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2017.11.07  GL Hearn and Inspector mistakes about student numbers , 

. 

7 Nov 2017 

 
This note analyses  the GL Hearn paper on Student numbers  and shows how the 
Inspector uses bad evidence (from Hearn) to come to wrong conclusions.  In particular, 
it challenges para 44 of the Inspector’s report where she says: 

44...." However, the evidence shows that international students are not a 
particularly substantial component of overall international migration to the 
City"….employment is a significant driver of movement."   

In fact the evidence, which she had in her hands, i s exactly the opposite.   

The headline findings are: 

� The Inspector relies heavily on the GL Hearn students paper, which is wrong in 
numerous aspects.  It is economical with the truth about migration and jobs 
growth.   
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� Economic Migrants are very unlikely to account for purported population growth 
in Coventry.  Huge swings in job gains and losses  do not correlate with 
international migration trends to the city. 

� Age distribution data, does not support a claim that the international economic 
migrants are coming to Coventry and staying here.   Their analysis does not 
recognise that the international students are mostly postgraduates, who will be 
expected to be 21-25 years old. 

� HESA university data strongly shows that international students do not stay in 
the city or the country after graduation.   Internal migration cannot explain away 
their contribution to population growth. 

� assertions of net growth from international migration, are based on absurdly 
small sample sizes.   

� There is no good reason for disregarding Unattributable Population Change 
(UPC) (which overinflates Coventry population by 25,000/   Hearns claim ONS 
has made improvements.   Numerous expert bodies, including the UK Statistics 
Authority, the Royal Statistical Socieity, and Parliament,  reject this claim 

� The inspector turns a blind eye to hugely anomalous growth in Coventry 32%, 
nearly double her HMA average (17%).   

 

 

Detail: 

The inspector is paraphrasing a GL Hearn paper " LP47_GL_Hearn___Students_Note     
In it they say, 

3.3 "Secondly and importantly, whilst some of the flow of international 
migrants to the City is to study,the evidence does not suggest that 
this is a particularly significant overall impact o n flows . It is likely that 
numbers of economic migrants are stronger.  The chart below compares 
year-on-year changes 
in international student numbers at Coventry University with overall net 
international migration.Whilst recognising that some students will move to 
the City to study at other institutions, including  Warwick University, the 
evidence suggests that  eployment is a significant driver of movement."  

So Hearn and the inspector claim that jobs are the significant factor driving the large 
increases in international migration recorded in the Mid year estimates.  Hearn present 
this graph and say that international migration and student increases, do not seem to 
be closely related.  This graph, and the argument with it, is highly economical with the 
truth.   
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Note, this Hearn graph, (illustration 1)  from their paper, compares international 
migration and student numbers.  There is not a perfect fit, but there is at least a positive 
correlation for most years,  when student numbers increase, international migration 
also increases. (except the years 2004/5 to 2006/7)  
 
Compare their work,  with a graph which compares jobs growth in Coventry with 
International Migration ( from ONS published data – Hearns did NOT make this 
comparison). This graph tests the proposition that economic migration, is significant for 
the trends in international migration. You can see that international migration and job 
gains and losses are NOT corrrelated.  When there is a huge loss of jobs, (in 2004-5, 
2007-8 to 8-9, and 20012-13 to 13-14) international migration stays nearly steady. it is 
unaffected by huge losses of jobs. Similarly, when jobs grow again (2009-10 and 2014-
15, there is little or no effect on international migration.   
 

 
Illustration 1  Source  LP47_GL_Hearn___Students_Note 
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Look now at the graph below, which combines student numbers, job losses and gains, 
and international migration (i prepared it, from ONS data, and the Hearn paper which 
gives student numbers at the two universities, which they obtained from HESA -) 
 

  
 
If you put all of the data together, it is clear that the numbers of students and the 
increases in international migration follow a similar trend.   A steady level of 
international migration correspondes to a fairly steady number of univerisity 
students  (2011-12 is a problem year, but overall the relationship is fairly good). In 
contrast, the jobs data (gains and losses) is all over the place and unrelated to 
international migration.  

 
Illustration 2: 

 
Illustration 3  Source ONS and HESA (via GL Hearn) 
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In my view, GL Hearn are misrepresenating the evidence. They had all of this data 
available to them. On the basis of these graphs, it is impossible to say that 

"whilst some of the flow of international migrants to the City is to study, the 
evidence does not suggest that this is a particularly significant overall 
impact on flows. It is likely that numbers of economic migrants are 
stronger."  

The Inspector had before her additional evidence that any alleged increase in 
the Coventry population was not due to economic migrants.   On 28 April 2017, I 
submitted to her a paper “Merle Gering v2 Local Plan submission 28apr2017 
(003)”.  In it, I make the argument that any purported population growth in 
Coventry is unlikely to be related to jobs growth (ie economic migrants) because 
jobs growth in Coventry has been mediocre 

the  Chart and Table below , from ONS data, were included in the 28 April 
paper– jobs growth has been much stronger elsewhere in the region, but those 
areas are NOT predicted to have huge population increase.   “Economic 
Migrants” would not account for a huge spike in population occurring only in 
Coventry. 

 

. 
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Illustration 4: Source ONS Labour Force Data NOMIS 
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I also considered the alternative hypothesis, that international economic migrants were 
coming to Coventry because of cheap housing and working elsewhere in the region.  
However, the evidence does not support this scenario either.  If this were the case, 
then you would expect to see high population growth in other local towns with cheap 
housing, such as Wolverhampton, Walsall, Sandwell, Nuneaton.  But there is no such 
effect in the projections for these towns.  They are not expected to achieve high 
population growth. 

ONS Crown Copyright Reserved [from Nomis on 27 April 2017]

cell T08:13 (All people - Aged 16 - 64 : All people )

confidence 95% confidence interval (+/-)

local authority: district / u Jan 2004-Dec 2004 Jan 2011-Dec 2011 Jan 2016-Dec 2016

number number number
Birmingham 504,200 510,000 545,700 8.2%
Bromsgrove 27,700 25,200 30,700 10.8%
Cannock Chase 41,100 43,500 47,300 15.1%
Coventry 175,000 168,500 185,000 5.7%
Dudley 115,800 101,200 98,000 -15.4%
East Staffordshire 58,300 61,100 62,900 7.9%
Herefordshire, County of 84,700 79,900 91,600 8.1%
Lichfield 34,700 38,200 41,100 18.4%
Malvern Hills 25,700 23,600 29,000 12.8%
Newcastle-under-Lyme 50,500 39,300 45,700 -9.5%
North Warwickshire 22,700 30,100 26,400 16.3%
Nuneaton and Bedworth 39,300 34,600 35,800 -8.9%
Redditch 33,400 31,900 37,900 13.5%
Rugby 45,800 40,000 38,600 -15.7%
Sandwell 106,900 101,100 96,700 -9.5%
Shropshire 127,100 131,600 146,800 15.5%
Solihull 90,200 83,000 107,000 18.6%
South Staffordshire 22,800 21,200 22,700 -0.4%
Stafford 76,600 70,400 71,600 -6.5%
Staffordshire Moorlands 32,500 30,400 32,000 -1.5%
Stoke-on-Trent 92,000 103,000 106,700 16.0%
Stratford-on-Avon 61,100 63,000 60,800 -0.5%
Tamworth 35,400 28,600 36,800 4.0%
Telford and Wrekin 84,200 80,900 86,600 2.9%
Walsall 100,800 83,800 96,500 -4.3%
Warwick 62,700 64,100 78,100 24.6%
Wolverhampton 119,400 118,100 112,400 -5.9%
Worcester 60,100 58,400 57,600 -4.2%
Wychavon 47,100 41,500 47,600 1.1%
Wyre Forest 35,700 36,700 37,800 5.9%

Totals/regional average 2,413,300 2,343,000 2,513,400 4.1%

percent 
increase in 
employment 
2004-2016

percent 
increase in 
employment 
2011-2016

Illustration 5: Source ONS Nomis Labour Force Data 
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The ONS evidence, put before the inspector, does NOT support the proposition that 
international migrants are coming to Coventry to work, or coming there to live in cheap 
accommodation, and working elsewhere.  The GL Hearn argument and the Inspector’s 
adoption of that argument, are not supportable. 

Continuing, there more wrong claims in the Inspector's report. 

at para 43, she says, 
 
Whilst there is a strong level of international migration of young persons, 
the highest inflows are of those aged 20-24 rather than 18-19 year olds. 
There is significant internal out migration from Coventry of those aged 
between 20-35 but particularly those aged 20-22. This suggests that some 
students who come to Coventry to study from abroad then move to other 
parts of the UK. 

Apparently she believes that this statement is evidence that the international 
migrants are "economic migrants". ie "the highest inflows are of those aged 20-
24"  

In fact, she had before her,  HESA data, that 70% of the 12000 non EU international 
students are post graduates - so that their age range of 20-to 24 is exactly what you 
would expect for post graduate students. There is no support in this age data, for a 
proposition that they are economic migrants.  
 
Further, she goes on to say (also para 43) 

"There is significant internal out migration from Coventry of those aged 
between 20-35 but particularly those aged 20-22". This suggests that 
some students who come to Coventry to study from ab road then 
move to other parts of the UK.  

This is wrong. She had before her evidence, from the HESA Destinations of Leavers 
Higher Ed Survey - the DLHE that the non EU international students at the two 
universities, do not stay in the local region (Warwickshire or West Midalnds) , and that 
most have left the UK within 6 months of graduation.  The figures are 95% have left the 
region and 82% have left the UK,  within 6 months of graduation , based on a 
substantial sample size. (c. 1000/yr, for 2013/14 and 14/15). By extrapolation, 99% 
have left Coventry within 6 months of graduation.  The actual evidence before her, 
showed that students are not internal migrants in any significant numbers – they leave 
the country (82% of them, within 6 months of graduation) .  The consequence is that 
she then fails to deal with the inadequacy of the emigration data.    

She is trying to say that they are not being overcounted (ie missed at emigration) 
because they move to other UK locations.  The evidence which was before her,  does 
NOT support this.   At a maximum, of the 6300 non EU International Graduates/year, 
18% could be still in the UK .(She had these figures before her)  At the most  1134 
could be somewhere in the UK.  That leaves 5166 to seriously skew the local 
population statistics if they are not being counted out of the country at emigration.     
She did not do the simple arithmetic (18% x 6300 graduates/yr) to find out the size of 
the population component of international students that was NOT accounted for by 
internal migration.  
 
GL Hearn at para 3.6 make the same mistake. 
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3.6 
Students who move from abroad to study  in Coventry may well then 
move to other parts of the UK on completion of thei r studies/ to 
access employment.  When they move out, the move in these 
circumstances would be counted as internal out-migration. We see 
significant internal out-migration from Coventry of those aged between 20-
35, as the graph below indicates. The highest numbers 
are of those aged between 20-22. 

The inspector was wrong to rely on this conclusion when she had the DLHE data 
(above) before her which conclusively shows that the foreign students leave the UK 
within 6 months of graduation and they certainly leave the local region. The 
international non EU students are ruled out of the internal migration data and the 
internal migration graph of GL Hearn. 

At para 3.9, GL Hearn make the same error, 

3.9 
The profile of recent population growth in younger age groups suggests that 
population growth has not been particularly concentrated in the typical student 
age groups of between 18-22, but is strongest of those in their mid 20s / early 
30s. 
 

The DLHE data, which they could have obtained from HESA, and which was 
presented to the inspector in Dec 2016,  showed that the non EU international 
students are predominantly post graduates (69%) in 13/14 and 14/15.   Given that 
they are post grads, you would not expect them to be in the range 18-22. You would 
probably expect post grads to be in the range of 21-25 – which is entirely consistent 
with GL Hearns Figure 4, further below.   The  information about undergrad and post 
grad numbers,  was in the hands of the inspector. (from my submission 15Dec2016)   

 

Another mistake: 

GL Hearn state:  
"3.5 International in-migration is higher than international out-migration. " 

They fail to state that the outmigration estimate, is produced from the International 
Passenger Survey, which has been condemned by the UK Statistics Authority (see 
below) AND that for Coventry, in recent years, the sample size for estimating out-
migration, was 20 persons or less per year. The inspector had before her, FOI data 
giving the sample sizes, from the International Passenger Survey (which are pathetic!) 
for Coventry for the last 10 years. 

Given the sample sizes, it is impossible to say that in migration is higher than 
outmigration. That is duplicitous nonsense from people who should know far better 
about sample sizes and the enormous margins of error in small samples. They had 
been well warned:  Sir Andrew Dilnott wrote to the Immigration Minister, in a published 
letter: 

1. Sir Andrew Dilnott, chair of the  UK Statistics Authority wrote to Mark Harper MP on 
25 June 2013, in a published letter, 
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“ …. there is a consensus among users that the [IPS] su rvey 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 pro duction of reliable 
international migration estimates at a local author ity level,  and cannot 
realistically be made sufficiently large to achieve robust local estimates 
 

Here are the actual sample sizes, obtained from ONS through FOI, 

 

 
Another erroneous conclusion at 3.8 

Table 1 - Long-Term International Migration,Estimat es from the International Passenger Survey: Annual data

Number of IPS contacts who stated they intend to li ve or have lived in the local authority of Coventry . 2000 to 2015

United Kingdom
Contacts

Year Local Authority Inflow Outflow
Contact Contact

2000 Coventry 9 2
2001 Coventry 20 3
2002 Coventry 11 4
2003 Coventry 8 6
2004 Coventry 14 4
2005 Coventry 16 5
2006 Coventry 21 5
2007 Coventry 32 14
2008 Coventry 23 11
2009 Coventry 32 13
2010 Coventry 22 12
2011 Coventry 26 18
2012 Coventry 25 10
2013 Coventry 22 15
2014 Coventry 34 14
2015 Coventry 22 20

The published flows are produced using an administrative data apportionment of the national IPS figures, as detailed here:

These figures do not include contacts imputed to Coventry from less specific data such as "West Midlands"

This table shows the number of contacts coming into the UK who stated Coventry as their intended destination, and the number of 
contacts leaving the UK who stated they were living in Coventry. Please note that these are not used to produce the immigration or 
emigration flows for Coventry. This is because IPS sample sizes at Local Authority level are small and because many immigrants are 
unsure of their final destination.

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/methodologies/methodologyguideformid2015ukpopulationestimatesenglandandwalesjune2016#international-migration

Created on 20 February 2017 by the Office for National Statistics. Email: migstatsunit@ons.gsi.gov.uk   © Crown copyright. You may re-
use this information (not including logos) free of charge in any format or medium, under the terms of the Open Government Licence.   To 
view this licence, go to: http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence or write to the Information Policy Team, The 
National Archives, Kew, London TW9 4DU. Email: psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk

Illustration 6: Source FOI to ONS; supplied to the Inspector 28 April 2017 
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G L Hearn state:  
"3.8 If we look at very recent population trends in the City, there has been 
strong growth of those aged in their 20s and early 30s. This is characteristic 
of cities which typically see population growth 
amongst younger age groups. The strongest growth is of those aged 23 
and 24, and the evidence suggests that international in-migration has 
contributed to this. But it is people of these age groups moving in, as 
opposed to an under-recording of students moving out" 

The numbers of 23 and 24 year olds coming to Coventry is irrelevant. Whereever they 
are from, they have substantially left the city within 10 years, as determined by Census 
data (not questionable Mid Year Estimate data) and demonstrated in the single year of 
age profile submitted to the Inspector (my submission  31 Oct 2016  “Merle Gering 
FINAL WORD v1.5 Supplementary Population Argument 26Oct 2016 “ 

 

 

The 23-24 year olds don't affect population growth, and it certainly does not argue 
against the effect of undercounting of international students. it does not tell us what is 
happening to the international students. We know that the international students are 
largely NOT internal migrants - see above. - see Hearns own graph Internal (domestic) 
migration at 3.7 in the paper. 

 
Illustration 7: Source ONS  LA single year of age (SYOA) population comparison charts 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/migrationwithintheuk/datasets/internalmi
grationlaandregionmovesandbysexandsingleyearofagetotals 
submitted to the inspector 31 Oct 2016 
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My graphs of single year of age, which the inspector had before her, confirms that the 
bulge of young people in the population of Coventry, have all left within 10 years. - it 
confirms the argument that young people are not staying in the city.- including the 23-
24 year olds that GL Hearn rely on in their figure 4 at para 3.8 .  Their Figure 4 (below)  
does not support an argument that 23-24 year olds are staying in the city – only that 
they are coming to it if you accept the figures.  It is important to note, that it will be 
based on the Mid year estimates, which are exactly what we are challenging – that they 
are getting population growth wrong because they contain a hugely excessive 
compoonent for net international immigration.   also if you accept the argument above, 
that international migration is related to students and not to jobs, then it confirms that 
international migrants are not staying in Coventry.  
 
my chart.  
 

About the above chart, it shows the 2001 census, the 2011 
census, and a dashed line for what it would look like, in 2011, if 
the profile from 2001 had stayed in the city – the 19-20 year 
olds of 2001, would be 29-30 year olds in 2011 – so you would 
expect a spike at ages 29-30 in the 2011 census.  There is no 
such spike.  The young people from 2001 have left the city.  Alll 
this was explained to the inspector in my paper of Oct 2017, 

GL Hearn show figure 4, at para 3.8  in their paper, as below. 
For the reasons explained, the peak of  young people, which 
they cite,  do not stay in the city.  Note that Fig   4 is based on 
the mid year estimates – it is the mid year estimates which we 
are challenging with the totality of our data.  It is just another 
way of reshowing the ONS Projections, which we have 
conclusively demonstrated are wrong, by every possible 
validation measure.   

 

In their conclusions, Hearn state: 

3.11 

Evidence regarding Unattributable Population Change, set out in the report, 
does suggest that at some point over the 2001-11 period, international net 
migration could have been over-estimated.However ONS has improved its 
migration statistics and there is no evidence that this has unduly influenced the 
2012-based SNPP. 

 
Illustration 8:  Source: LP47_GL_Hearn___Students_Note 
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This is a a misleading picture.  1) They did not mention that UPC  was highly 
significant for Coventry, much more than for other cities; in the plan period, it 
could over inflate the population by 25,000  2) They ignore continuing official 
complaints about the migration estimates, - even after the ONS improvements - 
which they must have been well aware of including:  (the inspector was 
informed of most of these) 

� The UK Statistics Authority (Sir Andrew Dilnott) comments, see above (cited to the 
inspector) 

� The Royal Statistical Society:  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. Improvements have been made through the 
Migration Statistics Improvement Programme by allocating international migrants to local 
authority areas using administrative data, but the local-level estimates of migration are not 
robust, particularly for areas with high population turnover. For some local authority areas 
the Census has shown that the ONS population estimates have misrepresented the level of 
population growth, a problem caused by inaccurate internal and international migration 
estimates.[32]1 

� Bernard Jenkin MP , chair of the PASC, 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 are told that government 
merely estimates that there are 1/2 million immigrants coming into the UK” …...“ the top line 
numbers for the Government’s 100,000 'net migration' target are little better than a best 
guess”.  (informed to the Coventry Inspector 30 Oct2016) 

� in 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” 

� in July 2017 The House of Lords Economic Affairs committee 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” 
(informed to the Coventry Inspector  21 July 2017 and the Warwick inspector 25 July.   Both 
refused to view it) 

� 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” 

� 24Aug2017, The ONS published new exit checks data, based on a full count of all 
passengers at air and sea ports showed that previous migration estimates had been hugely 
wrong for international students. Instead of 90,000/yr,  overstaying in the UK, the true 
number was no more than 3,600/yr.    

 
Based on the above, there was no good reason for disregarding UPC.  Even after the ONS 
improvements to their methods, serious concerns, which the inspector knew about, or should have 
known about, still remained. 
 
Here is what the Inspector says about UPC 
 

30. Unattributable Population Change [UPC] is the term used by ONS for an 
unexplained difference between the MYEs that have been updated to take 
account of the 2011 Census, and the previous “rolled-forward” MYEs that pre- 
dated the 2011 Census. For the 2011 MYEs, at the national level, UPC 
amounts to 103,700 – a small proportion of the total UK population. At the 
local level, however, UPC is distributed very unevenly with some local planning 
authorities experiencing “positive” and others “negative” UPC. The UPC figure 
for the HMA is “negative”, which suggests that the components of change 

                                                 
1https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201314/cmselect/cmpubadm/523/52306.htm 
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feeding into the SNP may have over-estimated migration and population 
growth or there was an error in the Census data. 
31. The UPC is relatively modest when considered at the HMA level but has 
greater impact when considered for individual authorities, particularly 
Coventry. The Council thus undertook a sensitivity analysis to consider the 
potential impact of UPC on the projections. However, as set out in the 2015 
Update, it is unclear if UPC is related to migration and could potentially be due 
to changes in the methods used by ONS to measure migration. As such, it is 
likely that any errors would be focussed on earlier periods and so a UPC 
adjustment for more recent data would not be appropriate. It is thus not a 
robust alternative to the SNPP which shows a level of population growth for 
the HMA which is consistent with short-term past trends. This suggests that 
UPC is not having a significant impact on the future projections. 
 
32. The 2015 Update considered longer-term 10 year migration trends as part of 
the sensitivity testing, as an alternative to the 5-year period used in the 
SNNP. The sensitivity testing showed a higher level of population growth in 
the HMA and Coventry in particular. At HMA level the analysis showed that 
population growth could vary from 14% (if UPC was attributed) to around 22% 
based on a linear projection of 10 year population trends. The 2012-based 
SNPP lies within the middle of this range at around 17%. The evidence thus 
tends to support the robustness of the SNPP. Moreover, projections linked to 
long-term migration trends are not considered to be a reliable alternative to 
the SNPP 
 

This is again being economical with the truth.  She is looking at tests for the HMA, not for 
Coventry.  She accepts 17% growth for the HMA as reasonable, but does not consider that 
growth for Coventry  - which at 32%, is way outside the expected growth for any town in the 
area. She turns her eyes away from the inconvenient evidence. (summarised below)  .  She 
had this graph in her hands. 
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 Sensitivity testing, did NOT make any test for the international migrants into Coventry,  
being students who leave the country and the region after graduation.  If it did, and included 
UPC, then the level of growth for Coventry for 20 years would be tiny, around 2-3% - the 
figures for UPC (25,000) and overcounted students (75,000) were clearly put  before the 
Inspector (on 31 Oct 2016) 

Drawing 1: Source ONS Census2011; ONS2014.  Presented to the Inspector 28Apr17 


