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Appendix 1. Bramley Affordability Method           
 
Technical Details of Model 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B.1      Affordability and Need: Assumptions and Ca lculations 
 
Affordability  
 
Threshold house prices are based on lower quartile house prices from the Land 
Registry, adjusted for size. Full house price data was available for 2004 (1st half). 
The lower quartile refers to all sales, new and secondhand, but excluding sales at 
less than market value (e.g. RTBs). Summary measures were available for earlier 
years, on varying geographies, as a basis for calculating equivalent figures for 
2002.  
 
‘Size adjustment’ involves multiplying the lower quartile price for a zone by the 
square root of the ratio of 3.27 to the average number of bedrooms in owner 
occupier dwellings in the zone (from Census). One bedroom prices are assumed 
to be 77.6% of two-bedroom; 3-bedroom 115.3% of two-bedroom. (note that this 
method is the ‘default’ approach in the national model, used where sample 
numbers in the Survey of Mortgage Lending were insufficient to make use of 
direct lower quartile figures for each size group) 
 
Required income is based on lending multiplier of 3.5 (for single earner, 0.85x3.5 
for two earners), subject to test that residual income after tax and housing costs 
exceeds 120% of Housing Benefit ‘Applicable Amount’[5]. Lending multipliers link 
gross annual income to assumed maximum mortgage loan.  
A 100% mortgage is assumed for simplicity, to indicate the maximum limit of 
affordability, and also to reflect the opportunity cost of savings where these are 
used for a deposit. Separate estimates and adjustments are made for households 
able to access sizeable amounts of family wealth to fund larger deposits. 

Bramley affordability model – summary  
 
The basic model for estimating affordable housing need is as follows. 

Net Need (units per year)        = 

Gross Household Formation x  % <35 unable to buy (adj for wealth) 

+ proportion (33%) x net migration (household equiv) x % <35 unable to buy 

+ proportion (0.234%) x owner occupier households (moving to social renting) 

+ proportion (5%, 10%) x waiting list ‘backlog’ above need threshold 

- net relets of social rented housing 
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Evidence in support of the lending multiplier and residual income test 
assumptions is provided in Bramley & Karley (2005 forthcoming). 
 
For private rental and shared ownership, the affordability test is based on  
‘affordability ratios’, with a limit that outgoings (any mortgage payment plus any 
rent payment) should not be more than 30% of net income, subject to the same 
residual income test. Although 30% is above the ratio which some organisations 
(e.g. NHF) have recommended for social rents, it is below the ratio which was 
implicit in the HAG system in the early 1990s and ratios which are commonly 
observed in private renting. For shared ownership, it is similar to the level of 
outgoings for a marginal buyer under conventional purchase when interest rates 
are slightly above current levels. For LCHO options, it should be remembered 
that the purchaser is acquiring an asset as well as paying for its current use, 
unlike a tenant. 
 
For home ownership options, outgoings include a conventional 25-year annuity 
repayment mortgage at projected mortgage interest rates, plus a small (£230 pa) 
allowance for repair and maintenance, plus rental in the case of shared 
ownership. Shared ownership rents depend on RSL policies and financing, grant 
rates, mix of shares, etc. These are approximately modelled, having regard to 
data supplied by the authorities on typical recent grant and cost levels. The 
resulting rents are around 3.5% of retained equity; this is a relatively favourable 
assumption which reflects best practice in the south of England. 
Incomes of newly forming households are represented by the modelled incomes 
of all under-35 households, as argued for and accepted in the IMD 2004 Index of 
Access to Owner Occupation. The modelling of incomes is described further in 
B.2 below. 

Adjustment for extra households able to afford due to availability of family wealth, 
based on various evidence from national surveys and local proxy indicators, as 
described in the next section. 

House prices are assumed to peak in 2004 and are subject to a real terms 
‘correction’ (i.e. reduction) of 15% thereafter. This is a judgement based on long 
observation of the housing market and its tendency to cycles and ‘overshooting’. 
The Barker (2004) report argued that house prices were 24% above long term 
trend in 2002, and hence implicitly far above trend in 2004. The market in 
southern England generally weakened in 2004, which is consistent with this view. 
If the Barker policy recommendations are implemented (as is the Government’s 
intention) then there will be a tendency for the trend level of house prices to fall 
as well, and if this influences expectations then this would entail a further 
downward pressure. Finally, current prospects for interest rates are seen as most 
likely to entail a further rise, particularly if house prices show any signs of 
increasing again. 
Housing Need  
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The basic model for estimating affordable housing need is as follows. 
 
Net Need (units per year) 
 
= 
 
Gross Household Formation x  % <35 unable to buy (adj for wealth) 
 
+ proportion (33%) x net migration (household equiv) x % <35 unable to buy 
 
+ proportion (0.234%) x owner occupier households (moving to social renting) 
 
+ proportion (10%) x waiting list ‘backlog’ above need threshold 
 
- net relets of social rented housing 
 
Note that this is a measure of the annual (flow) of units needed of additional 
affordable housing provision (including intermediate sector as well as social 
renting), but that it does not purport to cover all needs associated with poor 
house condition or unsuitability (some of these needs may be reflected in the 
backlog, however). It should also be noted that not all of this need has to be met 
through new build provision; for example, mechanisms like Homebuy or private 
rental leasing provide ways of accessing existing housing on a more affordable 
basis. 
 
Gross household formation is defined as the number of separate households 
which form over a period of a year, which did not exist at the beginning of that 
year. This number is calculated as follows: (i) ‘household representative rates’ 
(HRRs) are calculated for the 16-29 and 30-44 age groups at 2001 Census, in 
each zone; (ii) the ‘slope’ of the increase in household headship (HRR rates) per 
year is calculated, for the segments 16-29 and 30-44; (iii) these slopes are 
multiplied by the populations aged 16-29 and 30-44 in the target year; (iv) an 
additional element of 0.1% of total household per year is added. This method is 
as described in DETR (2001) Guidance, Appendix 7. The base population aged 
16-29 is adjusted to remove two-thirds of students, who are treated as a ‘static’ 
population not contributing to new household formation. This has a major impact 
in a couple of zones. The numbers generated by these formulae are checked 
against rates estimated for England, regions and subregions from the Survey of 
English Housing, based on the number of households where the respondent had 
moved within the last year from living with parents/relatives/other etc. They are 
also checked for consistency with the estimates for net dwelling/household 
growth, household dissolutions (based on Bramley 1996), and net migration. 
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Net migration is derived from the projected dwelling/household/population growth 
numbers in the model, with a constant factor designed to control the subregional 
total to an overall migration estimate contained in local demographic forecasts. 
The ratio of migrant population to migrant households is assumed to be 2.33, 
which is roughly current average household size in the subregion. It is assumed 
that migrants are generally better-off financially than non-migrants, which is why 
the affordability factor is scaled down. However, the choice of 0.33 for this scaling 
factor is an arbitrary convention (as used in a number of previous studies). The 
model assumes that the affordability profile of in-migrants and out-migrants is 
similar. It has not been possible in the timescale of this project to explore further 
detailed local evidence from the Census or elsewhere on the profiles of migrants. 
Social landlords typically rehouse a number of former Owner occupiers each 
year. Their needs may have arisen from a variety of circumstances including old 
age, ill-health or infirmity, change of economic circumstances leading to financial 
difficulty, etc. The factor of 0.234% is the national average annual percentage of 
owner occupiers who move into social rented housing, based on the Survey of 
English housing. The SEH indicates that in the relevant subregions around WoE, 
the rate is similar to this or a little higher. Practitioners from the WOE authorities 
confirm that they do rehouse owner occupiers in some numbers, particularly in 
sheltered housing. Since our relets data includes this kind of housing stock, it is 
necessary to include this allowance in the overall needs calculation. 
 
The backlog of actual or potential households with existing needs is in this study 
represented by the housing waiting lists of the local authorities. The numbers 
counted exclude transfer requests from existing tenants and exclude those 
households whose needs fall below a minimum threshold level. The latter 
adjustment had to be implemented slightly differently in each authority[6]. Broadly 
speaking the main LA waiting lists are taken to be representative of the whole 
picture including RSL lists; Bristol operates a common register, BANES is an 
LSVT, and the other authorities advised that the equivalent situation applied in 
their areas. 
 
The proportion of this backlog taken into the annual need calculation was set at 
10% on the basis of agreement with the authorities and consistency with a range 
of other studies. The DETR (2000) Guidance states that this is a policy parameter 
whose value will in practice be affected by relative the shortage situation, but that 
authorities should not plan to exhaust their backlog within their planning period – 
hence the maximum recommended quota there of 20%. 
 
Net relets provide the main measure of existing supply of affordable 
accommodation from the social rented sector. Net relets are the number of 
lettings of existing accommodation (i.e. excluding new build or new conversions) 
excluding lettings to tenants transferring within the landlord’s stock or from 
elsewhere in the social rented sector. In other words, this should be the same as 
the number of lettings to new tenants generated from the existing stock. Detailed 
data by size and zone were provided by the local authorities for their stock 
(including the BANES LSVT stock).  
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Other RSL numbers were estimated from two sources, HSSA returns and 
Housing Corporation Regulatory returns, expressed as a percentage of stock, 
and then applied to the HA stock in each zone (based on Census, adjusted for 
undercount, and updated to 2004 using programme data). These estimates relate 
to 2004. 
 
Relet rates for other projection years (2002, 2006, 2009) are calculated as 
deviations from the 2004 rate using a predictive model based on regression 
analysis of relet rates for a ‘panel’ dataset of English local authorities over a 10 
year period. This takes account of the predicted impact on relet rates of 
differences in economic and market conditions, including real incomes, 
unemployment rates, economic activity rates, interest rates, vacancy rates, real 
house price levels and growth rates. These predictions will vary in sensitivity tests 
where any of these factors vary. The predicted relet rates are applied to the 
social rented housing stock projected for the relevant year and zone. These stock 
projections take account of expected Right to Buy and actual rates of net dwelling 
gains in the 2001-04 period. 
  
B.2      Structure and Indices used in Local Income s Model 
 
This description applies the current (February 2005) version of the model applied 
to English districts. There are some minor detailed differences which arise when 
this is implemented for sub-areas in West of England. 
 
Households are divided into nine types based on Census household composition 
data, as follows: 
 
H1 – single non-elderly;  
h2 – one adult + dependent children;  
h3 – two adults;  
h4 –two adults + 1 child;  
h5 – 2 adults + 2 children;  
h6 – 2 adults + 3 or more children;  
h7 – 3+ adults;  
h8 – single elderly;  
h9 – 2 adults elderly. 
 
Household type composition is projected forward to target years using changes 
embodied in Government household projections (national). 
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Within each group the proportions with no worker and with 2+ workers are based 
on the national proportions for that household type multiplied by indices 
predicting the local relative propensity to have no or 2+ workers. These indices 
are calibrated using regression analysis on Census data, producing the following 
formulae. 
 
I0w = 2.185 -0.00104*lpecact-0.0162*ecact+0.0254*unem-0.00985*piahome 
 
I2w = 0.464 +0.00926*ecact-0.0132*unem-0.0177*piahome 
 
Where lpecact=lone parent economic activity rate; ecact=overall economic 
activity rate; unem = unemployment rate; piahome = inactive keeping house rate 
All rates are percentages; adjusted forward to target year using Labour Force 
Survey data and Treasury employment projections. 
 
The proportion of each household type with one worker is derived by subtraction 
from 1.0. 
 
Gross weekly income distributions for each sub-group (household type x  number 
of workers) are assumed to be lognormal, with the key parameters initially based 
on those observed for these subgroups in the national Family Resources Survey 
(pooled repriced data for 1999-2002). Incomes are based on ‘first benefit unit’ 
(i.e. core unit of householder and partner) for complex households. The key 
parameters for lognormal distributions are the median and the standard deviation 
of ln(income). These parameters are derived separately for all households and 
for under-35 households. 
 
The local values of the median incomes are predicted using composite indices 
applied to the national values for each subgroup. Two composites are used, one 
for working households and one for non-working households. The individual 
components of these indices are scaled to vary proportionately to the impact of 
the relevant factor on average incomes, and centred on 1.0. These components 
are then combined using a combination of additive and multiplicative terms. The 
weights on these terms are determined by trial and error in order to replicate the 
observed range of variation in actual mean and median incomes between (a) 
standard regions and (b) groupings of high and low income districts. 
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The composite indicators used in the model reported in this study are as follows, 
for non-working and working households respectively 
 
M0 =  ID*0.93*(0.5+0.25*M1+0.1*M2+0.1*M4+0.1/ID) 
 
MW = ID*0.97*(0.2 + 0.3*M1 +0.25*M2+0.15*M6 +0.1*IPT) 
 
Where 
 
ID = ratio of target year to base year average real income 
 
M1 = 0.1*(IPT+2*IOCC +2*IEARN +1/LWEARN + IIND + ICAR2 +IW + 1/ID) 
 
M2 = IOCC*IEARN*IIND 
 
M4 = IW/ID 
 
M6 = M2*M4 
 
IPT = Index of relative part-time working 
 
IOCC = Index of relative income based on shares of high and low class 
ocupations weighted by relative household incomes for these groups 
 
            = (1 + (0.79*highclass –0.42*lowclass)/100)/1.038 
 
IIND = Index of industrial structure weighted by relative earnings in main industry 
groups 
 
= (0.769*agric+1.22*mining +0.998*manuf +1.22*egws +0.796*distrb 
 
+0.948*constr +0.75*hotcat+1.037*transp +1.075*finser+1.075*busser 
 
+1.0*educ+0.95*health+0.97*othind)/(allemp*0.9). 
  
IEARN = Index of relative median earnings (all full-time workers by place of 
residence) = medearn/17680. 
 
ILWEARN = Index of relative incidence of low earnings (lower quartile) = 
12722/lqearn 
 
ICAR2 = Index of relative income based on  car ownership adjusted for density 
  = 0.8*(1.61*pcars2 +0.898*(DACAR –pcars2) +0.42*(100-DACAR))/79.9  where  
 
DACAR= 100- pnocar +0.209*dens –2.06*spars. 
 
IW = Index of relative wealth based on proxies of class, homeownership, house 
prices and car ownership 
 
 = 0.958*(0.33*(100+0.78*highclas-0.42*loclass)/100 
+0.33*IHP*(100+0.34*pown-0.32*(100-pown))/100 + 0.33) 
 
  where IHP = Index of relative house prices = (Mean house price 2001)/119494. 
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ID = Index or relative deprivation based on lone parents, long term and all 
unemployment and car ownership 
 
 = (0.83*(100/(0.5*(0.36*(hh2+pltun) +0.42*(unem-pltun) +1.09*(100-unem-
hh2))+50*(0.92*(1.255*DACAR+0.42*(100-DACAR))/97.6))^2.5)/0.827 
 
Wealth Adjustment to Affordability 
 
In the affordability model, a factor was applied to adjust affordability based on 
income to take account of potential access to family wealth. This is based on (a) 
evidence from the Survey of English Housing on the proportion of first time 
buyers funding deposits primarily  from  ‘gifts, inheritance, informal loans, etc’ 
(ftbgift), calculated at subregional level; and (b) an indicator based on evidence 
from the Family Resources Survey and the Scottish Household Survey of the 
proportion of  mature families (couple families or large adult households over 40) 
with enough savings to finance a 20% deposit (prmf20p). The second indicator is 
predicted using proxies calibrated on the above survey data. This indicator is 
scaled to reflect the finding, from an analysis of Survey of Mortgage Lending 
data, that approximately 14% of first time buyers made a deposit of more than 
20% and would not have been able to buy without this (on the basis of local 
threshold prices and their reported incomes). 
 
The composite of these two indicators is applied to he incremental margin able to 
afford Homebuy (25%), plus a quarter of the remaining unaffordable households.  
 
The rationale is that it is assumed that access to wealth is most relevant where 
households are close to the margin of purchase, but helps a small proportion of 
households with markedly lower incomes. 
 
 pbwadj=pctb+0.5*(prmf20p+ftbgift)*(iphb+0.25*(100-pcthb))/100. 
 
Where pctb = % able to buy based on income 
 
Iphb = incremental percent able to afford Homebuy 
 
Pcthb = percent able to afford Homebuy or full purchase 
  
 
The proxy formula for prmf20p is 
  
 prmf20p=39.35+0.046*mnyall-0.274*tp2bed/1000-49.58*phwkg01/100-
3.34*psocr01/100+0.648*hiclas01. 
 
Subject to 5<=prmf20p<=35 . 
  
Where mnyall = modelled mean income by district tp2bed = threshold price 2 bed 
house; phwkg = % working households psocr = % social renting; hiclas = % high 
occupational class. 
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[1]  Glen Bramley was lead author of the 2000 Guidance and advised ODPM on 
the commissioning of the project to update this guidance, which is expected to be 
published this year. Annex A comments on the correspondence between the 
model used in this study and the 2000 Guidance. 
 
[2] See references; in addition, an article by Bramley and Karley has been 
accepted for publication in the refereed journal Housing Studies during 2005, 
which provides more analytical background to the model and evidence to justify 
some of its key assumptions. 
 
[3] Strictly what is shown here is ‘net gain’ in private and RSL dwellings, allowing 
for conversions and demolitions, which are quite significant in Bristol City. 
 
[4] Figures shown for South Gloucestershire were not available in the same form, 
so the figure shown is based on the preceding period. 
 
[5]  The Applicable Amount is the weekly amount of net income households are 
assumed to need to live on, assuming their housing costs are covered, as used in 
the means tests for Income Support and Housing Benefit. These vary with 
household composition, age and number of children. The model assumes a 
single representative value for each of the 9 household types. 
 
[6] North Somerset uses a time-based allocation system and found this 
adjustment difficult. Because data was supplied too late for inclusion in the 
analysis underlying this report, a proportional adjustment was made to the figures 
based on the experience in the other authorities. 
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Table 2. Distribution of household type (nominal) –  Census 2001 

 Nottingham Erewash Broxtowe Gedling Rushclffe 
Hucknall 
pro rata 

All households 116112 46224 45445 47556 43670 12582 
Married couple 
households + 
dependent child(ren) 13825 8686 8664 8825 9309 2322 
Married couple 
households - no 
dependent child(ren) 23447 14603 14956 15371 14149 4072 
Cohabiting couple 
households + 
dependent child(ren) 4437 2022 1425 1665 1209 551 
Cohabiting couple 
households - no 
dependent child(ren) 6622 2951 2630 2957 2715 760 
Lone parent 
households + 
dependent child(ren) 12569 3042 2556 3048 2107 888 
Lone parent 
households - no 
dependent child(ren) 3775 1431 1326 1550 1069 425 
One person 
household 43571 12793 12550 13289 11923 3391 
Multi person 
household: All 
student 3202 3 365 12 233 1 

Multi person 
household: All other 4664 693 973 839 956 173 

Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Table UV68 Household Type 
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Table 3. Distribution of household type (percent) -  Census 2001 

 Nottingham  Erewash Broxtowe Gedling Rushcliffe 
Hucknall 
pro rata 

Married couple 
household with 
dependent child(ren) 12% 19% 18% 17% 20% 19% 

Married couple 
household with no 
dependent child(ren) 20% 33% 33% 31% 36% 32% 

Cohabiting couple 
household with 
dependent child(ren) 4% 4% 5% 4% 3% 4% 

Cohabiting couple 
household with no 
dependent child(ren) 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 6% 
Lone parent 
household with 
dependent child(ren) 11% 6% 6% 7% 4% 7% 

Lone parent 
household with no 
dependent child(ren) 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 
One person 
household 38% 27% 27% 32% 28% 28% 

Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Table UV68 Household Type 
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Table 4. Age distribution 2001 
DISTRICT_NAME BROXTOWE EREWASH GEDLING NOTTINGHAM RUSHCLIFFE Ashfield pro rata  
All Ages 108.2 110.1 111.2 273.9 106.8 30.4 
Aged 0 1 1.1 1.1 3.3 1.1 0.4 
Aged 1-4 4.1 4.7 4.5 11.8 4.7 1.4 
Aged 5-9 6.1 6.9 6.4 15.3 6.5 1.9 
Aged 10-14 6.8 7.7 7.2 17 6.8 2.1 
Aged 15-19 6.6 6.8 6.8 22.6 6.3 1.9 
Aged 20-24 6.4 5.6 5.4 35.9 5.9 1.6 
Aged 25-29 6.7 6.1 5.8 21 5.7 1.7 
Aged 30-34 7.7 8.5 8 21.5 7.3 2.3 
Aged 35-39 8.6 9.2 8.9 20.4 8.8 2.5 
Aged 40-44 8.2 8.2 8.4 17.7 8.5 2.3 
Aged 45-49 7.1 7 7.6 14.4 7.5 1.9 
Aged 50-54 7.3 7.1 7.8 13 7.3 2.0 
Aged 55-59 7.8 7.8 8 12.5 7.5 2.1 
Aged 60-64 5.6 5.6 6 10 5.3 1.7 
Aged 65-69 5.1 5 5.5 9.8 4.7 1.4 
Aged 70-74 4.5 4.4 4.7 9.4 4.4 1.2 
Aged 75-79 3.7 3.6 4 8 3.6 1.0 
Aged 80-84 2.8 2.7 2.9 6.1 2.6 0.8 
Aged 85-89 1.3 1.4 1.4 2.7 1.4 0.3 
Aged 90+ 0.7 0.7 0.8 1.5 0.8 0.2 

Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Table UV04 Age 
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Table 5. Stock types by settlement (percent) 

Settlement bedsit bungalow flat house maisonette other total 
ARNOLD 5.7% 0.9% 39.2% 53.7% 0.6%   100.0% 
AWSWORTH     34.4% 65.6%     100.0% 
LONG EATON 2.4% 24.8% 34.0% 36.5% 2.4%   100.0% 
BEESTON AND 
BRAMCOTE 1.5% 5.7% 58.3% 33.6% 1.0%   100.0% 
BINGHAM   19.55 35.7% 42.3% 2.4%   100.0% 
BORROWASH/ 
OCKBROOK   49.0% 0.3% 50.6%     100.0% 
BREASTON   29.8% 29.8% 38.8% 1.7%   100.0% 
BURTON JOYCE 25.3%   62.7% 12.0%     100.0% 
CALVERTON   9.9% 49.0% 41.1%     100.0% 
CARLTON 6.6% 10.5% 41.4% 41.5% 0.1%   100.0% 
CLIFTON   9.7% 32.5% 57.7% 0.1%   100.0% 
COTGRAVE   18.4% 25.0% 53.8% 2.8%   100.0% 
CROPWELL 
BISHOP   11.6% 42.9% 44.6% 0.9%   100.0% 
EAST LEAKE   16.3% 14.2% 69.6%     100.0% 
EASTWOOD   23.2% 21.8% 54.9% 0.1%   100.0% 
GOTHAM   45.2% 25.8% 29.0%     100.0% 
HUCKNALL   9.8% 31.6% 51.8% 0.2% 6.6% 100.0% 
ILKESTON 1.5% 17.0% 24.8% 56.2% 0.5%   100.0% 
KEYWORTH   12.7% 34.4% 52.9%     100.0% 
KIMBERLEY   45.4% 21.7% 32.9%     100.0% 
LITTLE EATON   72.5%   27.5%     100.0% 
NOTTINGHAM 0.3% 7.5% 32.8% 55.5% 3.9% 0.0% 100.0% 
RADCLIFFE ON 
TRENT   13.8% 33.1% 51.3% 1.9%   100.0% 
RUDDINGTON   20.1% 44.9% 35.0%     100.0% 
STAPLEFORD 2.4% 9.6% 54.7% 31.1% 2.2%   100.0% 
WEST 
BRIDGFORD   13.6% 55.1% 31.0% 0.3%   100.0% 
WEST HALLAM   34.5% 17.2% 48.3%     100.0% 
WILFORD       100.0%     100.0% 
WOODBOROUGH   89.2%   10.8%     100.0% 
Overall   0.9% 10.6% 34.5% 51.2% 2.6% 0.3% 100.0% 
Source: www.statistics.gov.uk able KS16: Household Spaces and 
Accommodation Type 



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 17 

Chart 6. Inner HMA price profile 
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Chart 7. Outer HMA price profile 
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Migration Trends 
 
Section 8.  Nottingham UA Migration Trends 
 
General Flows 
 
Data from the National Health Service Central Register between 2003 and 2005 
shows relative consistency both with respect of moves into and out of Nottingham 
City.  The National Health Service Central Register is now a widely used source 
of migrations data, - although it has its limitations, amongst which are that it only 
gives totals rounded to 10 of moves, and only between whole local authority 
areas, and does not include international migrations.  
 
The top 20 cities responsible for inflows to Nottingham change very little from 
year to year.  London* shows the highest number of movers coming into the city, 
whilst the surrounding boroughs are always among the top 10 sources for 
incoming households.  The highest numbers of movers locally come from 
Gedling, Broxtowe and Rushcliffe, with relatively consistent numbers coming in 
from these areas each year.  Erewash appears to be the least likely of the 5 local 
boroughs to generate new incoming households. 
 
Table: Inflows to Nottingham UA – 2003-2005 
Top 20 sources of inflow to Nottingham UA       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
London 1,930 London 1910 London 1970 
Gedling 1,680 Gedling 1410 Gedling 1540 
Broxtowe 1,220 Broxtowe 1170 Broxtowe 1370 
Rushcliffe 1,090 Rushcliffe 960 Rushcliffe 1140 
Birmingham 390 Ashfield 410 Birmingham 420 
Ashfield 370 Birmingham 370 Ashfield 360 
Sheffield 330 Sheffield 320 Derby UA 320 
Leicester UA 320 Derby UA 290 Leicester UA 320 
Erewash 300 Erewash 290 Erewash 280 
Derby UA 270 Leicester UA 280 Sheffield 270 
Leeds 260 Leeds 250 Leeds 270 
Newark and 
Sherwood 240 

Newark and 
Sherwood 240 

Newark and 
Sherwood 200 

Manchester 180 Mansfield 190 East Lindsey 190 
Charnwood 170 East Lindsey 170 Mansfield 190 
Coventry 170 Cambridge 170 Coventry 190 
Amber Valley 150 Manchester 160 Manchester 160 
East Lindsey 150 Coventry 150 Cambridge 160 
Cambridge 150 Bristol, City of UA 140 Bradford 130 
Mansfield 140 Charnwood 130 Amber Valley 130 
Bradford 120 Peterborough UA 130 Charnwood 130 

*Totals for London consolidate movers across all London Boroughs 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 19 

Outflows from Nottingham UA are similar, but with a lesser number of movers to 
London.  Gedling and Broxtowe appear to be the most popular destinations as 
well as the most common origins for movers.   
 
Table: Outflows from Nottingham UA 2003-2005 
Top 20 sources of outflow from Nottingham UA       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Gedling 2710 Gedling 2760 Gedling 2490 
London 1940 Broxtowe 2080 London 2250 
Rushcliffe 1880 London 1970 Broxtowe 2030 
Broxtowe 1870 Rushcliffe 1930 Rushcliffe 2000 
Ashfield 860 Ashfield 950 Ashfield 840 

Erewash 520 
Newark and 
Sherwood 510 Erewash 460 

Newark and 
Sherwood 470 Erewash 440 

Newark and 
Sherwood 410 

Birmingham 340 Birmingham 370 Birmingham 390 
Derby UA 330 East Lindsey 320 Derby UA 290 
East Lindsey 320 Derby UA 290 Leeds 280 
Mansfield 290 Mansfield 270 Sheffield 270 
Leeds 260 Sheffield 260 East Lindsey 250 
Sheffield 250 Leeds 260 Mansfield 240 
Amber Valley 230 Amber Valley 240 Leicester UA 220 
Leicester UA 220 Leicester UA 230 Amber Valley 220 
Manchester 160 Charnwood 200 Manchester 170 
Charnwood 140 Manchester 170 Charnwood 150 
Bolsover 140 Bolsover 130 Bristol, City of UA 140 
Coventry 100 Coventry 120 Coventry 120 
Bradford 100 Bristol, City of UA 120 Cambridge 90 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Moves to surrounding areas show some fluctuations when compared across the 
3 years.  Though Gedling begins as the destination for the highest number of 
movers, it is overtaken by Broxtowe in 2005.  Similarly, the number of movers to 
Rushcliffe appears to be increasing each year.  Moves to Ashfield and Erewash 
are considerably lower than to the other 3 boroughs, and remain relatively 
consistent across the 3 years.  Moves to the local surrounding areas make up an 
average of 36% of total moves from Nottingham between 2003 and 2005. 
 
Table: Outflows from Nottingham UA to surrounding b oroughs 

Borough 
Outflow 
2003 

Outflow 
2004 

Outflow 
2005 

Gedling 2,710 2760 1540 
Broxtowe 1,870 2080 2030 
Rushcliffe 1,880 1930 2000 
Ashfield 860 950 840 
Erewash 520 440 460 
Further 12,840 13,150 14,440 
TOTAL 20,680 21,310 21,310 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Chart: Moves from Nottingham to surrounding borough s. 
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The chart below shows net flows to and from Nottingham for the top 10 cities 
from 2003 to 2005.  It is clear that on average there is a net outflow of movers 
from Nottingham.  Apart from movers from Derby UA, Newark and Sherwood, 
and Birmingham, all of the top ten cities have a higher number of incoming than 
outgoing households. 
 
 Chart: Net flows into and out of Nottingham UA 
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Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Map: Net Flows to/from Nottingham and local borough s 

 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number: 100018986. 2007  
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A different group of cities are responsible for a net outflow to Nottingham.  Those 
cities showing the highest flows overall generally attract more movers from 
Nottingham than vice versa.  The table below shows the top 10 cities with a net 
surplus of movers to Nottingham UA in 2005. 
 
Generally the numbers of movers from these areas are relatively low in 
comparison to those at the higher end of the scale.  However moves from the 
nearby cities of Leicester, Birmingham and Derby are more significant. 
 
Table: Top 10 cities with a net surplus of movers t o Nottingham UA (2005) 
City Inflow  Outflow +/- change 
Leicester UA 320 220 100 
Cambridge 160 90 70 
Coventry 190 120 70 
Aylesbury Vale 70 30 40 
Bradford 130 90 40 
Doncaster 100 60 40 
Northampton 110 70 40 
South Oxfordshire 60 20 40 
Tunbridge Wells 60 20 40 
Windsor and Maidenhead UA 70 30 40 
Bath and North East Somerset 
UA 60 30 30 
Birmingham 420 390 30 
Bromsgrove 40 10 30 
Canterbury 60 30 30 
Cardiff 80 50 30 
Derby UA 320 290 30 
East Riding of Yorkshire UA 90 60 30 
Harborough 50 20 30 
Lincoln 110 80 30 
Mole Valley 40 10 30 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Nottingham UA – Migrations by Age Group 
 
The table below shows the top 20 destinations for movers from Nottingham UA, 
shown for each age range.  Each of the top 20 cities overall is coloured so the 
age group or groups which most influence its position is notable.  Gedling is 
clearly a popular choice across all age groups, though is the least common 
destination for those in the 16-24 age group.   
 
The list of top 20 destinations for the 0-15 (also partially the 16-24) age groups is 
likely to be influenced by the moves of those in the 25-64 ranges, as these are 
probably children moving with their parents.  The status of East Lindsey appears 
to be mostly affected by its popularity among the higher age ranges (45-65+), 
whereas Leeds appears to be boosted by movers in the younger (16-24) range 
(possibly due to students moving away to university).   
 
Table: Top 20 destinations from Nottingham UA acros s all age ranges 
Age range top 20       
All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Gedling Gedling London Gedling Gedling Gedling 
London Broxtowe Rushcliffe London Broxtowe Broxtowe 
Broxtowe Rushcliffe Broxtowe Broxtowe Rushcliffe Rushcliffe 
Rushcliffe Ashfield Gedling Rushcliffe Ashfield Ashfield 

Ashfield London Birmingham Ashfield East Lindsey 
Newark and 
Sherwood 

Erewash Erewash Leeds Erewash Erewash 
East 
Lindsey 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Sheffield 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Erewash 

Birmingham Derby UA Derby UA Birmingham Mansfield Mansfield 

Derby UA Amber Valley Ashfield Derby UA 
Amber 
Valley 

Amber 
Valley 

Leeds Mansfield Manchester Mansfield Bolsover Bolsover 

Sheffield Birmingham 
Leicester 
UA Amber Valley Derby UA 

North 
Kesteven 

East 
Lindsey East Lindsey 

Bristol, City 
of UA Leicester UA Leicester UA Melton 

Mansfield Leicester UA Erewash Sheffield Birmingham Birmingham 
Leicester 
UA Sheffield Coventry Leeds Sheffield Derby UA 
Amber 
Valley Charnwood Cambridge Charnwood Manchester 

Leicester 
UA 

Manchester Bassetlaw Bradford Manchester Charnwood Sheffield 

Charnwood 
North West 
Leicestershire 

Newark and 
Sherwood East Lindsey 

South 
Kesteven Leeds 

Bristol, City 
of UA 

Peterborough 
UA Mansfield 

Bristol, City of 
UA Bassetlaw Coventry 

Coventry Leeds Warwick Coventry 
East 
Staffordshire Manchester 

Cambridge Coventry Stockport Bolsover 
Newcastle 
upon Tyne Cambridge 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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The larger cities such as London, Manchester and Birmingham are boosted up 
the scale by movers in the younger age groups, probably due to young 
professionals relocating for career moves and students moving to attend 
university. 
 
Table: Inflows from local areas by age group – Nott ingham UA 2005 
Inflows across age groups - local area (2005)     
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Gedling 1550 250 330 680 200 90 
Broxtowe 1370 130 560 540 100 40 
Rushcliffe 1140 100 290 540 150 60 
Erewash 280 60 60 130 30 0 
Ashfield 350 70 90 130 40 20 
    % % % % % 
Gedling   16.13 21.29 43.87 12.90 5.81 
Broxtowe   9.49 40.88 39.42 7.30 2.92 
Rushcliffe   8.77 25.44 47.37 13.16 5.26 
Erewash   21.43 21.43 46.43 10.71 0.00 
Ashfield   20.00 25.71 37.14 11.43 5.71 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
The status of the boroughs surrounding Nottingham UA seems generally 
unaffected by age group, though the likelihood of a move from any one of these 
boroughs (but particularly Erewash) to Nottingham appears significantly reduced 
within the 45-64 age range. 
 
Chart: Inflows from local area to Nottingham UA by a ge range (2005) 
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Chart: Net flows into and out of Nottingham UA by a ge 
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Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Overall all consolidated flows from Nottingham are negative, showing a net loss 
of households from the city across all age groups.  The largest proportion of 
moves occurs within the 25-44 age group, for which the most common 
destination is Gedling.  The number of movers trails off as the age ranges 
increase, though the 16-24 age group shows the lowest net loss overall. 
 
Table: Net flows into and out of Nottingham UA by a ge group 
Net flows - Nottingham UA by age group (2005) 
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Broxtowe -660 -70 -120 -220 -70 -70 
Erewash -180 -20 -20 -110 -30 -20 
Ashfield -480 -110 -20 -230 -100 -30 
Rushcliffe -860 -130 -70 -160 -20 -30 
Gedling -950 -280 -80 -410 -90 -80 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Section 9.  Gedling Migration Trends 
 
Gedling – General Flows 
 
The areas with the highest numbers of movers to Gedling are relatively similar to 
those for Nottingham UA.  By far the highest number of movers come from 
Nottingham city, and more movers are attracted from Rushcliffe than from 
Broxtowe, conversely to the numbers moving from these areas to Nottingham.  
London is responsible for far fewer numbers than move to Nottingham, indicating 
relocation from one city is likely to be to another city, rather than an outer 
borough.  In general, the same cities are evident across the two areas, though 
movers come in much lower numbers to Gedling than to Nottingham, for example 
from Mansfield, Sheffield, Leeds, Birmingham and Manchester.  
 
Table: Top 20 sources of inflow to Gedling (2003-20 05) 
Top 20 sources of inflow to Gedling       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Nottingham 
UA 2,710 

Nottingham 
UA 2760 

Nottingham 
UA 2490 

Rushcliffe 390 Rushcliffe 390 Rushcliffe 310 
Ashfield 250 Ashfield 280 Ashfield 230 
Newark and 
Sherwood 240 

Newark and 
Sherwood 230 

Newark and 
Sherwood 220 

Broxtowe 180 Broxtowe 220 Broxtowe 210 
London 130 London 180 London 130 
Erewash 90 Erewash 80 Mansfield 100 
Mansfield 90 Mansfield 70 Sheffield 60 
Sheffield 60 Sheffield 50 Leeds 60 
Birmingham 60 Leeds 50 Erewash 60 
Derby UA 50 Amber Valley 40 Derby UA 40 
Leeds 40 Manchester 30 Amber Valley 40 
Leicester UA 30 Derby UA 30 Manchester 30 
Charnwood 30 Charnwood 30 Kirklees 30 
East Lindsey 30 East Lindsey 30 Charnwood 30 
Lincoln 30 Lincoln 30 East Lindsey 30 
South 
Kesteven 30 

South 
Kesteven 30 Birmingham 30 

Coventry 30 Bassetlaw 30 Liverpool 20 
Manchester 20 Birmingham 30 Wakefield 20 

Liverpool 20 
Newcastle 
upon Tyne 20 Leicester UA 20 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Flows out of Gedling are fairly closely matched to inflows.  Nottingham UA is the 
most common destination, while the local surrounding areas all attract significant 
numbers each year.  Numbers moving to Broxtowe reduce in 2005, though 
moves to the other 4 nearby boroughs remain fairly constant across the 3 year 
period.  Erewash is considerably lower down the scale for Gedling in comparison 
to Nottingham for movers out of the area.  Newark and Sherwood is a more 
frequent destination, attracting an average of 586 new households each year, 
though there is a drop in the number of movers in 2005. 
 
Table: Top 20 destinations from Gedling (2003-2005)  
Top 20 destinations of outflow from Gedling     
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Nottingham UA 1680 Nottingham UA 1410 Nottingham UA 1540 
Newark and 
Sherwood 640 

Newark and 
Sherwood 610 

Newark and 
Sherwood 510 

Rushcliffe 430 Ashfield 380 Rushcliffe 380 
Ashfield 390 Rushcliffe 360 Ashfield 330 
Broxtowe 270 Broxtowe 270 Broxtowe 180 
Mansfield 160 Mansfield 150 Mansfield 150 
East Lindsey 120 East Lindsey 110 Erewash 110 
London 100 London 100 London 80 
Erewash 100 Erewash 90 Sheffield 70 
Amber Valley 80 Sheffield 70 Leeds 60 
Sheffield 70 Amber Valley 70 East Lindsey 60 
Leeds 70 South Kesteven 50 Birmingham 60 
Derby UA 60 Melton 50 Derby UA 50 
Birmingham 40 Leeds 40 Charnwood 50 
Bolsover 40 Manchester 40 South Kesteven 40 
Bassetlaw 40 Derby UA 40 Amber Valley 30 
Leicester UA 30 Charnwood 40 Manchester 30 
Charnwood 30 Lincoln 30 Coventry 30 
South Kesteven 30 Birmingham 30 South Derbyshire 30 
Manchester 30 Liverpool 30 Melton 30 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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In each of the 3 years considered, the local areas of Nottingham UA, Broxtowe, 
Rushcliffe, Ashfield and Erewash are the destinations for around 50% of all 
movers from Gedling.  The vast majority move to Nottingham UA, while Rushcliffe 
and Ashfield follow respectively.  Less than 2% of households move to Erewash 
from Gedling.   
 
Table: Outflow from Gedling to surrounding boroughs  
Moves from 
Gedling to 
surrounding 
boroughs       
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 1,680 1410 1540 
Broxtowe 270 270 180 
Erewash 100 90 110 
Rushcliffe 430 360 380 
Ashfield 390 380 330 
Further 2,510 2,580 2,180 
TOTAL 5,380 5090 4720 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Chart: Outflow – movers from Gedling to local borou ghs 
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Similarly, the majority of movers into Gedling come from Nottingham UA.  Movers 
from Nottingham consistently make up over 50% of the total inflow of households 
to the area.  The inflow from Nottingham in 2005 is lower than over the other 
years, reflecting the lower number of moves overall in that year.  The surrounding 
boroughs altogether are responsible for around 70% of the total inflow to the 
borough, with only 32% coming from elsewhere in 2005.  As in the figures 
relating to outflow of households, Rushcliffe and Ashfield follow Nottingham as 
the most frequent sources for incoming households. 
 
Table: Inflow to Gedling from surrounding boroughs 
Inflow - surrounding boroughs to Gedling   
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 2,710 2760 2490 
Broxtowe 180 220 210 
Erewash 90 80 60 
Rushcliffe 390 390 310 
Ashfield 250 280 230 
Further 1,670 1,620 1,600 
TOTAL 5,290 5350 4900 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Chart: Inflow – moves into Gedling from local borou ghs 
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Consolidated flows for the top 20 cities in relation to migration to and from 
Gedling generally give a net outflow of movers.  Only a few areas show a higher 
number of arrivals than departures (for example, Nottingham and London), 
though the number of movers overall is lower so the extent of the outflow is less 
striking when compared to net flows for Nottingham UA. 
 
Table: Net flows to and from Gedling (2003-2005) 
Net flows to/from 
Gedling       
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 1,030 1,350 950 
Rushcliffe -40 30 -70 
Ashfield -140 -100 -100 
Newark and Sherwood -400 -380 -290 
Broxtowe -90 -50 30 
London 30 80 50 
Erewash -10 -10 -50 
Mansfield -70 -80 -50 
Sheffield -10 -20 -10 
Birmingham 20 0 -30 
Derby UA -10 -10 -10 
Leeds -30 10 0 
Leicester UA 0 -10 0 
Charnwood 0 -10 -20 
East Lindsey -90 -80 -30 
Lincoln 10 0 0 
South Kesteven 0 -20 -30 
Coventry 20 -20 -10 
Manchester -10 -10 0 
Liverpool 0 -10 0 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Map: Net flows to/from Gedling and local boroughs 

 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number: 100018986. 2007  
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Gedling – Migrations by Age Group 
 
The table below shows the breakdown of the top 10 destinations for movers out 
of Gedling by age group.  Nottingham is evidently not influenced by age group as 
a choice of destination from Gedling.  Newark and Sherwood and Rushcliffe are 
similar, with only the 16-24 age range showing them in a different position than 
the overall chart.  The influence of students leaving for university can be seen in 
the 16-24 range, where larger cities such as Leeds, Sheffield, Manchester and 
Liverpool are higher up than across the other ages.   East Lindsey conversely 
appears more popular among the higher age ranges, particularly those over 65. 
 
Table: Top 10 destinations from Gedling by age grou p (2005) 
Migrations by age group 
(outflow) Top 20 2005 
          
All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingha
m UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Sheffield 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Rushcliffe Rushcliffe 

Newark 
and 
Sherwood Rushcliffe Rushcliffe Rushcliffe 

Ashfield Ashfield Leeds Ashfield Ashfield Ashfield 

Broxtowe Mansfield Ashfield Broxtowe Broxtowe 
East 
Lindsey 

Mansfield Erewash Broxtowe Mansfield 
East 
Lindsey Broxtowe 

Erewash Broxtowe Rushcliffe Erewash Mansfield 
South 
Kesteven 

London Derby UA 
Mancheste
r Derby UA Derby UA Mansfield 

Sheffield Birmingham Liverpool Birmingham Erewash 
Darlington 
UA 

Leeds Leicester UA Erewash Charnwood 
Amber 
Valley 

Hartlepool 
UA 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
The number of areas featuring in each of the age ranges that are not in the 
overall top 10 is far more varied than those for Nottingham UA.  Though generally 
the numbers moving are lower, the choice of destination varies much more widely 
in Gedling and changes according to age group.  However, across all age groups 
the vast majority are moving to Nottingham. 
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Table: Inflows to Gedling from local areas by age g roup (2005) 
Inflows across age groups 
(local area) 2005           
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham UA 2490 530 410 1090 290 170 
Broxtowe 200 30 40 100 20 10 
Rushcliffe 310 30 40 170 50 20 
Erewash 70 10 10 40 10 0 
Ashfield 240 50 40 100 40 10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
The table above and chart below show Nottingham is clearly the main source of 
new movers to Gedling.  This is reflected across all three of the years considered. 
 
Chart: Inflows to Gedling from local boroughs by ag e group (2005) 
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Comparing the overall moves into Nottingham and Gedling shows that generally 
far more people are moving to Nottingham from other local areas than to Gedling.  
The smallest absolute difference is shown between those moving to Gedling or 
Nottingham from Ashfield.  Comparing the relative numbers of movers (when 
converted to percentages) reveals more subtle differences between inflows to the 
two areas.  More people move from Ashfield to Gedling than to Nottingham, 
whereas Nottingham appears to be the more frequent choice of destination for 
those moving locally from Broxtowe.  Both show Erewash as responsible for the 
lowest inflow of new movers (less than 10%).  The numbers of incoming 
households from Rushcliffe are relatively similar across the two boroughs. 
 
Table: Comparison of inflows (Nottingham/Gedling) 2 005 
Comparison of inflow 2005 - Nottingham/Gedling 
  Gedling  Nottingham  
Broxtowe 200 1370 
Rushcliffe 310 1140 
Erewash 70 280 
Ashfield 240 350 
TOTAL 820 3140 
As percentage of total local moves (excluding 
Nottingham/Gedling) 
  Gedling  Nottingham  
Broxtowe 24.39 43.63 
Rushcliffe 37.80 36.31 
Erewash 8.54 8.92 
Ashfield 29.27 11.15 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
The table below shows similar patterns to inflows, suggesting that migrations are 
more likely between Nottingham and Broxtowe than Gedling and Broxtowe.  
People who move locally from Gedling appear more likely to go to Ashfield or 
Rushcliffe.  Households are least likely to move from Nottingham to Erewash, 
which also shows the lowest percentage of movers from Gedling. 
 
Table: Comparison of outflows (Nottingham/Gedling) 2005 
Comparison of outflow 2005 - Nottingham/Gedling 
  Gedling Nottingham 
Broxtowe 180 2030 
Rushcliffe  380 2000 
Erewash 110 460 
Ashfield 390 840 
TOTAL 1060 5330 
As percentage of total local moves (excluding 
Gedling/Nottingham) 
  Gedling Nottingham 
Broxtowe 16.98 38.09 
Rushcliffe  35.85 37.52 
Erewash 10.38 8.63 
Ashfield 36.79 15.76 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Section 10.  Erewash Migration Trends 
 
Erewash – General Flows 
 
The table below shows significant numbers moving into Erewash from Derby and 
Amber Valley, though Broxtowe is consistently the most frequent area of origin 
for new movers to Erewash.  The local surrounding areas remain high up the 
scale with respect to incoming households, and there are fewer people coming in 
from larger cities such as Sheffield, Birmingham or Leeds.  Erewash appears to 
be a popular choice for households moving from South Derbyshire, which has 
attracted equal or higher numbers of movers than Ashfield each year. 
 
Table: Top 20 sources of inflow to Erewash BC 

Top 20 source of inflow to Erewash       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Broxtowe 930 Broxtowe 910 Broxtowe 860 
Derby UA 570 Derby UA 590 Derby UA 560 
Nottingham UA 520 Nottingham UA 440 Nottingham UA 460 
Amber Valley 270 Amber Valley 330 Amber Valley 290 

Rushcliffe 140 
South 
Derbyshire 110 Gedling 110 

Gedling 100 Rushcliffe 100 Rushcliffe 90 
North West 
Leicestershire 90 Gedling 90 London 90 

London 90 London 80 
South 
Derbyshire 70 

South 
Derbyshire 80 

North West 
Leicestershire 70 Ashfield 70 

Ashfield 60 Ashfield 60 
North West 
Leicestershire 70 

Charnwood 50 Sheffield 50 East Lindsey 40 
Sheffield 40 Birmingham 50 Sheffield 40 
East Lindsey 30 East Lindsey 40 Charnwood 30 
East 
Staffordshire 30 Charnwood 40 

Newark and 
Sherwood 30 

Leeds 30 
Newark and 
Sherwood 30 Leicester UA 30 

Newark and 
Sherwood 30 Bolsover 30 Bolsover 30 

Leicester UA 30 
Derbyshire 
Dales 30 Birmingham 30 

Bolsover 20 Leeds 30 
Derbyshire 
Dales 20 

Derbyshire 
Dales 20 Mansfield 20 Leeds 20 

Birmingham 20 
North East 
Derbyshire 20 Mansfield 20 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 36 

Broxtowe, Derby UA and Amber Valley appear to be the most likely areas to 
show high migration levels both to and from Erewash.  The remaining 4 local 
boroughs are fairly low on the scale for moves from Erewash, particularly when 
compared to the outflow statistics for Nottingham and Gedling.  This may suggest 
that movers from Erewash are more likely to look outside of the local Nottingham 
areas than those living in boroughs closer to the city centre.  Compared to 
Nottingham and Gedling, far fewer people are moving out to the larger cities, and 
destinations appear generally to be more rural areas. 
 
Table: Top 20 outflow destinations from Erewash BC 
Top 20 outflow destinations from Erewash BC     
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Derby UA 620 Broxtowe 630 Derby UA 580 
Broxtowe 590 Derby UA 580 Broxtowe 570 
Amber Valley 490 Amber Valley 460 Amber Valley 390 
Nottingham UA 300 Nottingham UA 290 Nottingham UA 280 
South 
Derbyshire 170 

South 
Derbyshire 120 

South 
Derbyshire 110 

East Lindsey 130 
North West 
Leicestershire 110 Ashfield 110 

North West 
Leicestershire 120 East Lindsey 110 Rushcliffe 100 

Rushcliffe 110 Rushcliffe 100 
North West 
Leicestershire 80 

Gedling 90 
Newark and 
Sherwood 100 East Lindsey 70 

Ashfield 80 Gedling 80 Gedling 60 
Bolsover 80 Ashfield 80 London 50 
Derbyshire 
Dales 50 Sheffield 50 Sheffield 50 
London 40 Charnwood 40 Charnwood 50 

Sheffield 40 Bolsover 40 
Newark and 
Sherwood 50 

East 
Staffordshire 40 

Derbyshire 
Dales 40 

Derbyshire 
Dales 50 

Birmi~gham 40 Mansfield 40 Leeds 40 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 40 London 30 Mansfield 40 
Mansfield 40 Birmingham 30 Leicester UA 30 
Charnwood 30 Leeds 30 Bolsover 30 

Leeds 30 
North East 
Derbyshire 30 

East 
Staffordshire 30 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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The numbers migrating to and from Erewash appear relatively balanced when 
compared to Gedling and Nottingham.  Though most areas show a net loss of 
households, the differences are generally fairly low.  Nottingham UA and 
Broxtowe consistently show a higher number of people moving into Erewash than 
vice versa.  Gedling also shows a positive inflow of people across all three years, 
increasing significantly in 2005. 
 
Table: Net flows in/out of Erewash 
Net flows in/out of Erewash   
  2003 2004 2005 
Broxtowe 340 280 290 
Derby UA -50 10 -20 
Nottingham UA 220 150 180 
Amber Valley -220 -130 -100 
Gedling 10 10 50 
Rushcliffe 30 0 -10 
London 50 50 40 
South Derbyshire -90 -10 -40 
Ashfield -20 -20 -40 
North West 
Leicestershire -30 -40 -10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
  
Chart: Net flows in and out of Erewash 
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The table below shows the top 10 cities responsible for a net inflow of movers to 
Erewash between 2003 and 2005.  Broxtowe, Nottingham UA, Gedling and 
London produce positive inflows each year, while the remainder of the chart 
varies each year.  The sporadic appearance of different cities may reflect a wider 
appeal. 
 
Table: Positive Net flows into Erewash – Top 10 sou rces of migration 
Positive net flows to Erewash - Top 10        
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Broxtowe 340 Broxtowe 280 Broxtowe 290 
Nottingham UA 220 Nottingham UA 150 Nottingham UA 180 
London 50 London 50 Gedling 50 
Rushcliffe 30 Birmingham 20 London 40 
Charnwood 20 Derby UA 10 Birmingham 10 

Northampton 20 Gedling 10 
Newcastle upon 
Tyne 10 

Milton Keynes 
UA 20 Kirklees 10 Wirral 10 

Gedling 10 
South Gloucestershire 
UA 10 Bradford 10 

Leicester UA 10 Hartlepool UA 10 Lincoln 10 
Stafford 10 Newcastle upon Tyne 10 Bassetlaw 10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
East Lindsey and Derbyshire appear to be popular destinations for households 
leaving Erewash, with a relatively high net outflow of households.  North West 
Leicestershire also attracts a significant number of movers out of Erewash.  Of 
the five local boroughs, only Ashfield attracts a net outflow of households when 
the migration data is consolidated. 
 
Table: Net outflows from Erewash – Top 10 areas 
Net outflows from Erewash - Top 10       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Amber Valley -220 Amber Valley -130 Amber Valley -100 

East Lindsey -100 East Lindsey -70 
South 
Derbyshire -40 

South 
Derbyshire -90 

Newark and 
Sherwood -70 Ashfield -40 

Bolsover -60 
North West 
Leicestershire -40 East Lindsey -30 

Derby UA -50 
Hinckley and 
Bosworth -30 

Derbyshire 
Dales -30 

North West 
Leicestershire -30 Ashfield -20 Scarborough -30 
Derbyshire 
Dales -30 Mansfield -20 Derby UA -20 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA -30 

South 
Derbyshire -10 Charnwood -20 

Mansfield -30 Bolsover -10 
Newark and 
Sherwood -20 

Ashfield -20 
Derbyshire 
Dales -10 Leeds -20 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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The majority of households moving to Erewash from within Nottingham come 
from Broxtowe and Nottingham UA.  Erewash appears to attract few movers from 
the other areas – the lowest number of households move in from Ashfield.  The 
local boroughs are responsible for an average of 42% of the total inflow to 
Erewash over the 3 years. 
 
Table: Inflow from local boroughs to Erewash 
Local inflow 2003 2004 2005 
Broxtowe 930 910 860 
Gedling 100 90 110 
Rushcliffe 140 100 90 
Ashfield 60 60 70 
Nottingham 
UA 520 440 460 
Further 2220 2420 2230 
TOTAL 3970 4020 3820 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Chart: Inflow to Erewash from surrounding boroughs (2003-2005) 
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Outflows from Erewash to local boroughs are similar to inflows, with Broxtowe 
and Nottingham receiving the highest numbers of households.  Gedling appears 
to be the least likely to attract movers from Erewash or to be the source of new 
households moving into the district.  The proportion of movers out of Erewash to 
the local area is lower than the relative proportion of households moving in from 
the local area – only 30% as opposed to 40%.  
 
Table: Outflow from Erewash to local boroughs 
Local outflow 2003 2004 2005 
Broxtowe 590 630 570 
Gedling 90 80 60 
Rushcliffe 110 100 100 
Ashfield 80 80 110 
Nottingham 
UA 300 290 280 
Further 2920 2750 2590 
TOTAL 4090 3930 3710 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Chart: Outflow from Erewash to local boroughs (2003 -2005) 
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Map: Net flows to/from Erewash and local boroughs 

 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
 

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number: 100018986. 2007  
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Erewash – Migrations by Age 
 
The table below shows Broxtowe, Derby and Amber Valley are all popular areas 
across all ages.  Nottingham UA is also high on the list for each range, though is 
a less likely destination for those over 65.  Larger cities like Sheffield, Manchester 
and Leeds appear most popular among the 16-24 age range.  There is a fairly 
wide range of cities positioned at the lower ends of each scale, varying according 
to each age range.  Smaller, more rural areas are more common among the 
higher age ranges, where cities feature more frequently as destinations for 16-44 
year olds. 
 
Table: Top 20 destinations from Erewash by age grou p (2005) 
Top 20 destinations from Erewash by age (2005)     
All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Derby UA Broxtowe Broxtowe Broxtowe Broxtowe Derby UA 
Broxtowe Derby UA Derby UA Derby UA Derby UA Amber Valley 

Amber Valley Amber Valley 
Nottingham 
UA Amber Valley Amber Valley Broxtowe 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA Amber Valley 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA East Lindsey 

South 
Derbyshire 

Derbyshire 
Dales Sheffield Ashfield Rushcliffe 

South 
Derbyshire 

Ashfield 
South 
Derbyshire Rushcliffe 

South 
Derbyshire Ashfield Charnwood 

Rushcliffe East Lindsey Manchester Rushcliffe 
North West 
Leicestershire 

Nottingham 
UA 

North West 
Leicestershire Ashfield Leeds Gedling 

South 
Derbyshire 

North West 
Leicestershire 

East Lindsey 
North West 
Leicestershire Leicester UA 

North West 
Leicestershire East Lindsey Rushcliffe 

Gedling Gedling Charnwood East Lindsey Gedling Darlington UA 

London Bolsover Ashfield 
Derbyshire 
Dales Mansfield Hartlepool UA 

Sheffield 
Newark and 
Sherwood Gedling Charnwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Middlesbrough 
UA 

Charnwood Scarborough 
Newcastle 
upon Tyne Mansfield Scarborough 

Redcar and 
Cleveland UA 

Newark and 
Sherwood Leeds Liverpool 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Derbyshire 
Dales 

Stockton-on-
Tees UA 

Derbyshire 
Dales 

North East 
Derbyshire 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 

East 
Staffordshire Charnwood 

Chester-le-
Street 

Leeds Mansfield York UA Bolsover Bassetlaw Derwentside 

Mansfield Rushcliffe 
North West 
Leicestershire Wirral 

East 
Staffordshire Durham 

Leicester UA 

Blackburn 
with Darwen 
UA Lincoln Doncaster 

North 
Cornwall Easington 

Bolsover Wirral 
Newark and 
Sherwood Sheffield Rotherham Sedgefield 

East 
Staffordshire Sheffield Birmingham Bradford 

Southend-on-
Sea UA Teesdale 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Table: Inflows to Erewash from local boroughs by ag e range (2005) 
Local inflows by age group 
(Erewash)         
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 480 80 80 240 60 20 
Broxtowe 870 160 160 360 120 70 
Gedling 110 20 20 60 10 0 
Rushcliffe 100 0 20 50 20 10 
Ashfield 70 10 10 40 10 0 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
The majority of people moving into Erewash are in the 25-44 age range.  This 
range is the most active in terms of migration across all areas.  Broxtowe shows 
the highest number of movers overall, for all age groups.  The number of people 
in the 0-15 and 16-24 age groups are identical in all areas except for Rushcliffe, 
and could be related to those in the 25-44 age group who are moving into 
Erewash with children.   
 
Chart: Inflows to Erewash from local boroughs by ag e 
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Table: Outflows to local boroughs by age range (200 5) 
Local outflows 
by age group 
(Erewash)             
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 280 60 60 130 30 0 
Broxtowe 570 120 90 260 80 20 
Gedling 70 10 10 40 10 0 
Rushcliffe 100 10 20 50 20 0 
Ashfield 120 20 20 60 20 0 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
A similar pattern can be seen with regard to outflows from Erewash to the local 
area, with the most significant numbers in the 25-44 age range and the majority 
of movement taking place across Broxtowe and Nottingham UA.  There are fewer 
households within the over 65 category moving out of Erewash than moving in, 
which suggests the area may have a specific appeal or feature significant to that 
group.   
 
Both with regard to inflow and outflow in Erewash, the 25-44 age range 
dominates the migration statistics, generally responsible for around half of the 
total movers in the local area.  This is likely to reflect the increased financial 
independence and affordability of housing expected around this age range. 
 
Chart: Outflows from Erewash to local boroughs by a ge (2005) 
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Section 11.  Broxtowe Migration Trends 
 
Broxtowe – General Flows 
 
The surrounding local boroughs make up the principal flow of movers into 
Broxtowe.  Amber Valley and the consolidated London boroughs also account for 
significant numbers of movers.  The number of households moving into Broxtowe 
from Derby is also relatively high.  The Broxtowe top 20 also shows larger cities 
as being relatively high on the list, particularly in comparison to Erewash.  This 
may relate to the proximity of Broxtowe to Nottingham City which will attract 
students and professionals. 
 
Table: Top 20 sources of inflow to Broxtowe 
Top 20 inflow - Broxtowe       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 

Nottingham UA 1870 Nottingham UA 2080 
Nottingham 
UA 2030 

Erewash 590 Erewash 630 Erewash 570 
Amber Valley 190 Gedling 270 Amber Valley 250 
Ashfield 210 Ashfield 260 London 250 
Rushcliffe 240 London 260 Ashfield 220 
London 250 Amber Valley 200 Rushcliffe 200 
Gedling 270 Rushcliffe 180 Gedling 180 
Derby UA 110 Derby UA 150 Derby UA 130 
Newark and 
Sherwood 50 Sheffield 70 Birmingham 70 
Mansfield 30 Leeds 60 Sheffield 60 
Leeds 70 Birmingham 60 Leicester UA 60 

East Lindsey 40 Leicester UA 50 
Newark and 
Sherwood 60 

Sheffield 80 Charnwood 50 Manchester 40 
Birmingham 70 East Lindsey 50 Leeds 40 
Leicester UA 50 Mansfield 50 Charnwood 40 

Charnwood 50 
Newark and 
Sherwood 50 Mansfield 40 

North West 
Leicestershire 40 Manchester 40 Coventry 40 
South 
Derbyshire 20 Coventry 40 Medway UA 40 

Bolsover 20 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 30 Bolsover 30 

Bristol, City of 
UA 20 

North West 
Leicestershire 30 East Lindsey 30 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Outflows from Broxtowe are generally similar to the inflows, dominated by 
Nottingham UA and the surrounding boroughs, with Amber Valley and the 
London Boroughs also responsible for a significant proportion of outgoing 
households.  Larger cities also feature across each of the 3 years as common 
destinations for movers from Broxtowe. 
 
Table: Top 20 outflow destinations from Broxtowe 
Top 20 Outflow Destinations from Broxtowe     
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Nottingham UA 1220 Nottingham UA 1170 Nottingham UA 2030 
Erewash 930 Erewash 910 Erewash 570 
Amber Valley 360 Ashfield 380 Ashfield 220 
Ashfield 320 Amber Valley 300 Amber Valley 250 
Rushcliffe 270 Rushcliffe 280 Rushcliffe 200 
London 200 Gedling 220 London 250 
Gedling 180 London 210 Gedling 180 
Derby UA 150 Derby UA 140 Derby UA 130 
Newark and 
Sherwood 150 East Lindsey 130 

Newark and 
Sherwood 60 

Mansfield 80 
Newark and 
Sherwood 110 East Lindsey 30 

Leeds 70 Sheffield 80 Birmingham 70 
East Lindsey 70 Mansfield 70 Sheffield 60 
Sheffield 60 Leeds 60 Leeds 40 
Birmingham 60 Birmingham 60 Charnwood 40 
Leicester UA 60 Charnwood 60 Bolsover 30 
Charnwood 50 Bolsover 50 South Derbyshire 20 
North West 
Leicestershire 50 Leicester UA 40 

North West 
Leicestershire 20 

South 
Derbyshire 50 Manchester 40 Leicester UA 60 

Bolsover 40 
North West 
Leicestershire 40 South Kesteven 20 

Bristol, City of 
UA 40 Coventry 30 Manchester 40 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Observing the consolidated net flows for the top 10 cities responsible for inflows 
to Broxtowe shows that the majority of positive flow comes from Nottingham UA, 
whereas Broxtowe has a net loss of households to most of the other cities in the 
top 10.  Minor positive inflows are also evident from London, Gedling and 
Birmingham, though for the latter two areas this is not consistent.   
 
Chart: Net flows into and out of Broxtowe (Top 10 i nflow cities) 
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Table: Net flows to/from Broxtowe (top 10 cities) 
Net flows (Top 10 cities)       
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 650 910 660 
Erewash -340 -280 -290 
Amber Valley -170 -100 -60 
London 50 50 20 
Ashfield -110 -120 -170 
Rushcliffe -30 -100 -90 
Gedling 90 50 -30 
Derby UA -40 10 10 
Birmingham 10 0 -10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Those areas responsible for a net inflow to Broxtowe are more varied, though 
Nottingham UA, Gedling and London still feature highly on the list, though 
Broxtowe does not appear in 2005.  Nottingham UA is clearly the main source of 
new households into Broxtowe, as all other cities are responsible for a 
comparatively low number of incoming households. 
 
Table: Top 10 cities responsible for positive flows  into Broxtowe 
Net flows into 
Broxtowe           
City 2003 City 2004 City 2005 

Nottingham UA 650 Nottingham UA 910 
Nottingham 
UA 660 

Gedling 90 Gedling 50 London 20 
London 50 London 50 Leicester UA 20 
Medway UA 30 Wolverhampton 20 Medway UA 20 
Sheffield 20 Bedford 20 Preston 20 
Manchester 20 Derby UA 10 Derby UA 10 
Stoke-on-Trent UA 20 Leicester UA 10 Manchester 10 
Blaby 20 Coventry 10 Mansfield 10 

Reading UA 20 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 10 Coventry 10 

Wycombe 20 Bassetlaw 10 Lincoln 10 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
 
The flows to and from the local area are dominated by Nottingham UA as is the 
top 10 areas responsible for a positive inflow to Broxtowe.  The numbers of 
households moving to and from Broxtowe between the local areas remain fairly 
constant over the three years considered.  After Nottingham, Erewash is 
evidently the second most likely local destination, and also the second most likely 
area from which households will move to Broxtowe, though there is a lower 
proportion coming into Broxtowe from Erewash than vice versa.  Gedling, 
Rushcliffe and Ashfield share a fairly balanced proportion of both incoming and 
outgoing households across each of the 3 years. 
 
Table: Outflows from Broxtowe to local boroughs 
Outflows from local 
boroughs 2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 1220 1170 1370 
Gedling 180 220 210 
Ashfield 320 380 390 
Rushcliffe 270 280 290 
Erewash 930 910 860 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Table: Inflows from local boroughs to Broxtowe 
Inflows from local boroughs 2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 1870 2080 2030 
Gedling 270 270 180 
Ashfield 210 260 220 
Rushcliffe 240 180 200 
Erewash 590 630 570 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Map: Net flows to/from Broxtowe and local boroughs 

 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number: 100018986. 2007  
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Broxtowe – Migrations by Age 
 
The influence of age over the choice of destination from Broxtowe is similar to 
that across the other boroughs.  The ratings for the youngest age group appears 
linked to the 45-64 age group, whereas larger cities seem more likely to be 
chosen by the 16-24 group.  Gedling is fairly low down in all groups, suggesting 
this area is not a likely choice for households moving locally from Broxtowe.  
More rural areas such as Darlington and Derbyshire start to appear among the 
older groups. 
 
Table: Top 20 destinations by age group 

Migrations from Broxtowe by age group (2005)       
All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 

Nottingham UA Erewash Nottingham UA 
Nottingham 
UA Erewash Erewash 

Erewash 
Nottingham 
UA Erewash Erewash 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Ashfield Ashfield London Rushcliffe Ashfield Ashfield 

Amber Valley Amber Valley Amber Valley Ashfield 
Amber 
Valley Rushcliffe 

Rushcliffe Rushcliffe Leeds 
Amber 
Valley 

East 
Lindsey Amber Valley 

London Gedling Birmingham Gedling Rushcliffe Gedling 

Gedling Derby UA Sheffield London 

Newark 
and 
Sherwood 

North West 
Leicestershire 

Derby UA East Lindsey Ashfield Derby UA Gedling East Lindsey 
Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Gedling 

Newark and 
Sherwood Derby UA Derby UA 

East Lindsey Medway UA Derby UA Birmingham Bolsover Darlington UA 

Birmingham Bassetlaw Charnwood 

North West 
Leicestershi
re 

Derbyshire 
Dales Hartlepool UA 

Sheffield Mansfield Leicester UA Sheffield 
South 
Derbyshire 

Middlesbrough 
UA 

Leeds London Rushcliffe 
Leicester 
UA Charnwood 

Redcar and 
Cleveland UA 

Charnwood Harrogate Manchester Charnwood Melton 
Stockton-on-
Tees UA 

Bolsover Rotherham Coventry Bolsover 
South 
Kesteven 

Chester-le-
Street 

South 
Derbyshire Leicester UA 

Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

South 
Derbyshire 

North 
Norfolk Derwentside 

North West 
Leicestershire Melton Durham 

East 
Lindsey 

Isle of 
Wight UA Durham 

Leicester UA 
East 
Staffordshire Lancaster 

Derbyshire 
Dales Mansfield Easington 

South 
Kesteven 

South 
Kesteven Liverpool Manchester 

Darlington 
UA Sedgefield 

Manchester Manchester 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA Mansfield 

Hartlepool 
UA Teesdale 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Moves to the local areas surrounding Broxtowe made up over 50% of the total 
migrations to Broxtowe in 2005.  Nottingham UA produced the clear majority of 
incoming households, particularly across the 16-24 and 65+ age groups, whereas 
Gedling attracts the lowest numbers across all ages.  The general trends for local 
migration movements are reiterated when this data is broken down by age group. 
 
Table: Inflows to Broxtowe from local areas 
Inflows from local areas by age group 
(2005)       
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 2040 280 680 760 210 110 
Gedling 170 10 30 90 30 10 
Erewash 570 120 90 260 80 20 
Ashfield 220 50 20 100 30 20 
Rushcliffe 200 10 30 110 30 20 
Further 2690 240 530 790 90 30 
TOTAL 5890 710 1380 2110 470 210 
  % % % % % % 
Nottingham 
UA 35% 39% 49% 36% 45% 52% 
Gedling 3% 1% 2% 4% 6% 5% 
Erewash 10% 17% 7% 12% 17% 10% 
Ashfield 4% 7% 1% 5% 6% 10% 
Rushcliffe 3% 1% 2% 5% 6% 10% 
Further 46% 34% 38% 37% 19% 14% 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Outflows from Broxtowe show a higher percentage of households moving further 
afield.  Nottingham UA remains the principal destination locally.  The numbers 
moving into Erewash are relatively higher than those moving to Broxtowe from 
that area, the most significant difference being in the over 65 group, where 35% 
move to Erewash compared to just 10% coming in from that area. 
 
Table: Outflows from Broxtowe to local areas by age  group 
Outflows to local areas by age group 
(2005)       
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 1370 130 560 540 100 40 
Gedling 200 30 40 100 20 10 
Erewash 870 160 160 360 120 70 
Ashfield 390 80 50 160 70 30 
Rushcliffe 280 50 20 160 30 20 
Further 3120 250 710 1020 220 30 
TOTAL 6230 700 1540 2340 560 200 
 % % % % % % 
Nottingham 
UA 22% 19% 36% 23% 18% 20% 
Gedling 3% 4% 3% 4% 4% 5% 
Erewash 14% 23% 10% 15% 21% 35% 
Ashfield 6% 11% 3% 7% 13% 15% 
Rushcliffe 4% 7% 1% 7% 5% 10% 
Further 50% 36% 46% 44% 39% 15% 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Section 12.  Rushcliffe Migration Trends 
 
Rushcliffe – General Trends 
 
The breakdown of households moving into Rushcliffe is very similar to those for 
the other boroughs, with Nottingham at the top of the table, and the other local 
boroughs coming fairly high up on the chart.  There are fewer overall movers to 
and from Rushcliffe so the relative numbers of overall moves are lower, but the 
area is very similar to Broxtowe in terms of the proportion of people moving 
locally. 
 
Table: Top 20 sources of inflow to Rushcliffe 
Top 20 sources of inflow to Rushcliffe       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 

Nottingham UA 1880 Nottingham UA 1930 Nottingham UA 2000 
Gedling 430 Gedling 360 Gedling 380 
London 290 Broxtowe 280 Broxtowe 290 
Broxtowe 270 London 270 London 220 
Newark and 
Sherwood 190 Charnwood 210 Charnwood 210 

Charnwood 180 
Newark and 
Sherwood 170 

Newark and 
Sherwood 180 

Melton 130 Melton 140 Melton 140 
Erewash 110 Leeds 100 Erewash 100 
North West 
Leicestershire 100 Erewash 100 Sheffield 90 
Leeds 80 Sheffield 70 Leicester UA 80 

Derby UA 80 Derby UA 70 
North West 
Leicestershire 80 

Leicester UA 80 
North West 
Leicestershire 70 Ashfield 80 

Sheffield 70 Birmingham 70 Leeds 70 
Ashfield 70 Ashfield 60 Derby UA 70 
South 
Kesteven 60 Manchester 50 

South 
Kesteven 70 

South 
Derbyshire 50 

South 
Kesteven 50 Birmingham 70 

Mansfield 50 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 40 Mansfield 50 

Birmingham 50 Leicester UA 40 Manchester 40 
Manchester 40 East Lindsey 40 Amber Valley 40 

Lincoln 40 
Newcastle 
upon Tyne 30 

Newcastle 
upon Tyne 30 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Nottingham and Gedling both appear to be popular destinations for people 
moving locally from Rushcliffe.  Ashfield appears to be the least likely choice for 
households moving out of the area, while Newark and Sherwood is high as well 
as North West Leicestershire. These areas appear more likely to attract new 
households from Rushcliffe compared to the other areas, where they are 
generally lower down statistically in terms of outgoing households.  Larger cities 
are generally further down the scale in relation to Rushcliffe compared to the 
other areas, suggesting the area may be affected to a lesser extent by students 
leaving for university. 
 
Table: Top 20 outflow destinations from Rushcliffe 
Top 20 outflow destinations from Rushcliffe       
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Nottingham UA 1090 Nottingham UA 960 Nottingham UA 1140 
Gedling 390 Gedling 390 Gedling 310 
Newark and 
Sherwood 340 

Newark and 
Sherwood 320 

Newark and 
Sherwood 270 

London 250 London 260 London 250 
Broxtowe 240 Charnwood 230 Charnwood 220 
Melton 240 Melton 210 Broxtowe 200 
Charnwood 210 Broxtowe 180 Melton 200 

Erewash 140 Leeds 120 
North West 
Leicestershire 140 

North West 
Leicestershire 130 

North West 
Leicestershire 110 Leeds 120 

South Kesteven 130 Ashfield 110 Ashfield 110 
Leeds 110 South Kesteven 110 South Kesteven 100 
Sheffield 110 Erewash 100 Erewash 90 
Ashfield 80 Sheffield 100 Birmingham 90 
Birmingham 70 Birmingham 70 Sheffield 80 
Amber Valley 70 Manchester 70 Manchester 80 
Derby UA 60 East Lindsey 70 Derby UA 60 
Mansfield 60 Derby UA 60 East Lindsey 60 
Manchester 60 Amber Valley 60 Leicester UA 50 
East Lindsey 50 Leicester UA 40 Mansfield 50 
Bristol, City of UA 50 Mansfield 40 Amber Valley 40 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Chart: Net flows into and out of Rushcliffe (Top 10  inflow cities) 
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Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Comparing Rushcliffe to the other cities, the general impression is that although 
most of the top 10 inflow areas show a net loss when data is consolidated, the 
extent of this is lesser in comparison to the other areas, suggesting that generally 
fewer households move away from this area than the others.  Similarly to the 
other local boroughs, Rushcliffe shows a large net gain from Nottingham UA, with 
a net increase of over 860 households in 2005. 
 
Table: Net flows (Top 10 cities) to and from Rushcl iffe 
Net flows (Top 10 inflow cities)   
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 790 970 860 
Gedling 40 -30 70 
London 40 10 -30 
Broxtowe 30 100 90 
Newark and Sherwood -150 -150 -90 
Charnwood -30 -20 -10 
Melton -110 -70 -60 
Erewash -30 0 10 
North West 
Leicestershire -30 -40 -60 
Leeds -30 -20 -50 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
As suggested above, Nottingham is responsible for a major inflow to Rushcliffe.  
In addition, of the remaining 4 local areas only Ashfield has a net gain of 
households from Rushcliffe, with most other areas showing a positive net flow to 
this borough.   
 
Table: Positive net flows to Rushcliffe 
Positive Inflows (Top 10 cities) 2005 
Nottingham UA 860 
Broxtowe 90 
Gedling 70 
Leicester UA 30 
Telford & Wrekin UA 20 
Erewash 10 
Sheffield 10 
Derby UA 10 
Bradford 10 
Lincoln 10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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The tables below generally support the suggestion that Rushcliffe has a stronger 
pull for incoming households relative to all of the local areas aside from Erewash, 
which shows more movers from Rushcliffe than vice versa.  Overall local moves 
are responsible for 30% of outflows and between 45 and 50% of inflows. 
 
Table: Outflows to local boroughs from Rushcliffe  
Outflows to local boroughs from Rushcliffe   
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 1090 960 1140 
Gedling 390 390 310 
Broxtowe 240 180 200 
Erewash 140 100 90 
Ashfield 80 110 110 
Further 3910 3960 3920 
TOTAL 5850 5700 5770 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Table: Inflow from local boroughs to Rushcliffe 
Inflow from local boroughs to 
Rushcliffe       
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 1880 1930 2000 
Gedling 430 360 380 
Broxtowe 270 280 290 
Erewash 110 100 100 
Ashfield 70 60 80 
Further 3340 3190 3040 
TOTAL 6100 5920 5890 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Map: Net flows to/from Rushcliffe and local borough s 

 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number: 100018986. 2007  
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Rushcliffe – Migrations by Age 
 
Newark and Sherwood attracts relatively high numbers of movers from 
Rushcliffe, averaging at 310 households per year.  Nottingham is the most 
common destination for movers across all age groups.  Gedling is also clearly a 
common choice for movers from the area.  The pull of larger cities among the 16-
24 age group is also evident.  Charnwood and Melton are both higher up on the 
scale for Rushcliffe than for the other areas considered, which may suggest these 
areas have a particular characteristic appealing to households looking to move 
from Rushcliffe.  Other local areas (Gedling, Ashfield and Erewash) are further 
down in terms of movers from Rushcliffe in comparison to the other local 
boroughs.  Ashfield generally appears to be the least likely to attract households 
from other areas of Nottingham. 
 
Table: Migrations from Rushcliffe by age group (out flows) 
Migrations by age group (Top 20 destinations)     
All Ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Gedling 
Newark and 
Sherwood Leeds Gedling 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Gedling Sheffield Broxtowe Gedling Charnwood 

London Melton Manchester 
Newark and 
Sherwood Melton Broxtowe 

Charnwood 
North West 
Leicestershire Charnwood Charnwood Charnwood Gedling 

Broxtowe Charnwood Birmingham Melton Broxtowe Melton 

Melton 
South 
Kesteven London London Erewash Erewash 

North West 
Leicestershire Broxtowe Gedling 

North West 
Leicestershire East Lindsey East Lindsey 

Leeds Derby UA Melton Erewash 
South 
Kesteven 

North 
Kesteven 

Ashfield Leicester UA Broxtowe Ashfield Derby UA 
South 
Kesteven 

South 
Kesteven 

South 
Derbyshire 

Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

South 
Kesteven 

North West 
Leicestershire Ashfield 

Erewash Ashfield 
North West 
Leicestershire Derby UA 

North 
Kesteven Harborough 

Birmingham Mansfield Leicester UA Birmingham Ashfield Darlington UA 
Sheffield Macclesfield Erewash Leeds Mansfield Hartlepool UA 

Manchester Trafford Liverpool Mansfield Doncaster Middlesbrough 

Derby UA 
Derbyshire 
Dales York UA Leicester UA Amber Valley 

Redcar and 
Cleveland UA 

East Lindsey East Lindsey Ashfield Amber Valley Bassetlaw 
Stockton-on-
Tees UA 

Leicester UA 
North 
Kesteven Coventry Manchester Kirklees 

Chester-le-
Street 

Mansfield Broadland Cambridge East Lindsey Leicester UA Derwentside 

Amber Valley 
Windsor & 
Maidenhead Bristol 

North 
Kesteven 

South 
Derbyshire Durham 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Generally the main age group moving into Rushcliffe is between 25 and 44, 
suggesting that the area attracts movers likely to be professionals with higher 
relative incomes.  There is a noticeably high number of 16-24 year olds moving to 
Rushcliffe from Nottingham UA, which could suggest a number of large families 
moving to the area. 
 
Chart: Inflows to Rushcliffe from local boroughs (2 005) 
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Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Generally the trends reflected by outflows from Rushcliffe are similar to the 
inflows, aside from there being significantly fewer people moving within the 16-24 
age group.  The 25-44 range dominates migrations both to and from the area. 
 
Chart: Outflow from Rushcliffe to local boroughs (2 005) 
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Section 13.  Ashfield Migration Trends 
 
Ashfield – General Flows 
 
Mansfield appears to be an important consideration in the numbers of incoming 
households to Ashfield.  London appears to be much less important compared to 
the inflows for the other boroughs.  As usual, Nottingham UA is responsible for 
the highest numbers of incoming households across all of the 3 years 
considered.  Similarly to the other outer boroughs, Amber Valley is responsible 
for a significant number of new movers to Ashfield.  Although all 5 of the local 
boroughs are present in the top 20 inflow areas, they are spread further apart 
when compared to the other areas, which may suggest that Ashfield does not 
have as much ‘local pull’ as other areas.  In this way it is similar to Rushcliffe, as 
the local areas are more spread across the top 20 for that area also. 
 
Table: Top 20 sources of inflow to Ashfield 
Top 20 Inflows           
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Nottingham UA 860 Nottingham UA 950 Nottingham UA 840 
Mansfield 690 Mansfield 760 Mansfield 670 
Gedling 390 Broxtowe 380 Broxtowe 390 
Bolsover 330 Gedling 380 Gedling 330 
Broxtowe 320 Bolsover 360 Bolsover 290 
Amber Valley 260 Amber Valley 240 Amber Valley 230 
Newark and 
Sherwood 170 

Newark and 
Sherwood 200 

Newark and 
Sherwood 150 

Derby UA 80 London 110 London 120 
Erewash 80 Rushcliffe 110 Erewash 110 
Rushcliffe 80 Erewash 80 Rushcliffe 110 

London 80 Derby UA 80 
North East 
Derbyshire 80 

North East 
Derbyshire 60 East Lindsey 80 Derby UA 70 

Sheffield 50 
North East 
Derbyshire 70 Bassetlaw 60 

Chesterfield 50 Doncaster 40 East Lindsey 50 
East Lindsey 50 Chesterfield 40 Sheffield 40 
Bassetlaw 40 Sheffield 40 Leeds 40 
Leicester UA 30 Bassetlaw 40 Chesterfield 40 
North West 
Leicestershire 30 Leicester UA 30 Rotherham 30 

Birmingham 30 Charnwood 30 
Derbyshire 
Dales 30 

East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 20 Medway UA 20 Manchester 20 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Mansfield again appears a significant area as the most common destination for 
people moving from Ashfield.  In all 3 years the numbers moving to Mansfield 
have surpassed the total movers to Nottingham UA.  Larger cities like Sheffield 
and Manchester appear to be less significant with respect to outflow from 
Ashfield.  Amber Valley, East Lindsey and Newark and Sherwood are all featured 
consistently as areas likely to be considered by those moving away from Ashfield. 
 
Table: Top 20 Destinations for outflow from Ashfiel d 
Top 20 Outflows           
2003 Number 2004 Number 2005 Number 
Mansfield 900 Mansfield 820 Mansfield 860 

Nottingham UA 370 
Nottingham 
UA 410 Nottingham UA 360 

Bolsover 370 Bolsover 310 Bolsover 290 
Newark and 
Sherwood 260 Gedling 280 Gedling 230 
Gedling 250 Broxtowe 260 Broxtowe 220 

Amber Valley 230 
Newark and 
Sherwood 250 Amber Valley 190 

Broxtowe 210 Amber Valley 210 
Newark and 
Sherwood 190 

East Lindsey 130 East Lindsey 110 East Lindsey 100 
North East 
Derbyshire 90 Derby UA 70 Rushcliffe 80 

Rushcliffe 70 
North East 
Derbyshire 70 Derby UA 80 

Bassetlaw 70 Bassetlaw 70 Erewash 70 

Derby UA 60 Rushcliffe 60 
North East 
Derbyshire 60 

Erewash 60 Erewash 60 Sheffield 60 
Sheffield 50 Sheffield 40 Bassetlaw 40 
Leeds 30 Doncaster 30 Chesterfield 40 

London 20 Chesterfield 30 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 40 

Chesterfield 20 Charnwood 20 London 30 
Leicester UA 20 Rotherham 20 Birmingham 30 
East Riding of 
Yorkshire UA 20 Leeds 20 Charnwood 20 
Kingston upon 
Hull, City of UA 20 

South 
Derbyshire 20 Melton 20 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Unlike the other local areas, Ashfield shows positive inflows from most of the top 
20 inflow areas (the chart below shows the consolidated flows for the top 10 
areas responsible for inflow).  Ashfield shows a net outflow to 5 of the top 20 
cities in 2005 (Mansfield, Newark and Sherwood, Derby UA, East Lindsey and 
Sheffield).  The largest net loss is consistently to Mansfield across all 3 years.  
The most significant net gains come from local boroughs – Nottingham UA in 
particular (responsible for an average inflow of 503 movers per year) as well as 
Broxtowe and Gedling.  A net inflow is also consistently registered from the 
collective London boroughs (averaging 83 new movers per year).  
 
Chart: Net flows into and out of Ashfield (Top 10 i nflow cities) 
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Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Table: Net flows into/out of Ashfield 
Net flows (top 20 inflow areas)   
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 490 540 480 
Mansfield -210 -60 -190 
Broxtowe 110 120 170 
Gedling 140 100 100 
Bolsover -40 50 0 
Amber Valley 30 30 40 
Newark and Sherwood -90 -50 -40 
London 60 100 90 
Erewash 20 20 40 
Rushcliffe 10 50 30 
North East Derbyshire -30 0 20 
Derby UA 20 10 -10 
Bassetlaw -30 -30 20 
East Lindsey -80 -30 -50 
Sheffield 0 0 -20 
Leeds -10 0 30 
Chesterfield 30 10 0 
Rotherham -10 0 20 
Derbyshire Dales 0 0 20 
Manchester -10 10 10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
The interaction between Ashfield and the other local boroughs is much less 
significant when compared to the other Nottingham boroughs.  Local areas 
receive only 25% on average of the total outflow from Ashfield, as opposed to 
around 40% across all of the other boroughs.  As mentioned above, the main 
recipients for movers from Ashfield are Mansfield, Bolsover and Newark and 
Sherwood.  The inflow statistics from local boroughs are more significant, but still 
comparatively lower than those of the other Nottingham boroughs with an 
average of 38% coming from the local area each year. 
 
Table: Outflows to local boroughs from Ashfield 
Outflows to local boroughs from Ashfield 
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham 
UA 370 410 480 
Broxtowe 210 260 170 
Gedling 250 280 100 
Erewash 60 60 40 
Rushcliffe 70 60 30 
Further 3040 2820 2860 
TOTAL 4000 3890 3680 
  % % % 
Nottingham 
UA 9% 11% 13% 
Broxtowe 5% 7% 5% 
Gedling 6% 7% 3% 
Erewash 2% 2% 1% 
Rushcliffe 2% 2% 1% 
Further 76% 72% 78% 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Table: Inflows from local boroughs to Ashfield 
Inflows from local boroughs to Ashfield 
  2003 2004 2005 
Nottingham UA 860 950 840 
Broxtowe 320 380 390 
Gedling 390 380 330 
Erewash 80 80 110 
Rushcliffe 80 110 110 
Further 2970 3070 2830 
TOTAL 4700 4970 4610 
  % % % 
Nottingham UA 18% 19% 18% 
Broxtowe 7% 8% 8% 
Gedling 8% 8% 7% 
Erewash 2% 2% 2% 
Rushcliffe 2% 2% 2% 
Further 63% 62% 61% 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Map: Net moves to/from Ashfield and local boroughs 

 
Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Licence Number: 100018986. 2007  
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Ashfield – Migrations by Age Group 
 
The patterns shown by observing the top 20 destinations across each age group 
reveals similarities between Ashfield and the other boroughs, in that cities are 
influenced by movers in the 16-24 group, whereas more rural areas are 
influenced by those in the over 65 group.  Mansfield is the most common 
destination for movers across all age groups, with the highest number of movers 
to this area being in the 25-44 age group followed by the 16-24 group.  Bolsover 
is also clearly a common destination across all groups, only slightly lower down 
among 45-64 year olds.  It should be noted that from Rushcliffe onwards in the 
65+ group, the number of movers is zero. 
 
Table: Top 20 Destinations from Ashfield by age gro up (2005) 
Migrations by age group (Top 20) 2005       
All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Mansfield Mansfield Mansfield Mansfield Mansfield Mansfield 
Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

Nottingham 
UA 

East 
Lindsey Nottingham UA 

Bolsover Bolsover Bolsover Bolsover 
Nottingham 
UA Broxtowe 

Gedling Broxtowe Gedling Broxtowe Gedling Bolsover 

Broxtowe Gedling Sheffield Gedling Bolsover 
Newark and 
Sherwood 

Amber 
Valley 

Amber 
Valley 

Amber 
Valley Amber Valley Broxtowe Gedling 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Broxtowe 

Newark and 
Sherwood 

Newark and 
Sherwood Amber Valley 

East 
Lindsey Erewash 

Newark and 
Sherwood Erewash 

Amber 
Valley East Lindsey 

Rushcliffe 
North East 
Derbyshire Derby UA Rushcliffe Erewash North Norfolk 

Derby UA Rotherham Leeds Derby UA Sheffield Cheltenham 

Erewash Derby UA Erewash 
North East 
Derbyshire Derby UA Tewkesbury 

North East 
Derbyshire 

East 
Lindsey 

North East 
Derbyshire East Lindsey Chesterfield Rushcliffe 

Sheffield Bassetlaw Rushcliffe Chesterfield 
North East 
Derbyshire Darlington UA 

Bassetlaw Rushcliffe Manchester Sheffield Bassetlaw Hartlepool UA 

Chesterfield 

East Riding 
of Yorkshire 
UA Chesterfield Bassetlaw Rushcliffe 

Middlesbrough 
UA 

East Riding 
of Yorkshire 
UA Bradford 

East 
Lindsey 

Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

Blackpool 
UA 

Redcar and 
Cleveland UA 

London Chesterfield Bassetlaw Charnwood 

East Riding 
of Yorkshire 
UA 

Stockton-on-
Tees UA 

Birmingham 
South 
Kesteven Birmingham Melton Rotherham 

Chester-le-
Street 

Charnwood 
West 
Lindsey 

East Riding 
of Yorkshire 
UA 

North West 
Leicestershire 

North 
Kesteven Derwentside 

Melton Caradon 
Leicester 
UA Birmingham 

West 
Lindsey Durham 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
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Despite the lower numbers migrating between Ashfield and the 5 local boroughs, 
it is clear that Nottingham is responsible for the largest proportion of local inflow 
to the area.  Broxtowe and Gedling also account for a significant proportion of 
local inflows, whereas there is a relatively low pull in relation to Erewash and 
Rushcliffe. 
 
Table: Inflows from local boroughs by age group 
Inflows from local boroughs by age group (2005)   
  All ages 0-15 16-24 25-44 45-64 65+ 
Nottingham 
UA 840 180 110 360 140 50 
Broxtowe 390 80 50 160 70 30 
Gedling 330 50 40 150 60 20 
Erewash 110 20 20 60 20 0 
Rushcliffe 110 10 20 50 10 10 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Chart: Inflows from local boroughs to Ashfield by a ge group 

Inflows from local boroughs to Ashfield

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

1000

Nottingham
UA

Broxtowe Gedling Erewash Rushcliffe

2003

2004

2005
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Outflows from Ashfield are comparatively very low across all areas and across all 
age groups.  The majority of movers are in the 25-44 age group, with few or no 
movers in the over 65 group.   
 
Table: Outflows to local boroughs by age group 
Outflows to local boroughs by age group (2005)   

  
All 
ages 0-15 

16-
24 25-44 45-64 65+ 

Nottingham 
UA 360 70 90 130 40 20 
Broxtowe 220 50 20 100 30 20 
Gedling 230 50 40 100 40 10 
Erewash 70 10 10 40 10 0 
Rushcliffe 80 10 10 40 10 0 

Source: National Health Service Central Register: 2003 – 2005  
 
Table 14. Movers from Nottingham City 2006 and dest inations 

Destination submarket 

movers from 
Nottingham City 

2006 % of total 
Arnold - Arnos/Mapperley 425 2.7% 
Arnold/Bestwood 134 0.9% 
Bakersfield 191 1.2% 
Beeston 186 1.2% 
Bestwood Estate 542 3.5% 
Bestwood Park 240 1.5% 
Bestwood St. Albans 67 0.4% 
Bingham 27 0.2% 
Broxtowe, Aspley, Bells Lane, etc 1497 9.7% 
Bulwell 1248 8.1% 
BURTON JOYCE 13 0.1% 
Calverton 24 0.2% 
Carlton 232 1.5% 
Chalfont Drive - Aspley Lane 130 0.8% 
Clifton 661 4.3% 
Clifton Village, Fabis Drive 35 0.2% 
Colwick & Netherfield 64 0.4% 
Compton Acres 60 0.4% 
Cotgrave 17 0.1% 
Cotmanhay 15 0.1% 
Dunkirk,Hillside and Old Lenton 655 4.2% 
E&W Leake 52 0.3% 
Eastwood 41 0.3% 
Forest Fields 845 5.5% 
Hucknall East 96 0.6% 
Hucknall West 43 0.3% 
Hyson Green & Bobbers Mill 738 4.8% 
Keyworth 33 0.2% 
Kimberley 53 0.3% 
Lenton Abbey 117 0.8% 
Long Eaton 98 0.6% 
Mapperley Park South, Carrington, Sherwood Rise 592 3.8% 
Meadows 470 3.0% 
Newstead 4 0.0% 
North Derby rural fringe 7 0.0% 
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North Gedling rural 7 0.0% 
Park and Standard Hill 897 5.8% 
Radcliffe 35 0.2% 
Radford 617 4.0% 
Ravenshead 34 0.2% 
Rise Park 68 0.4% 
Ruddington 39 0.3% 
Rushcliffe Rural East 38 0.2% 
Rushcliffe Rural west 37 0.2% 
Sandiacre & Stapleton 67 0.4% 
Sherwood 1017 6.6% 
Sneinton 773 5.0% 
South Erewash Rural Derby fringe 14 0.1% 
South Gedling rural 24 0.2% 
South Ilkeston 43 0.3% 
St Ann's 1229 7.9% 
WBridgfordE & Gamston 85 0.5% 
WBridgfordN 113 0.7% 
WBridgfordS 47 0.3% 
Wilford and Silverdale 91 0.6% 
Wollaton 539 3.5% 
Woodborough 7 0.0% 
Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Origins: Destinations 
Statistics  
 
 
Table 15. Distribution of workforce by industry 

Greater Nott 
Partnership 

       change 
% 

Industry 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004  
1  : Agric & 
Fishing 

1,000 900 900 900 900 900 900 -10% 

2  : Energy and 
water  

3,000 3,200 4,100 3,600 4,200 4,100 3,800 27% 

3  : Manufacturing 47,200 45,400 41,300 36,700 36,100 32,100 28,600 - 39% 
4  : Construction 12,300 9,600 11,300 11,500 11,200 12,700 12,200 - 1% 
5  : Distr; hotels 64,400 64,850 69,700 72,000 74,500 70,100 70,700 10% 
6  : Transport & 
comms 

10,900 12,200 13,400 12,600 12,900 13,600 13,700 26% 

7  : Bank; profs 49,700 45,700 49,400 50,800 52,400 53,900 54,100 9% 
8  : Public admin  82,000 79,600 80,400 84,100 81,900 87,400 90,600 10% 
9  : Other 
services  

13,000 14,500 13,500 13,800 18,000 14,200 13,900 7% 

Total 283,500 275,950 284,000 286,000 292,100 289,000 288,500 2% 
Difference -5,800 2,150 -100 0 1,500 2,100 -2,300  

Sources: Annual Business Inquiry Employee Analysis and Annual 
Population/Labour Force Surveys (1997-2005); ONS Crown Copyright Reserved 
(from NOMIS on 12th May 2006) 
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Table 16. Broxtowe Borough Council Strategy Summary  
Strategy Date/period Specific objectives/findings 
   
Local Plan (LP) – 
Housing policy 

Adopted 
Sept 2004 

There are some 2000 homes to be developed 
between 2000 and 2011.  New development will 
be spread evenly between key settlements: eg, 
Attenborough, Beeston, Eastwood & 
Newthorpe.  Affordable housing target is set at 
25% on new qualifying sites. 

Housing Strategy  2005 - 2008 Meeting Decent Homes standards; 26% of 
Council stock falls below Decent Homes.  
Council have lost significant stock through RTB, 
and there is pressure on the Council stock.  
Strategy sets out routes for procuring new 
affordable housing via planning.   

Housing 
Needs/Housing Market 
Survey 

2005 (HNS) Housing market predominated by owner 
occupation, with households 30 to 45 age 
group.  Borough is relatively affluent and voids 
are low (circa 2 in 2003).  Eastwood 2 is a low 
demand area, but there is good demand 
elsewhere. 

Affordable Housing 
LP/SPD policy 

(SPD 2007) The Council is preparing supplementary 
planning guidance to support its affordable 
housing policies.  This should be published in 
2007. 

Homelessness 
Strategy 

2003-2006 The Inter-Agency Homelessness Strategy. The 
need for more accommodation is created by 
‘silting up’ of Social housing with increased 
need for B & B. Objectives – preventing, 
accommodating and where possible, avoiding 
homelessness.  

Community Strategy 2006-2012 Priorities: Combatting anti-social behaviour, 
drugs and alcohol misuse, burglary and 
domestic violence.  Decent, affordable housing 
is also key. 

Housing Stock 
Condition Survey 

2002 Stock is generally in a good state of repair.  
However there should be no non-Decent Homes 
by 2010 and all Council stock should be 
improved in quality to meet the Browxtowe 
standard. 

Urban Capacity Study 1999 The Borough is believed to have significant 
urban housing potential – 1999 Study identified 
41 Ha on 11 sites. 
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Table 17. Erewash District Council Strategy Summary  

 
 

Strategy Date/period Specific objectives/findings 

   

Local Plan (LP) – 
Housing policy 
sections 

Adopted 
July 2005 

Land supply in Long Eaton is limited; to protect the 
green belt, new supply will focus on Ilkeston.  LP 
does not identify sites because existing allocations 
plus urban capacity can deliver the required 
housing provision.  Affordable housing target 30%. 

Housing Strategy  2005-8 Stock transfer occurred in 2002.  Strategy needs to 
respond to ‘dormitory town’ character of district; 
also to lack of smaller units for singles.  
Manufacturing still a significant (26%) employer.  
Strategy aims to make best use of S.106 process 
to procure affordable housing.   Choice based 
letting schemes to be developed as policy. 

Housing 
Needs/Housing 
Market Survey 

2002 (HNS) A revised HNS is currently being carried out 
(2006/7).  Erewash is a low density, high owner 
occupied district with an ageing population.  HNS 
finds that policy should maximise affordable 
housing from new developments.  Net affordable 
need is highest in Breaston and Draycott, and 
lowest in Ilkeston Central. 

Affordable Housing 
LP/SPD policy 

SPD 2006 Affordable housing is for Rent, Shared Ownership 
or Shared Equity with retained shares.  SPD 
follows Circular 6/98 guidance of 1 Ha/25 dwelling 
threshold, and with preference for on-site provision 
to meet general affordability challenge across 
District.  Commuted sums calculated on basis of 
foregone grant.   

Homelessness 
Strategy 

2003-2008 
(2003) 

Reviews local causes and provides review of 
numbers (147 in 2002/3).  Provides data on 
accommodation providers.  Strategy – to raise 
awareness & improve information. 

Community Strategy 2006-9 Draft form (Dec 2006).  Strategy to be supported by 
Safer Stronger Communities fund for deprived 
areas (part of Ilkeston).  Specific health & crime 
related targets. 

Private Sector 
Renewal Strategy 

2006 Strategy highlights high correlation between private 
renting, Non-Decent Housing and vulnerable 
households.  Unsatisfactory housing is a high % in 
Long Eaton. 

Urban Capacity Study 2005 445 plots identified in Long Eaton & Ilkeston from 
Tapping the Potential sources.  95 additional 
homes identified in the Derby sub area. 
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Table 18. Gedling Borough Council Strategy Summary   
Strategy Date/period Specific objectives/findings 

   

Local Plan (LP) – 
Housing policy 

Adopted 
July 2005 

Need for Green Belt review in Gedling as 
otherwise the Borough cannot meet housing 
requirements; Key sites are Gedling Colliery 
and Top Wighay Farm.  There are constraints to 
both sites realising full potential. 

Housing Strategy 
(2004; 2006 Update) 

2006 Meeting Decent Homes standards by 2010; 
Stock condition requirement until 2010 but with 
a shortfall beyond 2010 to meet tenants 
aspirations; Stock transfer favoured by the 
majority of tenants. 

Housing 
Needs/Housing Market 
Survey 

2004 (HNS) High levels of ownership and larger households; 
net importer of mid-life households; low % 
ethnic households; no low demand areas;  

Affordable Housing 
LP/SPD policy 

(LP – July 
2005) 

Planning permission for residential development 
on all large sites of 1 ha. or more will be granted 
subject to negotiation to seek to secure 20% of 
the dwellings on the site being developed for 
affordable housing;  Affordable housing being 
delivered without grant on S.106 sites. 

Homelessness 
Strategy 

2003 Sets out causes of homelessness in Borough; 
small families make up major source; sets out 
agency and partnership working and contact 
lists. 

Community Strategy 2006-2008 Gedling generally not a deprived area, but 
scope for: Building social capital, tackling health 
inequalities; building a safer community and a 
better environment. 

Housing Stock 
Condition Survey 

April 2005 Approval sought to undertake an additional five 
per cent stock condition survey (Council sector) 
and a feasibility appraisal for the redevelopment 
of difficult to let bed-sit accommodation.  

Private Sector Empty 
Properties Strategy 

2005 Need to compile an Empty Homes database; 
sets out legal framework for interventions; need 
for corporate approach within Gedling BC. 

Urban Capacity Study Revised 
March 2003 

Urban Capacity sites will yield around 8% of 
total LP requirement (1991 to 2011); sites > 0.4 
Ha were  considered. 

  



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 73 

Table 19. Nottingham City Council Strategy Summary 
Strategy Date/period Specific objectives/findings 

   

Local Plan (LP) – 
Housing policy 

Adopted 
Nov 2005 

Allocated Greenfield sites to contribute 15% of 
housing supply; Extant mixed use permissions 
and other regeneration sites will meet a high % 
of demand; Clifton will also provide significant 
additional housing.  Affordable housing to be 
negotiated on sites > 1Ha or 25 dwellings. 

Housing Strategy (Nov 
2005) 

2004 - 2005 Strategy laid out options for management of the 
affordable housing stock.  Decision 
subsequently taken to form Nottingham Homes, 
an ALMO.  City has a high % of flats, and a high 
% of older housing in private ownership.  
Estimated 8,000 Non-Decent Homes in the city 
by 2010. 

Housing 
Needs/Housing Market 
Survey 

2002 (HNS) City has some of most deprived areas in the 
Region, although the market is varied.  High % 
of students and investors.  Annual overall need 
estimated at c, 8,000 households, a significant 
proportion of whom might be housed through 
City Council re-lets. 

Affordable Housing 
LP/SPD policy 

SPD 2006 Policy is to negotiate a minimum of 20% 
affordable housing on qualifying sites - > 1 
Ha/25 dwellings.  Commuted sums to cover 
value of grant from Housing Corporation.  
Targets and commuted sums should consider 
both needs and viability.  

Homelessness 
Strategy 

2003-2008 The Inter-Agency Homelessness Strategy.  
Priorities include Emergency Accommodation 
P1; Children, Families and Domestic Violence 
P2; Drugs and Homelessness P3; Refugees 
and Asylum Applicants P4 (developments in the 
region have the potential to create a wave of 
homelessness amongst this part of the 
population in Nottingham.) 

Housing Stock 
Condition Survey 

2003 Estimated that 47% of the housing stock fell 
below Decent Homes standard. 

Urban Capacity Study 2002 Housing Land Availability Assessment – 
currently being commissioned (2006) 
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Table 20.  Rushcliffe Borough Council Strategy Summ ary 
Strategy Date/period Specific objectives/findings 

Non-Statutory Replacement 
Local Plan 

Adopted 
December 2006 

Statutory Local Plan withdrawn September 2006 due to issues 
relation to allocations.  Policies not relating to housing and 
employment allocations adopted for Development Control 
purposes on a non-statutory basic in December 2006.  Affordable 
Housing policy states that up to 30% of new dwellings on 
developments of 15 dwellings or more should be affordable. 

Housing Strategy (Nov 
2005) 

2004 - 2007 Borough has undergone successful stock 
transfer (2003).  There is a need to develop 
affordable housing using more creative 
measures.   Increase affordable targets from 
15% to 30% and go for rent.  Use capital RTB 
receipts for new affordable housing.    

Housing 
Needs/Housing Market 
Survey 

 Rushcliffe has high levels of ownership and high 
% older households. It has specific rural 
affordability challenges. 

Affordable Housing 
LP/SPD policy 

SPD 2003 A 15 dwelling threshold applies to specified LP 
sites.  SPD suggests 16.5% of new housing 
should be affordable.  It is believed this target is 
being reviewed.  Low cost affordable housing is 
line with policy provided it’s in perpetuity.  
Commuted sums to be in line with Housing 
Corporation grant levels. 

Homelessness 
Strategy 

2003-2007 States that homelessness is a significant issue, 
although outward evidence of rough sleeping is 
not strong.  Strategy leads to an Action Plan, to 
be monitored by the Rushcliffe Inter-Agency 
Homelessness Forum.  Stock transfer and lack 
of hostels creates a supply side problem. 

Community Strategy 2005-2020 Reflects a joint policy statement from the 
Borough Council, environmental interests and 
public services. Strategy makes improving 
health, reducing injury and combatting crime, 
key priorities.  

Housing Stock 
Condition Survey 

2003 Rushcliffe has a high % of detached homes; 
20% of stock is pre 1919.  27% of homes do not 
meet the Decent Homes standard.  Fuel poverty 
is very high in some wards – particularly 
Musters and Lady Bay.  

Private Sector 
Renewal Strategy 

2004-7 
(2006) 

A key policy thrust is alleviating housing needs 
for vulnerable people in the private sector.  
Strategy is also about renewal, both of physical 
stock and neighbourhoods. 

Urban Capacity Study Review 
2004 

Most capacity likely to come from brownfield 
sites > 0.4 Ha in West Bridgford. 
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Section 21. Status Survey Incomes Data 
 
Nottingham city (April 2005) Survey Data 
 
The graph below (Figure 2.5) shows the distribution of the total net weekly 
household income.  Nottingham houses a small number of households with 
incomes under £60 per week (8%).  Over half of the households have incomes 
between £60 and £159 per week (55%), while a further 17% of households have 
incomes between £160 and £199 per week.  Only 20% of households have 
incomes over £200 per week, of which 4% are between £300 and £399 per week 
and 1% are between £400 and £499 per week.  No households have weekly 
incomes over £500 per week. 
 

Chart Net weekly income distribution – Nottingham C ity (April 2005) 

Figure 2.5 Total net weekly income 
(1,201 responses)
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Rushcliffe Homes (August 2004) Survey Data 
 
A third of the association's tenants reported net household incomes between 
£160 and £299. Only a very small proportion of tenants reported incomes in the 
higher income bands. Only 6% said that they had net household incomes of over 
£300 and only 2% said that they had incomes above £400.  
 
Chart Net weekly household income distribution – Ru shcliffe Homes (August 2004) 
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Broxtowe (2004) Survey Data 
 
Broxtowe BC provided the raw data from their survey, which gives the following 
results for income. 
 
Chart Net weekly household income distribution – Br oxtowe (2004) 
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Gedling BC (2006) 
 
Summary tables for the Gedling Status survey 2006 were made available in 
October. 
 
Chart Net weekly household income distribution – Ge dling (2006) 

Gedling Status survey tenants incomes

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

No reply Under
£60

£60 - £99 £100 -
£159

£160 -
£199

£200 -
£299

£300 -
£399

£400 or
more

weekly income range

nu
m

be
r 

of
 c

as
es

 
 



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 79 

Appendix 22. ASHECASS Incomes Model 
 
Estimating household incomes  
 
Estimating incomes is a perennial problem for many social researchers, and 
surveys and incomes data can be expensive and take considerable resources to 
commission and manage.    But it is increasingly possible that generally available 
free data sources in large spatially detailed datasets can be used for the 
construction of  models giving both averages and profiles at  detailed spatial 
levels.  A prototype attempt is set out here. 
 
The components are :- 
 
Census data at Output Area level,  
 
table CAS46 – socio-economic classification (NS-SeC) of Household Reference 
Person (HRP) by tenure 
 
table CAS118, which gives number of workers per household 
 
Output Areas may be a bit small for many purposes, so aggregating them to 
whatever boundaries are required, like ward, parish, or your own neighbourhood 
structure, is often helpful. 
 
Then link this occupation type with ASHE to attribute a combined household 
income to the socio-economic profile for each aggregated spatial unit. 
 
ASHE ( Annual Survey of Hours and Earnings) 
 
This gives a regional breakdown of earnings by occupation type, and a local 
authority breakdown.  So a typical earnings level can be attributed to each socio-
economic group from the regional tables, and this then weighted by any 
substantial local authority variation.   
 
The average number of workers per household, or possibly even more accurate 
estimates of numbers of earners in each household,  can thus be used to derive 
broad household incomes.  The socio-economic classification can also allow a 
broad split for other factors, such as tenure or employment. 
 
ONS produce a matrix  which gives the combinations of SOC codes and 
Employment Status, available at :-  
http://www.statistics.gov.uk/methods_quality/ns_sec/derivation_tables.asp  
 
This says “ An NS-SEC category is allocated by using a combination of 
information about occupation coded to occupational unit group (OUG) level of the 
Standard Occupational Classification 2000, plus information about employment 
status and size of organisation in the form of an employment status variable.”   
Income from other sources such as benefits and pensions is another problem, 
but the most common benefits can be added in from current rates.  This makes it 
all more complicated, and the spreadsheets bigger, and many versions and 
refinements may be needed to get something that captures as much detail as 
wanted; but by building it slowly it is possible to produce something that stands 
up to logical analysis and gives results that look right compared to other sources. 



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 80 

 
The biggest problem is then testing and calibrating the model.  Other sources 
such as CACI Paycheck cab help, or  ONS have now produced new model-
based estimates of income for Wards, 2001/02 at :- 

http://neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/datasetList.do?JSAllowed=tr
ue&Function=&%24ph=60&CurrentPageId=60&step=1&CurrentTreeIndex=-
1&searchString=&datasetFamilyId=266&Next.x=12&Next.y=7  . 

 ‘Reality testing’ against local knowledge is also always useful. 
The method may be crude and have a number of flaws, but sometimes 
researchers working on practical projects, such as housing affordability or 
economic development, need something rather than nothing; and the method 
provides a starting point which can be developed further. 
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Table 23. Lower quartile prices by urban settlement  
urban area sales in urban area lower quartile price 
ARNOLD 588  £                 109,350  
AWSWORTH 48  £                  74,000  
BASLOW 840  £                  99,000  
BEESTON AND BRAMCOTE 692  £                 117,000  
BINGHAM 148  £                 115,500  
BORROWASH/OCKBROOK 112  £                 119,950  
BREASTON 148  £                 117,000  
BURTON JOYCE 64  £                 180,000  
CALVERTON 76  £                  99,000  
CARLTON 872  £                  98,495  
CLIFTON 252  £                  85,000  
COTGRAVE 136  £                 100,000  
CROPWELL BISHOP 28  £                 119,950  
EAST LEAKE 72  £                 150,000  
EASTWOOD 276  £                  88,850  
GOTHAM 16  £                 120,000  
HUCKNALL 548  £                  91,500  
ILKESTON 692  £                  79,000  
KEYWORTH 92  £                 144,000  
KIMBERLEY 216  £                  96,950  
LITTLE EATON 24  £                 140,000  
NOTTINGHAM 4756  £                  85,000  
RADCLIFFE ON TRENT 128  £                 132,500  
RAVENSHEAD 112  £                 165,500  
RUDDINGTON 96  £                 131,000  
STAPLEFORD 304  £                  98,000  
WEST BRIDGFORD 684  £                 159,995  
WEST HALLAM 104  £                 120,000  
WILFORD 52  £                 140,000  
WOODBOROUGH 24  £                 199,950  
Source: Land Registry House Price Data 2005-06 
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Table 24. Private sector stock condition summary by  local authority 
category  \/            LA   > Broxtowe  Erewash  Gedling Nottingham  Rushcliffe Hucknall TOTAL 

dwellings 41698 40670 43682 83576 41997 11126 262749 
Non-decent  % 29.7 21.3 24.5 31.2 31 32.7 28.3 
number 12384 8663 10702 26076 13019 3637 74481 
thermal comfort   % 15.9 8.1 12.8 19.9 19.1 20.6 16.2 
number 6630 3294 5591 16632 8021 2291 42460 
Unfit   % 3.3 5.5 3.6 5.8 3.5 4.1 4.6 
number 1376 2237 1573 4847 1470 453 11956 
 disrepair   %  15.6 10.3 12.8 11.4 14.4 15.9 12.8 
number 6505 4189 5591 9528 6048 1772 33632 
facilities   % 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.2 1.6 1.7 1.6 
number 751 691 830 1003 672 192 4139 
vulnerable   % 26.6 35.5 23.4 37.5 26.8 44.5 31.7 
number 11092 14438 10222 31341 11255 4953 83300 
vulnerable & non-decent  
% 10.0 9.7 7.8 12.6 9.3 15.8 10.5 
number 4170 3945 3407 10531 3906 1761 27719 
vulnerable in decent  % 62.4 72.7 66.7 66.5 65.5 64.4 66.7 
number 6922 10493 6814 20810 7349 3192 55581 

SAP under 30  % 3.7 6.8 2.7 3 4.5 3.3 3.9 

number 1543 2766 1179 2507 1890 363 10248 
Fuel Poverty  % 8.1 19.4 6.1 11.5 8.1 7.2 10.6 
number 3378 7890 2665 9611 3402 802 27747 
Source: HI4EM, extrapolated and standardised results of Private Sector Stock Condition 
Surveys  
 
 
Table 25. Tenure and Ethnicity by Local Authority 

La 
Hucknall 

(Ashfield) Broxtowe Erewash Gedling Nottingham Rushcliffe 

BME 
group 

total 
Owned, TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 9500 34882 36197 38537 58031 34455 211602 
Owned, White: 
British 9323 33169 35025 36442 49546 32632 196137 
Owned, White: 
Irish 42 335 315 439 1031 370 2532 
Owned, White: 
Other White 48 385 330 589 1397 516 3265 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and 
Black 
Caribbean 6 63 30 51 220 39 409 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and 
Black African 3 6 3 6 42 21 81 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and 
Asian 6 39 3 45 129 54 276 
Owned, Mixed: 
Other Mixed 12 27 18 15 82 33 187 
Owned, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Indian 24 360 183 226 1153 376 2322 
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Owned, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Pakistani 3 91 21 97 1634 130 1976 
Owned, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Bangladeshi   6   9 45 3 63 
Owned, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Other Asian   48 9 63 154 30 304 
Owned, Black 
or Black British: 
Black 
Caribbean 15 154 164 421 2009 127 2890 
Owned, Black 
or Black British: 
Black African 6 33 18 24 179 25 285 
Owned, Black 
or Black British: 
Other Black   12 27 12 133 3 187 
Owned, 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese 9 127 33 71 196 63 499 
Owned, 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic Group 3 27 18 27 81 33 189 
Council, 
TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 1867 4674 5543 3963 31306 3768 51121 
Council, White: 
British 1840 4536 5422 3819 26178 3619 45414 
Council, White: 
Irish 6 27 70 54 603 35 795 
Council, White: 
Other White 12 63 21 21 515 45 677 
Council, Mixed: 
White and 
Black 
Caribbean 6 9 6 15 596 9 641 
Council, Mixed: 
White and 
Black African     3   66   69 
Council, Mixed: 
White and 
Asian         93   93 
Council, Mixed: 
Other Mixed         101 6 107 
Council, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Indian   9 6 9 160 21 205 
Council, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Pakistani     3 3 376 9 391 
Council, Asian 
or Asian British:         16   16 



Appendix of Tables and Additional Information: 84 

Bangladeshi 
Council, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Other Asian   3     51 3 57 
Council, Black 
or Black British: 
Black 
Caribbean   9 6 30 2121 9 2175 
Council, Black 
or Black British: 
Black African   3     120   123 
Council, Black 
or Black British: 
Other Black   3 3 6 256 6 274 
Council, 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese   6   3 30   39 
Council, 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic 3 6 3 3 24 6 45 
housing 
association, 
TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 211 972 906 1300 7619 540 11548 
housing 
association, 
White: British 208 894 855 1252 5837 504 9550 
housing 
association, 
White: Irish   12 3 18 199 12 244 
housing 
association, 
White: Other 
White 3 17 6 9 152 3 190 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White 
and Black 
Caribbean   9 9   147 3 168 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White 
and Black 
African         24   24 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White 
and Asian   3     42   45 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: Other 
Mixed         39   39 
housing 
association,   6 6 6 119 3 140 
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Asian or Asian 
British: Indian 
housing 
association, 
Asian or Asian 
British: 
Pakistani   3     190 3 196 
housing 
association, 
Asian or Asian 
British: 
Bangladeshi   3     21   24 
housing 
association, 
Asian or Asian 
British: Other 
Asian         12   12 
housing 
association, 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
Caribbean   3 15 9 619   646 
housing 
association, 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
African   7 3   66 3 79 
housing 
association, 
Black or Black 
British: Other 
Black     9 3 72 6 90 
housing 
association, 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese   12   3 38 3 56 
housing 
association, 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic   3     42   45 
Private rented , 
TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 842 4995 3581 3693 19309 4883 37303 
Private rented , 
White: British 809 4312 3440 3399 15429 4385 31774 
Private rented , 
White: Irish 6 45 21 36 325 45 478 
Private rented , 
White: Other 
White 6 248 66 92 1039 191 1642 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White 
and Black 
Carib   9 9 12 144 13 187 
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Private rented , 
Mixed: White 
and Black Afric   18 3 6 69 3 99 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White 
and Asian   15   6 97 9 127 
Private rented , 
Mixed: Other 
Mixed 9 12 6 9 96 18 150 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Indian 3 63 12 37 494 90 699 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: 
Pakistani 3 21 6 12 356 15 413 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: 
Bangladeshi   9     33 3 45 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Other   24   12 117 15 168 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
Caribbean   9 6 27 417 33 492 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
African   31 3 6 206 3 249 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Other 
Black       3 63 3 69 
Private rented , 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese 3 104 6 27 196 12 348 
Private rented , 
Chinese or 
Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic Group 3 75 3 9 228 45 363 
Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Table CAST04 Theme Table 
on ethnic group (of Household Reference Person) - households 
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Viewing this as percentage figures for each local authority and for each ethnic 
group, together with the spatial analysis above, allows conclusions to be drawn 
on likely tenure and house type patterns for ethnic minorities within the HMA. 
 
Table 26.Percentage of Ethnic groups by tenure in e ach local authority area 

LA 
Hucknall 

(Ashfield) Broxtowe Erewash Gedling Nottingham Rushcliffe 
 
Owned, TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 9500 34882 36197 38537 58031 34455 
Owned, White: 
British 98.1% 95.1% 96.8% 94.6% 85.4% 94.7% 
Owned, White: 
Irish 0.4% 1.0% 0.9% 1.1% 1.8% 1.1% 
Owned, White: 
Other White 0.5% 1.1% 0.9% 1.5% 2.4% 1.5% 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and Black 
Caribbean 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and Black 
African 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and Asian 0.1% 0.1% 0.01% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 
Owned, Mixed: 
Other Mixed 0.1% 0.1% 0.05% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Indian 0.3% 1.0% 0.5% 0.6% 2.0% 1.1% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Pakistani 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 2.8% 0.4% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Bangladeshi   0.0%   0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Other Asian   0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 
Owned, Black or 
Black British: 
Black Caribbean 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 1.1% 3.5% 0.4% 
Owned, Black or 
Black British: 
Black African 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 
Owned, Black or 
Black British: 
Other Black   0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 
Owned, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 
Owned, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic Group 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
Council, TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 1867 4674 5543 3963 31306 3768 
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Council, White: 
British 98.6% 97.0% 97.8% 96.4% 83.6% 96.0% 
Council, White: 
Irish 0.3% 0.6% 1.3% 1.4% 1.9% 0.9% 
Council, White: 
Other White 0.6% 1.3% 0.4% 0.5% 1.6% 1.2% 
Council, Mixed: 
White and Black 
Caribbean 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 1.9% 0.2% 
Council, Mixed: 
White and Black 
African     0.1%   0.2%   
Council, Mixed: 
White and Asian         0.3%   
Council, Mixed: 
Other Mixed         0.3% 0.2% 
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Indian   0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6% 
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Pakistani     0.1% 0.1% 1.2% 0.2% 
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Bangladeshi         0.1%   
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Other Asian   0.1%     0.2% 0.1% 
Council, Black or 
Black British: 
Black Caribbean   0.2% 0.1% 0.8% 6.8% 0.2% 
Council, Black or 
Black British: 
Black African   0.1%     0.4%   
Council, Black or 
Black British: 
Other Black   0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.8% 0.2% 
Council, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese   0.1%   0.1% 0.1%   
Council, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 
housing 
association, 
TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 211 972 906 1300 7619 540 
housing 
association, 
White: British 99% 92% 94% 96% 77% 93% 
housing 
association, 
White: Irish   1% 0% 1% 3% 2% 
housing 
association, 
White: Other 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 1% 
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White 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White and 
Black Caribbean   1% 1%   2% 1% 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White and 
Black African         0%   
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White and 
Asian   0%     1%   
housing 
association, 
Mixed: Other 
Mixed         1%   
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Indian   1% 1% 0% 2% 1% 
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Pakistani   0%     2% 1% 
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Bangladeshi   0%     0%   
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Other Asian         0%   
housing 
association, Black 
or Black British: 
Black Caribbean   0% 2% 1% 8%   
housing 
association, Black 
or Black British: 
Black African   1% 0%   1% 1% 
housing 
association, Black 
or Black British: 
Other Black     1% 0% 1% 1% 
housing 
association, 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group: 
Chinese   1%   0% 0% 1% 
housing 
association, 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group: 
Other Ethnic   0%     1%   
Private rented , 
TOTAL 842 4995 3581 3693 19309 4883 
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HOUSEHOLDS 
Private rented , 
White: British 96.1% 86.3% 96.1% 92.0% 79.9% 89.8% 
Private rented , 
White: Irish 0.7% 0.9% 0.6% 1.0% 1.7% 0.9% 
Private rented , 
White: Other 
White 0.7% 5.0% 1.8% 2.5% 5.4% 3.9% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White and 
Black Carib   0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.7% 0.3% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White and 
Black Afric   0.4% 0.1% 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White and 
Asian   0.3%   0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: Other 
Mixed 1.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.4% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Indian 0.4% 1.3% 0.3% 1.0% 2.6% 1.8% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Pakistani 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.3% 1.8% 0.3% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: 
Bangladeshi   0.2%     0.2% 0.1% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Other   0.5%   0.3% 0.6% 0.3% 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
Caribbean   0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 2.2% 0.7% 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
African   0.6% 0.1% 0.2% 1.1% 0.1% 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Other 
Black       0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 
Private rented , 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group: 
Chinese 0.4% 2.1% 0.2% 0.7% 1.0% 0.2% 
Private rented , 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group: 
Other Ethnic 
Group 0.4% 1.5% 0.1% 0.2% 1.2% 0.9% 
Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Table CAST04 Theme Table 
on ethnic group (of Household Reference Person) - households 
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Table 27. Percentage of tenure for each Ethnic grou p 
Percentage of 
BME group in 
tenure in LA 

Hucknall 
(Ashfield) Broxtowe Erewash Gedling Nottingham Rushcliffe 

Owned, TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 4.5% 16.5% 17.1% 18.2% 27.4% 16.3% 
Owned, White: 
British 4.8% 16.9% 17.9% 18.6% 25.3% 16.6% 
Owned, White: 
Irish 1.7% 13.2% 12.4% 17.3% 40.7% 14.6% 
Owned, White: 
Other White 1.5% 11.8% 10.1% 18.0% 42.8% 15.8% 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and Black 
Caribbean 1.5% 15.4% 7.3% 12.5% 53.8% 9.5% 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and Black 
African 3.7% 7.4% 3.7% 7.4% 51.9% 25.9% 
Owned, Mixed: 
White and Asian 2.2% 14.1% 1.1% 16.3% 46.7% 19.6% 
Owned, Mixed: 
Other Mixed 6.4% 14.4% 9.6% 8.0% 43.9% 17.6% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Indian 1.0% 15.5% 7.9% 9.7% 49.7% 16.2% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Pakistani 0.2% 4.6% 1.1% 4.9% 82.7% 6.6% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Bangladeshi   9.5%   14.3% 71.4% 4.8% 
Owned, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Other Asian   15.8% 3.0% 20.7% 50.7% 9.9% 
Owned, Black or 
Black British: 
Black Caribbean 0.5% 5.3% 5.7% 14.6% 69.5% 4.4% 
Owned, Black or 
Black British: 
Black African 2.1% 11.6% 6.3% 8.4% 62.8% 8.8% 
Owned, Black or 
Black British: 
Other Black   6.4% 14.4% 6.4% 71.1% 1.6% 
Owned, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese 1.8% 25.5% 6.6% 14.2% 39.3% 12.6% 
Owned, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic Group 1.6% 14.3% 9.5% 14.3% 42.9% 17.5% 
Council, TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 3.7% 9.1% 10.8% 7.8% 61.2% 7.4% 
Council, White: 
British 4.1% 10.0% 11.9% 8.4% 57.6% 8.0% 
Council, White: 
Irish 0.8% 3.4% 8.8% 6.8% 75.8% 4.4% 
Council, White: 1.8% 9.3% 3.1% 3.1% 76.1% 6.6% 
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Other White 
Council, Mixed: 
White and Black 
Caribbean 0.9% 1.4% 0.9% 2.3% 93.0% 1.4% 
Council, Mixed: 
White and Black 
African     4.3%   95.7%   
Council, Mixed: 
White and Asian         100.0%   
Council, Mixed: 
Other Mixed         94.4% 5.6% 
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Indian   4.4% 2.9% 4.4% 78.0% 10.2% 
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Pakistani     0.8% 0.8% 96.2% 2.3% 
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Bangladeshi         100.0%   
Council, Asian or 
Asian British: 
Other Asian   5.3%     89.5% 5.3% 
Council, Black or 
Black British: 
Black Caribbean   0.4% 0.3% 1.4% 97.5% 0.4% 
Council, Black or 
Black British: 
Black African   2.4%     97.6%   
Council, Black or 
Black British: 
Other Black   1.1% 1.1% 2.2% 93.4% 2.2% 
Council, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Chinese   15.4%   7.7% 76.9%   
Council, Chinese 
or Other Ethnic 
Group: Other 
Ethnic 6.7% 13.3% 6.7% 6.7% 53.3% 13.3% 
housing 
association, 
TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 1.8% 8.4% 7.8% 11.3% 66.0% 4.7% 
housing 
association, 
White: British 2.2% 9.4% 9.0% 13.1% 61.1% 5.3% 
housing 
association, 
White: Irish   4.9% 1.2% 7.4% 81.6% 4.9% 
housing 
association, 
White: Other 
White 1.6% 8.9% 3.2% 4.7% 80.0% 1.6% 
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White and 
Black Caribbean   5.4% 5.4%   87.5% 1.8% 
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housing 
association, 
Mixed: White and 
Black African         100.0%   
housing 
association, 
Mixed: White and 
Asian   6.7%     93.3%   
housing 
association, 
Mixed: Other 
Mixed         100.0%   
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Indian   4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 85.0% 2.1% 
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Pakistani   1.5%     96.9% 1.5% 
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Bangladeshi   12.5%     87.5%   
housing 
association, Asian 
or Asian British: 
Other Asian         100.0%   
housing 
association, Black 
or Black British: 
Black Caribbean   0.5% 2.3% 1.4% 95.8%   
housing 
association, Black 
or Black British: 
Black African   8.9% 3.8%   83.5% 3.8% 
housing 
association, Black 
or Black British: 
Other Black     10.0% 3.3% 80.0% 6.7% 
housing 
association, 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group: 
Chinese   21.4%   5.4% 67.9% 5.4% 
housing 
association, 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group   6.7%     93.3%   
Private rented , 
TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLDS 2.3% 13.4% 9.6% 9.9% 51.8% 13.1% 
Private rented , 
White: British 2.5% 13.6% 10.8% 10.7% 48.6% 13.8% 
Private rented , 
White: Irish 1.3% 9.4% 4.4% 7.5% 68.0% 9.4% 
Private rented , 0.4% 15.1% 4.0% 5.6% 63.3% 11.6% 
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White: Other 
White 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White and 
Black Carib   4.8% 4.8% 6.4% 77.0% 7.0% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White and 
Black Afric   18.2% 3.0% 6.1% 69.7% 3.0% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: White and 
Asian   11.8%   4.7% 76.4% 7.1% 
Private rented , 
Mixed: Other 
Mixed 6.0% 8.0% 4.0% 6.0% 64.0% 12.0% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Indian 0.4% 9.0% 1.7% 5.3% 70.7% 12.9% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Pakistani 0.7% 5.1% 1.5% 2.9% 86.2% 3.6% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: 
Bangladeshi   20.0%     73.3% 6.7% 
Private rented , 
Asian or Asian 
British: Othe   14.3%   7.1% 69.6% 8.9% 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
Caribbean   1.8% 1.2% 5.5% 84.8% 6.7% 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Black 
African   12.4% 1.2% 2.4% 82.7% 1.2% 
Private rented , 
Black or Black 
British: Other 
Black       4.3% 91.3% 4.3% 
Private rented , 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group: 
Chinese 0.9% 29.9% 1.7% 7.8% 56.3% 3.4% 
Private rented , 
Chinese or Other 
Ethnic Group:  0.8% 20.7% 0.8% 2.5% 62.8% 12.4% 
Source: ONS Census 2001, DVD-04, August 2003 Table CAST04 Theme Table 
on ethnic group (of Household Reference Person) - households 
 
 


