on the requirements for additional housing in the 

updated versions of the Baseline and Alternative Scenarios. Updated versions of these associated estimates 

have been produced and are incorporated in the results reported in Section 3. 

 

The update of the 2010 population estimate, allied to the extension of ONS’ 2011 based SNPP to 2030 

using the 2011 Baseline Scenario as described in Section 2.4, allows the three sets of ONS projections 

involved in the present work and in Reports 1 and 2 to be compared on the same basis. This comparison is 

presented in Table 5, below and shows estimates and projections of the resident population in each 

authority in 2010 and 2030 and the population growth over the intervening period. 

 

 

 Gateshead Newcastle 

2008 

based 

2010 

based 

2011 

based 

2008 

based 

2010 

based 

2011 

based 

Population 2010 190.5 191.8 200.1 283.4 282.9 275.3 

Population 2030 203.2 202.1 212.3 314.0 297.8 315.5 

Population Growth 2010-2030  12.7 10.3 12.2 30.6 14.9 40.2 
 Sources: ONS, Durham University 
 (Values in 000s) 

Table 5: Comparison of ONS population projections for the period 2010 to 2030 

 

                                                
13

 Normally, population estimates and projections such as those generated by the DPM are rolled forwards. For 

example, the population of 46 year old men in 2011 is “rolled forward” to determine the population of 47 year old 

men in 2012 by adjusting for the effects of mortality and net migration on the cohort over the period from mid-2011 to 

mid-2012. Rolling back involves a similar process going backwards in time and provides, using this example, an 

estimate of the number of 45 year old men a year earlier in 2010. The rolling back process requires estimates of 

mortality rates and annual migration flows for 2010/11 that are consistent with the corresponding values for later 

years used in creating the 2011 Baseline Scenario. The required estimates for this year have been produced using the 

same methods set out in Section 2.3 for extending mortality rates and annual migration flows to years beyond 

2020/21.  
14

 Net migration for Newcastle in 2010/11 was revised upwards from 0.2 thousands in the 2010 based SNPP to 2.8 

thousands. Figure 1 in Section 2.3 shows that the assumptions for Newcastle’s net migration are consistently higher 

in the 2011 based projections and the revision to the 2010/11 value is similarly consistent. 
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The main conclusions to be drawn from Table 5 are: 

 The view on future population growth in Gateshead has remained reasonably stable over the last 

three sets of population projections 

 The increase in Gateshead’s 2030 population contained in the latest projections is mainly due to a 

changed view of Gateshead’s population resulting from the 2011 census 

 The view on future population growth in Newcastle has changed substantially over the last three sets 

of projections, mainly due to changes in which international migration to/from the UK is allocated 

across regions and nations 

 The exceptionally high level of population growth in Newcastle envisaged in the latest projections 

has restored its projected population to the level previously seen in the 2008 based projections in 

spite of the 2011 Census causing a sharp downwards revision of Newcastle’s recent population. 
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3. Updated results for the Baseline and Alternative Scenarios 
 

Report 2 provided results for three different scenarios generated using the DPM: a Baseline Scenario and 2 

alternative scenarios, called Alternative Scenario 1 and Alternative Scenario 2. The demographic 

projections in the baseline used the same underlying assumptions adopted by ONS when producing its 

2010 based sub-national population projections. The two alternatives were derived from this baseline by 

adjusting the ONS’ assumptions in respect of levels of local migration. Each scenario was summarised and 

evaluated in terms of 4 main criteria: 

 Overall population change over the 20 years from 2010 to 2030 

 Change in the core population of working age (defined as ages 20-64 years inclusive) over the 20 

years from 2010 to 2030 

 The labour market balance in 2030 and, in particular, the in-commuting rate in 2030 under an 

assumption that out-commuting rates are invariant 

 The indicative household growth
15

 over the period from 2010 to 2030 resulting from the the growth in 

population over this period   

 

This section mainly updates these results to reflect the new assumptions underlying ONS’ 2011 based sub-

national population projections, with these assumptions extended beyond 2021 as described earlier in 

Section 2.3. The results for the Baseline Scenario and Alternative Scenario 1 are updated in Sections 

3.1and 0, respectively. Following discussion with the two local authorities, Alternative Scenario 2 has not 

been updated.  Although it would have been perfectly feasible to update this alternative scenario in the 

context of the 2011 baseline, following discussion with the local authorities a different and new alternative 

scenario is presented in Section 3.3. 

 

This new alternative scenario is derived from different considerations to those underlying Alternative 

Scenario 2 in Report 2. To emphasise this difference, the second alternative scenario derived from the 2011 

Baseline Scenario is deliberately titled Alternative Scenario 3. 

 

All the alternative scenarios both in this report and in the previous Report 2 are provided for illustrative 

purposes only. As was noted in the Executive Summary of Report 2 [The scenarios] serve to highlight that 

the task of producing a preferred set of population projections is not yet complete and Copies of the DPM 

have been made available to officers within the two local authorities [who now] have at their disposal a 

modelling tool which enables them to construct projections reflective of the goals within their emerging 

joint Core Strategy. These conclusions remain. Alternative Scenario 3, which contains population 

projections which are below the Baseline, acts to dispel any impression that might be read into Report 2 

that the Baseline acts as a minimum projection that the two authorities should adopt. 

 

The 3 scenarios presented in this section are evaluated in terms the same four sets of criteria used in Report 

2.  

 

 

                                                
15

Report 2 used the term indicative housing requirements rather than indicative household growth. Household growth 

is a more accurate term than housing requirements since the numbers are derived from projections of population and 

average household sizes (persons per household). The numbers are indicative since they are based on relatively old 

information and are based on a relatively simple approach. For a more detailed discussion of these points see the 

commentary following Table 8 on page 19. 
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3.1. Baseline Scenario 
 

Summaries of the projections of overall population and the population of core working age generated by 

the DPM are shown in Table 6 and Table 7, below, for the 2011 Baseline Scenario.  

 

 

  2010
16

 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Change 

2010-2030 

Gateshead 200.1 203.0 206.7 209.8 212.3 12.2 

Newcastle 275.3 289.9 297.4 305.2 315.5 40.2 

Both Authorities 475.4 493.0 504.1 515.0 527.8 52.4 

(Units 000s) 
 

Table 6: Mid-Year Population Projections - Baseline Scenario 

 

 

 

  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Change 

2010-2030 

Gateshead 119.6 118.9 120.3 119.5 118.8 -0.7 

Newcastle 170.7 180.8 183.5 183.4 187.2 16.4 

Both Authorities 290.3 299.7 303.8 302.9 306.0 15.7 

 (Units 000s) 
 

Table 7: Core Population of Working Age - Baseline Scenario 

 

 

Compared to the 2010 Baseline Scenario
17

, the projected populations towards the end of the projection 

horizon are considerably higher in both authorities. In Gateshead’s case this is largely the result of the 2011 

Census which increased the view of Gateshead’s population in 2011 by nearly 8 thousand persons. 

Population growth over 20 years is modestly higher in Gateshead in the 2011 baseline by about 2 thousand 

persons. For Newcastle, population growth mainly provides the explanation. The 20 year growth in the 

2010 baseline is less than half the value shown in Table 6. 

 

For the working age population, Gateshead’s results, in terms of change over the 20 years, are very similar 

to the 2010 Baseline Scenario
18

. In contrast, Newcastle’s working age population grows strongly in the 

2011 baseline whilst shrinking by nearly 6 thousands in the 2010 version. These results reflect the level and 

source of population growth. Gateshead’s population growth in both baselines is mainly due to natural 

change. Changes in the working age population over a 20 year period are largely due to ageing: younger 

people enter the working age cohort and older people leave. Migration has a neutral effect in Gateshead: in-

migrants entering the working age population are balanced by out-migrants leaving it. Newcastle’s 

population growth is strongly influenced by migration. In the 2010 baseline, net migration resulted in a loss 

of over 8 thousand persons over the 20 year period resulting in a loss of nearly 6 thousand persons of 

working age. In contrast, net migration contributes considerably to population growth in the 2011 baseline, 

substantially increasing the core population of working age between 2010 and 2030. 

 

                                                
16

 All reported results for 2010, including those for labour market balances and housing, are based on population 

values for 2010 estimated by rolling back from the 2011 MYE rather than being generated directly from the DPM. See 

Section 2.6 and footnote 13 for more details. 
17

 See Table 5, Report 2. 
18

 See Table 7, Report 2 



 

19 
 

The indicative level of growth in households associated with the population projection in the Baseline 

Scenario is shown in Table 8, below. The number of households grows for two reasons. First, the additions 

to the population caused by population growth create additional households. Second, average household 

size  is following a long trend of decline and will generate a additional households even if the population 

stayed static. The increased level of population growth in the 2011 baseline, particularly in Newcastle, is 

the cause of the increased growth in households shown in the table below when compared to the 2010 

Baseline.
19

 

 

 

  

2010/11-

2014/15 

2015/16-

2019/20 

2020/21-

2024/25 

2025/26-

2029/30 

Total 

Gateshead 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.3 11.8 

Newcastle 7.7 5.4 5.4 5.9 24.5 

Both Authorities 11.0 8.6 8.4 8.2 36.2 

(Units 000s) 
 

Table 8: Indicative Household Growth Associated with Baseline Scenario 

 

In Report 2, values such as those shown in Table 8 and similar tables were referred to as Indicative 

Housing Requirements. Potentially, this term is misleading as it might be interpreted as indicating the 

required supply of housing. In fact, Table 8 shows projected increases in the number of households and, 

therefore, in the demand for housing. Generally, increases in demand will need to be matched by increases 

in supply and, consequently, the former acts as a proxy for the latter. However, whilst additions to the 

housing stock provide the primary mechanism for increasing supply in line with increases in demand, 

increases in supply can also be achieved through reductions in levels of vacant properties. The change in 

terminology to Indicative Household Growth has been made to emphasise that the numbers refer to demand 

and not supply. 

 

The requirements are labelled indicative because: they are based on the relatively simple approach of 

applying projections of household size (persons per household) to the projected population; and, the 

projections of household size are derived from the relatively old information contained in the 2008 based 

Household Projections
20

. The two local authorities have indicated that following the publication of the 2011 

Based Household Projections by the Department for Communities and Local Government (planned for 

April 2013) they will commission additional work on household growth projections. Not only will this 

future commission utilise more up to date information, it is also intended to improve the projection 

methodology to take more explicit account of changes in the projected age structure of the population. 

 

The updated labour market balance for 2010 is shown in Table 9, below. This balance is derived using the 

updated population estimates for 2010 which are summarised in Table 6, above.  

 

  Residence Origin of Workers 

  
Newcastle and 

Gateshead 
In-Commuters Total 

Workplace 

Destination of 

Residents 

Newcastle and 

Gateshead 

164.4 (55.0%) 134.6 (45.0%) 299.0 (100.0%) 

(78.1%)           

Out-

Commuters 

46.1       

(21.9%)       

Total 
210.5       

(100.0%)       
 (Values in 000s) 

 

Table 9: Updated labour market balance for 2010 

 

                                                
19

 See Table 6, Report 2 
20

 See Appendix 3 of Report 2 for details of the methodology applied. 
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The labour market balance for 2010 has changed. Compared to Report 2 the estimated level of in-

commuting in 2010 has decreased from 145.0 thousands
21

 to 134.6 thousands shown in Table 9, above. 

This is the result of the Census 2011 revision that has increased the population estimate for 2010 whilst the 

economic estimates (the number of jobs within Newcastle and Gateshead) remain unchanged. 

 

Table 10 and Table 11 show the labour market balances in the Baseline Scenario for the years 2011 and 

2030, respectively. 

 

  Residence Origin of Workers 

  
Newcastle and 

Gateshead 
In-Commuters Total 

Workplace 

Destination of 

Residents 

Newcastle and 

Gateshead 

166.4 (56.0%) 130.8 (44.0%) 297.2 (100.0%) 

(78.1%)           

Out-

Commuters 

46.6       

(21.9%)       

Total 
212.9       

(100.0%)       
 (Values in 000s) 

 

Table 10: Labour market balance in 2011 – Baseline Scenario 

 

 

 

  Residence Origin of Workers 

  
Newcastle and 

Gateshead 
In-Commuters Total 

Workplace 

Destination of 

Residents 

Newcastle and 

Gateshead 

187.4 (58.4%) 133.3 (41.6%) 320.7 (100.0%) 

(78.1%)           

Out-

Commuters 

52.5       

(21.9%)       

Total 
239.9       

(100.0%)       
 (Values in 000s) 

 

Table 11: Labour market balance in 2030 – Baseline Scenario 

 

Comparison of Table 9 with Table 10 shows a sharp drop in the estimated level of in-commuting in 2011 

over the preceding year. This is the result of two effects: an increase in the number of working residents 

(from 201.5 thousands in 2010 to 212.9 in 2011 and a decrease in the number of jobs from 299.0 thousands 

to 297.2 over the same period. The latter effect reflects the sluggish economic growth contained in the 

economic projections for this period 

 

In absolute terms, the level of in-commuting shows a modest rise from 130.8 thousands in 2011 to 133.3 

thousands in 2030, though the 2030 level still remains below the updated 2010 value of 134.6 thousands. In 

relative terms the rate of in-commuting falls over the same period. This contrasts markedly with the 2010 

Baseline Scenario
22

 where the absolute level of in-commuting grew strongly (from 134.7 thousands in 2010 

to 145.0 thousands in 2030) and the rate grew marginally (from 45.1% to 45.2% over the same period). 

These observations for in-commuting are largely the result of differences between the 2010 and 2011 

baselines in growth of the working age population. 

 

  

                                                
21

 See Section 5.2, Report 2 
22

 See Table 12, Report 1 and the p24, Report 2. 
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3.2. Alternative Scenario 1 
 

Alternative Scenario 1 in Report 2 was based on avoiding growth in in-commuting by maintaining 2030 at 

the same level as in 2010, i.e. at a level of 134.7 thousands. This was achieved by making adjustments to 

levels of local migration which increased the projection of population growth over the period between 2010 

and 2030. The policy levers to achieve the necessary increase in population growth were noted as improved 

choice and value for money in the private housing market. In the 2011 Baseline Scenario, in-commuting 

decreases between 2010 and 2030 and, in a policy context of housing choice, it would be nonsensical to try 

and increase the 2030 in-commuting level to the higher value from 2010. However, there is an increase in 

in-commuting between 2011 and 2030 and, therefore, the updated version of Alternative Scenario 1 is 

based on the same approach of avoiding growth of in-commuting over the slightly shorter period from 2011 

to 2030. 

 

In policy terms, the limited amount of in-commuting growth in the 2011 baseline between 2011 and 2030 

weakens the case for considering alternative scenarios which aim to avoid any growth in in-commuting 

levels. However, since the alternative scenarios are intended to be illustrative rather than prescriptive, it is 

legitimate to construct an Alternative Scenario 1 for the 2011 baseline which is analogous to the previously 

reported 2010 Alternative Scenario 1. Alternative Scenario 1 is based on maintaining the level of in-

commuting at 2011 levels in absolute terms. Doing this and using the same standard out-commuting rates 

employed throughout leads to the labour market balance for 2030 shown in Table 12, below. 

 

 

 

  Residence Origin of Workers 

  
Newcastle and 

Gateshead 

In-

Commuters 
Total 

Workplace 

Destination of 

Residents 

Newcastle and 

Gateshead 

189.8  130.8  320.7  

(78.1%)      

Out-

Commuters 

53.2      

(22.1%)      

Total 
243.0      

(100%)      
 (Values in 000s) 

 

Table 12: Labour market balance in 2030 with in-commuting held at 2011 levels 

and “standard” out-commuting rates 

 

The employed residents’ figure of 243.0 thousands in 2030 compares to an equivalent value of 239.9 

thousands in the Baseline Scenario (see Table 11, above). This is an increase in employed residents of 

about 3,100 or, in overall population terms, an increase of about 6,800 persons. This estimate of population 

increase sets the starting point for determining the level of adjustment that needs to be made to local 

migration within the DPM to create Alternative Scenario 1. 

 

There are a number of different ways in which the local migration flows can be adjusted to achieve the 

target level for employed residents of 243.0 thousands in 2030. The chosen method adjusts the net local 

migration flows for the two authorities by 378 persons per annum from year 2018/19 onwards and ramps 

up to this level in 25% steps each year starting in 2015/16
23

. The net flow adjustments are applied in a 

40:60 ratio between Gateshead and Newcastle, respectively and reflect population size. 

 

When the chosen adjustments are applied to the DPM the projected population across the two authorities in 

2030 is 533.5 thousands and converts to 243.0 thousand employed residents - the target required to 

maintain the 2030 in-commuting value at its 2011 level. Effectively, therefore, the chosen adjustments 

                                                
23

 The choices of year reflect reasonable expectations of what might be achieved in terms of requisite policy 

implementation (i.e housebuilding programmes). The value of 378 was determined using the DPM in a process of trial 

and error to determine which value resulted in the required 2030 labour market balance.  
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achieve the illustrative objective of maintain in-commuting at its 2011 level. Summaries of the projected 

population along and the core population of working age for this new version of Alternative Scenario 1 are 

provided in Table 13 and Table 14, below.  

 

  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Change 

2010-2030 

Gateshead 200.1 203.0 207.3 211.2 214.7 14.5 

Newcastle 275.3 289.9 298.3 307.2 318.9 43.6 

Both Authorities 475.4 493.0 505.5 518.5 533.5 58.1 

(Units: 000s) 
 

Table 13: Mid-Year Population Projections - Alternative Scenario 1 

 

 

  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Change 

2010-2030 

Gateshead 119.6 118.9 120.7 120.5 120.4 0.9 

Newcastle 170.7 180.8 184.1 184.9 189.5 18.8 

Both 

Authorities 

290.3 299.7 304.8 305.4 310.0 19.7 

 (Units 000s) 
 

Table 14: Core Population of Working Age - Alternative Scenario 1 

 

 

When compared with the earlier baseline results in Table 7 and Table 8, these results show the impact of 

the additional population growth arising through net migration. 

 

The indicative household growth associated with the population projection is shown in Table 15, below. As 

in Report 2, the requirements have been separated into two components with the additional growth caused 

by the adjustments made to local migration. Growth in population beyond the baseline level is assumed to 

occur in larger sized households, reflecting the increased household sizes associated with family units. 

 

 

 

  

2010/11-

2014/15 

2015/16-

2019/20 

2020/21-

2024/25 

2025/26-

2029/30 Total 

Gateshead           

Baseline 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.3 11.8 

Migration adjustment 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.9 

Total: Alternative Scenario 1 3.3 3.4 3.4 2.6 12.7 

Newcastle      

Baseline 7.7 5.4 5.4 5.9 24.5 

Migration adjustment 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.5 1.3 

Total: Alternative Scenario 1 7.7 5.8 5.9 6.5 25.8 

Both Authorities      

Total: Alternative Scenario 1 11.0 9.2 9.3 9.1 38.5 

(Units: 000s) 
 

Table 15: Indicative Household Growth Associated with Alternative Scenario 1 
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3.3. Alternative Scenario 3 
 

Alternative Scenario 3 is not rooted in policy but in an examination of data. Comparison of the projected 

international migration flows in the 2011 based SNPPs (and, therefore, in the 2011 Baseline Scenario) with 

the historic values suggests that, in net terms, the projected values may be too large. The effect of this is to 

overstate the population projections. The size of the effect is estimated to be between 60 and 80 persons pa 

in Gateshead and between 430 and 510 persons pa in Newcastle. Appendix 3 provides details of how these 

estimates have been derived. Alternative Scenario 3 has been constructed by reducing the net international 

migration in each future year by the midpoints of the two ranges: 70 persons pa for Gateshead and 470 

persons pa for Newcastle. 

 

Summaries of the projected population along with the core population of working age for Alternative 

Scenario 3 are provided in Table 16 and Table 17, below. 

 

 

  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Change 

2010-2030 

Gateshead 200.1 202.7 206.0 208.7 210.8 10.7 

Newcastle 275.3 288.0 292.8 297.5 304.6 29.3 

Both Authorities 475.4 490.7 498.8 506.2 515.4 40.0 

 (Units: 000s) 
 

Table 16: Mid-Year Population Projections - Alternative Scenario 3 

 

 

  2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Change 

2010-2030 

Gateshead 119.6 118.7 119.8 118.7 117.7 -1.8 

Newcastle 170.7 179.1 179.7 177.5 179.1 8.4 

Both Authorities 290.3 297.8 299.4 296.2 296.8 6.5 

 (Units: 000s) 
 

Table 17: Core Population of Working Age - Alternative Scenario 3 

 

 

Compared to the Baseline Scenario (see Table 6 and Table 7, previously) , the combined population of the 

two authorities is reduced by 12.4 thousand persons in 2030. Around 10.3 thousands of this reduction is the 

direct result of the changed migration assumptions
24

 with the remainder being due to natural change within 

the “lost” migrants. The reductions in the working age population in 2030 amount to 9.2 thousands and are 

the consequence of the reductions in international migration. 

 

Table 18, below illustrates the indicative household growth associated with the population projection in 

Alternative Scenario 3. The migration adjustment is negative, because levels of migration have been 

reduced compared to the Baseline Scenario. An asymmetric relationship has been used in determining the 

number of households associated with the migration adjustment. When the adjustment is positive, as in 

Alternative Scenario 1, the additional population (beyond the baseline) is assumed to occur in larger sized 

households than for the population as a whole. This reflects assumptions that the additional population will 

mainly be within family units. When the adjustment is negative, as in Table 18, the reduction in households 

associated with the reduced population is based on the same average household size applied in the Baseline 

Scenario. 

                                                
24

 The net reduction in migration of 70 persons pa in Gateshead and 470 persons pa in Newcastle over the 19 

projected years from 2011 to 2030 equates to a total reduction of 10,260 persons in the 2030 population. The 20
th

 year 

is 2010/11, which is not adjusted as the populations in 2010 and 2011 do not differ between the Baseline Scenario and 

any of the Alternative Scenario9s including Alternative Scenario 3. 
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2010/11-

2014/15 

2015/16-

2019/20 

2020/21-

2024/25 

2025/26-

2029/30 

Total 

Gateshead      

Baseline 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.3 11.8 

Migration adjustment -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.7 

Total: Alternative Scenario 3 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.1 11.0 

Newcastle      

Baseline 7.7 5.4 5.4 5.9 24.5 

Migration adjustment -0.9 -1.2 -1.4 -1.5 -5.0 

Total: Alternative Scenario 3 6.8 4.2 4.0 4.4 19.4 

Both Authorities      

Total: Alternative Scenario 3 10.0 7.2 6.8 6.5 30.5 

(Units: 000s) 
 

Table 18: Indicative Household Growth Associated with Alternative Scenario 3 

 

 

The labour market balance for 2030 associated with the scenario is shown below in Table 19. The reduction 

in the population projection reduces the number of employed residents and increases the level of and rate of 

in-commuting, the latter increasing by around 2 percentage points, compared to the same year in the 

Baseline Scenario. However, under an assumption of a constant rate of out-commuting, the level of in-

commuting in 2030 in Alternative Scenario 3 still reflects a drop from the estimated level for 2010 of 

45.0% shown earlier in Table 9. 

 

  Residence Origin of Workers 

  
Newcastle and 

Gateshead 
In-Commuters Total 

Workplace 

Destination of 

Residents 

Newcastle and 

Gateshead 

181.9 (56.7%) 138.8 (43.3%) 320.7 (100.0%) 

78.1%           

Out-

Commuters 

50.9       

(21.9%)       

Total 
232.8       

(100.0%)       
 (Values in 000s) 

 

Table 19: Labour market balance in 2030 – Alternative Scenario 3 
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3.4. Comparison of Scenarios 
 

Within the present work a further three scenarios have been added to the original five considered through 

Reports 1 and 2 and summarised in Table 17 of Report 2. Table 20, below, presents these three further 

scenarios in the same format as the earlier summary. 

 

 

Scenario Baseline 

Scenario 

Alternative 

Scenario 1 

Alternative 

Scenario 3 

Description Produced using 

DPM and 

utilising same 

assumptions as 

ONS 2011 based 

SNPPs. 

Migration 

assumptions 

have been 

extended beyond 

2021 to allow a 

longer projection 

horizon 

A variant of the 

Baseline 

Scenario which 

adjusts local 

migration flows 

with the aim of 

maintaining in-

commuting 

levels at the 

2011 level. 

Provided for 

illustrative 

purposes. 

A variant of the 

Baseline 

Scenario which 

adjusts 

international 

migration flows 

by a specified 

amount. 

Provided for 

illustrative 

purposes. 

Population 2030 (000s) 
Gateshead 212.3 214.7 210.8 

Newcastle 315.5 318.9 304.6 

Population Growth 2010-2030 (000s) 

Gateshead 12.2 14.5 10.7 

Newcastle 40.2 43.6 29.3 

Change in core population of working age between 2010 and 2030 (000s) 

Gateshead -0.7 0.9 -1.8 

Newcastle 16.4 18.8 8.4 

In-commuting in 2030 (both authorities jointly) 

Rate 41.6% 40.8% 43.3% 

Level (000s) 133.3 130.8 138.8 

Indicative household growth 2010-2030 (000s) 

Gateshead 11.8 12.7 11.0 

Newcastle 24.5 25.8 19.4 

 

Table 20: Summary Comparison of Population Scenarios 
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4. Conclusion 
 

The commission of this report was prompted by the publication by ONS of the 2011 based sub-national 

population projections. These projections differ from the earlier 2008 based projections on which Report 1 

was based and the 2010 based projections on which Report 2 was based.  

 

Section 2 contains a short comparative analysis of ONS’ 2010 and 2011 based sub-national population 

projections and notes the effects of the 2011 Census on Gateshead’s projections and changes to 

international emigration assumptions on Newcastle. This analysis can be set alongside a similar 

comparative analysis of the 2008 and 2010 based projections contained in Report 2
25

.  

 

The 2011 based projections are unusual in that they only extend 10 years into the future to 2021. A 

mechanism for extending the projections beyond 2021 has been developed. The method involves a process 

of extrapolation based on a comparison of published data that accompanies the 2010 and 2011 based sub-

national projections. The output of this process provides input to the DPM to create a set of population 

projections. These projections, labelled the 2011 Baseline Scenario in this report provide a view of how 

ONS’ 2011 based projections might have looked had ONS extended them to 2031 or beyond.  

 

The same reference period of 2010-2030 used in Reports 1 and 2 has been retained within this report. 

Retention of this period has required the production of an updated estimate of the 2010 populations for the 

two authorities. These updates are consistent with the results of the 2011 Census. 

 

As with Report 2, this report has presented two additional Alternative Scenarios which have been derived 

from the Baseline Scenario by adjusting certain of the DPM’s input assumptions. The first of these is an 

updated version of Alternative Scenario 1 and, like its predecessor in Report 2, is based on a policy aim of 

avoiding growth in levels of in-commuting. The second alternative, labelled Alternative Scenario 3, has no 

equivalent in Report 2, and was developed following an examination of the international migration 

assumptions built into the 2011 based SNPP. 

 

Irrespective of their origin, all three scenarios presented in this report are intended to be illustrative and are 

not prescriptive. The key conclusion to be drawn is that demographic projections (and the associated 

projections about the labour market and household growth) should reflect demographic reality and 

processes and how these can be influenced through different aspects of public policy. The DPM, now 

rebased to a base year of 2011, provides a means of developing projections that meet these conditions.  

 

The remarks made in the final paragraph of Report 2 are as valid for this report as the original and are 

reproduced below. 

 

The development of a joint Core Strategy is a work in progress for the two authorities. A 

central task of the work is to determine an appropriate and preferred set of population 

projections which will form the basis of each authority’s long term spatial planning. The 

analyses and technical approaches documented within this report have been shown capable of 

contributing to this central task and are complementary to other approaches, including public 

consultation. The two authorities have the capability and competence to continue utilising the 

DPM to build on the evidence presented in this report and to progress towards their preferred 

population projections. 

 

  

                                                
25

 See Section 2.1, Report 2 
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4.1. Future Work 
 

The projections of growth in the numbers of households set out in both this report and earlier in Report 2, 

where they were called housing requirements, have been labelled as being indicative since they are based 

on relatively old information and are based on a relatively simple approach. The two local authorities have 

indicated that following the publication of the 2011 Based Household Projections by the Department for 

Commmunities and Local Government (planned for April 2013) they will commission additional work on 

household growth projections. Not only will this future commission utilise more up to date information, it 

is also intended to improve the projection methodology to take explicit account of changes in the projected 

age structure of the population.  
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Appendix 1 Migration Flow Assumptions 
 

 

2011/

12 

2012/

13 

2013/

14 

2014/

15 

2015/

16 

2016/

17 

2017/

18 

2018/

19 

2019/

20 

2020/

21 

2021/

22 

2022/

23 

2023/

24 

2024/

25 

2025/

26 

2026/

27 

2027/

28 

2028/

29 

2029/

30 

G
a
te

sh
ea

d
 

In
te

rn
a

ti
o

n
a

l 

F
em

a
le

 In 2010 B 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

  2011 B 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

Out 2010 B 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 

  2011 B 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 

M
a

le
 

In 2010 B 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

  2011 B 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

Out 2010 B 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 

  2011 B 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 

U
K

 F
em

a
le

 In 2010 B 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 

  2011 B 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 

Out 2010 B 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 

  2011 B 3.7 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

M
a

le
 

In 2010 B 3.6 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

  2011 B 3.5 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

Out 2010 B 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 

  2011 B 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 

N
ew

ca
st

le
 

In
te

rn
a

ti
o

n
a

l 

F
em

a
le

 In 2010 B 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 

  2011 B 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 

Out 2010 B 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 

  2011 B 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 

M
a

le
 

In 2010 B 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 

  2011 B 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 

Out 2010 B 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 2.7 

  2011 B 1.9 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1 

U
K

 F
em

a
le

 In 2010 B 8.8 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.6 8.6 8.5 8.4 8.4 8.4 8.4 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.7 8.8 8.9 

  2011 B 8.9 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.7 8.6 8.6 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.6 8.7 8.8 8.8 8.9 9.0 

Out 2010 B 10.0 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.0 10.0 9.9 9.8 9.8 9.7 9.6 9.6 9.7 9.7 9.8 9.8 9.9 

  2011 B 9.3 9.6 9.9 10.0 10.1 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.1 10.0 9.9 9.9 10.0 10.0 10.1 10.1 10.2 

M
a

le
 

In 2010 B 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.7 8.6 8.6 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.6 8.7 8.7 8.8 8.9 8.9 9.0 

  2011 B 8.9 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.8 8.7 8.7 8.6 8.6 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.8 8.9 9.0 9.0 9.1 

Out 2010 B 10.1 10.2 10.3 10.3 10.3 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.1 10.1 10.0 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 9.9 10.0 10.1 

  2011 B 9.7 9.9 10.1 10.2 10.3 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.3 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.2 10.3 10.4 

 

Values in thousands of persons. 2010B and 2011B respectively represent the 2010 based and 2011 based series. Values in italics are extrapolated values used to 

extend the 2011 based series beyond 2020/21 
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Appendix 2 Updating the DPM: Technical Aspects 
 

The DPM is implemented as an Excel workbook and comprises a number of worksheets which mainly 

comprise tabular arrays linked together through Excel formulae. The version of the DPM used to generate 

the results in Report 2 contained much functionality that is largely peripheral to the DPM. This 

functionality included presentation of ONS’ 2008 and 2010 based sub-national projections, regional level 

data and analyses of historic data. In addition, many of the tabular arrays were structured so that the 

columns of the array corresponded to the years of the projection horizon – that is 2010 to 2030 and were, 

effectively, hardcoded to this range of years. 

 

An objective of the present commission has been to revise the DPM to a baseline which reflects the 2011 

MYE and the assumptions underlying ONS’ 2011 based SNPP. In meeting this objective, the hardcoding 

issue has been confronted head-on. Rather than revising the hardcoded columns so that the range 2010 to 

2030 is replaced by the range 2011 to 2031, a solution has been adopted that allows the user to specify the 

range of years in the projection horizon therefore providing the flexibility to update the DPM to create 

baselines reflective of future SNPPs (2012 based, 2014 based, etc) when these are eventually published by 

ONS. The solution adopted has also separated the input data from the model’s calculations. The required 

input data are now assembled within a separate data workbook and these data are then imported into the 

DPM workbook. Data workbooks have been developed which reflect the assumptions underlying the 2010 

based SNPPs, the 2011 based SNPPs and the extension of the latter beyond 2021 (as described in Section 

2.3). 

 

Whilst improving the flexibility of the DPM to cater for different projection horizons, the opportunity has 

also been taken to simplify the implementation by removing the peripheral functionality. This functionality, 

and particularly the analyses of historical data, will continue to remain available to the two local authorities 

through the previous version of the DPM workbook. 

 

The new version of the DPM workbook has been tested to confirm that when the input data reflect the 

assumptions underlying the 2010 based SNPP, it generates exactly the same results as the previous version, 

including all the results previously presented in Section 5 of Report 2 for the 2010 Baseline and the two 

associated Alternative Scenarios. 

 

A schematic of the DPM workbook is presented in the diagram overleaf. The workbook comprises 6 named 

worksheets. The schematic shows the different types of information contained on each worksheet and the 

broad linkages between the different parts of each worksheet. With the exception of the information block 

labelled “Alternative Migration scenario” on worksheet SNPPandMYE, all the information held on 

worksheets SNPPandMYE and StaticData is imported from a single data workbook. The DPM workbook 

provides a facility which allows a data workbook to be imported using a single mouse click. 
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Figure A1: Schematic overview of the DPM workbook 
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Appendix 3 International Migration Data 
 

Annual data for recent years on international migration flows published by ONS is presented in the table 

below. These data were obtained from ONS’ population estimates analysis tool (PEAT)
26

 adjusted for 

revisions subsequently made through the IMPS project
27

. The table also provides average values for 

international migration over the 5 year period covering 2005/6 to 2009/10 and over a 6 year period which 

additionally includes 2004/05. 

 

 Gateshead Newcastle 

In  Out Net In  Out Net 

2004/05 638 596 42 5,400 2,050 3,350 

2005/06 854 1,215 -361 6,111 4,894 1,217 

2006/07 1,045 939 106 6,533 3,516 3,017 

2007/08 866 693 173 5,445 3,269 2,176 

2008/09 864 475 389 5,709 2,370 3,339 

2009/10 724 345 379 6,468 1,876 4,592 

Historic Averages 

Last 6 years   121   2,949 

Last 5 years   137   2,868 

 

 

The projections of net international migration incorporated into ONS’ 2011 based SNPP average 200 

persons pa for Gateshead and 3,380 persons pa for Newcastle when taken over the whole 10 year horizon 

from 2011 to 2021. For both authorities, the level of projected annual net international migration exceeds 

the average annual levels experienced in recent years. The excess of the projections over recent experience 

is between 60 and 80 persons per annum for Gateshead and between 430 and 510 persons pa for Newcastle. 

 

Alternate Scenario 3 has been created by adjusting the projected net international annual migration across 

all future years (from 2011 to 2031) by midpoint estimates of these excesses. Accordingly, compared to the 

Baseline Scenario, net international migration has been reduced by 70 persons pa in Gateshead and by 470 

persons pa in Newcastle. 

                                                
26

 The version of PEAT released on 30 June 2011 and available at http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-

reference-tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-231847 provides data for the years from 2005/06 to 2009/10. The 

preceding version, released on 24 June 2010 and available at http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-

tables.html?edition=tcm%3A77-213645 provides the source of data for 2004/05. 
27

 Table I of the IMPs data released on 17 November 2011: available at http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-

method/method-quality/imps/improvements-to-local-authority-immigration-estimates/index.html 


