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WELWYN HATFIELD LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION 
 

The implications of the ONS 2018-based population and household projections 
 

Comments by Save Symondshyde 

 
 
1. On 2 September 2020 the Programme Officer notified Examination participants that 
the Inspector invited comments on a number of recent documents.  This is Save 
Symondshyde’s response to the Council’s letter to the Inspector concerning the Objectively 
Assessed Need following the 2018-based household projections and the accompanying 
report prepared by Turley (EX203 and EX203A), August 2020.  So far as EX203 is concerned, 
that letter from the Council’s officer simply forwards the Turley report EX203A to the 
Inspector without any comment: the obvious conclusion is that the Council had not at that 
time had the opportunity to assess or reach a conclusion on the report it had received.  Our 
following report therefore refers to the Turley report rather than to the Council’s opinion. 
 
2. The substantial comments which follow respond to what we see as a series of errors, 
misinterpretations and poor judgements made by Turley.  All of these increase the number 
of plots for which land should be allocated in the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan compared with 
reasonable alternatives.  The methodology for deriving household projections from the data 
available is quite complex, so the unwary may be overwhelmed and tempted to take the 
easy route of accepting without question the arguments put forward by Turley in support of 
its conclusions, however bizarre those conclusions may be.  This statement unravels the 
complexities of the devices used in this case to try to justify an extraordinarily high 
assessment of Objectively Assessed Need (OAN).  A more realistic OAN is proposed. 
 
MHCLG view of the methods used in the 2016-based population and household projections 
 
3. Turley refers at paragraph 1.7 to a Court case (Keep Bourne End Green, High Court 
23 July 2020, paragraph 119) which showed “the Government’s stated reservations around 
the 2016-based dataset ‘were not limited to the use of the projections in the standard 
method’.”  To the extent that this reads like a criticism by MHCLG of the 2016-based 
population and household projections, it is misleading.  In paragraph 118 of the judgement, 
the Judge explained the position as that “the MHCLG, whilst stating that it did not doubt the 
methodology employed by ONS, did have doubts about the use of the projections generated 
by that method for planning in relation to the assessment of housing need and the key policy 
objective of increasing the supply of housing.”  We should therefore be clear that it is not 
the 2016-based projections per se to which MHCLG objected, but that it wanted to make a 
policy response to them which raised planned levels of supply. 
 
The household projections – Starting Point 
 
4. Planning policy establishes that a demographic starting point based on the latest 
household projections should be used when determining Objectively Assessed Need.  This 
can be adjusted later to reflect local circumstances.  Turley is correct in principle to address 
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this in its section 3, but we view the entirety of that section as of little relevance because it 
reviews the 19-year submitted Plan period 2013-2032.  The policy expectation is that the 
Plan will be relevant for 15 years from date of adoption, and the Inspector has previously 
invited comment on a Plan period 2016-2036 (Stage 6 Hearings, Q15).  This would provide 
15 years ahead from the earliest practicable date of adoption in 2021.  Turley returns to the 
substantive issues in its sections 5 and 6, so we make comments at those points. 
 
Migration assumptions 
 
5. A key argument in Turley’s report is that the ONS 2018-based principal population 
and household projections should be set to one side, with Turley favouring use of an ONS 
‘alternative internal migration variant’.  Migration figures inform the population projections 
before the figures are converted to household projections.  Turley notes that the principal 
2018-based projections “draw upon domestic migration trends over only two years rather 
than the traditional five” (all emphasis in original, Summary paragraph 4).  Data used in the 
‘alternative internal migration variant’ projection, however, cover five years: two years’ 
from the new improved method and three years’ from the old method. 
 
6. Turley’s insistence on using this variant projection is supported by misleading 
arguments: statistical presentations which are an abuse of statistics, selective quoting from 
ONS, and reporting which gives the opposite impression from what ONS actually said. 
 
Use of statistics 
 
7. In paragraph 4.6 Turley states that the principal projection “exclusively focuses on 
two years (2016-18) in which there was an average net outflow of circa 314 people annually 
from Welwyn Hatfield to other parts of the UK.  Such a large outflow had not occurred in 
any of the previous 15 years, as shown at Figure 4.2.  The alternative 2018-based SNPP, in 
contrast, draws upon five years (2013-18) that saw an average net inflow of 267 people each 
year, showing a much closer alignment with the long-term trend”.  Figure 4.2 on ‘Varying 
Migration Trends in Reference Periods for 2018-based SNPP’ then presents the net internal 
migration flows in or out of Welwyn Hatfield in recent years.  This does indeed show larger 
net outflows in the last two years than in previous years. 
 
8. The clear message from Turley’s report on this point is that the ONS principal 
projection in respect of migration departs substantially from recent experience and, 
because it is based on two years’ data rather than five, cannot be relied upon.  Data from a 
five year period in the variant projection are distinctly closer in line with previous 
projections, arguing that they should be preferred. 
 
9. However, the data reveal different findings, and Turley’s case is not supported by 
ONS analysis.  One of the most basic abuses of statistics is to draw conclusions from net 
changes without examining the full gross changes.  At no point does Turley present the 
gross figures to enable the reader to do this.  The reason for that is clear when the gross 
figures are presented: they show that the net difference between annual in-migration into 
Welwyn Hatfield and out-migration are relatively modest, and that the obvious point from 
the data is the closeness between in- and out-migration each year.  The figures are shown in 
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the chart below (source: Local Area Migration Indicators, UK to 2019, ONS, 27 August 2020).  
The gross data from the last two years show that in-migration and out-migration are still 
broadly in line, not that there is some kind of cataclysm suggesting that data from those last 
two years ought not to be relied upon.  Over the last five years the excess of inflow over 
outflow has been as follows: 
2014-15 +784 
2015-16 +1,229 
2016-17 +131 
2017-18 -759 
2018-19 -1,132 
5-year net +253 
Total inflow into WHBC is almost identical to outflow over the last five years.  The surplus is 
0.0052 of the total inward migration the over 5 years, i.e. about ½%. 
 

 
 
10. The data also show that there has been a slight trend in recent years for both in-
migration and especially out-migration to increase, but still against a background of around 
8,000+ people moving in and moving out of the Borough each year.  The gross flows swamp 
small differences in net flows from one year to another.  Turley should therefore not have 
drawn such startling conclusions from the recent data as “Such a large outflow had not 
occurred in any of the previous 15 years”. 
 
11. ONS prepared an article ‘Impact of different migration trend lengths: March 2020’ 
which reviews the consequences of the ‘alternative internal migration variant’ and other 
variant projections (mainly between 2018 and 2028).  It reports that “As a proportion of the 
mid-2018 population, most local authorities see less than 2% difference in projected 
population change between the principal projection and the alternative internal migration 
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variant.”  However, its Table 3 shows that (neglecting the Isles of Scilly) the difference in 
growth using the ‘alternative internal migration variant’ compared with the principal 
population projection varies from +6.3% (Stratford-upon-Avon) to -6.3% (Barking and 
Dagenham).  Welwyn Hatfield features at -4.2%.  ONS states “Looking at the areas with the 
biggest differences between the principal projection and the alternative internal migration 
variant, there is some geographic clustering.…  The areas with the biggest negative 
percentage differences are mostly within or close to the northern and north-eastern parts of 
London.  Although one aspect of the change to internal migration methods focused on 
moves of graduates, the areas with the biggest negative differences also mostly have only 
moderate student populations: none of the areas with the 10 highest proportions of full-
time students in the 2011 Census feature.” 
 
12. In short, Welwyn Hatfield had one of the most pronounced reductions in projected 
population if the principal projection is used rather than the ‘alternative internal migration 
variant’.  Even so, the message from ONS is that the projections for Welwyn Hatfield are 
clustered with projections for other authorities in the vicinity, and that large numbers of 
students are not the obvious cause of the findings – even though the new method improves 
particularly on the migration experiences of those who have recently completed higher 
education.  ONS therefore does not suggest that Welwyn Hatfield is an obvious statistical 
outlier in its specific location which requires further attention. 
 
Misinterpretation of the Office for National Statistics 
 
13. Turley also quotes ONS in an effort to support its own preference for use of the 
‘alternative internal migration variant’.  Its paragraph 4.7 states “The ONS has explicitly 
warned of the ‘chance that using only two years of data will create unusual averages for 
local authorities experiencing abnormal migration patterns over this short period’ 
(emphasis added).”  However, the very next sentence in ONS’s article from which that quote 
is taken reads: “However, although we decided that there may be risks associated with this 
change, the general increase in accuracy outweighs any impacts on individual authorities.”  
Had Turley quoted the full reference rather than selectively, it would not have been able to 
give the impression that ONS felt there was a real risk associated with the new methodology 
for the principal projection.  Nor would Turley have benefited from the emphasis it applied 
to the ONS words, let alone be able to claim that ONS had “explicitly warned” about the 
problem of using two years’ data.  Turley’s statement is therefore misleading. 
 
14. Turley argues “While it is accepted that this projection is exclusively based on 
population estimates developed with what the ONS considers an improved methodology, it 
cannot be ignored that this projection draws upon an exceptionally short trend period of 
only two years, when there was an average net outflow of people from Welwyn Hatfield in 
direct contrast with recent history” (paragraph 4.16).  This is true, and we return to how to 
respond to it below.  However, it overlooks the fact that ONS has assessed carefully the 
impact of using two years’ data rather than five, to consider precisely the points of concern 
to Turley.  In addition to the statement noted above: 
(i) ONS is explicit that “The decision to use two-year averages for internal migration in 

the 2018-based population projections was because analysis conducted by the ONS 
showed the new methods used for the years ending mid-2017 and mid-2018 were 
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more accurate and robust at picking up moves” (‘Methodology used to produce the 
2018-based subnational population projections for England’, 24 March 2020, ONS, 
page 7). 

(ii) The principal explanation by ONS of its choice of methodology in respect of choosing 
two or five years’ worth of migration data (see Appendix 1) is explicit that: “For some 
areas the estimates of internal migration changed substantially once the new 
method was introduced, so our preference was to base our projected internal 
migration entirely on this new method.”  ONS therefore sees using the new method 
as a virtue – correcting errors – in cases like Welwyn Hatfield where the migration 
figures change substantially, not as a problem in the way that Turley views this. 

(iii) ONS’s detailed methodology states “In some local authorities with small numbers of 
moves and/or populations, this can lead to atypical rates, which produce unrealistic 
results in the projected population. To overcome this, adjustments are sometimes 
made to smooth the data.  These can take the form of upper limits (or caps) on 
migration rates or the replacement of rates with appropriate alternatives” (ibid, 
page 8).  It is doubtful that such an adjustment was needed in Welwyn Hatfield 
because the number of moves here was large, not small, but the implication is that, 
if it was necessary to address the risk of unrealistic population projections, then it 
would have been done.  Either way, Turley would have little to worry about. 

 
15. In addition to the above, Turley attempts to create a climate of opinion around the 
alleged inappropriateness of using two years’ worth of migration data by using challenging 
language: it calls using two years’ data ‘exceptional’, which is a word not used by ONS to 
describe it.  (This appears in Turley’s paragraphs Summary 4, 3.2, 3.3, 3.9, 4.16 and 6.2.)  
Another claim by Turley is also irrelevant.  In paragraph 3.9 it notes that “the relevant PPG 
was clear to state that the ‘latest available’ household projections should form the starting 
point” for the household projections, but “this is complicated by the introduction of official 
variants, and the exceptional use of a shorter trend period in the ‘principal’ ONS projection, 
which could not have been anticipated in the guidance.”  The PPG statement is not made 
‘complicated’ in any way.  Neither the variants (none of which ONS proposes should be 
used), nor the use of a shorter migration trend period (which ONS has properly justified), 
can in any way be seen as bringing the PPG into doubt. 
 
16. It is plain from the ONS documents that ONS considers its principal household 
projection the most appropriate one, perhaps especially in authorities like Welwyn Hatfield 
where the migration data change most.  Even though ONS has justified its case for not using 
the ‘alternative internal migration variant’ in preference to its principal projection, in just 
one respect it leaves open the opportunity for its principal projection to be reviewed.  As 
indicated in Appendix 1, ONS states “the new method should offer a better projection of 
reality and is also consistent with the approach currently used in the population estimates.  
However, for the purpose of the projections this may be either enhanced or offset by how 
reflective two years of data (rather than five) are of that reality.”  We will not know for 
some years whether the ‘reality’ is towards net outmigration, though we do know that the 
last two years have differed somewhat from previous years. 
 
17. The benefits of the new migration methodology used by ONS are clearly significant.  
We consider it important that these are not foregone in Welwyn Hatfield.  We consider the 
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ONS approach using its principal projections should be supported, and that ONS has 
properly addressed Turley’s concerns.  Nonetheless, the most recent two years’ data on 
which the projections are based do differ from earlier years.  An ultra-cautious view of the 
projections might therefore prompt a small upward adjustment to the demographic starting 
point derived from the principal projection (319 dwellings annually: see paragraph 35 
below).  The selection would be purely a matter of judgement, with a limited increment 
falling well short of the starting point that would be derived from the ‘alternative internal 
migration variant’ (481 dwellings annually: see paragraph 35 below).  The context is clear: 
ONS state “our preference was to base our projected internal migration entirely on this new 
method”, especially where estimates of internal migration changed substantially once the 
new method was introduced. 
 
Projected household growth 
 
18. Turley’s principal concern in their section 5 is that the ONS methodology for 
household projections uses unduly low household representative rates (formerly called 
headship rates), a complaint also made of the 2016-based household projections.  It is 
important to appreciate that ONS has nothing like as much concern in this respect as Turley. 
 
19. At paragraph 5.3, Turley quotes the ONS report ‘Household projections in England 
QMI [Quality and Methodology Information]’, 29 June 2020: “The ONS has made ‘no 
significant methodological changes’ in producing the 2018-based household projections, 
resulting in headship rates for Welwyn Hatfield that are nearly identical to the 2016-based 
iteration”.  The full quotation from the ONS report is as follows: 

“In the run-up to the 2016-based projections, users were consulted on proposed 
changes to the household projections, and a household projections collaborative 
group to provide advice and feedback on research was established.  For the 2018-
based projections, no consultation was required, but we have met with our main 
stakeholder and have informed them that there are no significant methodological 
changes in these projections.” 

ONS clarified there that ‘no consultation was required’: had there been any serious 
contention in the method there would presumably have been consultation once again. 
 
20. Turley continues to promote their misleading views that: 
(i) the household representative rates (HRR) “proved extremely problematic in the 

2016-based projections” (paragraph 5.2); and 
(ii) The HRR assumptions “were acknowledged as being extremely unreliable and 

disregarded by the Government for the purposes of assessing housing need” 
(paragraph 5.12). 

As a result Turley considered that in the 2018-based projections the “consistency of 
approach means that the previously identified concerns remain valid and highly relevant” 
(paragraph 5.3).  For this Turley relies on its report ‘The implications of the 2016-based SNPP 
and SNHP on the Welwyn Hatfield OAN’, EX103A, June 2019.  This states misleadingly of the 
ONS methodology report that “The ONS has acknowledged that the methodological changes 
implemented through the 2016-based household projections could ‘result in a downward 
trend in household formation for the younger age groups, which in turn would downplay the 
need for housing for younger people’” (paragraph 5.7, emphasis added).  What ONS actually 
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said was “In the consultation on proposed changes to household projections for England, a 
total of 15 respondents considered using data from only two censuses to be insufficient.  
There was a view that only using the 2001 and 2011 Censuses would result in a downward 
trend in household formation for the younger age groups, which in turn would downplay the 
need for housing for younger people.”  It was consultees, not ONS, who thought there might 
be a problem.  This matter is misreported with even greater emphasis in Turley’s Executive 
Summary which states that the Government’s antipathy to the 2016-based household 
projections “reflects concerns – identified by the ONS themselves – that the 
methodological changes implemented through the 2016-based household projections” 
could downplay housing needs (paragraph 13, emphasis in original).  While ONS accepted 
some uncertainty in trends, it obviously did not accept that the 2016-based household 
projections were so wrong that they should not be used, in the way that Turley claimed.  It 
is Turley, not ONS, making out that household representative rates were a problem. 
 
21. A more detailed critique of the Turley approach than set out above is in paragraphs 
9-17 of the Save Symondshyde report of August 2019 to the Examination ‘Responses to 
Turley’s Technical OAN paper on ‘The implications of the 2016-based SNPP and SNHP on the 
Welwyn Hatfield OAN’ EX103A, June 2019, and to Turley’s ‘Technical Review of the 
Submission by Green Balance for Save Symondshyde’ EX103D, June 2019’ (on the Local Plan 
examination website under ‘Consultation Responses to Examination Docs EX101A to EX153’ 
as ‘8. Save Symondshyde doc 1_EX103A+EX103D_Aug19’).  NB. Our EX177 is superseded. 
 
22. ONS has set out a full explanation of its approach to household representative rates 
in both its ‘Methodology used to produce household projections for England: 2018-based’ 
and its ’Household projections in England QMI’, both published on 29 June 2020.  The main 
extracts from the latter are in Appendix 2.  In effect these explain why the principal 
projections are superior to the alternative which Turley proposes. 
 
23. Because we do not accept the criticisms of the household growth methodology, we 
see no need to depart from the 2018-based household projections in the way that Turley 
would like.  We conclude that these can be used as the starting point for assessing OAN. 
 
24. Finally, Turley continues to argue for an adjustment to housing land supply to allow 
more younger people to form households, returning to the household formation rate in 
2001.  In our view this is fantasy logic.  Even if there was a modest increase in numbers of 
houses built, house builders would only do this if it did not discernibly depress the prices at 
which they could sell houses.  House builders do not wish to depress their sale prices, not 
least as this would undermine the profit they could make after the fixed amount of money 
they paid for the land.  Affordability of housing would therefore not be improved 
perceptibly by extra land supply.  (Even if we were wrong about this, there is no certainty 
that the supposedly cheaper extra houses would be bought by the target group: they might 
as easily be gobbled up by wealthier (older) people and let to the very people wanting to 
buy.)1  We consider this being taken as an opportunity simply to raise housing land supply. 

 
1 We explained our opposition to this in our August 2019 report ‘Responses to Turley’s Technical OAN paper on 
The implications of the 2016-based SNPP and SNHP on the Welwyn Hatfield OAN EX103A, June 2019, and to 
Turley’s Technical Review of the Submission by Green Balance for Save Symondshyde EX103D, June 2019’, 
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Implications for housing need 
 
Adjustments to the demographic starting point 
 
25. In section 6 of their report, Turley has lost the plot in their efforts to keep the 
housing land allocations potentially as high as to facilitate 715 or even 800 dwellings per 
annum. 
 
26. Paragraph 6.4 talks in terms of retaining an OAN justified by promoting a more 
pronounced market signals uplift in order to ‘implicitly compensate’ for the projected lower 
demographic growth.  There is of course nothing to ‘compensate’ for.  The lower 
demographic growth derives from a projected assumption of a smaller surplus of births over 
deaths, an assumption which is not challenged.  This paragraph is purely an attempt to prop 
up an unjustified scale of land release. 
 
27. Paragraph 6.5 similarly starts from the wrong end of the assessment: “In considering 
the justification for retaining the OAN of 800 dwellings per annum….”.  The OAN should 
follow the evidence, not the evidence be made to fit the desired outcome. 
 
28. EX203A argues repeatedly that the demographic starting point should be adjusted 
upwards to reflect any worsening affordability of housing (paragraphs 2.3, 2.8, 3.8 and 
6.11).  Figure 6.2 now shows that affordability ratios have improved in the most recent two 
years’ data 2017-19 in Welwyn Hatfield.  (The original data show that earnings increased 
over this period but that house prices were reasonably stable.)  Affordability has therefore 
improved in the last two years without any market signals adjustment to land supply.  
Instead of welcoming this, paragraphs 6.5 and 6.6 promote an extraordinary argument: that 
improving affordability in Welwyn Hatfield “does not necessarily prevent the application of 
a larger market signals adjustment”.  Turley propose that increased land releases through 
arbitrary ‘market signals’ adjustments would be needed.  The expectation should surely be 
that the proper response to ‘market signals’ would be to reduce the alleged incentive of 
land release, because affordability is improving in any event. 
 
29. Furthermore, Turley’s own evidence shows that their entire position is falling apart: 
in its paragraph 4.11 Turley argues that “the last two years saw a considerably lower rate of 
growth than now assumed by the principal 2018-based SNPP or than recorded historically, 
no doubt at least partially influenced by the provision of less than half the homes previously 
evidenced to be needed [an average of 389 dwellings pa over the two years 2017-19]”.  So 
Welwyn Hatfield has experienced in the last two years unusually low rates of house building 
at the same time as a discernible improvement in affordability.  According to the Turley 
model and the assumptions built into the Local Plan, that should not happen: the claim is 
that only releasing more land for housing will see more houses built and that in turn is the 
means to reduce house prices.  We would like to see land releases in response to ‘market 
signals’ abandoned. 

 
paragraphs 24-27 (on the Local Plan examination website under ‘Consultation Responses to Examination Docs 
EX101A to EX153’ as ‘8. Save Symondshyde doc 1_EX103A+EX103D_Aug19’). 
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30. Turley attempts to ignore the improvement in affordability over the last two years by 
claiming “There remains evidence of a worsening trend over the long-term as recognised 
previously in the Council’s submitted evidence” (paragraph 6.5).  That evidence, which was 
of course Turley’s, did not take into account the recent improvement in affordability, and 
the future direction of this indicator is clearly conjectural. 
 
Implications for the alternative plan period 2016-36 
 
31. Paragraph 6.10 is the first in which Turley begins an assessment of OAN based on the 
more realistic Plan period of 2016-36.  We have avoided commenting on Turley’s detailed 
demographic starting points and subsequent adjustments until this point, because all their 
previous figures concerned the outdated Plan period 2013-32. 
 
32. In Figure 6.3, Turley provides a column chart with two breakdowns of OAN, each 
separating demographic starting point, adjusted household projection and further 
additional market signals uplift.  These two are said to be comparable between the Plan 
periods 2013-32 and 2016-36 (though the figures to support the calculations have not been 
presented).  We do not accept either of them, for various reasons, as follows. 
 
33. As Figure 6.1 notes, the columns are based on the ONS ‘alternative internal 
migration variant’, which was not advocated by ONS and, as we explained in paragraphs 5-
17 above, we do not accept as a basis for calculating OAN.  To find the correct figures based 
on ONS’s 2018-based principal household projections it is appropriate to refer to Turley’s 
Table 5.1.  This shows that, using the latest 2018-based headship rates (i.e. the most up-to-
date information, as required by national planning policy), the household growth 2013-32 is 
projected as 7,521 households, making a dwelling requirement of 408pa over the 19 years.  
In our view, that is what should have formed the light blue base in Figure 6.3.  The 
equivalent calculation for the period 2016-36 is as follows: 
 

From ONS 2018-based Household Projections 2013-32 2016-36 

Welwyn Hatfield households at start of Plan period 44,489 46,991 

Welwyn Hatfield households at end of Plan period 52,010 53,178 

Increase in no. of households over Plan period 7,521 6,187 

Add 3% vacancy conversion to dwellings 7,747 6,373 

Divide by years in Plan period 19 20 

Total annual provision (demographic starting point) 408 319 

 
34. Turley contrives to convert a demographic starting point for 2016-36 of 319 
dwellings pa into a minimum (!) Objectively Assessed Need of 715 dwellings pa, an 
astonishing 124% increase.  This was how they did it (with references to where they did it): 
 
(i) Use the ‘alternative internal migration variant’ adjustment to the population and 

household projections, which had been offered by ONS just for comparison with the 
2018-based projections (see Turley paragraph 4.16).   
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(ii) Substitute the 2014-based household representative rates (headship rates) for ones 
used by ONS in the 2018-based household projections, contrary to ONS advice (see 
Turley paragraph 5.4). 

 
(iii) Add in an adjustment for the alleged suppression of household formation by young 

adults (see Turley paragraph 5.10). 
 
(iv) Add in an ‘uplift for market signals’ (see Turley paragraph 6.7). 
 
35. The table shows the numerical consequences of these contrivances by Turley: 
 

Cumulative adjustments to demographic starting 
point 

2013-32 % more 2016-36 % more 

Demographic starting point 408 - 319 - 

2018-based alternative internal migration variant 1546 34 4481 51 

Use of 2014-based household representative rates 1597 46 5593 86 
Suppression of household formation by young adults 2650 59 

Uplift for market signals 3715-800 75-96 6715 124 
1. Turley Table 5.1 
2. Turley Table 5.2 
3. Turley paragraph 6.8 
4. Turley Figure 6.3 
5. Turley paragraph 6.12 
6. Turley paragraph 6.16 

 
Save Symondshyde proposals for OAN 
 
36. Save Symondshyde rejects these excessive adjustments to the demographic starting 
point.  We propose our own adjustments as follows. 
 
37. We agree in principle with one adjustment which Turley absorbs into its figures.  By 
starting the Plan period in 2016 rather than 2013, there is a modest backlog of unmet need 
between those two years which ought to be made up by new dwelling supply, for which 
land should be allocated. 
 
38. The numbers of net dwellings completed in Welwyn Hatfield (reported in the ‘WHBC 
Annual Monitoring Report 2017/18’, February 2019 at Table 10) were as follows: 
2013-14 316 
2014-15 391 
2015-16 507 
The completions in three years were 1,214.  These figures are for financial years and should 
be treated as approximate compared with the years from 1st January which the Local Plan 
covers. 
 
39. Against the actual dwelling supply, the ONS 2018-based household projections 
(which are for mid-year, tolerably comparable to the supply figures) show that the number 
of households in Welwyn Hatfield was as follows: 
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2013 households 44,489 
2016 households 46,991 
Household growth 2,502 
Add 3% vacancy 2,577 
 
40. There was therefore a shortfall in dwelling supply compared with the number of 
dwellings required to meet demographic need in the period 2013/14 to 2015/16: 
2,577 - 1,214 = 1,363 
This should be added to the dwelling requirement for the Plan period 2016-2036.  If 
averaged over the 20 years of the Plan, this would increase the annual requirement by 68 
dwellings. 
 
41. Turley conceptualises such an adjustment as an increase in the market signals uplift.  
It states in paragraph 6.14: “The concept of a more pronounced uplift in moving to this plan 
period was considered appropriate where the under-provision of housing between 2013 
and 2016 was recognised as a factor influencing the deterioration of market signals over the 
same period”.  They offer no precise figure for this specific compensatory adjustment. 
 
42. We do not accept that any adjustment to the demographic starting point should be 
made specifically to facilitate the entry into the housing market of younger households on 
the basis that their household formation has allegedly been supressed (see our points in 
paragraph 24 above). 
 
43. Nor do we accept that any allowance should be made for ‘market signals’.  The claim 
is that deteriorating affordability of houses, caused by a shortage of supply (itself caused by 
land shortage), is pushing home ownership further out of reach of more households, so 
supplying more land and building more houses would reduce house prices.  In this way the 
planning system can respond to market signals.  There is an element of truth in this at the 
margin, but the argument is fundamentally wrong in assuming that house prices are fixed on 
the supply side (availability of land).  Rather, house prices are largely controlled on the 
demand side, by ability and willingness to pay.  This is why house prices fall in recessions 
and rise in booms. 
 
44. In proposing land allocations to assist young people and generally in response to 
‘market signals’, Turley is wholly unable to state by how much house prices would come 
down if the additional land supply is actually made.  They are therefore unable to suggest 
how many extra households would be ‘priced-in’ to the market, and therefore how much 
extra land release might be justified.  In our view, this is because there is simply no 
discernible connection between the stimulus and the intended outcome. 
 
45. In our view the justified housing land allocation to Welwyn Hatfield for 2016-2036 
would allow the following annual dwelling supply: 
Demographic starting point 319 
+ Allowance for unmet need 2013-16 68 
= Objectively assessed need 387 
This would be an uplift from the demographic starting point of 21% rather than 124%. 
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On this basis we can extend the data for 2016-26 used in Turley’s Figure 6.3 as follows: 
 
 
 
 

Cumulative adjustments to starting point Turley % more Symondshyde % more 

Demographic starting point (not stated by Turley) 319 - 319 - 

2018-based alternative internal migration variant 481 51 319 0 

Use of 2014-based household representative 
rates 593 86 319 0 
Suppression of hh formation by young adults 

Uplift for market signals incl. unmet need 2013-
16 

715 124 387 21 

 
46. Following the Stage 6 hearings, the Inspector took the view that the OAN proposed 
at the time, based on the 2016-based household projections as adjusted by Turley, enabled 
the Local Plan to be soundly based.  The latest information and our analysis invite a 
revisiting of that conclusion.  Nonetheless, if further adjustments are to be made to the 
demographic starting point, then it is important to appreciate the further ratcheting-up of 
the land supply which Turley is now proposing.  Previously: 
(i) there was no upward adjustment for internal migration; 
(ii) the original proposal was for a 10% ‘market signals uplift’, but this has now risen to 

38%. 
Turley is therefore not simply continuing with adjustments previously found acceptable, but 
aiming to increase the housing land allocation disproportionately. 
 
Meaningful change in the housing situation 
 
47. The Inspector’s letter of 13 July 2020 properly reminded the Council that the impact 
of the 2018-based household projections will depend on whether they represent a 
‘meaningful change’ to the housing situation compared with the previous position (Planning 
Practice Guidance on Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (Paragraph: 016, Reference 
ID: 2a-016-201502271)).  Turley’s August 2020 report mentions the issue (EX203A 
paragraphs 1.3 and 2.8) but, remarkably, does not offer an opinion on whether the 
threshold is passed. 
 
48. The Inspector’s letter concluded that there had not been a meaningful change to the 
housing need identified in the submitted Local Plan (starting from the 2014-based 
household projections) as a result of the 2016-based household projections.  The judgement 
required now is whether the 2018-based household projections and the OAN which follow 
from them represent a meaningful change from the submitted Plan.  The OAN is the subject 
of debate at this Examination, but the annualised demographic starting points have been 
calculated as follow for the period 2016-36: 
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Calculation of demographic starting 
point from household projections 

2014-based 
projections 

2016-based 
projections 

2018-based 
projections 

WH households 2016 47,239 46,990 46,991 

WH households 2036 59,857 57,632 53,178 

Change 12,618 10,642 6,187 

Add 3% for vacancy 12,997 10,961 6,373 

Annual requirement 650 548 319 

 
49. The figures show that the demographic starting point for calculating OAN has more 
than halved since the Plan was submitted.  We are of the clear view that this enormous 
reduction most certainly amounts to a ‘meaningful change in the housing situation’ required 
by policy.  It follows that the housing requirements in the Plan are no longer soundly based 
and merit reappraisal.  In its document ‘The implications of the 2016-based SNPP and SNHP 
on the Welwyn Hatfield OAN’ (EX103A), Turley commented in June 2019 that “the 
suggestion that 10% fewer homes are needed in Welwyn Hatfield could reasonably be 
interpreted as representing a ‘meaningful change’ from the previous projections” 
(paragraph 3.4).  We agreed at the time.  Now that over 50% fewer homes are projected to 
be needed, the case seems to us overwhelming. 
 
Conclusions 
 
50. The 2018-based household projections show a major reduction in the need for 
housing and the land supply to fulfil this, compared with the 2016-based projections and 
especially the 2014-based projections used to underpin the submitted Local Plan.  We have 
no doubt that this amounts to a ‘meaningful change’ in the housing situation (in the terms 
of the relevant Planning Practice Guidance), entirely sufficient to justify revisiting the 
housing requirements and therefore the land allocations in the Plan. 
 
51. For a Plan period 2016-36 the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing in 
Welwyn Hatfield proposed by Turley on behalf of the Borough Council is extraordinarily 
excessive.  At 715 dwellings per annum this is 124% above the official ‘demographic starting 
point’ derived principally from the rates of births, deaths, migration and household 
formation (319dpa). 
 
52. We recommend instead that the OAN for the Borough should be 387 dwellings per 
annum.  This makes an allowance for the shortfall in dwelling supply between 2013 and 
2016 (compared with the increase in number of households in that period).  This would put 
the OAN 21% above the demographic starting point.  The need would be for 7,740 dwellings 
over a Plan period 2016-36, rather than the 12,000 in the submitted Plan (over 2013-32). 
 
53. We consider the Inspector should reject all four other adjustments proposed by 
Turley to the demographic starting point (all of which were upwards): 
(i) We challenge the use of an ‘alternative internal migration variant’ adjustment to the 
population and household projections.  ONS had offered this just for comparison with the 
2018-based projections, but rejected its use.  ONS is clear that with its principal projection 
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“the general increase in accuracy outweighs any impacts on individual authorities”.  Turley’s 
change would add 162 dwellings annually to the OAN, a 51% increase. 
(ii) We do not accept use of the 2014-based household representative rates instead of 
the most recent ones used by ONS in the 2018-based household projections.  This too is 
contrary to ONS advice, though Turley misleadingly tries to make out that ONS did not 
support it either. 
(iii) We discard the idea of assuming a reversion to household formation rates by young 
adults back in 2001.  Even if there was a marginal suppression of household formation rates 
by young adults after 2001, it would be fantasy logic to believe that discernibly more young 
households would form if more land was made available.  The market does not work that 
way.  Turley’s changes (ii) and (iii) would add 112 dwellings annually to the OAN, an increase 
of 35% more. 
 
(iv) Adding in more land supply as an ‘uplift for market signals’ would be as ineffective as 
it is unsupported.  House prices are controlled mainly by an ability and willingness to pay, 
not land supply.  Turley is unable to state by how much house prices would come down if 
the additional land supply is actually made or demonstrate how much extra land release 
might be justified.  In our view, this is because there is simply no discernible connection 
between land supply and house prices.  Affordability has improved in the last two years in 
Welwyn Hatfield even without huge extra land releases, but Turley neglect this.  It 
undermines their case.  Turley’s changes would add 122 dwellings annually to the OAN, 
another 38% increase. 
 
 
Save Symondshyde 
2 Cromer Hyde Lane 
Welwyn Garden City 
AL8 7XE 
 
October 2020 
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Appendix 1 
Explanation by ONS for choosing between updated and old migration estimation methods 
 
“Our usual approach for subnational population projections is to use five years of trend 
data. What this means is that when we calculate the numbers of births, deaths or migrants 
at local level, our starting point is the average of what has happened over the past five 
years. The logic is that five years may be more representative of local patterns than a single, 
possibly atypical, year of data. 
 
However, for our 2018-based principal projection, we used just two years of trend data for 
internal (within England) migration. This was because the new improved method for 
estimating internal migration within England was introduced to the Office for National 
Statistics’s (ONS’s) population estimates in the year ending mid-2017, such that by the 
starting point of the projections in mid-2018 there were only two years of data available 
using this new method. 
 
This gave us a choice of whether to base our internal migration calculations on either: 
• two years of data solely using the new method, which better accounts for moves of 

graduates after they finish their studies and uses a replacement data source to 
account for those who moved more than once, or were born, died, immigrated or 
emigrated during the year 

• five years of data: two using the new method, and three using the old method. 
 
For some areas the estimates of internal migration changed substantially once the new 
method was introduced, so our preference was to base our projected internal migration 
entirely on this new method. 
 
This decision was a trade-off: the new method should offer a better projection of reality and 
is also consistent with the approach currently used in the population estimates. However, 
for the purpose of the projections this may be either enhanced or offset by how reflective 
two years of data (rather than five) are of that reality. There is no right answer to this: in 
some areas the new method will be more accurate than in others, and everywhere will 
differ in terms of how typical internal migration levels over the past two years have been.” 
 
Source: ‘Impact of different migration trend lengths: March 2020’, 24 March 2020, ONS. 
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Appendix 2 
Household projections in England QMI’, ONS, 29 June 2020  
 
Comparability 
 
In relation to the household projections, each set of household population projections is 
unique and is produced using trends based on the best data available at that time, including 
the latest population estimates. Therefore, each new set of projections supersedes the 
previous set. Although projections are broadly comparable over time, like-for-like 
comparisons are not straightforward. However, it is possible to observe what effect the 
most recent demographic trends, when built into projections for the future, have on the 
possible future population of local areas. 
 
There are two important differences between the HRRs used in the 2018-based household 
projections and previous sets of household projections, produced by the MHCLG (up to 
2014-based). First, the demographic groups used for calculating the HRRs in the 2018-based 
household projections are based on geography, age group and sex and do not include 
marital status, unlike previous projections produced by the MHCLG. Secondly, we use a 
different definition of household reference person (HRP), which is referenced in the 
concepts and definitions subsection. 
 
There are two important consequences of this HRP definitional change. First, it allows full 
information from the 2011 Census to be used in the methodology for calculating HRRs. 
Previous sets of household projections had only been able to use partial information from 
the 2011 Census, because complex adjustments 1 were required to enable 2011 Census data 
to align to the eldest male definition of HRP. By using the current definition, these 
adjustments to the 2011 Census data are no longer required. 
 
Secondly, the change of HRP definition means it is no longer possible to use the 1971, 1981 
and 1991 Census data used in the previous methodology in the production of household 
projections. Household data from these censuses used the eldest male definition of HRP. 
Therefore, to include data from these censuses in the methodology would require making 
complex adjustments of a similar nature to the adjustments made to 2011 Census data in 
the previous methodology. 
 
Use of other data sources in the projection of Household Representative Rates 
 
The 2014-based household projections used Labour Force Survey (LFS) data in the 
projection of HRRs, to adjust the 2011 census data point to reflect the new HRP definition, 
to combine the two fitted trends used to project forward the five Census points of data, and 
to make further adjustments at the England level for 2002 to 2011 data. 
 
We have decided not to incorporate the LFS or any other data sources into the projection of 
the HRRs for the 2018-based household projections. This is primarily to reduce the 
complexity of the method. As we are no longer using the eldest male definition of a HRP, we 
no longer need to use the LFS to adjust the 2011 Census data to refer to this definition. As 
we are using only two census points and a different projection model, we no longer need to 
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use the LFS to combine the two fitted trends in the previous model. The assumption about 
projecting HRRs for 2011 to 2021 has been informed by analysis of HRRs from LFS data, 
although neither the LFS nor any other data sources have been incorporated into the model 
itself. 
 
In the future, we intend to carry out further research about how other data sources 
(particularly administrative data sources) might be used to provide more recent trends for 
projecting HRRs. 
 
 
 
 
 


