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Main points of this paper.  

• Expert Opinion: A second International Demographic Expert, Prof Tony Champion.  has 
endorsed our analysis that future population growth for Coventry has been grossly 
exagerated.   He wrote, “Your ….challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP seems highly 
valid to me.” “Coventry's 32.1% [growth] would thus appear to be a real - and strange -
 outlier.”  

• New Evidence: confirmation 3680-3750 ghost students are being overcounted into the ONS 
estimates for Coventry, from a whole new line of analysis and data.   

• To show that if there is miraculous economic growth in Nuneaton, there will NOT be a need 
for homes above and beyond demographic growth – if Nuneaton can lift its performance and 
achieve the jobs density of Rugby, there are enough local people to take up all the jobs.  
New homes will not be needed to accommodate the new jobs.  

• To bring to your attention manifest errors and omissions in the Coventry inspector’s report 
which make her analysis of population unsafe.  

• to highlight the double counting of residents in Coventry and Nuneaton, through the mixing 
of economic and demographic models in the SHMA. This double counting has the effect of 
exagerating the OAN assessed for Nuneaton itself.  People are being counted as both in 
Coventry and Nuneaton, which gives rise to a need for 2 houses for the same person, 
effectively.  

 
 1. Expert Opinion: Prof Tony Champion, Emeritus Professor of Population Geography 

Newcastle University examined the information I submitted to you in Sept 2017 (the 
powerpoint presentation) and stated:  
(a) “Your PPT's challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP seems highly valid to me. I 

am particularly struck by how out of line Coventry's projected growth is compared to the 
other LADs in the West Midlands - indeed, one can extend this to the whole country, as 
in the Table pasted below: Coventry's projected increase 2014-2039 of 100,300 is 
exceeded by 3 London Boroughs and 2 other major cities, indeed the latter description 
applies to all the top places listed (apart from large unitary of Cornwall). And it is well 
known that London is a specially dynamic case, and also that the other major cities' large 
gains actually translate into much lower % rates of growth than Coventry's 32.1%. 
Coventry would thus appear to be a real - and strange - outlier.”  

(b) “In terms of your evidence, I see no reason why Coventry's planners should accept any 
other assumptions on births and deaths than those used by ONS in the 2014-based 
projection” (you will recall that GL Hearn have padded birth rates and suppressed death 
rates to increase population growth in Coventry, by 1000/year)  

(c) he points to imminent methodological changes, at ONS, which will produce revised mid 
year estimates back to 2011 – so decisions should not be based on the existing suspect 
MYE for Coventry.  

(d) his full email of 2 Nov 2017 is found in the appendix.  
(e) His credentials: on the Council of the Royal Geographical Society, the Regional Studies 

Association and the ESRC Census Programme Advisory Committee. Academician of 



Social Sciences and Vice President of the British Society for Population Studies for 
2011-2013.   full bio can be seen here 
http://www.ncl.ac.uk/gps/staff/profile/tonychampion.html#research 

 2. Confirmation: There is no Unmet Housing need from Coventry   New analysis, based on 
different datasets, comes to the same conclusion  about the over counting of students in 
Coventry. .    
(a) My previous papers, produced an estimate of 3750 students being wrongly added in 

to the ONS population estimates, in the SNPP2014.   The methodology was briefly to 
take the national proportion of alleged overstaying students (90,000 out of 152,000 
graduating = 59%) and apply that percentage to the number of non EU international 
students graduating each year. (on average 6380).  so the number of over stays, by 
proportion, becomes 0.59*6300    - this methodology drew on national HESA numbers 
and the International Passenger survey 

(b) One can calculate the excess numbers of students in an entirely different way, working 
from the ONS2014  Components of Growth, and local HESA data about the numbers of 
non EU international students.   
 i. HESA data, for the 2 Coventry universities, for 13/14 and 14/15 shows an average of 

6380 non EU international students graduate each year.   
 ii. However, ONS2014 components of growth for Coventry show that international 

emigration is 2700.    
 iii.  by subtraction, that shows that 6380 -2700 =3680 who are still counted by the 

ONS2014 as still being in the country.   
 iv. this is a remarkable match – for all practical purposes, two different methods of 

estimating the overstaying students, come to the same result.  
 v. One might object that the 2700 emigrants are not students, perhaps they are workers. 

If they are, then the overestimation becomes greater. Ie the overstayers would be 
6380 – a greater number, which produces an even greater inflation of Coventry 
future growth.    This new method of estimating the number of overstaying students 
in the ONS numbers produces the minimum  number of students being overcounted.    

 3.  The Coventry Inspector, - mistakes 
(a) in her report, the Coventry Inspector fails to deal with the central issue, the way that 

ONS numbers for Coventry are hugely out of line with the rest of the region.  
(b) Instead she focuses on whether the international migrants are students or workers. 
(c) Whether they are workers or students, does not resolve the unlikeliness of the ONS 

projection.   If one is to believe that the ONS prediction is true or plausible, one has to 
provide an explanation of why growth in Coventry is going to be twice as fast as 
Birmingham, three times as fast as Solihull, and four times as fast as Stratford.   Are we 
expecting to discover gold or diamonds in Coventry.  Is silicon valley moving to the 
city? No plausible explanation has ever been provided.   No explanation at all has been 
provided, despite repeated requests.  

(d) For comparison, Cambridge, which is riding the crest of the techonological revolution is 
projected to grow, over the period of 2011-2031 by = (142800-123900)/123900 = 
15.3%.  (source ONS2014 and Census2011).    
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

(e) Instead, the Coventry Inspector tried to argue that students may have stayed in the 
country but gone somewhere else, as internal migrants. 

(f) But the evidence does not allow for this, in any case.   I attach a detailed critique of her 
findings, with this paper.  
“2017.11.07  GL Hearn and Inspector mistakes about student numbers 7Nov17 “ 

(g) she had before her, HESA destinations data, (based on a good sample size of more than 
1000),  showing that nearly all of the non EU students leave the country very promptly. 
Within 6 months of graduation, 82% of them had left the UK . 

(h) Knowing that, then only 18% of 6380, could possibly be internal migrants.  Doing the 
arithmetic. 0.18*6380 = 1148.   At the very maximum, on this basis, 1148 of the non EU 
students could be accounted for as internal migrants.   

(i) Allowing for 1148, of the non EU International students, as internal migrants, would 
give a net addition to the Coventry population of 3750-1148 = 2702 spurious 
international students left as resident in Coventry.    Over the plan period, that would add 
54000 spurious individuals, at a minimum, to the Coventry population 

(j) However, this is likely to be an underestimate – students only get counted as internal 
migrants if they register with a new GP.  If they had all left, as the Exit Checks data 
verifies, (see below)  then they would not have registered with a GP and would not be 
counted as internal migrants.  

(k) The Exit Checks data, published by ONS 24August17, confirms this picture.   This was 
a brute force count of every single person entering and leaving the UK at the ports.  
Unlike the International Passenger survey  (IPS)  - the previous much criticised basis of 
ONS migration estimates, based on tiny sample sizes.  

(l) The Exit Checks data, found that instead of 90,000 foreign students overstaying their 
visas each year nationally, the true figure was no more than 3600.  in percent terms, 
instead of 59% estimated by the IPS, the true figure was 3.6%, max.   From this new 
data, we know that foreign students are NOT overstaying in the UK, after graduation 



(m) from the analysis above, we can see that  ONS2014, has been wrongly adding them in to 
the population growth, each year, in their many thousands. Somewhere between 54000 
and 75000.  

(n) This confirms that there is no unmet need from Coventry.  If the over counting is at the 
lower end, 54000, that would leave population growth of of 47000 for the plan period.   
If the overcounting is 75,000, Coventry would need even fewer homes (it would have a 
net pop growth of 27,000)  
 i. That translates into a need for 47000/2.35 = 20,000 homes assuming 2.35 

persons/dwelling.    
 ii. As Coventry has admitted that it has capacity for 24,600 homes in the plan period, 

there is no unmet housing need from Coventry 
 4. Economic Migrants v Students 

 i.  The Coventry Inspector adopted the Justin Gardner GL Hearn opinion in Coventry 
document LP 47 Student note1.   She asserted that population growth was more 
likely to be economic migrants than students.   

 ii. The evidence does not support her.  
 iii.  It is difficult to argue that the enormous projected growth in Coventry is from 

economic migrants, when job creation in Coventry has been poor.  See figure 3 in 
the appendix.  

 iv. alternatively, the population growth in Coventry might be down to cheap housing – 
workers coming to Coventry for cheap accommodation and working elsewhere 

 v. this does not seem plausible either – if it were true, then other towns in the region 
with cheap housing should also have experience exceptional growth in the trend 
period (the last 5 years) .  This is patently not happening. (see figure 4 in the 
appendix)  The population projections for other towns (nuneaton, walsall, 
wolverhampton, dudley, ) with cheap housing are not  blasting off into the 
stratospher.  

 vi. A simple check of readily available data shows that immigration trends, in 
ONS2014, are unrelated to job gains and losses, but they do correlate reasonably 
well with student numbers.   see the graph below, the red line [job gains and losses] 
does not relate to the blue line [international migration].   All of the available data, 
including the IPPR Sept 16 study of migration2  

 vii. Regarding NI registrations, high numbers in Coventry can be easily explained 
.   They are due to foreign students registering for an NI number so they can work in 
term time.  Even non EU students are entitled to work 20 hours per week in term 
time, but they will need an NI number to do so.   This reconciles high claimant 
counts in Coventry, with high NI registrations.   If the registrations were due to 
people coming for real jobs, then you would not have high claimant numbers.  As 
with international migration, the NI registration data, does NOT correlate with job 
gains and losses – it does not appear to be related to real economic activity. 

 

                                                 
1 LP47_GL_Hearn___Students_Note_2015 
2 DESTINATION EDUCATION REFORMING MIGRATION POLICY  ON INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS TO 

GROW THE UK’S VITAL EDUCATION EXPORTS, Sept 2016 



 
 



 
 
 
 
About the Nuneaton OAN, of 10004 homes  .  
 

 
 5. ONS2014 Table 5, projects population growth of 9700 over the plan period 
 6. that translates into a need for 4100 homes  (= 9700/2.35).   In so far as international 

migration is not a significant factor in the borough, I think that is a reasonably useful 
estimate of natural growth and internal migration. .  

 7. The larger figure, of 10,004 homes, implies that 5900 homes are being provided for 
economic growth – that somehow jobs will be created and those new people will need 
homes 

 8. this is false logic 
(a) Nuneaton Bedworth has a very low employment density – 64.4% of the working age 

population 
(b) if new jobs are created, significant numbers of  them are likely to be taken by people 

living in the borough, who already have a home.  
 
https://screenshots.firefox.com/HymnNR4DlrLbSPGC/labourmarketbulletin-
warks.tfemagazine.co.uk 



 
 
 
Jobs density (2015) 

 

  
Nuneaton and Bedworth 
(jobs) 

Nuneaton and Bedworth 
(density) 

West Midlands 
(density) 

Great Britain 
(density) 

Jobs density 51,000 0.65 0.78 0.83 
Source: ONS jobs density 
Notes:   The density figures represent the ratio of total jobs to population aged 16-64. 
  Total jobs includes employees, self-employed, government-supported trainees and HM Forces 
 

  
Nuneaton and 
Bedworth 
(numbers) 

Nuneaton and 
Bedworth 
(%) 

West 
Midlands 
(%) 

Great Britain 
(%) 

All people aged 16-
64 

78,400 61.7 62.2 63.1 

Males aged 16-64 39,000 62.6 62.9 63.8 
Females aged 16-64 39,500 61.1 61.4 62.4 
Source: ONS Population estimates - local authority based by five year age band 
Notes:   % is a proportion of total population 

•  



(c) If by some  miracle, Nuneaton did produce a jobs bonanza over the plan period as hoped 
for by the planners, , we could reasonably expect that it would have a jobs density like 
Rugby.  In that case a jobs density of 82.3% (very close to the UK average of 83%) 
would produce =0.823*78,400 = 64338 jobs .  Thus 13338 of the new jobs, would be 
soaked up by Nuneaton residents   

.  
 

= 64338 – 51000 = 13338 new jobs taken by local people who ALREADY have a house  
 
(d) translated into homes, that means that 13338/2.35 = 5675 homes WOULD NOT need to 

be provided.    
(e) Therefore, the true OAN, in Nuneaton, would be 10004 – 5675 = 4328 homes would be 

needed.    
(f) One might argue that local people will not be able to take up all of the jobs created.  At 
least some of them will not be low skill warehouse jobs.   The chronically unemployed and 
economically inactive, will not have the skills and motivation to take up the new jobs.  That still 
does not mean that new homes have to be built in the borough.   Many of the jobs will be taken up 
by commuters from elsewhere.  
 
 
 9. Double counting.  Mixing of Economic and Demographic models.  

(a)  
(b) Table 12  Appendix04 ONS WU01UK Census2011 revise Nov2014 Commuter Data 

 Large 
Coventry 
Incommuting 

Large 
Coventry 
Incommuting 

Large 
Coventry 
Incommuting 

   

Residence 
North 

Warwickhire 
Nuneaton& 
Bedworth Rugby Stratfordon-

Avon Warwick Totals 

Coventry as 
residence to 
elsewhere 

1134 4878 3805 1976 9249 21042 

Elsewhere to 
Coventry as 
Place of work  
In Commuters 

1614 11392 4909 1854 7903 27672 

Net In 
commuters to 
Coventry + 

480 6514 1104 -122 -1346 6630 

Negative  =  Net 
Out commuters 

      

(c) There will be double counting of the 4878 Coventry residents who commute into 
Nuneaton.  Because a demographic model was employed in Coventry, the 4878 residents 
will be counted as part of the Coventry need.  Houses will be provided for them in 
Coventry.  Because they are working in Nuneaton, houses will be provided for them in 
Nuneaton also.     That is the problem of mixing demographic and economic models. 
Commuters will be double counted. (the 11392 commuting out of Nuneaton into 
Coventry, will not be counted into Coventry, where a demographic model operates)  - 
there is no mechanism to take them out of the nuneaton population, as they will be 
counted in the census.  

(d) The effect on housing need, in nuneaton,  is to add 4878/2.35 = 2076  homes.  



(e) This is part of the 5900 homes provided for economic reasons, identified above. It is not 
in addition to it.   

(f) The SHMA identifies high levels of out commuting  (ratio 1.33) from Nuneaton 

Bedworth. On that basis, if a new home is built in the borough, it is likely to be inhabited 
by someone who commutes to somewhere else.  Any economic led population growth in 
Nuneaton, is probably to provide homes for a new job somewhere else in the HMA.   
Nuneaton, at a third the size of Coventry, has had only 10% of the new jobs advertised 
in the last quarter .  See below.   The jobs are not there in nuneaton to support people 
moving into new homes.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

(g) For sustainability reasons, - climate change, traffic congestion, air and noise pollution -  
homes should not be provided that encourage more commuting.   

 10.For completeness, I supply the full history of submissions to Coventry Council as 
attachments , to allow the inspector to see how the population arguments and analysis and 
evidence have evolved. These include:  
(a) paper 1 -  
(b) paper 2 
(c) paper 3 
(d) paper 4 
(e) paper 5 
(f) 2017.11.07  GL Hearn and Inspector mistakes about student numbers 7Nov17  
(g) letter to Warwick inspector July 2017 
(h) the ONS 24Aug2017 Exit Checks Data 

 
 

 
 
Appendix 1 
 
 
-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subject: Re: Fwd: URGENT Assistance needed for legal case to protect Green Belt in 

Illustration 1: source: http://www.warwickshireobservatory.org/warwickshires-quarterly-
labour-market-bulletin-released-today/ 



Warwickshire and Coventry. 
Date: Thu, 2 Nov 2017 08:45:01 +0000 

From: Tony Champion <tony.champion@newcastle.ac.uk> 
To: Merle Gering <merle@waitrose.com> 

 

Dear Merle: I have now managed to have a look at your PPT as well as to check back to the 

2014-based SNPP, plus take a look at the latest ONS Population statistics research update 

(attached in case you have not seen it). 

 

Your PPT's challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP seems highly valid to me. I am 

particularly struck by how out of line Coventry's projected growth is compared to the other 

LADs in the West Midlands - indeed, one can extend this to the whole country, as in the Table 

pasted below: Coventry's projected increase 2014-2039 of 100,300 is exceeded by 3 London 

Boroughs and 2 other major cities, indeed the latter description applies to all the top places 

listed (apart from large unitary of Cornwall). And it is well known that London is a specially 

dynamic case, and also that the other major cities' large gains actually translate into much 

lower % rates of growth than Coventry's 32.1%. Coventry would thus appear to be a real - and 

strange - outlier. 

 

AREA 
2014-2039 
(000s) 

Birmingham 203.3

Tower Hamlets 137.3

Barnet 119.1

Leeds 111.2

Newham 109.4

Coventry 108.3

Redbridge 104.4

Manchester 103.3

Bristol, City of 103.1

Croydon 100.3

Enfield 97.1

Cornwall 96.5

Hillingdon 95.9

Bromley 90.9

Lewisham 89.2

Hackney 89.2

Sheffield 88.6

Southwark 87.2

Greenwich 86.6

  

In terms of your evidence, I see no reason why Coventry's planners should accept any other 

assumptions on births and deaths than those used by ONS in the 2014-based projections - 

apart from saying that the 2016-based NPP released last week go in the opposite direction 



from GL Hearn, i.e. reducing the national birth rate and life expectancy assumptions and 

yielding a lower rate of future population growth than the 2014-based ones, which will be 

reflected in the next SNPP promised for spring next year.  

 

As regards the assumptions on migration, ONS has always acknowledged that both internal 

migration and especially international migration are the hardest components to get right in 

their population estimates and components of change data, let alone in projecting them 

forwards. Students pose the greatest problem for internal migration, especially data on their 

whereabouts after graduation, while it does seem the case that the same issue is now looming 

large for emigration, following the Home Office's Visa Checking project.  

 

As regards the international flows of people to and from UK universities, I defer to David 

Coleman's specialist knowledge on that, plus what you will have read from ONS and the Home 

Office recently. All I would do here is point you to two extracts from the attachment. One 

is from page 3: top para re within-UK migration: "There is still scope for improving methods 

for estimating the destination of students who move after leaving higher education." Plus the 

last 2 paras of that section 2, which say that the improvements that have been made so far will 

be used in the 2017 MYE and also adjusted back to 2011. Secondly, in section 3, they are 

improving their emigration data and, similarly, will be using the new methods the revise the 

MYE back to 2011.  

 

I would have thought that this provides a very good reason for Coventry to be very cautious 

about adopting what should now be considered the 'old' (2014-based) SNPP and any 

household projections derived from them. Unfortunately, given these timescales, it would 

seem to me that the 2016-based SNPP, when they appear next spring, will be based on the 

existing series of past population trend data, so will need to be interpreted in the light of 

whatever adjustments ONS make to the 2011-2016 series next year.  

 

I hope this is the sort of commentary that you were hoping from me. I personally have no axe 

to grind on this issue, apart from trying to ensure that ONS does its utmost to achieve 

accuracy and continues to be honest about where the greatest uncertainties currently lie. in 

that connection, I have heard that the 2016-based SNPP may include variant projections for 

the first time, which would help to indicate to Coventry's planners how much confidence to 

place in the Principal Projection for Coventry. I hope this is indeed the case. All best wishes 

Tony. 

 

 
 

 



ONS projections for Coventry (taken from the 2011 Census and the 2014 Subnational Population 
Projections) shown in figure 1,  are entirely out of line with the rest of the region.   One has to has 
ask if the growth for Coventry has a real basis, or if ONS is making a serious mistake counting 
fictitious people who are not here?     



 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 
It is our analysis, which has been validated by international demographic experts, that the extreme 
population growth projected for Coventry, is based on the miscounting of large numbers of non EU 
international students into the population estimates.  ONS assumes they have stayed in Coventry, 
after graduation because they do not register at a new GP address in the UK, when they have left the 
area and gone home. Good data from the Higher Education Statistics Authority shows that 95% of 
them have left the local area (Warwickshire and West Midlands) and 82% have left the UK, within 
6 months of graduation.  
 
There is evidence to help us decide what is really happening. Is there real growth, or just a phantom 
bubble in the ONS numbers?  In 2021, at the next census, we will know for sure if ONS projections 
are right and a population explosion is happening in Coventry or if it is all spurious and based on 
non existent students.  But meanwhile, there is already good evidence about what the real trends 
are.   
 
 
The evidence:  Is there a population explosion happening in Coventry, from 2011?  
 

 
Drawing 1: Figure 1 



 1. Census History:  Between  2001 and 2011 (the census years), Coventry growth was 
just average – around 5% for 10 years  See figure 2.   .   A 2012 ONS research paper, 
revealed that the forecasting process for Coventry,  - ie the mid year estimates 
(MYE) -   was much less reliable than for the rest of the country – the Coventry mid 
year estimates had exagerated growth in the city by 15,000 over the decade, 
indicating a significant problem with the methodology .   Census History, which is 
reasonably reliable, does not give any indication of a population explosion arising in 
Coventry. (figures from ONS).  The history does start to reveal methodological 
problems with the projection process ie the mid year estimates3 in the city.   
 

 2. The Economic Migrant Hypothesis.  Coventry Council and their consultants, GL 
Hearn, claim that very large numbers of economic migrants are already  coming to 
the city and will be fueling future growth4. However, the facts do not bear this out.  
Jobs growth in the city has been poor.  See Figure 3.  
 
There are large numbers of national insurance registrations in Coventry – again 
entirely out of line with every other town in the region - but these are easily 
explained: Every year, new international students at the 2 Coventry universities 
register in large numbers for an  NI number so they can work part time (after 
London, Coventry has more international students than any other city in the country, 
about 16000 in total).  77% of all students work.  Even non EU students can work 20 
hrs/week in term time.  This explains how you can have large numbers of NI 
registrations, without seeing significant job growth in the area. It is not jobs which is 
drawing people to the city.     

                                                 
3 Examining the difference between the rolled-forward mid-2011  population estimates and the 2011 Census-based 

MYEs at local authority level 25 Sept2012   
4 LP47 Students note 2015 - GL Hearn ( PDF - 177.71 KB)  

 

Drawing 2 Figure 
2 



 

 
 3. The Cheap Housing hypothesis: Alternatively, it might be true that migrants are 

coming to Coventry to take advantage of cheap housing, and  working elsewhere. - 
which could be consistent with high NI registrations in Coventry.  However, if this 
were true, one would expect significant population growth and NI registrations in 
other nearby towns with cheap housing, such as Nuneaton and Bedworth, Walsall, 
Wolverhampton, Dudley.    This is not happening (see Fig 1) –It does not appear that 
cheap housing is a driver of predicted population growth in Coventry See Figure 1, 
and 5 .    It does not explain the great anomaly in Figure 1, the way that projected 
housing growth in Coventry vastly outstrips every other town in the region.  
 
 

 4. The Student Hypothesis:   The observed facts do tally with a different model: – that 
miscounting of international students is behind the ballooning projections for 
Coventry.    
(a) Coventry has more international students – circa 16,000 – than any other city in 

the country, except London.  Miscounting them could have a very significant 
effect on the projections.  

(b) In the ONS components of growth (in SNPP2014), virtually all future growth 
results from international migration.  Any Increase from Natural Change (births 
and deaths) is balanced out by internal migration to other parts of the UK 

(c) The ONS assumes that students remain at their university address, if they do not 
register  with a GP elsewhere in the UK within 3 years – for any international 
student who graduates and leaves the country, the effect of this will be to inflate 
the population growth estimates of their university town. 5 

                                                 
5 This is the ONS methodology “Our research suggests that most higher education leavers update 

their PR within 3 years of their move. Therefore, to establish the pattern of moves that higher 
education leavers make, we will take the first change of address (strictly speaking, output area) on 
their PR over a 3-year period as their new location. If there is no change of address over the 3 
years, we will assume that they have remained in the same area (accepting that some people will 
have moved but not updated their PR even over this longer   

 

Drawing 3: Figure 3 



 i. ONS say that they apply a correction for emigration to their local authority 
estimates, but that correction necessarily must be much too low, because 
ONS assume that 90,000 students per year overstay their visas and remain in 
the country.  

(d) In a major study of student migration, in Sept 20165,  The Institute of Public 
policy research found that ONS and the home office have been grossly 
overestimating the number of foreign students staying in the country after their 
studies.  The Home office has claimed 90,000 students overstay their visas each 
year.   IPPR estimated that overstays were 25-40% of the ONS figure.  

(e) 24 August 2017, new ONS data  - based on exit and entry records of every 
person entering and leaving the country showed that the ONS estimates of 
overstaying students were substanatially wrong.  They were much too high.  
Instead of 90,000 overstays, the true figure was no more than 3600 nationally.  

(f) For years, experts have condemned the ONS migration estimates as inadequate  
 i. In 2013, the Royal Statistical Society told the Public Accounts Committee 

(PAC): “There is a continued problem with the quality and quantity of 
migration data available at a local level. 

 ii. Bernard Jenkin MP , chair of the Public Accounts Select Cttee, wrote in 
2013:  
“Most people would be utterly astonished to learn that there is no attempt to 
count people as they enter or leave the UK.  They are amazed when they 

                                                                                                                                                                  
period)”https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/met
hodologies/methodologyguideformid2015ukpopulationestimatesenglandandwalesjune2016#appendix-2-proposed-
changes-in-methods 

Drawing 3: Figure 4 



are told that government merely estimates that there are 1/2 million 
immigrants coming into the UK” 

 iii.  Sir Andrew Dilnott, chair of the  UK Statistics Authority wrote to the 
Immigration Minister, Mark Harper MP on 25 June 2013, in a published 
letter6, 
“ …. there is a consensus among users that the [IPS] survey does not 
provide sufficient robustness to meet some important needs for more local 
migration data; for example, at the local authority level or for smaller areas.” 
“The IPS sample size is too small to enable the production of reliable 
international migration estimates at a local authority level,  (informed to the 
Coventry Inspector 30oct 2016) 

 iv. n 2015, Sir Charles Bean, former Deputy Governor of the Bank of England 
former deputy governor of the Bank of England, , said the ONS needs to be 
“more intellectually curious, and self-critical”# 

 v. in July 2017, the Office for Statistics Regulation (the official regulator of 
government statistics), wrote “The [ONS] former-student emigration 
estimate…. creates doubts about the patterns of student migration and 
generates a narrative that is potentially misleading 

 vi. The House of Lords Economic Affairs committee, in July 2017, wrote that 
“Many of the available measures [of migration] are wholly inadequate. ….. 
the International Passenger Survey …..cannot bear the burden placed upon 
it and cannot be relied upon to provide accurate estimates of net migration.” 
Student migration is a “significant challenge” 

(g) The actual sample size, relating to Coventry, in the international passenger 
survey, in 2015, was 22 inward migrants and 20 outward migrants. Information 
obtained from ONS by FOI.  

 5. The effect of all this on the Coventry MYE estimates.  
(a) Assuming, 90,000 non EU students overstay each year (ONS figure) nationally 

and 152,000 non EU students graduate per year (HESA figure) .   Given the 
numbers of non EU students graduating in Coventry, (about 6300/yr – obtained 
by FOI)   this scales to 3750 students/year being included into the MYE estimate 
for Coventry (Calculation:   90, 000/152,000 * 6300 (avg) non EU Coventry 
graduating/yr = 3750)  

(b) As noted above, HESA data, from the Destinations of Leavers Higher Education 
Survey shows that in fact very very few non EU students remain in the region or 
the country.   95% of those in work, have left the region of Warwickshire and 
West Midlands within 6 months  - the sample size was good, circa 1000/yr.  

(c) Over a 20 year period, this inflates the Coventry population with 75,000 fictitious 
people – students – who have actually gone home.  

 6. Validation 1:  Expert opinion.  
(a) Emeritus Professor David Coleman, of Oxford University, an international 

demographic expert and former Home Office and DEFRA special advisor, 
reviewed the detailed evidence and argument and stated he was “highly 
impressed”  and “Your local analysis is as good as it can be, I think. I'd be happy 
to recommend your study.” 

(b) Prof Tony Champion, of Newcastle University,  another recognised international 
demographic expert7 wrote:  
“Your PPT's [powerpoint] challenge to the current set of ONS SNPP seems 
highly valid to me. I am particularly struck by how out of line Coventry's 

                                                 
6 https://www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/archive/assessment/monitoring/monitoring-reviews/monitoring-review-4-

2013---the-robustness-of-the-international-passenger-survey.pdf 
7 He is on the Council of the Royal Geographical Society, the Regional Studies Association and the ESRC Census 

Programme Advisory Committee. He was elected Academician of Social Sciences in 2010 and Vice President of 
the British Society for Population Studies for 2011-2013. 



projected growth is compared to the other LADs in the West Midlands - indeed, 
one can extend this to the whole country, as in the Table pasted below: 
Coventry's projected increase 2014-2039 of 100,300 is exceeded by 3 London 
Boroughs and 2 other major cities, indeed the latter description applies to all the 
top places listed (apart from large unitary of Cornwall). And it is well known that 
London is a specially dynamic case, and also that the other major cities' large 
gains actually translate into much lower % rates of growth than Coventry's 
32.1%. Coventry would thus appear to be a real - and strange – outlier. 

 7. Validation 2: The Market 
(a) The Market provides a very clear indicator of whether or not there is a genuine 

rapid population expansion going on in Coventry, or if the numbers are simply an 
artifact of poor data on international migration, and wrong assumptions about the 
destinations of international students.  

(b) The SNPP2014 predict a growth of 100,000 plus, for the period 2011-2031. 
That’s a net growth, of 5000/yr.   If that was genuinely occurring, you would 
need 2100 new dwellings per year to accommodate them 

(c) Actual delivery of homes since 2011 has been around 1000/yr    
(d) If there was a shortfall of 1,100 homes/year, against demand since 2011,  prices 

would be rocketing.  
(e) In fact, prices are low and steady in Coventry.  It is one of the most  affordable 

places in the country to buy a house.   See figure 5 below 
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ations of jobs, migration, and student numbers:  
(a) GL Hearn claim that the international migrants are more likely job seekers: 

“economic migrants”.  However, the patter of international migration, s 
recorded in the ONS MYE estimates, does not correlate with job creation.  It 
much more closely correlates with Student numbers.   See below, Figure 6  

(b)  
While jobs fluctuate sharply, up and down, international migration stays 
very steady 
 
 

 



 

 9. Further errors in the Coventry population estimates – Births and Deaths.  
(a) The demographic consultants used by Coventry Council, GL Hearn, who 

produced the 2015 SHMA have padded birth rates and suppressed death rates to 
increase the projected population increase.   

(b) The numbers used by Hearn are compared with actual NHS figures below in 
Table 1  Birth rates are about 800 too high, over real rates, and death rates are 
about 200 too low, against real rates.  

(c) The effect is to increase the overal growth rate by 1000/year, for people who are 
not born, or who have already died.   Over 20 years, this spuriously inflates the 
population growth by 20,000 

(d) Prof Champion wrote this about the Births and Deaths:  
“in terms of your evidence, I see no reason why Coventry's planners should 
accept any other assumptions on births and deaths than those used by ONS in the 
2014-based projections - apart from saying that the 2016-based NPP released last 
week go in the opposite direction from GL Hearn, i.e. reducing the national birth 
rate and life expectancy assumptions and yielding a lower rate of future 
population growth than the 2014-based ones, which will be reflected in the next 
SNPP promised for spring next year 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 



In conclusion, There is  strong evidence that the Coventry popolulation projections are highly 
erroneous, sufficient to warrant calling in the Coventry plan and carefully re-evaluating the 
evidence, expecially in the light of the new Exit Checks data, on student migration, published on 24 
August 2017 
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Figure 2 


