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1.  Summary of main findings 
 
This report investigates the quality of the December 2010 and April 2011 Electoral Registers, based 
on the population defined by the 2011 Census, in England and Wales. The December 2010 Electoral 
Register was compiled using returns to the 2010 annual Canvass that was completed in October 
2010. Subsequent updates to the December register are used to produce the April 2011 Electoral 
Register. The report focuses on the December 2010 Electoral Register, but also investigates the 
impact that moves and updates have on the quality of the register to April 2011. Electoral 
Registration Officers for local authorities (LAs) are required to keep two registers, one parliamentary 
register containing all people eligible to vote at UK Parliamentary Elections and one local 
government register containing all people eligible to vote at Local and European Parliament 
elections. All people aged 18 years and older who are nationals of the United Kingdom or a 
Commonwealth country, including Malta and Cyprus are eligible to register on the parliamentary 
registers, with a small number of exceptions. The local government registers also include nationals 
of European Union (EU) member states. ‘Attainers’, 16 and 17 year olds who will turn 18 during the 
period the register is in force, are also eligible to be on the Electoral Register. 
 
1.1. The estimated rate of non-registration on the December 2010 local government 

Electoral Register in England and Wales is between 13% and 17%  
It is estimated that 88.6% (±0.8%1

 

) of Census respondents eligible to be on the parliamentary 
register and 87.8% (±0.9%) of Census respondents eligible to be on the local government Electoral 
Register are registered. The Census Coverage Survey is used to make an adjustment for Census non-
response producing estimates of registration of 85.6% (±1.5%) and 84.9% (±1.6%) overall for the 
parliamentary and local government Electoral Registers, respectively. Thus, non-registration on the 
December 2010 local government Electoral Register in England and Wales is estimated to be 
between 13.5% and 16.7%. This is a large increase over the estimated 8-9% non-registration rates in 
both 1990 and 2000 following similar analyses. The highest level of estimated non-registration 
overall for the local government Electoral Register is in Inner London at 23% (±4%). Modelling 
suggests that this is not due to a particular feature of Inner London Boroughs or their registration 
processes, but rather due to the demographic make-up of their population; people living in London 
tend to have personal characteristics that associate with non-registration. Lowest rates of non-
registration are seen in the East Midlands at 11% (±4%). LAs that are most densely populated, most 
deprived and most ethnically diverse tend to have highest rates of non-registration. 

1.2 Non-registration is highest amongst young adults and recent migrants into the UK 
A detailed analysis of patterns of non-registration is limited to the population that responded in the 
2011 Census and who are eligible to be present on the local government Electoral Register. Amongst 
this population, non-registration is highest amongst young adults (23% for 18-24 year olds) and 
declines with age (6% for those aged 55 and over). Regression analysis suggests that length of 
residence in the United Kingdom (UK), tenure, household composition and a recent move are the 
strongest correlates of non-registration. Given their demographic make-up, modelling suggests that 
registration in the East Midlands and Inner London is higher than expected. The rate of non-
registration for eligible migrants entering the UK in the previous 5 years is 50%. There is evidence 
that country of birth affects registration behaviour of recent migrants: the odds of a person from the 
commonwealth registering are almost twice that of a person from EU member states. Half of recent 
migrants are from the EU with a non-registration rate of 57%. For recent migrants from the 
 
1 95% confidence interval spans the distance plus and minus 0.8% around the estimate of 88.6%. 



 

Office for National Statistics 7 

 

commonwealth the non-registration rate is 41%. High rates of non-registration are also seen for 
those who are unrelated to the Census person 1 (44% non-registration), those who have moved in 
the last year (33% non-registration) and from those who rent from a private landlord (30% non-
registration). Although EU migrants that have been resident for less than 5 years have a very low 
registration rate at 43%, they make up just 2% of people in the sample of Census respondents. They 
contribute about one percentage point to the 7 to 8 percentage point drop in registration rates. The 
registration rates by most factors examined dropped by around 6%: The majority of the overall 
decrease in registration rates due to decreased registration rate of people born in the UK. 
 
1.3 Overall accuracy of December 2010 local government Electoral Register is likely to be in 

the range 88% to 92% 
The accuracy of entries on the local government register was examined by reference to the 2011 
Census. Entries on the Electoral Register that are not found in the Census could be either Census 
non-respondents or inaccurate. An estimated 89% of the entries on the December 2010 local 
government Electoral Register match to Census people at their current address, 3% match at their 
Census address one year ago only (which may have been current at the time the December 2010 
Electoral Register was compiled) and 1% match to addresses that did not respond in the 2011 
Census. About 5% of entries were at addresses occupied by others and 2% at addresses either 
vacant or not found in the Census. Out of those matched to Census records, 98.5% are eligible based 
the national identity question and date of birth. This suggests that overall accuracy is likely to be in 
the range 88% to 92%. A specific form of duplication is measured. Out of those entries that matched 
to Census persons at their current address, 4% provided an address one year ago and therefore 
must have moved in the six months before the Electoral Register was compiled. Out of these people, 
15% were also registered at their address one year ago. This measure of inaccuracy relates to 
registrations outside the sampled postcodes and cannot be combined with the other accuracy 
measures meaningfully. 
 
1.4 The April 2011 Electoral Register is likely to be of lower quality than the December 2010 

Electoral Register  
Estimates for completeness of the April 2011 Electoral Register are 2% lower than the 
completeness estimates for the December 2010 Electoral Register. The December Electoral 
Register is compiled after the annual canvass that is completed in October. With time, the register 
is expected to deteriorate (as people move and the register requires updating) until the next 
year’s canvass. Entries to, and deletions from, the December 2010 Electoral Register to produce 
the April 2011 Electoral Register occur at less than 10% of the frequency that moves necessitate. 
Thus, the December 2010 Electoral Register is likely to be more complete and accurate than the 
April 2011 Electoral Register. However, the differences are highly dependent upon the assumption 
that registrations on the December register to an address provided in the 2011 Census as ‘address 
one year ago’ are valid; that is, the move occurred after the October canvass. If all Census 
responders providing addresses one year ago are excluded from the analysis, the completeness of 
both the December 2010 and April 2011 Electoral Registers is at 90% (of census respondents). 
Though the assumption that registrations on the December register to an address provided in the 
2011 Census as ‘address one year ago’ are valid is reasonable, it will not always hold. 
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2.  Introduction 
 
The Office for National Statistics (ONS) was commissioned to produce a report on the quality of 
the Electoral Register in England and Wales, by the Electoral Commission. This quality report is 
largely based on a comparison between the 2011 Census and the December 2010 Electoral 
Register, but also investigates the quality of the April 2011 Electoral Register.  
 
The Electoral Commission stipulates two quality measures: Completeness and Accuracy. 
Completeness is a measure of coverage; out of those eligible to be on the Electoral Register, what 
proportion is registered at a current address?  Accuracy is the proportion of entries on the 
Electoral Register that refer to people who are eligible to vote and are registered at a current 
address. These quantities are estimated by comparison of the 2011 Census with the December 
2010 Electoral Register from a sample of 1079 postcodes in 340 local authorities (LAs) selected 
from postcodes in England and Wales where the 2011 Census Coverage Survey (CCS) took place. 
 
2.1 Eligibility 
Anyone who will be 18 or over during the life of the register is eligible to be on the Electoral 
Register if they are citizens of the UK, Commonwealth or a country of the European Union (EU) 
and are resident in the local authority to which the register entry refers. To vote they have to be 
18 years of age or older. Eligibility to vote in UK parliamentary elections is restricted to citizens of 
the UK and Commonwealth countries (including Malta and Cyprus)2. There are a small number of 
exceptions to these general rules3

 

. Every household is required to respond to the annual canvass 
that local authorities hold. Electoral Registration Officers for LAs are required to keep two 
registers; one parliamentary register containing all people eligible to vote at UK Parliamentary 
Elections, and one local government register containing all people eligible to vote at Local, 
European and other elections. In this study, eligibility is established from responses provided to 
the 2011 Census questionnaire. 

2.2 Sample selection  
The sample was taken from CCS4 postcodes to facilitate adjustment of electoral registration rate 
estimates for Census non-response and to allow stratification by characteristics expected to be 
associated with non-registration. The CCS sample was stratified by the hard to count (HTC) 
categorisation, which classifies every Output Area (OA) from one to five according to a model of 
household non-response5. Previous studies suggest that characteristics of individuals that 
associate with Census non-response tend to be shared with non-registration6

 

. Thus, this stratified 
sampling method will give more precise estimates for those, sometimes small, subgroups bearing 
characteristics associated with non-registration than if we used a simple random sample. 

 
2 http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/voter-registration 
3 For instance, all convicted prisoners currently lose their right to vote, as do some people detained in institutions due to severe mental illness. 
Anyone convicted of electoral offences will also be disqualified from voting for a specific period. 
4The Census Coverage Survey is an independent activity performed within 2 months of Census day. Data from the Census and the CCS is used in   
dual system estimation to estimate the whole population count and thus the coverage of the Census and the estimated number of people not 
counted by the Census.  Ratio estimators based on the dual system estimator are used to provide estimates in areas where the CCS did not take 
place. 
5 Hopper, N.A. (2011) Survey Methodology Bulletin 69, 9-22. Predicting patterns of household non-response in the 2011 Census. 
6 Compare Hopper, N.A. (2011) above with the ONS report (2005) produced on behalf of the Electoral Commission: ‘Electoral Registration in 2000’. 

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/voter-registration�
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/survey-methodology-bulletin/smb-69/index.html�
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/47255/ONSER2000report_18378-13560__E__N__S__W__.pdf�


 

Office for National Statistics 9 

 

2.3 Record linkage 
A multi-stage matching strategy was employed to match entries on the Electoral Register and 
2011 Census records together. Primary matching was performed using the address where the 
Census questionnaire was completed, within the selected sample of postcodes. Additional 
matching was also performed using Census associated addresses; second addresses and addresses 
one year ago provided on the Census return that may be outside of the selected sample of 
postcodes. This record linkage is used to analyse the completeness of the Electoral Register; 
Records from the 2011 Census in the sample who do not match to entries on the Electoral Register 
at any address represent people who are not registered on the Electoral Register. Entries on the 
Electoral Register sample that are not found on Census records are also matched against Census 
records with associated addresses in the selected sample of postcodes. Any remaining unmatched 
entries from the Electoral Register could either be Census non-respondents or be representative 
of inaccurate entries on the register.  
 
2.4 Timing 
Timing is an important issue as the 2011 Census and the Electoral Registers do not refer to the 
same point in time. The December 2010 Electoral Register is expected to be of the highest quality 
as it is compiled following the annual canvass. However, the qualifying date7 for inclusion in the 
December 2010 Electoral Register is 15 October 2010, six months before Census day8

 

. The only 
indication of residency for October 2010 that the Census provides is from the question which 
asked whether an individual lived at a different address a year before the Census. However, while 
it asks for details of the previous address, it does not ask when the respondent moved house. 
From our sample, it is estimated that 7.9% of census responders provided a different address one 
year ago and so must have moved between March 2010 and March 2011. The approach adopted 
was to assume that all cases that match to December 2010 Electoral Register at the address one 
year ago are the result of moves that occurred after the October 2010 qualifying date. For 
example, where a person’s address on the Electoral Register matched the one they gave in the 
Census as their usual address one year ago, it is assumed that they were living at that address at 
the time of the annual canvass and then moved before Census day. In cases where they are also 
found at their Census address, the registration at the address one year ago is treated as a 
duplicate. 

For the April 2011 Electoral Register, the timing difference was minor as the April registers are 
based on a qualifying date of 15 March 2011, less than two weeks before Census day. Entries on 
the April 2011 Electoral Register that match to the Census address one year ago are treated as 
inaccurate. However, the April Electoral Register relies on householders to volunteer updates of 
change to maintain quality in the absence of canvassing. Updates occur at a low rate and so the 
difference between the April 2011 and December 2010 Electoral Registers is slight: 0.7% of entries 
in the sample of the December 2010 Electoral Register are deleted by April and 0.7% of entries on 
the April 2011 Electoral Register are additions since December. 
 

 
7 The qualifying date is the day on which you had to be resident in the property at which you registered. 
827th March 2011. 
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2.5 Completeness of the Electoral Register 
Estimates of completeness of the Electoral Register are based on the proportion of people 
identified by the 2011 Census to have been eligible to register who are registered at an address in 
which they are resident. This can be an individual’s home address, their second address and/or 
term-time address. Registrations at an address provided in the Census as their address one year 
ago are considered valid for the December 2010 Electoral Register, but are not valid for the April 
2011 Electoral Register. Postcodes are assigned a weight based on their probability of selection in 
the final sample and these weights are used in estimation. As these weighted estimates are 
representative of the population that responded in the Census only, an adjustment for Census 
non-respondents9

 

 is made to produce estimates for the whole, eligible, population by country, 
region and by broad age band. For other levels or domains, estimates of completeness are based 
solely on the 94% of the population who responded in the 2011 Census. 

2.6 Accuracy of the Electoral Register 
Estimates for accuracy of the Electoral Register are made for the local government register after 
cleaning and matching and so do not include name misspellings or ordering errors. As not all 
people eligible to be on the Electoral Register responded in the 2011 Census, the eligibility of 
people on the Electoral Register but not found in the 2011 Census is uncertain so that it is not 
possible to produce an overall measure of accuracy. Three measures of accuracy are estimated - 
these are essentially qualitative, as the primary aim of the study was to measure the coverage of 
the Electoral Registers. The first is the estimated current residency rate, based on matching to the 
2011 Census: the proportion of people on the Electoral Register that match to the Census or CCS 
at their current or previous address, including matches to an address which did not respond in the 
2011 Census. These are low stringency criteria that provide upper boundaries to residency 
estimates for the December Electoral Register. High stringency criteria require matching to the 
Census or CCS at their current address only and are used to provide lower boundaries to residency 
estimates. The true current residency rate is expected to be between these two values. The 
second accuracy measure is an estimated eligibility rate based on the proportion of matched 
records within the sampled postcodes that the Census confirms eligibility. Under the assumption 
that eligibility rates from Census respondents is a good proxy for eligibility rates for Census non-
respondents, these first two measures can be multiplied together to produce an overall accuracy 
measure. However, the assumption necessary here is doubtful10

  

. The third accuracy measure is a 
specific duplication rate. It can be inferred that those who are registered at their Census address 
on the December 2010 Electoral Register and who provided an address one year ago on their 
Census return, must have moved in the six months before the compilation of the December 2010 
Electoral Register. The rate of registration for this specific group at their addresses one year ago 
can be estimated. This is an estimate of the rate of a specific form of duplicate registration that 
occurs at recent but previous addresses outside the sampled postcodes. This subset of all 
duplications cannot be combined with the other accuracy measures meaningfully. 

 
9 This adjustment is based on matching between CCS records and Electoral Register entries. 
10Eligibility is confirmed for Census respondents only. The low stringency estimate for residency includes matches to addresses from which a Census 
questionnaire was not returned. It is doubtful that the eligibility rate for Census non-respondents is the same as for Census respondents. 
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3.  Estimation of the completeness of the December 2010 Electoral Register 
 
Estimation of the completeness of the December 2010 Electoral Register in England and Wales is 
based on the proportion of people identified by the 2011 Census to have been eligible to register, 
who are registered at an address in which they are resident. This can be an individual’s home 
address, their second address and/or term-time address. There is a timing difference between the 
October 2010 electoral canvass and the Census which took place in March 2011. The only 
indication of currency of residence for October 2010 that the Census provides is from the address 
one year ago question. From our sample, it is estimated that 7.9% (±0.6%) of Census responders 
provided a different address one year ago and so must have moved at least once11

 

. The Census 
contains 43237 records of people resident and eligible to be on the local government Electoral 
Register in October 2010. This number includes 761 ‘attainers’ who would become eligible to vote 
during the life of the register. Matching to the Electoral Register was attempted at all addresses 
provided in the 2011 Census by these people. This included the address one year ago for the 3918 
people in the selected sample that provided one (an account of all matching outcomes is given in 
appendix 2). 

There are a number of approaches that could be used to overcome the timing difference between 
the October 2010 electoral canvass and the March 2011 Census. If all cases where a person 
provides an address one year ago in the Census are excluded, then the estimated likelihood of 
eligible people who completed their Census questionnaire but not providing evidence of a move 
being present on the Electoral Register is 89.6% (±0.9%). A second approach is to accept all cases 
with an address one year ago and treat all matches to the address one year ago as valid. This 
assumes that all cases that match to address one year ago are the result of moves that occurred 
after October 2010. If these are accepted as valid in the completeness measure, the estimated 
likelihood of Census responders who are eligible being on the Electoral Register is 87.8% (±0.9%). 
As some of the cases that match the Electoral Register at their address one year ago but not at 
their Census address will have moved before the October canvass, and will therefore not be valid, 
this figure of 87.8% must be a slight over-estimate.  
 
Out of the 3918 eligible cases with an address one year ago, 1489 matched the December 2010 
Electoral Register at the address they completed their Census questionnaire. As they were 
registered at their new address in the December register, these people must have moved before 
the October 2010 canvass. Out of these 1489 people, 220 (15%) were registered at both their 
address one year ago and their Census main address.  There remained 2429 movers who were not 
registered at their Census address on the December 2010 Electoral Register. Out of these, 1032 
were found on the December 2010 Electoral Register at their address one year ago (table 3.1). It is 
assumed that these 1032 registrations at their address one year ago on the December 2010 
Electoral Register are valid. How reasonable is this? In cases where it is known that the move 
occurred before the October 2010 canvass, 15% are registered at their address one year ago in 
error (as they had already moved). If this 15% is used as a proxy for the proportion of people who 
are registered at their address one year ago in error (as they moved before the October 2010 
canvass), we would expect that approximately 360 of the remaining 2429 movers would match at 
their address one year ago in error. The number of matches to address one year ago is 1032 out of 

 
11 Weighted estimate, with the caveat that 478 students in our sample did not complete the Census questionnaire at their term-time address and 
were treated as visitors in the routing of the questionnaire and not asked the address one year ago question. Thus, the true move rate is likely to be 
higher. 
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the 2429 (42%). This suggests that the majority of the 1032 that do match are valid. This 
conclusion is supported as the estimate of 15% assumes that all people providing an address one 
year ago moved before October 2010 when we would expect roughly a half to have done so. 
Indeed, if it is assumed that 2000 of the 3918 (roughly half) movers moved before the October 
Canvass, we would expect 300 registrations to be in error, of which 220 we have already 
accounted for (as they also match to their current address). This would suggest that over 90% of 
the 1032 registrations at the Census address one year ago on the December 2010 Electoral 
Register are valid. Whatever the true value, it is assumed that all December 2010 registrations to 
the Census address one year ago, in the absence of a match to the Census address, are valid. 
 
Table 3.1: Matching outcome for the cases with an address one year ago (AOYA). 
Matching outcome  Frequency 
Match at address that the Census questionnaire was completed 1269 
Match at the address one year ago 1032 
Match at Census address and AOYA 220 
No match 1340 
Match at other associated addresses only 57 
Total 3918 
 
The 43237 people defined from their Census responses as being eligible to be on the Electoral 
Register includes 523 people whose nationality is unknown (the Census data analysed was pre-
imputation data). The electoral registration rate for those with missing nationality data is 72%, 
similar to the registration rate of known eligible people (table 3.2). The selected postcodes also 
contained 1887 Census persons with a non-eligible nationality, but eligible age. Thus, of the 44601 
Census persons with a known nationality, 96% had an eligible nationality. The estimated 
registration rate of people with a non-eligible nationality was 45%. The ineligibility of these people 
was not confirmed through an analysis of passports held. In this study, people with missing 
nationality data are assumed to be citizens of the UK or Commonwealth country and therefore 
eligible to be on both the local government and parliamentary registers. Not all of these people 
will actually have an eligible nationality causing a slight under estimation of completeness rates12

 

. 
Estimated electoral registration rates for all nationalities are shown in table 3.2. The non-
registration rate of UK nationals is up to a third less than that for other eligible nationalities (11% 
non-registration of UK nationals versus 33% non-registration of EU nationals: table 3.2; see 
appendix 7 for breakdown by English and Welsh national identities). 

Table 3.2: Estimated electoral registration rates by nationality of Census respondents. 
Nationality Cases Estimated registration rate 95%  C. I. 

UK 38922 89.2% 88.3% - 90.1% 
Commonwealth 1433 70.5% 66.7% - 74.2% 

EU 2359 66.6% 62.9% - 70.4% 
Unknown (missing) 523 72.2% 66.5% - 77.8% 

People whose nationality is from an EU member state are not eligible for the UK parliamentary register. 
 

 
12 If those with unknown nationalities are excluded the estimate of completeness for all known eligible Census respondents is slightly higher (see 
table 3.2). 
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Overall 37130 people out of the 43237 who are defined as eligible to register based on their 
Census return are found in the Electoral Register at either a current address or an address one 
year ago. Estimated electoral registration rates for Census responders are shown in table 3.3. 
Exclusion of people with missing nationalities increases the estimated registration by 
approximately one quarter of a percentage point. 
 
Table 3.3: Estimated electoral registration rates for Census respondents.  

Electoral Register Cases Estimated registration rate 95%  C. I. 
Local 43237 87.8% 86.9% - 88.7% 

Parliamentary 40878 88.6% 87.8% - 89.7% 
 
The Census person response rate was estimated at 93.9% nationally13. It is probable that electoral 
registration is less likely for Census non-respondents than for respondents. Therefore, it is likely 
that the registration rates shown in table 3.3 are higher than the overall registration rate. In order 
to estimate the electoral registration rate for all eligible people (irrespective of whether they filled 
in a Census questionnaire) matching between people captured by the Census Coverage Survey 
(CCS) and the 2010 December Electoral Register was performed. Those people captured by the 
CCS but not the Census are used to estimate the registration rate for people not completing their 
Census form.  An additional 3340 people of eligible age were found in the CCS who did not 
complete a Census return in our sample of postcodes. 1376 of these were present on the Electoral 
Register giving an estimate of the likelihood of a CCS only person being on the Electoral Register of 
43.0% (±3.0%). However, as the CCS does not capture nationality, we are unable to firmly establish 
eligibility for this group or make a distinction between local and parliamentary register validity. 
From these figures, it is possible to estimate the electoral registration rate for those not on the 
Census or CCS, which produces an overall estimate for electoral registration for all eligible people. 
These estimates are shown in table 3.4. The estimate for non-registration on the local government 
register is between 13-17%. This is a large increase over the 8-9% rate estimated for electoral non-
registration rates in 2000 following a similar analysis14

 

. An even lower registration rate is obtained 
if matches to address one year ago are not considered as valid. 

Table 3.4: Adjusting for Census non-response produces overall estimated electoral registration 
rates.  

Electoral Register 
 Overall estimate of Register completeness 

(adjusted for Census non-response) 95% Confidence Interval 
Local  84.9% 83.3% - 86.5% 

Parliamentary 85.6% 84.1% - 87.2% 
 
 
3.1 Estimation of registration rates by country and region  
Adjustments for Census non-response were also applied to estimate overall electoral registration 
rates by region. Rates for both local and parliamentary registers were calculated (table 3.5). The 
largest differences in registration rates between parliamentary and local registers are seen in 
London followed by the West and East Midlands.  
 

 
13ONS (2012) Census first release. Table: Census response rates. Estimated Response rate was slightly lower in Wales at 93.2%. 
14 ONS report (2005) produced on behalf of the Electoral Commission: ‘Electoral Registration in 2000’. 

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/census/2011/census-data/2011-census-user-guide/quality-and-methods/quality/quality-measures/response-and-imputation-rates/index.html�
http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/47255/ONSER2000report_18378-13560__E__N__S__W__.pdf�
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Non-registration in London is estimated to be 18% for parliamentary elections and 19% for local 
elections. These are the highest estimated non-registration rates for any region. Outside of 
London, estimates of non-registration rates in the local register range from 11% in the East 
Midlands to 18% in Wales. Non-registration rates for parliamentary elections are typically about 
1% lower. The degree to which there is a ‘London’ effect upon registration rates is examined by 
modelling in section 6.  
 
Table 3.5: Estimated electoral registration rates by Country and Region. 
a) Local government register 

Country Region 
Estimated rates for 

Census respondents 
Estimated registration 

rates overall 95% C. I. 
England   87.9% 85.0% 83.4% - 86.7% 

  North East 90.3% 88.3% 81.2% - 95.4% 
  North West 87.0% 85.1% 81.5% - 88.7% 

 Yorkshire & the Humber 88.4% 85.0% 80.3% - 89.7% 
  East Midlands 91.2% 88.5% 84.8% - 92.2% 
  West Midlands 87.2% 85.1% 80.1% - 90.1% 
  East of England 88.3% 86.1% 80.5% - 91.7% 
  London 84.0% 80.5% 77.3% - 83.8% 

Inner London  82.4% 77.3% 73.8% - 80.8% 
Outer London 84.7% 82.0% 77.8% - 86.2% 

  South East 89.2% 85.9% 82.0% - 89.8% 
  South West 88.5% 85.0% 78.5% - 91.4% 

Wales   87.0% 81.7% 73.0% - 90.4% 
Wales and England are not significantly different. Census respondents’ 95%CI: Wales 82.7% - 91.3%; England 87.0% - 88.9%. 

 
b) Parliamentary register 

Country Region 
Estimated rates for 

Census respondents 
Estimated registration 

rates overall 95% C. I. 
England   88.7% 85.8% 84.3% - 87.4% 

  North East 90.4% 88.4% 81.2% - 95.6% 
  North West 87.4% 85.6% 82.1% - 89.0% 

 Yorkshire & the Humber 89.2% 85.7% 81.4% - 90.1% 
  East Midlands 92.2% 89.4% 86.1% - 92.8% 
  West Midlands 88.4% 86.2% 82.2% - 90.2% 
  East of England 89.1% 86.8% 81.4% - 92.3% 
  London 85.9% 82.3% 79.1% - 85.6% 

Inner London  84.5% 79.3% 75.9% - 82.6% 
Outer London 86.5% 83.7% 79.6% - 87.9% 

  South East 89.5% 86.3% 82.4% - 90.1% 
  South West 88.9% 85.4% 79.0% - 91.8% 

Wales   87.2% 82.0% 73.2% - 90.7% 
People whose nationality is from an EU member state are not eligible for the UK parliamentary register. 
Again Wales is not significantly different from England. Confidence intervals of estimated rates for Census respondents: Wales 
82.9% - 91.6%; England 87.8% - 89.6%. 
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 3.2 Estimation of registration rates by broad age group  
The Census sample contained 43237 people eligible to register, including 761 ‘attainers’ who were 
not 18 at the time of the October 2010 canvass but were eligible because they were resident on 
the 15th October 2010 and would become 18 or over on 30th November 2011, during the lifespan 
of the register. As age is given on the CCS, it is possible to make adjustments for Census non-
response. Such overall estimates of electoral registration rates by broad age group are given in 
table 3.6. ‘Attainers’ have particularly lower than average electoral registration rates. Electoral 
registration tends to become more likely with increasing age (table 3.6).  
 
Table 3.6: Estimated electoral registration rates by broad age band.  

Age band Cases 
Estimated rates for 

Census respondents 
Estimated registration 

rates overall 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
16 or 17 761 63.1% 61.5% 54.0% - 69.0% 

18-24 5548 76.8% 72.4% 68.9% - 75.9% 
25-34 8035 79.8% 75.6% 72.9% - 78.3% 
35-44 7776 88.1% 85.1% 82.4% - 87.8% 
45-54 7216 92.0% 89.9% 87.8% - 92.0% 
55-64 5895 93.7% 91.9% 89.6% - 94.3% 

65+ 8006 93.9% 91.8% 88.8% - 94.9% 
 
 
In subsequent sections, the characteristics of those that register are compared with the 
characteristics of those that do not. For these analyses, the population is restricted to just those 
43237 people who completed their Census questionnaire and are classed as eligible to register for 
local elections. Not all estimates can be adjusted for Census non-response and this allows all 
subsequent analyses to be directly compared to each other.  
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4.  Completeness of the December 2010 Electoral Register by area factors 
 
In this section, registration rates of Census respondents by characteristics defined by location are 
examined. Sub-sections 4.1 though to 4.7 show an analysis of the effects of area characteristics 
upon electoral registration. These are produced to allow comparison to tables in section 3 of the 
2005 report15

 

. Sub-section 4.8 describes how responses to a survey of electoral registration 
officers in local authorities carried out by the Electoral Commission in 2010 relate to the estimated 
electoral registration rates. Tables comparing canvassing practices need to be interpreted with 
caution, as practices may be developed in response to low registration rates. Comparisons of the 
effectiveness of canvassing practices are not possible from the Electoral Commission survey and 
are beyond the scope of this study. All analyses are based on the sample of 1079 postcodes 
described in sections 2 and 3. Sub-sections relating to canvassing practices are limited to the 318 
LAs in England and Wales who responded to the Electoral Commission’s survey. The population 
analysed is Census respondents who are classed as eligible to register for local elections.  

4.1 Hard to count (HTC) categorisation 
The sample was stratified by the 2011 Census HTC categorisation, under the assumption that the 
HTC classification used when taking the census would be correlated with individuals who are less 
likely to be on the electoral register. This assumption appears to have been justified as registration 
rates tend to fall as HTC categorisation increases (table 4.1).  
 
Table 4.1: Estimation of electoral registration rates by the Hard to Count (HTC) categorisation 
developed for the 2011 Census. 
Category Cases Estimated rates for Census respondents 95% Confidence Interval 

HTC-1 8719 90.7% 89.2% - 92.2% 
HTC-2 17746 87.8% 86.4% - 89.1% 
HTC-3 7859 81.6% 79.2% - 84.0% 
HTC-4 7067 82.1% 80.2% - 83.9% 
HTC-5 1846 80.7% 77.3% - 84.2% 

All 43237 87.8% 86.9% - 88.7% 
Includes cases in Wales: 768 HTC-1; 1261 HTC-2; 96 HTC-3; 30 HTC-4; 0 HTC-5. 

 
 
4.2 Type of Local Authority 
There are 348 local authorities (LAs) in England and Wales. These are formed from 56 Unitary 
Authorities, 201 Districts, 36 Metropolitan Districts and 33 London Boroughs in England and 22 
Unitary Authorities in Wales. Analysis of three classes is presented: London (32 London Boroughs 
plus the City of London); Metropolitan (56 Unitary Authorities and 36 Metropolitan Districts) and 
Non-Metropolitan (201 English and 22 Welsh Unitary Authorities). London has significantly lower 
electoral registration rates than other metropolitan areas (table 4.2). However, there is no 
significant difference in registration rates between metropolitan areas (excluding London) and 
non-metropolitan areas. Much higher registration rates were observed in the 2005 study, which 
also found that registration was lower in metropolitan areas than non-metropolitan areas. 

 
15 ONS report (2005) produced on behalf of the Electoral Commission: ‘Electoral Registration in 2000’. 

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/47255/ONSER2000report_18378-13560__E__N__S__W__.pdf�
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Table 4.2: Estimated electoral registration rate of Census respondents by LA type. 
LA type Cases Estimated registration rate  95% Confidence Interval 

London Borough 11938 84.0% 82.1% - 85.8% 
Metropolitan 18103 88.3% 86.9% - 89.7% 

Non-Metropolitan* 13196 88.5% 87.1% - 89.9% 
*A breakdown of estimated registration rates for non-metropolitan LAs in England and Wales is given in appendix 6. 

  
 
4.3 Population density  
The population density, based on the estimated number of people within each LA divided by the 
LA area in hectares was obtained from the March 2013 release of Census data16

 

. The sampled data 
was organised into four quartiles based on this population density measure and electoral 
registration rates estimated (table 4.3). The differences in the first three quartiles are not 
significant; all have an estimated non-registration rate between 11% and 12%. However, the 
quartile composed of LAs with the highest population densities has a significantly higher estimated 
non registration rate of 16%. A similar behaviour by population density quartile was seen in 2000. 

Table 4.3: Estimated electoral registration rate of Census respondents by LA population density 
quartile. 
Quartile Cases Estimated registration rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Lowest 9988 88.6% 87.1% - 90.2% 

2 7701 88.2% 86.1% - 90.4% 
3 9302 89.4% 87.7% - 91.2% 

Highest 16246 84.4% 82.7% - 86.1% 
 
 
4.4 Age profile of Local Authority 
Details of the proportions of people in each LA by age were obtained from the Census second 
release17

  

. LAs were ranked according to the proportion of people who were aged 55 and over and 
allocated into quartiles of ‘aged population’ by this ranking. Similarly, ranking by the proportion of 
people who were aged 16 to 24 inclusive was performed to produce quartiles of ‘young 
population’. The sampled data are analysed by these quartiles. 

Table 4.4: Estimated electoral registration rates by Census respondents by proportion of the LA 
population over 55 years of age by quartile.  

 ‘Aged  population’ quartiles Cases Estimated registration rate 95% C. I. 
Lowest quartile 23468 85.2% 83.7% - 86.8% 

2 8136 88.8% 87.1% - 90.5% 
3 6096 90.8% 89.2% - 92.4% 

Highest quartile of old people   5537 87.7% 84.3% - 90.1% 
 
Those LAs in the lowest quartile for proportion of people aged 55 and over in the population tend 
to have the lowest electoral registration rates (table 4.4). Similarly, the registration rate of Census 
responders in the quartile of LAs with the highest proportion of 16 to 24 year olds was 86% 

 
16 ONS (2013) Census March 2013 release. Table: LA population density. 
17ONS (2012) Census second release. Table: LA population by syoa.  

http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/census/2011-census/population-estimates-by-five-year-age-bands--and-household-estimates--for-local-authorities-in-the-united-kingdom/rft-table-p04uk.xls�
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/guide-method/method-quality/specific/population-and-migration/population-statistics-research-unit--psru-/la-syoa-population-comparison-charts.xls�
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compared to 88 to 90% for other quartiles. Neither result is significant, but both are consistent 
with the notion that LAs with a higher proportions of young people in their population tend to 
have higher non-registration rates, as suggested in the 2000 study. 
 
4.5 Index of Multiple Deprivation score 
The index of multiple deprivation (IMD) is produced every three years for the Department of 
Communities and Local Government and covers England only. The 2010 index18

 

 was used to rank 
the part of the sample selected in England in order that quartiles could be defined. Rates of non-
registration tend to increase with IMD score: the more deprived an area is (based on IMD score), 
the lower the estimated registration rate tends to be (table 4.5). 

Table 4.5: Estimated electoral registration rates by quartile of the 2010 Index of Multiple 
Deprivation.  

IMD quartile Cases Estimated registration rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Least deprived quartile 6310 91.9% 90.4% - 93.4% 

2 8255 89.7% 87.8% - 91.6% 
3 9649 87.1% 85.5% - 88.6% 

Most deprived quartile 16364 83.0% 81.1% - 84.8% 
 
 
4.6 Ethnic make-up of Local Authority 
The proportion of people by ethnic group as estimated in the 2011 Census19

 

 was used to rank LAs 
for each of six ethnic groups. From each of these six rankings, the 10% of LAs with the highest 
proportion of people in each ethnic group was selected for analysis. The LAs selected for each 
group are not mutually exclusive and are not controlled for LA size. Estimated registration rates for 
the combined 10% of LAs with the highest proportion for each ethnic group are shown in table 
4.6a. 

Table 4.6a: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents for those LAs ranked in 
the highest 10% by proportion of each ethnic population shown (see main text). 

Highest 10% of LAs by ethnic propn Cases Estimated Registration rate 95% C.I. 
White 1679 87.9% 84.8% - 91.1% 
Indian 8564 86.4% 84.5% - 88.2% 

Pakistani 8671 83.4% 81.2% - 85.7% 
Bangladeshi 8952 84.0% 81.7% - 86.2% 

Black Caribbean 12681 83.6% 81.8% - 85.4% 
Black African 12306 83.4% 81.6% - 85.2% 

non-White 13683 83.3% 81.6% - 85.1% 
 
LAs within the highest 10% by proportion of non-white ethnic groups tend to have high non-
registration rates (around 17% on average; classed as ‘non-White’ in table 4.6a). This compares 
with 12% non-registration for those LAs with the highest proportion of white people (table 4.6a). 
The impact of a ranked ethnicity variable such as this may strongly depend upon the actual 
proportion within the LA. Table 4.6a relates to electoral registration rates by area profiles and 

 
18 IMD (2010) Available from the Neighbourhood Statistics web-pages.  
19 ONS (2012) Census release. Table: KS201EW. 

http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/�
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/census/2011-census/key-statistics-for-local-authorities-in-england-and-wales/rft-table-ks201ew.xls�
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does not necessarily describe the registration behaviour of individuals having the characteristic 
measured at the area or LA level.  
 
The impact of ethnicity on the electoral registration rate was further examined in the context of 
the LA ethnic profile. LAs were split into two groups based on their ranking by the proportion of 
the combined ‘non-white’ ethnic group. Those 10% of LAs with the highest proportions of ‘non-
white’ people form one group that is called ‘Minority LAs – 10%’ here. The remaining 90% of LAs 
form the second group and is called ‘White LAs – 90%’ in table 4.6b below. The registration rate by 
the broad ethnicity of individuals is examined in these two sets of LAs; specifically the registration 
of ‘non-white’ people is compared to ‘white’ people in each category. It is found that the 
registration rate of ‘non-white’ people is similar in both groups of LAs (82% in the 10% of LAs with 
the highest proportions of ‘non-white’ people compared to 81% in the remaining LAs). However, 
the electoral registration rate of ‘white’ people is significantly lower in the 10% of LAs with the 
highest proportions of ‘non-white’ people than in the remaining LAs (84% versus 89%: table 4.6b). 
The household/person level analysis described in section 6 will provide more information about 
the registration rates of individual ethnic groups overall.  
 
Table 4.6b: Estimated electoral registration rates of white and non-white people who responded 
in the 2011 Census in the 10% of LAs with the highest proportions of ‘non-white’ compared to the 
other 90% of LAs. 

Ethnic group in LA type Cases Est. Registration Rate 95% C.I. 
‘non-white’ in ‘Minority LAs – 10%’ area 5192 81.7% 79.2% - 83.3% 

‘White LAs – 90%’ area 2409 80.8% 77.1% - 82.6% 
‘white’ in ‘Minority LAs – 10%’ area 8491 84.2% 82.3% - 86.6% 

‘White LAs – 90%’ area 27145 89.2% 88.3% - 90.4% 
 

 
 
4.7 The effect of political control upon registration rates 
When two or more parties are closely competing for the same seat, voters may believe their vote 
has greater importance than when the seat is safe: voter turn-out is often higher when the seat/s 
contested is not safe. It is not possible to analyse registration rates by parliamentary constituency 
and so examine whether there is an effect on voter registration by whether the parliamentary seat 
is safe or marginal. However, it is possible to assess whether local council control affects 
registration. The 2005 study found that electoral registration was not affected by whether or not 
the local council was held by one political party20

 
20 Reported in the ONS report (2005) produced on behalf of the Electoral Commission: 

. This is reassessed using the current data. Local 
election results for 2010 were used to determine whether one political party gained control of the 
local council. Data was obtained for all LAs except Anglesey, City of London and the Scilly isles, 
which covered 99.5% of the sample. Consistent with findings from the previous study, no 
difference in registration rates was observed for LAs under the control of one party compared to 
LAs under split control (table 4.7).  

‘Electoral Registration in 2000’. 

 

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/47255/ONSER2000report_18378-13560__E__N__S__W__.pdf�
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Table 4.7: LAs under single political party control have estimated electoral registration rates no 
different from LAs under split control.  

Political control? Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
No 2367 87.6% 84.7% - 90.6% 
Yes 40643 87.9% 87.0% - 88.9% 

 
 
4.8 Local Authority electoral registration processes  
The Electoral Commission surveyed electoral registration officers in 2010 as to their canvassing 
practices and outcomes. Electoral registration officers in 318 of the 348 LAs in England and Wales 
responded. The analysis in this sub-section relates the LA responses from the Electoral 
Commission survey to our estimates of rates of electoral registration and is limited to those 318 
LAs that responded and the 40069 Census respondents in our sample within these LAs who are 
eligible to be on the local government register. 
 
The Electoral Commission’s survey asked for response rates at each stage of the canvassing 
process from each LA. The electoral registration rates obtained from LAs in response to this 
question are based on the address file that each LA used. This is quite a different base to the 
measure used in this study, which are eligible people found in the 2011 Census. In order to 
determine the strength of the relationship between the two measures, a Pearson correlation 
coefficient was calculated from the final rates provided by LAs in the survey and the registration 
rates of Census respondents calculated in this study. Though a strong relationship was expected, 
the Pearson correlation coefficient calculated was less than 0.1. This suggests that there is no 
relationship between the LA’s own estimates of final rates and the estimates based on eligible 
Census persons. There may be a number of factors that contribute to this. For example, the 
relationship between the address base of the register used by LAs and the eligible Census person 
base used in this study may be weak and relationships may be weakened by each LA producing its 
own estimate based on its own methodology and definitions. Whatever the cause, this renders an 
analysis of comparisons between LA estimates of registration rates and the estimates based on 
eligible Census persons meaningless. Thus, such comparisons are not considered in this report.   
 
The Electoral Commission survey identifies the canvassing practices used by LAs so it is possible for 
it to be used to judge the impact of various practices based on changes to response rates provided 
by LAs at each stage of the canvassing process. However, this analysis is beyond the scope of this 
study as it estimates final electoral registration rates only based on comparison to a sample from 
the 2011 Census. In the remainder of this sub-section our ability to make inferences from the data 
shown is severely limited as we cannot determine what the registration rates would have been in 
the absence of treatments, so we cannot infer the effectiveness of such treatments. The use and 
frequency of treatments to elicit registration is likely to reflect their historic need: it is expected 
that they are used in areas that would tend to have lower registration rates. There are four areas 
of LA canvassing behaviour and/or practise that are examined. 
 
4.8.1 Collection method  
There are six modes of response considered: postal return, telephone, hand collection at the door, 
text, internet and email. All responding LAs provide the postal route of return. The modes are not 
mutually exclusive. The estimated electoral registration rate in those LAs using door collection 
appears about 4% higher than the rest in absolute terms. Outcomes according to other modes 
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available are nearly identical (table 4.8a). The number of options available does not appear to 
produce significantly different outcomes (analysis not shown). 
 
Table 4.8a: Estimated electoral registration rate by whether each of 6 modes of completion are 
offered (plus an ‘Other’ category which includes assistance filling out the form, etc). 

Mode Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Postal return 40069 87.9% 87.0% - 88.9% 

Telephone 36505 87.9% 86.9% - 88.9% 
Door collection 1664 92.0% 90.2% - 93.8% 

Text 25762 88.2% 87.1% - 89.3% 
Internet 35824 87.9% 86.9% - 88.9% 

Email 4868 87.9% 85.7% - 90.2% 
Other 4698 87.1% 84.0% - 90.3% 

 
 
4.8.2 Publicity 
 There is no significant difference in estimated electoral registration for those LAs publicising their 
canvass and those not using any publicity. The publicity methods analysed are not mutually 
exclusive and again the outcome dependent upon the use of each method are not significantly 
different from each other (table 4.8b). 
 
Table 4.8b: Estimated electoral registration rate by publicity type used.  

Publicity used Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
All 40069 87.9% 87.0% - 88.9% 

No publicity 6974 88.5% 86.7% - 90.3% 
Publicity used 33095 87.8% 86.8% - 88.9% 

Radio 5839 87.0% 84.9% - 89.1% 
EC poster* 10077 88.3% 86.4% - 90.2% 

LA poster 17600 87.4% 85.8% - 89.0% 
Newspaper 24577 87.7% 86.5% - 88.9% 

Other publicity 18966 88.2% 86.9% - 89.5% 
*Poster provided by the Electoral Commission 

 
 
4.8.3 Motivating canvassers 
Of the 318 LAs that responded to the Electoral Commission’s survey, 308 reported that they used 
Canvassers, though from subsequent questions it appears that an additional four also used 
Canvassers. Among responding LAs, 185 used bonuses as an incentive for their canvassers. The 
Electoral Commission survey explicitly investigated three incentive schemes, which will be called 
‘Item bonus’, ‘Rate bonus’ and ‘Rate fine’ in this report. The ‘Item bonus’ scheme pays a fee for 
visiting each address and an additional fee for obtaining a completed registration form and is used 
exclusively in 69 LAs. The ‘Rate bonus’ scheme, which is used exclusively in 56 LAs, pays a bonus to 
canvassers who achieve a response above a specific level. The ‘Rate fine’ scheme charges a fine to 
canvassers who achieve a response below a specific level. No LA uses the ‘Rate fine’ scheme 
exclusively. In addition to these three defined schemes, an additional category of ‘Other’ was 
accommodated but will be ignored here. Estimated electoral registration rates are shown for the 
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69 LAs using the ‘Item bonus’ scheme exclusively, the 56 LAs using the ‘Rate bonus’ scheme 
exclusively and the 7 LAs using the ‘Rate fine’ scheme (non-exclusively) in table 4.8c. However, one 
cannot conclude that the incentive method has no impact as there is no control in the same area; 
the data in table 4.8c is not sufficient to allow direct comparison of the effectiveness of the 
incentives used.  
 
Table 4.8c: Estimated electoral registration rate by whether canvassers are used and what 
incentives are offered them.  

Canvassing incentives Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
No canvassers 295 85.0% 78.8% - 91.1% 

Canvassers 39774 88.0% 87.0% - 88.9% 
No bonus 12965 88.8% 87.3% - 90.2% 

Bonus paid 26809 87.5% 86.2% - 88.7% 
‘Item bonus’ exclusively 7807 86.2% 83.7% - 88.6% 
‘Rate bonus’ exclusively 8329 87.4% 85.5% - 89.3% 

Uses ‘Rate fine’ 1382 84.9% 78.8% - 91.0% 
 
 
4.8.4 Carry forward procedure 
People who do not respond to the canvass may be kept on the Electoral Register through either 
secondary checks or a carry forward procedure. Secondary checks involve checking against Council 
Tax and other LA data. The carry forward procedure allows non-responders to remain on the 
electoral register in the absence of any data suggesting a move. Eight LAs out of the 318 that 
responded stated that they do not use the carry forward procedure and a further 8 had electoral 
officers that either did not know or did not answer this question. The remainder allowed carry 
forward. Estimated electoral registration rates by the use of the carry forward procedure are 
shown in table 4.8d. It is not clear whether use of the carry forward procedure is influenced by 
previous or current registration rates and so the ability to make inferences from table 4.8d is 
limited. However, it may be noted that those LAs that have the highest electoral registration rates 
tend to be those that do not use the carry forward procedure. These LAs presumably have the 
least need for it. 
 
Table 4.8d: Estimated electoral registration rate by years carry forward is allowed. 

Carry forward allowed? Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Not carried forwards 1056 91.1% 88.5% - 93.7% 

Carried forwards 38249 87.9% 86.9% - 88.9% 
Unknown 664 85.8% 80.6% - 91.0% 

 
Thus, LA practise during the canvassing procedure appears to have little effect upon registration 
rates. Electoral registration is higher in LAs using door collection methods, but LAs using publicity 
or canvassers being paid bonuses do not any fare better than those who do not. However, as we 
cannot determine what the registration rates would have been in the absence of treatments, we 
cannot conclude that such treatments are ineffective. 
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5.  Completeness of the December 2010 Electoral Register by personal 
characteristics 

 
This section analyses the registration rates for the local government Electoral Register by 
characteristics relating to the person or household as defined by responses to the 2011 Census. 
Again, all analyses are based on the sample of Census respondents eligible to register from the 
1079 postcodes in 340 LAs. 
 
5.1 Age 
The Census sample of eligible people includes 761 ‘attainers’ who were not 18 at the time of the 
October 2010 canvass but were eligible because they were resident on the 15th October 2010 and 
would become 18 during the lifespan of the register. ‘Attainers’ have lower than average electoral 
registration rates (table 5.1). There is a dip in estimated registration rates for people in their mid-
twenties, based on Census respondents (figure 5.1a).  
 
Figure 5.1a: Estimated electoral registration rates by age with 95% confidence 
intervals.

 
 
Table 5.1: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by (10 year) age band.  
Age band Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 

16 or 17 761 63.1% 58.4% - 67.8% 
18-24 5548 76.8% 74.8% - 78.8% 
25-34 8035 89.8% 78.1% - 81.4% 
35-44 7776 88.1% 86.6% - 89.6% 
45-54 7216 92.0% 90.9% - 93.1% 
55-64 5895 93.7% 92.4% - 95.0% 

65+ 8006 93.9% 92.4% - 95.5% 
 
That individuals in their early twenties tend to have higher registration rates than those a few 
years older was also reported in an earlier study of electoral registration in 2005. This earlier study 
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linked this effect to people in their mid-twenties being most mobile21

 

. The rate of registration for 
Census respondents providing an address one year ago is 67.0% (±2.4%) overall, compared to 
89.6% (±0.9%) for those not providing an address one year ago. Rates of moving were estimated 
using the address one year ago question from the Census sample of eligible people and show that 
people aged 22-24 are slightly more mobile than those aged 20-21, though the differences are not 
as large as the differences in electoral registration rates (figure 5.1b).  

Figure 5.1b: Estimated proportion of people having a different address one year ago by age with 
95% confidence intervals. 

 
 
To further explore the effect of moving, estimated electoral registration rates by age are given by 
whether a different address one year ago was given. Those with a different address one year ago 
have lower estimated registration rates at age 23-24 than at age 21-22 (figure 5.1c). Thus, higher 
mobility (as judged through address one year ago) of people in their mid-twenties does not 
explain the dip in registration rates. However, with the exception of 21-22 year olds, increased 
mobility is linked to increased non-registration. Other factors must be involved to cause the dip in 
registration rates for people in their mid-twenties. 
 
Figure 5.1c: Estimated electoral registration rates by age with 95% confidence intervals for non-
movers (in blue) and for those with a different address one year ago (in dark red). 

 

 
21 ONS report (2005): ‘Electoral Registration in 2000’. Within here the same phenomenon is reported from 1981 and 1991 studies of electoral 
registration (see p16 of that report). 

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/47255/ONSER2000report_18378-13560__E__N__S__W__.pdf�
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5.2 Gender 
In the sample of 43237 Census responders that are eligible for inclusion on the local government 
register, 48% are men, while amongst people aged 65 and over in the sample 43% are men. 
Estimated electoral registration rates for men are significantly lower than for women (table 5.2) 
 
Table 5.2: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by gender. 

Gender Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Male 20682 86.8% 85.9% - 87.8% 

Female 22555 88.7% 87.8% - 89.7% 
 
To determine whether the drop in electoral registration rates for young adults is seen for both 
genders, electoral registration rates by age and gender were examined for those people who gave 
an address one year ago. There appears to be little difference between men and women who have 
moved in the last year in their estimated electoral registration rates, but there is evidence that 
both men and women who move have a dip in electoral registration rates at ages 23-24 (figure 
5.2: differences observed at age 25-26 are not significant).  
 
Figure 5.2: Estimated electoral registration rates by age and gender with 95% confidence intervals 
for those with a different address one year ago. 

 
 
5.3 Ethnicity 
Of the Census respondents in the sample that are eligible to be included on the local government 
Electoral Register, 81% are White. This group shows the highest estimated electoral registration 
rate at 89%. The next largest ethnic group is Asian, forming 10% of our sample. The majority of 
Asians are Southern Asians with ethnicities derived from India, Pakistan and Bangladesh. Overall 
these groups behave very similarly to other Asians, with estimated electoral registration rates of 
approximately 82%. However, among the Southern Asian ethnicities, those who describe 
themselves as Indian tend to be most likely to register (table 5.3). With the exception of Black 
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Caribbean, people of Black ethnicity tend to have the lowest registration rates. Finally, those who 
do not provide ethnicity information on their Census return are the least likely to register to vote. 
 
Table 5.3: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by ethnic group. 

Ethnicity  Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
White 35158 88.8% 87.8% - 89.7% 
Mixed 735 79.3% 75.2% - 83.4% 
Indian 1763 85.4% 82.7% - 88.2% 

Pakistani 1203 80.5% 75.9% - 85.0% 
Bangladeshi 609 79.7% 74.4% - 84.9% 
Other Asian 881 80.4% 76.1% - 84.6% 

African 963 75.4% 71.3% - 79.6% 
Caribbean 912 84.1% 80.9% - 87.3% 

Other Black 190 75.5% 68.1% - 82.9% 
Other 345 78.7% 72.6% - 84.9% 

Unknown  478 73.2% 67.3% - 79.0% 
 
 
5.4 Country of Birth 
The UK is given by 79% of people in our Census sample as their country of birth. The estimated 
electoral registration rate for people born in the UK is 89%. Estimated local government electoral 
registration rates are lowest for those people born in the European Union (table 5.4a). 
 
Table 5.4a: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by country of birth. 

Country of Birth Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
UK 34356 89.5% 88.5% - 90.4% 

Ireland 432 88.3% 84.2% - 92.5% 
Commonwealth 4409 83.5% 81.5% - 85.4% 

EU 2123 67.0% 63.1% - 70.8% 
Other 1439 77.3% 73.8% - 80.8% 

Unknown 478 73.2% 67.3% - 79.0% 
 
Nationality forms part of the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the Electoral Register. The estimated 
registration rates by nationality were shown in table 3.2, which is reproduced below.  There were 
1887 people who were found in the sample of Census postcodes but were excluded from the 
analysis due to their having a non-eligible nationality. From these people, it is estimated that 45% 
(±5%) were registered; however, it is not possible to be absolutely assured of their ineligibility.  
Categories in tables 5.4a and 3.2, though similarly named, have distinct definitions: though 
country of birth and nationality are often related they are not identical. An analysis of nationality 
by passports held was not performed. 
 
Those born in the UK are assumed to have resided here all their life. If a person was born overseas, 
then their degree of naturalisation will depend upon their length of residence in the UK. The 
length of residence is calculated at the end of October 2010. There were 200 people in the Census 
sample, who were eligible to be on the electoral register but gave an arrival date after October 
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2010 who are excluded from this analysis of completeness of the December 2010 Electoral 
Register. 
 
Table 3.2: Estimated electoral registration rates by nationality of Census respondents. 

Nationality Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
UK 38922 89.2% 88.3% - 90.1% 

Commonwealth 1433 70.5% 66.7% - 74.2% 
EU 2359 66.6% 62.9% - 70.4% 

Unknown 523 72.2% 66.5% - 77.8% 
 
Table 5.4b: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by length of residence in 
the UK. 

Length of residence Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Less than 1 year 415 25.7% 19.3% - 32.3% 

Between 1 and 2 years 344 45.5% 38.3% - 52.7% 
Between 2 and 5 years 1087 60.5% 55.7% - 65.4% 

Between 5 and 10 years 1612 75.6% 72.2% - 79.0% 
Greater than 10 years 39779 89.2% 88.3% - 90.0% 

 
There is a strong relationship between length of residence and estimated electoral registration 
rate (table 5.4b). This may suggest that people resident for shorter periods may be less aware of 
their eligibility to register and/or place less value on their voting rights. The effect of length of 
residence by country of birth is examined in figure 5.3. Here the length of stay is split into two 
categories: more than 5 years and less than 5 years. The largest absolute difference in estimated 
non-registration rates between the two categories are seen for those born in the EU.  
 
Figure 5.3: Estimated non-registration rates by country of birth and length of residence. 

 
 
 
5.5 Fluency in English 
Out of the 43237 people in our Census sample, 89% reported that English or Welsh was their first 
language. Another 8% said that they were fluent in English (speak English well or very well). As 
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country of birth is expected to have a strong relationship to main language, it is not surprising that 
those who speak English as their main language have the highest electoral registration rates. Of 
those whose main language is not English, those who speak English very well have higher 
registration rates than those who speak English well, not well or not at all (table 5.5). The 
difference in registration rates between those who speak English well and those who speak English 
not well or not at all is not significant. 
 
Table 5.5: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by fluency in English. 

Speaks English/Welsh? Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Native speaker 38622 88.9% 88.0% - 89.8% 

Very well 1763 77.6% 74.5% - 80.8% 
Well 1761 68.7% 64.9% - 72.4% 

Not well or not at all 1091 70.2% 65.2% - 75.2% 
Estimated registration rates by Welsh national identity are provided in appendix 6. 

 
 
5.6 Tenure 
People who own their own homes are much more likely to be on the electoral register than those 
who rent (92% compared to 79%: table 5.6). Among those who rent, those that rent privately have 
lowest estimated electoral registration rates and those that rent from their LA or housing 
association have the highest (table 5.6). Registration rates for those living in Communal 
Establishments are very low.  
 
Table 5.6: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by household tenure. 

Tenure Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% C. I. 
Owner  25785 92.4% 91.5% - 93.3% 

Owner occupied 10957 94.0% 92.7% - 95.3% 
Owned with a mortgage 14828 91.1% 90.1% - 92.1% 

Rents 16412 79.1% 77.6% - 80.6% 
Rents from LA 5356 87.0% 85.2% - 88.9% 

Rents from housing association 3723 85.3% 81.8% - 88.8% 
Rents, privately 6734 69.8% 67.6% - 71.9% 

Rents from employer 62 74.5% 54.2% - 94.8% 
Rents from friend or relative 429 82.3% 77.1% - 87.4% 

Rents, Other 108 77.8% 66.7% - 88.9% 
Rent free 456 82.4% 76.2% - 88.6% 

Communal Establishment 584 53.1% 42.2% - 64.1% 
 
 
5.7 Economic Status 
Economic status is derived from Census questions about activity last week. Students have the 
highest non-registration rate at 27% and retired people the lowest at 6% (table 5.7). These are 
both subcategories of the economically inactive. Among those who are economically active, 
unemployed people have a non-registration rate (24%) that is double the non-registration rate of 
employed people (12%).  
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Table 5.7: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by economic status. 

Employment status Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% C. I. 
Economically Active: Employed 25280 87.8% 86.8% - 88.8% 

Economically Active: Unemployed 2248 76.4% 73.8% - 78.9% 
Economically Inactive 15231 89.7% 88.5% - 91.0% 

Retired  8632 94.4% 93.0% - 95.8% 
Student 1485 73.5% 69.7% - 77.3% 

Looking after home or family  1959 86.3% 84.2% - 88.5% 
Long term sick or disabled 2051 83.4% 80.0% - 86.7% 

Other 1104 77.3% 73.9% - 80.8% 
Missing 478 73.2% 67.3% - 79.0% 

 
The estimated electoral registration rate for people economically inactive due to long-term 
sickness or disability is 83%. To determine how being economically inactive due to long-term 
sickness or disability interacts with age, an analysis of electoral registration rates using three age 
bands was performed (figure 5.4). The analysis compares long-term sick or disabled people against 
all other eligible people within the same age group. Estimated non-registration rates are around 
6% higher, in absolute terms, for long-term sick or disabled people than for healthy people 
regardless of the age group examined (figure 5.4). As registration rates increase with age, the 
effect of being long-term sick or disabled has the largest proportional effect on older people. 
 
Figure 5.4: Estimated electoral non-registration rates by health and broad age band. 

 
 
 
5.8 Occupation 
The occupation variable is derived from the Census question ‘What is (was) your full and specific 
job title?’ For those people no longer in employment, the question refers to their last main job. 
There are nine classes that are ordered in table 5.8 according to status. There is a tendency for the 
estimated electoral registration rate to fall with occupation status. Those in Administrative 
occupations have the lowest non-registration rates at 7%. 
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Table 5.8: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by occupation class. 
Occupation class Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% C. I. 

Managers and Directors 3335 90.3% 88.8% - 91.8% 
Professional 5844 91.2% 89.9% - 92.6% 

Associate Professional/Technical 4191 89.2% 87.9% - 90.5% 
Administrative 4918 93.1% 92.0% - 94.1% 
Skilled Trades 4256 87.7% 86.0% - 89.3% 

Caring and Leisure 3570 86.1% 84.3% - 87.9% 
Customer services 3810 86.9% 85.3% - 88.6% 
Machine Operator 3494 87.8% 86.0% - 89.6% 

Elementary professions 6016 85.7% 84.1% - 87.3% 
None (including unknown) 3803 74.1% 71.6% - 76.7% 

 
 
5.9 Students 
In sub-section 5.7, a student is defined by economic status. Students that are economically active 
are excluded from this category. The estimated non-registration rate for economically inactive 
students is 27% (table 5.7). In this section, the definition of student includes all adults in full time 
education. The number of students in our sample by this broader definition is doubled, but their 
estimated non-registration rate is not significantly different (26%: table 5.9).  
 
Students can have a home address, a second address, a term-time address and an address one 
year ago. Their usual residence is defined in the Census as their term-time address; their presence 
in other locations is treated as though they are visitors. Out of the students that were among 
Census respondents in the sampled postcodes, 84% completed their Census questionnaire at their 
term-time address. The remaining 16% of students who completed their census questionnaire at 
an address other than their term time address were treated as visitors and routed away from the 
address one year ago question. Thus there are students in the sample who were not asked the 
address one year ago question. There is no difference in estimated electoral registration rates 
between those that completed their census questionnaire at their term-time address and those 
who completed it elsewhere (table 5.9). Of the students who filled in their census questionnaire at 
their term time address, 20% disclosed a different address one year ago. The difference in 
electoral registration rates between those students who moved and those that did not move, 
based on address one year ago, is estimated to be around 3%, but this is not significant (table 5.9). 
As the address one year ago question was only asked of those students who filled in their census 
forms at their term time address, the electoral registration rate is likely to be under estimated.  
Raw match rates by location show that students are registered at their term-time address only in 
52% of cases, their home address only in 10% of cases and at both addresses in 7% of cases (30% 
unmatched; see appendix 2). 
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Table 5.9: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents who are students. 
Student situation Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% C. I. 

All students 3053 73.8% 71.2% - 76.3% 
Where completed census: 

   Not at term time address 478 73.2% 67.3% - 79.0% 
Term time address 2575 73.9% 70.9% - 76.9% 

Not moved 2068 74.4% 71.3% - 77.5% 
Moved 507 71.3% 64.7% - 78.0% 

 
 
5.10 Highest qualification 
The 2011 Census questionnaire included a question on qualifications. The derived variable, highest 
qualification is used to assess registration rates here.  The highest qualification is based on a 
hierarchy that places vocational and foreign qualifications above all others and so may not fully 
reflect educational level. Those Census respondents educated to level 4 and eligible are found on 
the local government Electoral Register in 90% of cases. There is no significant difference in 
estimated registration rates between other categories of the highest qualification variable (all 
rates between 86% and 88%). Those not answering the qualification question have lowest rates of 
electoral registration (table 5.10a).  
 
Table 5.10a: Estimated electoral registration rate by highest qualification. 

Highest qualification Cases Est. Registration Rate 95% C. I. 
Unknown 478 73.2% 67.3% - 79.0% 

No qualifications 10574 88.5% 87.0% - 90.0% 
Level 1 (eg 1-4 GCSEs, NVQ level 1) 4521 86.9% 85.3% - 88.5% 
Level 2 (eg 5+ GCSEs, NVQ level 2) 5748 87.7% 86.3% - 89.0% 

Level 3 (eg 2+ A levels, NVQ level 3, 
OND) 3690 87.9% 86.2% - 89.5% 

Level 4 (eg Degree, NVQ level 4+, 
HND) 8521 90.2% 89.0% - 91.3% 

Other (eg foreign/vocational) 9705 86.4% 85.1% - 87.8% 
 
Table 5.10b: Estimated electoral registration rate for young people (between 18-34 years of age) 
by highest qualification. 

Highest qualification Cases Est. Registration Rate 95% C. I. 
Unknown 462 73.3% 67.5% - 79.2% 

No qualifications 1266 66.1% 62.0% - 70.2% 
Level 1 (eg 1-4 GCSEs, NVQ level 1) 1421 78.1% 75.0% - 81.3% 
Level 2 (eg 5+ GCSEs, NVQ level 2) 1987 81.9% 79.4% - 84.4% 

Level 3 (eg 2+ A levels, NVQ level 3, 
OND) 2011 83.8% 81.3% - 86.2% 

Level 4 (eg Degree, NVQ level 4+, 
HND) 3310 83.2% 81.2% - 85.3% 

Other (eg foreign/vocational) 3126 73.9% 71.2% - 76.5% 
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When we restrict the analysis to young people between 18 and 34 years, it becomes clear that 
young people with no qualifications are much less likely to register than those with (table 5.10b). 
For those with qualifications, those whose highest qualification is level 2 to 4 have higher rates 
than those whose highest qualification is level one or other. 
 
5.11 Marital status 
In this study, marital status classifies same sex couples in a civil partnership the same as married 
couples and this joint classification continues when the relationship breaks down or ends through 
death. People who are either single or separated have the highest estimated non-registration 
rates at 20%. Divorced people have significantly higher non-registration rates than married people 
and significantly lower non-registration rates than single or separated people (table 5.11). Unless 
they are married, men tend to have lower registration rates than women. Non-registration for 
men whose marriage has broken down is estimated to be up to two-thirds higher than that for 
women (26% compared to 16% for separated people; 14% compared to 9% for divorced couples; 
figure 5.5). 
 
Table 5.11: Estimated electoral registration rates of Census respondents by marital status. 

Marriage status Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Single 16083 79.6% 78.4% - 80.9% 

Married 18740 92.9% 92.0% - 92.9% 
Separated 1306 80.0% 76.0% - 83.9% 

Divorced 4081 88.9% 87.3% - 90.5% 
Widowed 3027 91.0% 88.2% - 93.9% 

 
Figure 5.5: Estimated non-registration rates by marital status and gender. 
 

 
 
 
5.12 Household structure 
Information on household structure can be obtained from the census. The Census questionnaire is 
usually filled out by person one and other members of the household are required to enter their 
relationship to person one. The eligible people in our data set are a subset of those who are 
identified in the 2011 Census in the sampled areas. Non-eligible people may also be present and 
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be identified as person one on their Census questionnaires. In the relationships table shown below 
(table 5.12a), relationships as identified on the Census questionnaire are used. Single occupiers in 
this table are from households in which they are person one and are the only eligible person. Such 
people tend to register at significantly lower rates than other people identified as person one on 
their Census questionnaire (table 5.12a). People in table 5.12a are ordered by the closeness of the 
relationship to person one (given all are adults). Generally, the closer the relationship each person 
has, the higher the estimated registration rate. This is typified by the very low estimated electoral 
registration rate for people not related to person one (56±4%; table 5.12a). It can be inferred that 
the rate at which at least one person per household is registered is higher than 90%22

 

. The overall 
person level local government electoral registration rate is 88% (section 3). Additional household 
members, with the exception of partners, tend to register at lower rates. In households containing 
unrelated eligible adults, the person level estimated electoral registration rate is much lower 
(table 5.12b). The rate for people identified as person one in these households is estimated to be 
77% and for all other people in these households the estimated rate is 60% (table 5.12b). 

Table 5.12a: Estimated electoral registration rates by relationship to person one. 
Relationship to person one Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% C. I. 

Single occupier 8782 88.5% 87.6% - 90.1% 
Person one 14371 92.1% 91.2% - 93.0% 

Partner 10956 90.3% 89.2% - 91.3% 
Child 5376 83.0% 81.5% - 84.4% 

Parent 391 81.0% 74.1% - 87.9% 
Sibling 404 73.8% 68.3% - 79.4% 

Grandchild 95 74.9% 64.4% - 85.5% 
Other relation 554 58.8% 51.9% - 65.8% 

Not related 1764 55.6% 51.4% - 59.8% 
Unknown 544 52.1% 40.8% - 63.4% 

 
Table 5.12b: Estimated electoral registration rates for people in households containing other 
unrelated people.  

Person number Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Person one 1138 76.8% 73.0% - 81.0% 

Other 2211 59.9% 56.4% - 63.8% 
 
 
5.13 Religion 
The question on religion in the 2011 Census was voluntary and just over 92% of people in our 
Census sample answered this question. There was no significant difference in estimated electoral 
registration rates between those Census responders who did not answer the religion question and 
those that said that they had no religion (table 5.13a). Both of these groups had significantly 
higher non-registration rates than people who are Christian. People who are Muslim or Buddhist 
have the lowest estimated registration rates. In order to investigate whether the effect of religion 
is a manifestation of an effect of nationality, religion was further analysed by splitting the data into 
two groups:  British nationals and other nationalities. British nationals include those who are Irish. 

 
22 Top two data rows in table 5.12a. Overall person 1 registration rate is 91.0% ±0.9%.  
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Religion is divided into those reporting no religion, those reporting to be Christian, those reporting 
to be Muslim and an ‘Other’ category combining all other religions and people who did not answer 
the religion question (table 5.13b). Based on the un-weighted sample, British nationals are more 
than twice more likely to state they have no religion than other nationalities. 
 
Table 5.13a: Estimated electoral registration rates by religion. 

Religion Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% Confidence Interval 
None recorded 3368 83.3% 81.1% - 85.4% 

No religion 9894 84.5% 83.2% - 85.8% 
Christian 24903 90.2% 89.3% - 91.2% 

Jewish 201 89.4% 82.9% - 95.9% 
Sikh 405 89.0% 84.8% - 93.2% 

Hindu 1011 85.1% 81.8% - 88.4% 
Muslim 2801 79.1% 76.2% - 82.1% 

Buddhist 207 80.0% 72.6% - 87.4% 
Any other religion 447 84.8% 79.6% - 90.1% 

 
The high non-registration rate for people of Muslim faith is also seen for British Muslims (table 
5.13b). The small number of non-British Muslims in the sample means that it is uncertain whether 
non-British Muslims register at higher rates than British Muslims. There is no difference in 
registration rates between Christians and Muslims for eligible non-British nationals. With the 
exception of British Muslims, British nationals tend to register at higher rates than non-British 
nationals.  
 
Table 5.13b: Estimate electoral registration rates by nationality and religion. 

Nationality Religion Cases Weighted estimate 95% C. I. 
British No religion 9710 84.6% 83.3% - 86.0% 

 
Christian 24134 90.4% 89.4% - 91.3% 

 
Muslim 2661 78.9% 75.8% - 81.9% 

 
Other 5109 84.9% 83.1% - 86.6% 

Non-British No religion 184 75.0% 64.8% - 85.2% 

 
Christian 769 85.2% 81.6% - 88.8% 

 
Muslim 140 85.0% 78.5% - 91.4% 

 
Other 530 76.1% 70.8% - 81.4% 
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6.  Regression analysis of local government electoral registration 
 
The tables presented in section 5, for the most part, quantify the impact of single demographic 
characteristics on the rate of electoral registration. Regression analysis was used to quantify the 
relative degree that individual covariates affect the probability of a person who is eligible and 
responded in the 2011 Census of being on the local government Electoral Register. This allows 
multiple covariates to be included simultaneously, giving their effect when other factors have 
been controlled for. The dichotomous response variable is whether or not an eligible Census 
respondent was present on the December 2010 Electoral Register and the individual covariates 
considered in section 5 as predictors.  
 
6.1  Model selection 
A logistic regression model was fitted to the data. This models the possible explanatory factors as 
linearly related to the probability of electoral registration for individual i, using the following “link 
function” 
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where pi is the probability that individual i will be on the electoral register, xij is the value of the jth 
explanatory covariate for the ith individual, and βj is the estimated size of the effect of the jth 
explanatory variable. 
 
Whether an explanatory variable is included within the model was determined via a stepwise 
process, where each possible explanatory variable was considered in turn for the model, then 
accepted or rejected depending on whether it was statistically significant. For simplicity, some of 
the categorical variables have had categories collapsed. All variables tested, except nationality, 
were selected for inclusion in the final model (table 6.1). Nationality is highly correlated with 
country of birth, which is included in the model. The logistic model describes the impact of each 
explanatory covariate on the predicted registration rate. A positive coefficient implies that the 
covariate increases predicted registration, while a negative coefficient indicates that the covariate 
reduces predicted registration.  
 
The fitted model, with estimated coefficients and their associated standard, is shown in table 6.1. 
Note that the p values are individual tests of each level of the covariate, but the global test may be 
significant even if all p values for each level are insignificant. The estimated coefficients can be 
converted to odds ratios to allow easier interpretation of the model. The value of the odds ratio 
indicates the impact of a particular level for a covariate, compared to the reference level for that 
category. The odds ratios, calculated from the model shown in table 6.1, are shown in table 6.2. 
For regions, the East Midlands has the highest odds ratio with an odds ratio of 1.34 compared to 
the reference level of living in Yorkshire. This indicates that, with all other factors in the model 
being equal, an individual from the East Midlands is more likely to be on the electoral register than 
someone from Yorkshire. This is consistent with the univariate analysis shown in table 3.5a. Wales 
has the lowest odds ratio with an odds ratio of 0.8 compared to the reference level of living in 
Yorkshire. In table 3.5a, Wales had the second lowest estimated registration rate after London. 
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Table 6.1: Parameterisation of the model. 
Variable Level Estimate Std Err P value 
Intercept 

 
-3.67 0.35 <0.01 

Region East of England -0.05 0.20 0.82 

 
East Midlands 0.29 0.16 0.06 

 
Inner London 0.12 0.14 0.37 

 
North East 0.02 0.24 0.93 

 
North West -0.20 0.13 0.15 

 
Outer London -0.04 0.15 0.80 

 
South East -0.04 0.17 0.83 

 
South West -0.09 0.24 0.70 

 
Wales -0.23 0.23 0.31 

 
West Midlands -0.05 0.18 0.78 

 
Yorkshire (reference) 0.00 

  
Country of birth Commonwealth 0.09 0.11 0.44 

 
EU -0.50 0.11 <0.01 

 
None 0.14 0.22 0.54 

 
Other -0.36 0.14 0.01 

 
UK (reference) 0.00 

  
Ethnicity Any Asian -0.21 0.19 0.26 

 
Any black -0.43 0.12 <0.01 

 
Indian, Pakistani or Bangladeshi -0.10 0.14 0.46 

 
Mixed/other -0.18 0.13 0.17 

 
White (reference) 0.00 

  
Tenure Communal establishment -1.12 0.44 0.01 

 
Owned 0.62 0.08 <0.01 

 
Rent free -0.27 0.23 0.24 

 
Rented (reference) 0.00 

  
Gender Male -0.14 0.04 <0.01 

 
Female (reference) 0.00 

  
Length of residence in 

  
Between 1 and 2 years 1.01 0.23 <0.01 

the UK Between 2 and 5 years 1.40 0.22 <0.01 

 
Between 5 and 10 years 1.87 0.22 <0.01 

 
Greater than 10 years 2.15 0.22 <0.01 

 
Less than 1 year (reference) 0.00 

  
Religion Christian 0.27 0.05 <0.01 

 
Muslim -0.09 0.12 0.45 

 
Other (reference) 0.00 

  
Marital status Divorced 0.18 0.15 0.23 

 
Married 0.60 0.14 <0.01 

 
Separated -0.24 0.18 0.18 

 
Single 0.32 0.15 0.03 

 
Widowed (reference) 0.00 
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Variable Level Estimate Std Err P value 
Relation to person 1 Missing 0.21 0.44 0.63 

 
Person 1 1.11 0.13 <0.01 

 
Related to person 1 0.71 0.13 <0.01 

 
Unrelated (reference) 0.00 

  
Moved in the last year No 0.93 0.08 <0.01 

 
Yes (reference) 0.00 

  
Employment status Employed 0.27 0.08 <0.01 

 
Inactive 0.31 0.09 <0.01 

 
Unemployed (reference) 0.00 

  
Occupational group Administrative 0.30 0.09 <0.01 

 
Elementary 0.03 0.09 0.73 

 
Machine -0.06 0.11 0.57 

 
Manager -0.09 0.10 0.40 

 
Other or Missing -0.27 0.11 0.01 

 
Personal -0.17 0.10 0.09 

 
Professional 0.10 0.10 0.32 

 
Services 0.10 0.09 0.29 

 
Skilled -0.14 0.10 0.14 

 
Technical (reference) 0.00 

  
Qualifications Level 4 (Degree, NVQ level 4+, HND) 0.17 0.08 0.04 

 
Level 1 (1-4 GCSEs, NVQ level 1) 0.00 0.08 0.97 

 
Level 3 ( 2+ A levels, NVQ level 3, OND) 0.31 0.10 <0.01 

 
No qualifications -0.11 0.08 0.18 

 
Other (foreign/professional/vocational) 0.04 0.08 0.58 

 
Level 2 (5+ GCSEs, NVQ level 2) (reference) 0.00 

  
Age continuous 0.02 0.00 <0.01 
 
 
When other factors are controlled for, being from inner London increases the probability that 
someone will be on the electoral register more than any other region, except the East Midlands 
(table 6.2). This is in contrast to the results when no modelling is done, where being from inner 
London is associated with the lowest registration rate (table 3.5a). Together this suggests that 
people from inner London tend to have characteristics associated with low registration rates 
rather than there being something particular about inner London that leads to low registration. 
Note that none of the regions are significantly different from the reference category, Yorkshire.  
 
Similarly, when the other factors in the model are controlled for, an individual born in the 
Commonwealth has a higher predicted registration rate than an individual born in the UK23

 

 (table 
6.2). This is in contrast with the analysis presented in table 5.4a, which showed that registration 
rates for UK born people is significantly higher than for people born in the Commonwealth. Again 
this suggests that people born in the UK are more likely to have characteristics that associate with 
high registration rates than people born in the Commonwealth.  

 
23 As with the region example above, these effects are not significant in the model as the predicted 95% confidence interval covers 0. 
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Table 6.2: Odds ratios and their associated confidence intervals for covariates included in the 
model to predict electoral registration. Reference level is given in brackets 
Covariate and reference 
level Effect 

Odds 
Ratio 

Lower 
CL 

Upper 
CL 

Region  East of England 0.95 0.64 1.43 
(Yorkshire) East Midlands 1.34 0.98 1.83 
 Inner London 1.13 0.86 1.49 
 North East 1.02 0.64 1.65 
 North West 0.82 0.63 1.07 
 Outer London 0.96 0.72 1.28 
 South East 0.96 0.69 1.34 
 South West 0.91 0.57 1.46 
 Wales 0.80 0.51 1.24 
 West Midlands 0.95 0.67 1.35 
Country of  Commonwealth 1.09 0.87 1.37 
birth (UK) EU 0.61 0.49 0.76 
 None 1.14 0.74 1.76 
 Other 0.70 0.53 0.91 
Ethnicity  Any Asian 0.81 0.56 1.17 
(White) Any black 0.65 0.52 0.82 
 Indian, Pakistani or Bangladeshi 0.90 0.68 1.19 
 Mixed/other 0.84 0.65 1.08 
Tenure (Rented) Communal establishment 0.33 0.14 0.77 
 Owned 1.86 1.59 2.17 
 Rent free 0.76 0.48 1.20 
Gender (Female) Male 0.87 0.81 0.95 
Length of residence Between 1 and 2 years 2.76 1.75 4.35 
in the UK (less Between 2 and 5 years 4.05 2.62 6.25 
than 1 year) Between 5 and 10 years 6.46 4.20 9.95 
 Greater than 10 years 8.58 5.56 13.22 
Religion (other) Christian 1.31 1.18 1.46 
 Muslim 0.92 0.73 1.15 
Marital status Divorced 1.20 0.89 1.62 
(Widowed) Married 1.82 1.38 2.40 
 Separated 0.79 0.56 1.12 
 Single 1.38 1.03 1.84 
Relation to person 1 Missing 1.24 0.52 2.92 
(unrelated) Person 1 3.02 2.35 3.88 
 Related to person 1 2.04 1.60 2.61 
Moved in the last year 
(Yes) 

No 2.53 2.16 2.97 

Employment status Employed 1.30 1.13 1.51 
(Unemployed) Inactive 1.37 1.15 1.63 
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Covariate and reference 
level Effect 

Odds 
Ratio 

Lower 
CL 

Upper 
CL 

Occupation group Administrative 1.36 1.13 1.63 
(Technical) Elementary 1.03 0.86 1.23 
 Machine 0.94 0.76 1.16 
 Manager 0.92 0.75 1.12 
 Other or Missing 0.76 0.62 0.94 
 Personal 0.84 0.69 1.03 
 Professional 1.10 0.91 1.33 
 Services 1.10 0.92 1.33 
 Skilled 0.87 0.71 1.05 

Qualifications Level 4 (Degree, NVQ level 4+, HND) 1.19 1.01 1.40 

(Level 2 (5+ GCSEs,  Level 1 (1-4 GCSEs, NVQ level 1) 1.00 0.86 1.16 
NVQ level 2)) Level 3 ( 2+ A levels, NVQ level 3, OND) 1.36 1.13 1.65 
 No qualifications 0.90 0.77 1.05 
 Other (foreign /professional/ vocational) 1.04 0.90 1.21 
Age (NA) 

 
1.02 1.02 1.03 

 
 
Two other factors have a different effect in the model than in the univariate analysis. These are 
marital status and highest qualification. According to the model, the high registration rate seen 
amongst widows is probably due to other correlated factors. Similarly, the low registration rate of 
those with other (foreign or vocational) qualifications is not predicted by the model, given control 
of the other factors. Finally, when other factors are controlled for in the model, the predicted 
registration rate for Muslims is significantly lower than for Christians.  
 
 The model can be used to obtain predicted registration rates. When predictions are obtained for 
an individual, a value must be assumed for each covariate. The most prevalent groups in the 
sample for each covariate are given in table 6.3. A typical member of the sample is likely to have 
many of these characteristics. For an individual with the characteristics for the set of covariates 
shown in table 6.3, the predicted probability of registration on the local government Electoral 
Register is 95.6% (±0.2%). Keeping all other characteristics equal, the predicted probability of 
registration varies with age and gender in a manner shown in figure 6.1. The model has a linear 
relationship to age which, due to the logit transformation, becomes an exponential relationship 
here.  
 
The predicted registration rate is high for the covariates given in table 6.3, remaining above 91% 
across all ages. The registration rate in females is predicted to be higher than that in males, and 
the difference is significant across age, but is fairly small in absolute terms (<1%). Note that the 
impact of a particular covariate on the probability of registration will depend on the underlying 
predicted probability. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Office for National Statistics 40 

 

Table 6.3: The prevalence of most common characteristics in the model 
Covariate Most common factor Prevalence in the sample 
Region Outer London 16% 
Country of birth UK 80% 
Ethnicity White 82% 
Tenure Owned 60% 
Gender Female 52% 
Length of residence in the UK Greater than 10 years 92% 
Religion Christian 57% 
Marital status Married 43% 
Relation to person 1 Person 1 53% 
Moved in the last year No 91% 
Employment status Employed 58% 
Occupational group Elementary 14% 
Qualifications No qualifications 24% 
Age 44.0 (Median) 
 
Figure 6.1: Predicted probability of electoral registration for reference levels on covariates, as age 
is varied (confidence bands given by dotted lines). 

 
 
 
The relative impact of each covariate can be calculated by calculating the maximum odds 
ratio/minimum odds ratio obtained for each covariate. As age is a continuous covariate, the 
maximum to minimum odds ratio will depend on the plausible age range examined. The impact of 
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an age differential upon the odds ratio of registration is a constant, no matter what the actual 
ages are. A ten year differential produces an odds ratio of 1.23. This applies for a comparison of 
people of ages 20 and 30 and people of ages 65 and 75, equally. The ratios of the maximum and 
minimum odds ratio for each categorical variable are shown below (table 6.4a) with their actual 
characteristic (table 6.4b). The age differential required to obtain the same odds ratio for each 
covariate is shown for comparison. For example, the difference between living in Wales or the East 
Midlands (an odds ratio of 1.7) is equivalent to an age difference of 25 years in the context of the 
model.  
 
Table 6.4a: Range of odds ratios for each factor, compared to odds ratio for age. 

Covariate 
Maximum odds ratio/ 

Minimum odds ratio 
Age differential required to have 

the same odds ratio 
Gender 1.1 6.5 
Employment status 1.4 15.0 
Religion 1.4 17.2 
Qualifications 1.5 20.3 
Ethnicity 1.6 21.7 
Region 1.7 24.9 
Occupational group 1.8 27.5 
Country of birth 1.9 30.2 
Marital status 2.3 39.9 
Moved in the last year 2.5 44.3 
Relationship to person 1 3.0 52.7 
Tenure 5.7 83.1 
Length of residence in the UK 8.6 102.4 
 
Table 6.4b: Characteristics which lead to the lowest and highest predicted probability of electoral 
registration. 
Covariate Lowest registration Highest registration 
Gender Male Female 
Employment status Unemployed Inactive 
Religion Muslim Christian 
Qualifications No qualifications Level 3(A-levels) 
Ethnicity Any Asian White 
Region Wales East Midlands 
Occupational group Other or missing Administrative 
Country of birth EU Commonwealth 
Ethnicity Any Asian White 
Marital status Separated Married 
Moved in the last year Yes No 
Relation to person 1 Unrelated Person 1 
Tenure Communal establishment Owned 
Length of residence in the UK Less than 1 year Greater than 10 years 
Age 16 80 
Predicted probability (95% C.I.) (0.001,0.002,0.004) (0.993,0.993,0.994) 
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Covariates in table 6.4a are ordered according to the relative distance between the maximum 
odds ratio to the minimum odds ratio. The four most important covariates for predicting 
registration are length of residence, tenure, relationship to person 1 and moved in the last year. 
The impact of such factors on overall registration rates is also a function of the prevalence of 
factors.  
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7.  Estimated accuracy of the December 2010 local government Electoral Register 
in England and Wales 

 
The previous sections examined completeness of the December 2010 Electoral Register by 
determining the proportion of the 43237 people resident and eligible to register identified in the 
2011 Census that were matched to the local government Electoral Register. Unmatched eligible 
people in the 2011 Census represent evidence of incompleteness of the Electoral Register. 
Following the matching exercise there is a second residual; those people found on the Electoral 
Register that are not matched to the Census. These entries could either be Census non-
respondents or be representative of inaccurate registrations. Some caution has to be applied to 
interpretations based on the Electoral Register residual (unmatched fraction) as the register 
underwent extensive cleaning prior to matching. The cleaned December 2010 local government 
Electoral Register held 43844 entries within the sample of postcodes. An indication of whether 
each entry was present on the parliamentary register was not available in the dataset analysed. 
 
An accurate record is one relating to an eligible person, registered at a current address. In this 
study, the 2011 Census is used to establish eligibility and currency of address. This means that the 
accuracy measure can only be fully applied to those people on the Electoral Register that are 
matched to their Census return. A person moving out of the area between the October 2010 
canvass and Census day may be on the Electoral Register, but will not be found in the Census 
within the selected postcodes. To capture such events, the residual Electoral Register that did not 
match Census records in the selected postcodes was matched against Census records whose 
associated addresses (for example, address one year ago) were in the selected postcodes. 
However, it was not determined whether these people were also registered at their Census 
address outside of the sampled postcodes.  
 
A person moving into a sampled postcode in the year before Census day could be matched to the 
Electoral Register at their address one year ago, their current address or both. For a person to 
match at their Census address within the sampled postcodes, their move must have occurred 
before the October 2010 canvass. The December 2010 local government Electoral Register 
contained a small number of people who stated an arrival date in the UK on their Census 
questionnaire that was after the October Canvass. These people are included in our analysis of 
accuracy, but were excluded from the analysis of completeness presented in earlier sections.  
 
Matching was performed against people identified in the Census Coverage Survey (CCS). However, 
as nationality is not collected in the CCS, the eligibility of people matching between the CCS and 
the Electoral Register, but not the 2011 Census, cannot be firmly established. In addition, 
matching using alternative address data is not possible from the CCS as this data is not collected in 
detail in the CCS. 
 
The accuracy of every record on the Electoral Register cannot be determined. Residence at the 
registered address can only be firmly established through matching to current addresses present 
in the Census and/or CCS records. Where not obtained, evidence of recent residency may be 
obtained through matches at addresses one year ago. There is uncertainty to the residency of 
people registered to addresses that the Census recorded as non-respondent households. Census 
non-response means that non-residency cannot be determined with certainty. As residency 
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cannot be established with a precise degree of certainty, estimates given in this report should be 
considered largely qualitative in nature. 
 
The second element of accuracy relates to eligibility. All people who will be aged 18 years or older 
by the 30th November 2011 (the life of the register), who are nationals of the United Kingdom, a 
Commonwealth country or a European Union (EU) member state are eligible to register on local 
government Electoral Registers. In this study, eligibility is established through examination of the 
Census questionnaire of those entries matched to the Census at their main address within the 
selected postcodes. The eligibility of all other entries cannot be fully established or established at 
all. Thus, the eligibility measure is only precise when applied to those entries that are found in the 
Census, not the whole register.  
 
A third accuracy measure relates to duplication rate. It is not possible to calculate the full 
duplication rate in the Electoral Register as it would require that names are unique. However, it is 
possible to calculate a duplication rate from those relatively small number of people who moved 
in the six months prior to the compilation of the December 2010 Electoral Register. Out of those 
who are registered at their new address based on their Census return, what proportion is also 
registered at their address one year ago? 
 
As the three measures have different denominators they cannot be combined together to produce 
an overall accuracy measure. However, a compromise is to combine the first two measures to 
obtain a match rate of register entries to eligible Census persons. Other variations require the 
assumption that the eligibility rate for matches to Census persons is a good proxy for the eligibility 
of other matches treated as valid. 
 
7.1 Estimation of the proportion of electoral registrations at a current address 
In this study, residency is established from either the 2011 Census or the CCS. The timing of these 
observations is approximately six months after the canvassing for the December 2010 Electoral 
Register. In addition, residency at addresses that did not respond in the 2011 Census or CCS 
cannot be established. Finally, there are addresses related to entries on the Electoral Register that 
were not identified by the Census process. It is unclear whether these addresses exist or whether 
the entry at such an address is valid. The residency estimate is based on person match rates. The 
denominator is the number of people on the Electoral Register in the selected postcodes. Two 
estimates are provided: a low stringency and a high stringency estimate. It is expected that the 
true value lies within, but as a confidence interval with strict statistical meaning cannot be 
provided the range should be taken as a qualitative estimate.  
 
The low stringency estimate is the matching rate between the Electoral Register entry in the 
sampled postcodes and Census persons at their Census (or CCS) address, second address, or 
address one year ago. In addition, the low stringency estimate accepts matches to addresses 
corresponding to Census dummy households (non-respondents) in the measure. This is likely to an 
over-estimate. This measure is used in tables presented in section 8. An account of residual 
Electoral Register entries that did not match to Census persons at their main address is given in 
appendix 2.  
 
The high stringency estimate includes matches to Census (or CCS) main address and/or second 
addresses, but does not include matches to either addresses one year ago or to Census dummy 
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households (non-respondents). This is likely to an under-estimate. The high stringency estimate of 
the proportion of entries on the local government Electoral Register that are currently resident at 
their registered address is 89%. The low stringency of the proportion of entries on the local 
government Electoral Register that are currently resident at their registered address is 93% (table 
7.1). Allowing matches to Census main addresses and address one year ago, along with matches to 
the CCS, but not allowing matches to Census dummy households (non-respondents) to be counted 
in the measure, gives an estimate of 92% (table 7.1). A full audit of matching of the 43844 entries 
in the local government Electoral Register can be found in appendix 2. The remaining unmatched 
entries were registered at either addresses occupied by others in the Census (5%), or vacant 
(0.4%), or addresses that were not identified in the Census (2%).  Thus, the current residency 
criterion for accuracy of the Electoral Register is estimated to be at least 89%, but no higher than 
93%.  
 
Table 7.1: The estimated rate at which a person on the December 2010 local government Electoral 
Register can be found at the same address in the 2011 Census.  

Match criteria Estimated Residency rate 
High stringency measure (Census/CCS current address) 89% 

Low stringency measure (Any Census/CCS address inc. dummy) 93% 
  

Matched to Census at current address 86% 
Any Census/CCS address, excluding dummy 92% 

 
 
7.2 Estimation of the proportion of eligible electoral registrations 
People who will be aged 18 years or older by during the life of the register, who are nationals of 
the United Kingdom, a Commonwealth country or a European Union (EU) member state are 
eligible to register on the local government Electoral Register. The 2011 Census is used to confirm 
eligibility based on age and nationality, with the caveat that people could hold multiple passports 
and nationalities. Thus the denominator in these estimates is the number of electoral registrations 
in the selected postcodes that match to people on the 2011 Census at the registered address. The 
sample of the December 2010 local government Electoral Register held 36727 entries that 
matched to Census persons at the same address. Based on data obtained from the 2011 Census, 
98.5% of these people are eligible to be on Electoral Register. This may be an under-estimate due 
to the caveat of people potentially having multiple nationalities. An additional 1385 Electoral 
Register entries matched to CCS records only. A measure of eligibility based on age alone is 
possible for these CCS people and is estimated to be 99.4%. The eligibility of entries that matched 
the Census at alternate addresses only was not ascertained. 
 
The proportion of Electoral Register entries that match to Census and/or CCS people at their main 
address who pass the eligibility criterion is estimated at 88%. This overall estimate of accuracy is 
likely to be an under-estimate: it ignores matches to second residences; it assumes that all entries 
that match to Census addresses one year ago are not valid; and it discounts matches to addresses 
that were Census non-respondents. This overall measure of accuracy is considered a high 
stringency estimate. Less stringent measures of overall accuracy require the assumption that the 
eligibility of additional, or presumed, matches is equivalent to the eligibility rate of those entries 
matching at their Census main address. Under this assumption, a low stringency estimate of 
overall accuracy, which includes matches to second residences and address one year ago, is 91%. 
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Also allowing matches to addresses that non-responded in the Census, produces a value close to 
92%. The true value is likely to be well below this because a) the assumption that the eligibility 
rate of those entries matching at their Census main address is a good proxy for all entries whose 
address/residency is established is not likely to hold and b) not all residency matches to addresses 
one year ago and to addresses not responding in the 2011 Census are likely to be valid. Thus, the 
overall estimate of accuracy is estimated to be between 88% and 92%. This refers to the cleaned 
register. 
 
7.3 Duplications following a move 
A partial measure of duplication can be calculated. Those people who are registered at their 
Census address and also supplied an address one year ago must have moved in the months prior 
to the compilation of the December 2010 Electoral Register. Assuming perfect recall, they must 
have moved between March and October 2010. It is possible to calculate the proportion of people 
that are registered at their Census address and their address one year ago. The denominator is the 
number of Census persons that are on the Electoral Register at their current (Census) address and 
have a different address one year ago. The duplication measure is not a measure of total 
duplication in the Electoral Register: it refers to inaccuracies outside of the sampled postcodes24

 

 
caused by moves into the sampled postcodes which must have occurred in the 6 months before 
the October 2010 canvass. 

Out of the 36727 people who are on the Electoral Register at addresses within the selected 
postcodes and who matched to Census records at their Census address, 1526 (4%) had a different 
address one year ago. Out of these 1526 cases, 225 (15%) were registered at both their current 
address and address one year ago (these figures include non-eligible cases). As this is a specific 
form of duplication, one that has arisen due to a move in the 6 months prior to the October 
canvass, this measure can only be indicative of the duplication rate. The currency of matches to 
address one year ago cannot be established in cases where no registration is found at the Census 
address as the date of the move cannot be firmly established. These people may have moved 
either before or after the October canvass. In much of the report, it has been assumed that entries 
at an address one year ago were valid at the time of the December 2010 register; these moves are 
assumed to have happened after the October 2010 canvass. 

 
24 Generally speaking the inaccuracy occurs outside of the sample postcodes. As the sample size is small relative to the whole population, the 
likelihood that the move occurred from one part of the sample to another is correspondingly small. 
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8.  Estimated accuracy of the December 2010 local government Electoral Register 
by area factors 

 
In this section, the three measures of accuracy outlined in section 7 are estimated by a small 
number of area factors. The first measure, ‘What is the proportion of people on the Electoral 
Register that are found at the same address on the Census?’ includes those people found on the 
CCS only, matches from Census address one year ago and second residences and those at 
addresses that did not respond in the 2011 Census. This is the low stringency measure of residency 
match accuracy and is likely to be an over-estimate of residency.  The second measure, eligibility 
rate, is based on those Census persons matched at their main address only. For the third measure, 
‘What proportion of people that move and register at their new address remain registered at their 
old address?’ the raw fraction is given. 
 
8.1 Estimation of accuracy by region 
The 2011 Census response rate varies by region. Inner London had the lowest person response 
rate at 88% and the South West the highest at 96%. Even after allowing matches to Census dummy 
(non-responding) addresses, areas with the lowest Census response rate tend to have the lowest 
proportion of electoral registrations that match to people found at that address in the 2011 
Census. The estimated match rate, which relates to the current residency requirement for 
accuracy, is lowest in London. The proportion of records that, according to their Census return, are 
eligible to be on the Electoral Register is also estimated to be lowest in London (table 8.1a). The 
highest estimated rate of duplicated registrations, that is registrations at both a current and 
previous address, is seen in Yorkshire and the Humber. The lowest estimated rate of such 
duplication is in the North East. 
 
Table 8.1a: Estimated local government Electoral Register accuracy by Country and Region. 

Country Region 
Estimated max current 

residency (match rate*) 
Estimated eligibility 

(matched records) 
Duplications from 

recent moves 
England   93% 98.5% 220/1455 

  North East 95% 99.9% 4/74 
  North West 93% 99.3% 40/207 

Yorkshire & Humber 94% 99.1% 22/108 
  East Midlands 95% 98.9% 8/83 
  West Midlands 94% 98.9% 5/87 

  East of England 95% 99.0% 11/96 
  London 90% 95.7% 79/481 

Inner London  86% 94.7% 49/260 
Outer London 92% 96.2% 30/221 

  South East 94% 98.7% 32/194 
  South West 92% 97.8% 19/125 
Wales   94% 99.6% 5/71 

*Low stringency estimate, includes matches to addresses that did not respond in the 2011 Census. 
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The finding that the proportion of eligible entries in London is estimated to be lowest may be due 
to a higher proportion of people resident in London being ineligible rather than an increased rate 
of registering for ineligible people. To test this, the registration rate among the 1887 people in the 
Census who are present in the selected postcodes but according to their Census return have an 
ineligible nationality was examined. It is found that the majority of ineligible people in the Census 
sample are in London. However, the rate at which people with an ineligible nationality are found 
on the Electoral Register in London is actually lower than the rate for those outside London (not 
significantly lower; table 8.1b). Thus, the finding that the proportion of ineligible registrations is 
estimated to be highest in London is explained by the higher proportion of people being ineligible 
in London.  
 
Table 8.1b: Estimated electoral registration rates for people who responded in the Census with an 
nationality ineligible for electoral registration, split by whether they reside in London or not. 

Location Cases Estimated Registration Rate 95% C. I. 
Inside London 1151 40% 34.4% - 45.6% 

Outside London 736 48% 41.4% - 55.5% 
All 1887 45% 40.0% - 49.6% 

 
 
8.2 Estimation of accuracy by LA age demographics 
LAs were ranked according to the proportion of people who were aged 55 and over and allocated 
into quartiles of ‘aged population’ by this ranking. The sampled data was then organised into these 
quartiles for analysis by the three accuracy measures. There is some evidence that areas with the 
lowest proportion of people aged 55 or over have a higher proportion of apparently ineligible 
people on the register25

 

. As for London above, it can be shown that this effect is due to the 
increased proportion of ineligible people in those LAs. LAs with the highest proportion of people 
aged 55 or over tend to have the lowest proportion of duplications upon moving (table 8.2). 

Table 8.2: Estimated accuracy rate by LA quartiles for age.  

‘Aged  population’  
Estimated max current 

residency (match rate*) 
Estimated eligibility 

(matched records) 
Duplications from 

recent moves 
Lowest quartile 92% 97.3% 95/561 

2 94% 99.0% 73/525 
3 95% 99.3% 39/311 

Highest quartile 92% 99.1% 18/127 
*Low stringency measure 

 
 
8.3 Estimation of accuracy by mode of completion offered by LA  
Data on the mode of completion offered was obtained from the Electoral Commission’s survey of 
electoral registration officers in 2010. An examination of accuracy is conducted according to mode 
offered for the 318 of the 348 LAs in England and Wales responded to this survey. Modes are not 
mutually exclusive.  
 

 
25 The lowest quartile is significantly different from quartile 3 in estimated current residency rate. Highest quartile is not significantly different by 
this measure. Weighted estimates used. 
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There is little evidence that mode of collection has any effect upon the measures of accuracy in 
this study. Of some interest is the finding that door collection, which is used in areas having the 
highest completion rates (section 4), also has the highest duplication rate (26% compared to 14% 
for the remainder; un-weighted values). The proportion of cases registered at a current address 
that also provided an address one year ago is also higher in areas where the LA uses door 
collection than overall (5.4% vs 4.2%). It is possible that the door collection method is better at 
capturing recent moves which may lead to duplications being detected by failure to de-register at 
the previous address. 
 
Table 8.3: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by whether each of 6 modes of completion are 
offered (plus an ‘Other’ category which includes assistance filling out the form, etc). 

Mode  
Estimated max current 

residency (match rate*) 
Estimated eligibility 

(matched records) 
Duplications from 

recent moves 
Postal return 94% 98.5% 209/1435 

Telephone 93% 98.5% 197/1328 
Door collection 95% 97.8% 19/79 

Text 93% 98.4% 156/970 
Internet 93% 98.5% 194/1298 

Email 88% 98.2% 46/217 
Other 92% 97.6% 23/143 

*Low stringency measure 

 
 
8.4 Estimation of accuracy by use of the carry forward procedure  
The majority of LAs use a carry forward procedure to allow people who do not respond to the 
canvass to stay on the Electoral Register for a period of time. This practice may lead to an inflated 
register as people who have left the area may remain registered, especially in the dwelling 
occupied becomes vacant. It is of interest to determine whether this procedure has any effect on 
the accuracy of the Electoral Register. It is found that using the carry forward procedure appears 
to have little effect upon accuracy (table 8.4).  
 
Table 8.4: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by length of time that the carry forward 
procedure is followed.  

Carry forward? 
Estimated max current 

residency (match rate*) 
Estimated eligibility 

(matched records) 
Duplications from 

recent moves 
Not carried forwards 96% 98.1% 6/28 

Carried forwards 93% 98.5% 199/1387 
Unknown 90% 100% 0/1 

*Low stringency measure 
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9.  Estimated accuracy of the December 2010 local government Electoral Register 
by personal characteristics 

 
In this section, two measures of the local government Electoral Register accuracy are estimated 
after categorising the data according to the characteristics of people or households in the 2011 
Census. Unlike in section 8, the first measure ‘What is the proportion of people on the Electoral 
Register that are found on the Census?’ cannot be calculated because, in the absence of a match 
against the Census, personal characteristics of the registered person are not known.  
 
9.1 Estimation of accuracy by age 
Those people below 18 are most likely to be ineligible, most likely because of failing to reach the 
age of 18 on 30th November 2011. Those aged 18-54 are most likely to declare an ineligible 
nationality on the Census and yet be on the Electoral Register. Those over 65 years are more likely 
to be eligible (table 9.1). Those within the age band of 45-54 are least likely to have duplicated 
their registration after a move.  
 
Table 9.1: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by age. 

Age band Estimated eligibility (matched records) Duplications from recent moves 

Below 18 91.2% 0/3 
18-24 98.4% 64/430 
25-34 98.3% 79/501 
35-44 98.4% 35/263 
45-54 98.3% 15/121 
55-64 98.9% 20/104 

65+ 99.2% 12/104 
 
 
9.2 Estimation of accuracy by gender 
Women on the Electoral Register are slightly less likely to be eligible and more likely to be 
duplicated than men (table 9.2). 
 
Table 9.2: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by gender. 

Gender Estimated eligibility (matched records) Duplications from recent moves 

Male 98.7% 118/731 
Female 98.4% 107/795 

 
 
9.3 Estimation of accuracy by country of birth 
The estimated proportion of people on the Electoral Register who are ineligible is higher for those 
people born in countries outside the UK, EU, Ireland and the Commonwealth (table 9.3). This is not 
surprising as nationalities other than UK, EU or Commonwealth are not eligible for the local 
government Electoral Register. Estimated ineligibility rates by nationality are rates of ineligible age 
for all eligible nationalities and are less than 1% in all cases. The estimated rate of being registered 
both at the current address and previous address, given registration at a current address and 
having a different address one year ago, is highest for those born in the UK (table 9.3). 
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Table 9.3: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by country of birth.  
Country of Birth Estimated eligibility (matched records) Duplications from recent moves 

UK 99.4% 193/1193 
Ireland 98.8% 1/14 

Commonwealth 92.7% 18/168 
EU 97.7% 7/94 

Other 52.8% 6/57 
Unknown 99.6% 0/0 

Unknown are assumed to be eligible by nationality, where nationality is also unknown. 

 
 
9.4 Estimation of accuracy by household tenure 
The estimated proportion of people on the Electoral Register who are ineligible is highest for those 
who are renting, especially if they are renting privately (table 9.4). In contrast, the duplication rate 
following a move is highest for those living in communal establishments, though numbers are too 
small to establish significance.  
 
Table 9.4: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by household tenure. 

Tenure 
Estimated eligibility  

(matched records) 
Duplications from 

recent moves 
Owned 98.8% 82/524 

Rent, Private 96.9% 103/658 
Rent, LA or housing association 98.2% 31/249 

Rent, other 97.9% 5/72 
Communal establishment 99.7% 4/23 

 
 
9.5 Estimation of accuracy by marital status 
The estimated proportion of people on the Electoral Register who are not eligible is highest for 
separated people. The estimated duplication rate is lowest for divorced and widowed people 
(table 9.5). 
 
Table 9.5: Estimated Electoral Register accuracy by marital status. 

Marriage status Estimated eligibility (matched records) Duplications from recent moves 
Single 98.4% 144/917 

Married 98.6% 46/349 
Separated 98.0% 8/58 

Divorced 98.7% 20/147 
Widowed 98.7% 7/55 
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10.  Estimation of the completeness and accuracy of the April 2011 Electoral 
Register 

 
This report so far is based on a comparison between the 2011 Census and the December 2010 
Electoral Register, events that took place six months apart. The difference in the dates between 
the canvass and the census leads to uncertainty where individuals have moved in the intervening 
period. An evaluation of the April 2011 Electoral Register was undertaken to overcome this 
problem. Analysis of the completeness and accuracy of the April 2011 Electoral Register should be 
less ambiguous than for the December 2010 Electoral Register as it is clear how matches to the 
address one year ago should be treated; they are not considered valid.  Updates to the Electoral 
Register between annual canvasses generally require the householder, in the absence of 
solicitation, to inform their local authority (LA) of a move, change of name or other detail that 
would affect the register. Thus, whilst it is expected that the December Electoral Register is the 
most up to date, the closeness in timing between the Census and April 2011 Electoral Register 
allows estimation based on the Census to be made with fewer caveats.  
 
10.1  Production of the April 2011 Electoral Register 
 Updates to the December 2010 Electoral Register to produce the April 2011 Electoral Register 
were provided by 315 LAs. Seven of these LAs did not provide data from the December 2010 
Electoral Register. To allow a comparison between the December and April registers, the analysis 
here is restricted to the 979 postcodes in the sample from the 308 LAs that provided data for both 
registers. Within this reduced sample of postcodes, there were 275 deletions and 289 additions to 
the Electoral Register resulting in a total of 40008 entries in the sample of the April 2011 Electoral 
Register (figure 10.1). Thus, the differences between the April 2011 and December 2010 Electoral 
Registers are slight: 0.7% of December entries in the sample are deleted; 0.7% of April entries are 
additions since the previous December. 
 
Figure 10.1: There are 289 additions and 275 deletions to the reduced sample of the December 
2010 Electoral Register to produce the 2011 April Electoral Register. 

 
The 275 deletions to the Electoral Register include 9 that matched to Census records and 3 that 
matched to CCS only records. The remaining 263 deletions were from the unmatched residual of 
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the December register. All but eight of the 289 additions to the Electoral Register matched to 
Census records. The remaining eight additions matched to the CCS only unmatched residual. Out 
of the 281 additions that matched to Census records, 195 were from the Census residual and 86 
matched to Census records that matched to the Electoral Register at the address one year ago and 
not their main address26

 
.  

10.2  The reduced sample of Census records 
In the reduced sample of postcodes there were 39448 Census respondents and 3019 people who 
did not participate in the Census but took part in the CCS, who were eligible to register (figure 
10.1). Out of these 39448 eligible Census respondents, 32730 were registered at their Census main 
address in October 2010. A further 947 eligible Census respondents were registered at their 
address one year ago in October 2010, but not at their main address. Out of the 3019 CCS only 
people, eligible by age, 1242 were registered at their main address in October 2010 (address one 
year ago is not collected in the CCS). In addition, there were 193 Census respondents who are 
recent migrants, stating that their arrival date in the UK was November 2010 or later. These cases 
are excluded from the December analysis, but included in the April 2011 analysis. An assessment 
of how differently the reduced and the full sample estimate various population proportions was 
performed and found no significant differences suggesting the impact of reducing the sample for 
comparability is slight (see appendix A2.3). Estimates of completeness and accuracy for the 
reduced sample of 308 LAs are based on the same weighting paradigm as used for the full sample 
of 340 LAs described earlier. The estimates from the reduced sample, strictly speaking, relate only 
to the 308 LAs represented.  
 
10.3  Estimation of the completeness of the April 2011 Electoral Register 
In the reduced sample of 979 postcodes there were 39641 Census respondents eligible to register 
in April 2011. When assessing completeness of the April register, a match at an individual’s 
address a year ago, records do not count for completeness, as they did when considering 
completeness of the December register, as each individual must have moved by the time the April 
register is completely gathered. Weighting is applied to estimate the completeness of the April 
2011 Electoral Register (table 10.1). A comparison with estimated completeness of the December 
2010 register, also calculated from the reduced sample, but allowing matches to address one year 
ago is provided. Note that the number of eligible people in April differs from those in December, 
as there were 193 people in the reduced sample who stated an arrival date into the UK after the 
October canvas. 
 
It appears that the December 2010 Electoral Register is 1.7% more complete than the April 2011 
register, using Census respondents as the population base (table 10.1). One might expect this as 
the December register is compiled following the annual canvass. Updates to the April register 
require proactive registration of movers. However, if electoral registrations to the address one 
year ago are excluded from the December 2010 estimate then the weighted estimated registration 
rate of Census respondents drops 2.1% to 85.8% (±1.0%), lower than the completeness estimate 
for the April 2011 register.  The estimated completeness of the April 2011 Electoral Register, using 
Census respondents as the population base, falls 16% of the way between the December 2010 
estimate excluding registrations to address one year ago and the December 2010 estimate 
 
26 Out of the 195 registrations matching to Census persons previously unmatched, 17 are classed as ineligible (based on their Census record) and 5 
stated a UK arrival date on their Census questionnaire after October 2010. Out of the 86 new registrations to Census persons at their current 
address in April 2011 who were previously matched at their address one year ago, two are classed as ineligible (based on their Census record), one 
registered at their address one year ago and at their second address, and 83 were registered at their address one year ago only. 
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including those registrations (figure 10.2). The proportion of registrations to address year ago only 
that are valid in December 2010 is uncertain, however arguments made in section 3 suggest that 
the proportion that are valid is much greater than 16% (page 11). Thus, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the December 2010 Electoral Register is more complete than the April 2011 
Electoral Register, though there is uncertainty as to the degree of this. 
 
Table 10.1: Estimated electoral registration rates of eligible Census responders  

Register Date of Register Cases Estimated registration rate 95% CI 
Local April 2011 39641 86.1% 85.1%-87.1% 

 December 2010*  39448 87.8% 86.9%-88.8% 

Parliamentary April 2011 38197 86.5% 85.5%-87.5% 

 December 2010*  38087 88.2% 87.3%-89.1% 
*December 2010 is from the reduced, comparable sample. The difference in the number of cases is due to the inclusion of 193 extra people in April 
who stated a UK arrival date after the October canvass. 

 
Figure 10.2: Comparing the estimates of completeness of the December 2010* and April 2011 
Electoral Registers under different treatments of registrations at the address one year ago. 
 

 
*December 2010 is from the reduced, comparable sample 

 
Of the 33864 eligible Census respondents who are registered on the December 2010 local 
government Electoral Register in the reduced sample, 857 were registered at their address one 
year ago only. Out of these 857 cases, just 83 are registered at their current address in the sample 
of the April 2011 Electoral Register. The weighted estimated rate at which Census respondents, 
who are registered at their address one year ago only on the December 2010 Electoral Register, 
are registered at their current address on the April 2011 Electoral Register is 12% (±6%). Thus, the 
failure of people who have recently moved to inform the Electoral Registration Officer of that 
move in the absence of a canvass is likely to cause a drop in the completeness of the April 
Electoral Register. An additional effect is due to eligible individuals arriving in the UK between 
October 2010 and the 2011 Census not registering. Of the 193 eligible Census respondents in the 
reduced sample who arrived in the UK in the six months prior to the Census, only 15 were found 
on the April 2011 Electoral Register.  
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To show the impact of the movers on estimates of completeness, the analysis is performed by 
separating Census respondents eligible to register on the local government Electoral Register by 
whether they provided evidence of a move on their Census questionnaire27

 

. There are 35526 
eligible Census respondents in the reduced sample that provided no evidence of a move on their 
Census questionnaire. There is very little difference in the estimates of completeness from this 
sample between the December 2010 and April 2011 local government Electoral Register (table 
10.2). There is a large drop in estimates of completeness for movers between the December 2010 
and April 2011 Electoral Registers, an account of which was given in the preceding paragraph (see 
also table 10.2). Thus the difference in the estimated completeness of the December and April 
2011 registers is largely due to the differing treatment of matches to address one year ago 
tempered slightly by a weak tendency of movers to update their registration in the intervening 
period. 

Table 10.2: Estimation of local government electoral registration rates of eligible Census 
respondents by whether they provided an address one year ago (AOYA).  

Date of Register AOYA Estimated completeness 95% CI 
April 2011 No 90.2% 89.4%-91.1% 

 Yes 42.4% 39.6%-45.3% 

December 2010* No 90.0% 89.1%-90.9% 

 Yes 64.2% 61.6%-66.8% 

 Yes 39.3%** 36.3%-42.3% 
*December 2010 is from the reduced, comparable sample and allows registration at AOYA to be valid. The estimated registration rate of those 
providing an AOYA using the full sample is 67.0% (±2.4%). 
**When matches at AOYA are not treated as valid. 

 
The figures in table 10.1 are estimates of registration rates of Census respondents. About 6% of 
people did not respond in the Census. An adjustment for Census non-response is possible through 
comparison of registration rates of eligible CCS only people. Overall estimates of completeness of 
the Electoral Register, adjusted for Census non-response, are shown in table 10.3. These are based 
on the reduced, and comparable, sample from 308 LAs only. 
 

Table 10.3: Overall estimated electoral registration rates, adjusted for Census non-response.  
Register Date of Register Overall estimate of register completeness 95% CI 

Local April 2011 83.2% 81.4%-85.1% 

 December 2010*  84.9% 83.2%-86.7% 

Parliamentary April 2011 84.2% 82.5%-85.9% 

 December 2010*  85.7% 84.1%-87.3% 
*December 2010 is from the reduced, comparable sample 

 
 
10.4  Estimation of the accuracy of the April 2011 Electoral Register 
Estimation of accuracy of the Electoral Register in April 2011 is based on the proportion of the 
40008 registered people, in the reduced sample, that are eligible and resident at their registered 
address. As the 2011 Census is used to establish eligibility and currency of address, an accuracy 
measure can only be applied to those people on the Electoral Register that are matched to their 

 
27 Here, movers are defined by the provision of address one year ago in their Census return and/or a UK entry date in the previous 12 months. 
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Census return. However, other matches may contain important, if inconclusive, information. 
Where the Electoral Register is matched to Census occupied households in which the registered 
person is absent, or households vacant in the Census, one might assume that these are inaccurate 
registrations resulting from an historic move. In cases of a match to a Census dummy form, which 
are mostly Census non-respondents, residency or eligibility cannot be established. Finally, those 
addresses that were not found in the Census are assumed to be non-valid and therefore 
inaccurate registrations. 
 
10.4.1 The proportion of electoral registrations in April 2011 at a current address. 
The estimated proportion of people on the April 2011 Electoral Register who match to Census 
persons at their current address is shown in table 10.4 below. These estimates relate to the local 
government registers and are produced from the 308 LAs in our study using two levels of 
stringency. The high stringency method produces a lower bound estimate and includes matches to 
a Census current address or CCS address only. This is the same definition of high stringency used 
to analyse accuracy of the December 2010 Electoral Register: matches to address one year ago are 
excluded. The low stringency estimate allows matches to Census dummy forms, the majority of 
which refer to households that did not respond in the 2011 Census. The low stringency estimate 
applied to the December 2010 Electoral Register also allows matches to address one year ago.  
 
Table 10.4: High and low stringency estimates for the rate at which people on the local 
government Electoral Register can be found at their Census main address.  

 
Estimated current residency rate 

 
Date of Register Low stringency  High stringency 

April 2011 91.3% 89.4% 
December 2010*  93.3% 88.8% 

The high stringency estimate includes matches to a Census current address or CCS address only. The low stringency estimate allows matches to 
Census dummy forms, the majority of which refer to households that did not respond in the 2011 Census. The low stringency estimate applied to 
the December 2010 Electoral Register also allows matches to address one year ago. 
*December 2010 is from the reduced, comparable sample 
 

 
Using the high stringency estimate, more entries on the April 2011 Electoral Register are found in 
the 2011 Census than the December 2010 Electoral Register. In the comparable part of the 
sampled postcodes, there were 275 deletions and 289 additions to the Electoral Register to create 
the April 2011 Electoral Register. All of the 289 additions to the Electoral Register matched to 
Census and/or CCS people who had not matched to the December 2010 register. Together this 
increases the high stringency match rate, which excludes address one year ago, by less than 1%. In 
contrast, using the low stringency estimate, less entries on the April 2011 Electoral Register are 
found in the 2011 Census than entries on the December 2010 Electoral Register. This is because 
about 2% of matches treated as accurate in the December 2010 Electoral Register by this low 
stringency measure are to addresses one year ago. Out of the 275 deletions from the Electoral 
Register, 12 appear to have been valid registrations: 9 matched to eligible Census persons and 3 
matched to eligible CCS only records at current addresses. The remaining 263 deletions were from 
the residual of the December register that failed to match people filling in Census questionnaires 
at addresses within the sample28

 
28 Out of these 263 deletions, 118 were registrations in October 2010 at an address one year ago from the 2011 Census (main address outside of 
sample). There were 1213 such registrations at an address one year ago on the December 2010 Electoral Register in the reduced sample.  

. Thus, deletions tend to increase the residency measure of 
electoral register accuracy. 
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10.4.2  The proportion of electoral registrations in April 2011 which are eligible. 
The estimated proportion of people on the April 2011 Electoral Register who are found to be 
eligible to vote is based on the Census record of those matched to Census persons at their current 
address in the reduced sample. This eligibility rate for both the December 2010 and April 2011 
registers is 98.6%. The eligibility rate of those entries that match to the CCS only is calculated 
based on age only, as the CCS does not collect nationality. The estimated eligibility rate of those 
entries that match to the CCS only is 99.6% for both the December and April registers. Thus the 
proportion of April 2011 Electoral Register entries that match to eligible Census and/or CCS people 
at their main address is estimated at 88%. This overall estimate of accuracy is likely to be an 
under-estimate as it ignores matches to second residences and discounts matches to addresses 
that were Census non-respondents. Other, less stringent, overall measures of accuracy require the 
assumption that the eligibility of additional, or presumed, matches is equivalent to the eligibility 
rate of those entries matching at their Census main address. A low stringent estimate of overall 
accuracy that includes matches to second residences and allows matches to addresses that non-
responded in the Census, under this assumption, raises the value to around 90%. The true value is 
likely to be well below this because a) the assumption that the eligibility rate of those entries 
matching at their Census main address is a good proxy for all entries whose address/residency is 
established is not likely to hold and b) not all residency matches to addresses not responding in 
the 2011 Census are likely to be valid. Thus, the overall estimate of accuracy for the cleaned April 
2011 Electoral Register is estimated to be between 88% and 90%. This compares to an overall 
estimate of accuracy for the cleaned December 2011 Electoral Register of between 88% and 92%. 
 
10.4.3  Duplication following a move. 
Of those individuals who are found on the April 2011 Electoral Register, a proportion moved in the 
last year. If they are found on the Electoral Register at their former address in addition to their 
current address, they are duplications. This is also a form of inaccuracy, but generally applies to 
the Electoral Register outside of the sampled areas. From the April 2011 Electoral Register sample 
that matched to Census persons at their main address, 1543 had an address one year ago (of 
which 39 were not eligible by age and/or nationality). In the comparable December 2010 Electoral 
Register sample that matched to Census persons at their main address, 1388 had an address one 
year ago (of which 33 were not eligible by age and/or nationality).  This increase of 155 matched 
cases with an address one year ago (of which 6 were not eligible) is due to updates resulting in a 
registration at the Census main residence by April (table 10.4). Of these updates, 86 were matched 
at their address one year ago on the December 2010 register sample (two of which were not 
eligible).  The remaining 69 new matched cases did not have matches to the address one year ago 
(table 10.5). 
 
Table 10.5: Census respondents providing an address one year ago who match to the Electoral 
Register at their main Census address in October 2010 and/or April 2011.   

April 2011 register > 
*December 2010 register v  

Match at main 
address only 

Match at main 
address and AOYA  

AOYA LA not 
updated 

Total 

Match at AOYA only 60 19 7 86 
Match at main address and AOYA 14 174 15 203 
Match at main address only 1185 - - 1185 
Census residual 69 0 0 69 
Total 1328 193 22 - 
*December 2010 is from the reduced, comparable sample (Rows). 
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In the reduced comparable sample, 289 Census respondents matched to the December 2010 
Electoral Register at their address one year ago. Among these, 22 addresses were in one of the 33 
LAs that did not supply April 2011 updates; table 10.5). These cases are excluded from this 
duplication rate in the April 2011 Electoral Register. The number of duplicates by this measure in 
the April 2011 sample is 193 out of a possible 1521 (13%, unweighted). The difference in the 
number of duplications, in the reduced sample, between the December 2010 and April 2011 
Electoral Registers is caused by 14 updates removing matches to address one year ago, the 
addition of 19 updates producing matches at the current address and the exclusion of the 15 cases 
where the LA of the address one year ago was not updated (bold in table 10.5). A further 7 cases 
with a match at the address one year ago with LAs that were not updated had updates producing 
a match at the current address (bold in table 10.5). The number of duplicates by this measure in 
the December 2010 sample is 203 out of a possible 1388 (15%, unweighted). Much of the 
difference with the April 2011 measure is due to the exclusion of the 22 cases whose match to 
address one year ago was in LAs not updated to produce the April 2011 register. If these cases 
were not excluded the duplication rate for April 2011 would be 215/1543 (14%, unweighted). 
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11.  Discussion 
 
The main focus of this report is the completeness, or coverage, of the December 2010 local 
government Electoral Register. Every household is required to respond to the annual canvass to be 
included on the electoral register that local authorities hold. Anyone who will be 18 or over during 
the life of the register is eligible to be on the local government Electoral Register if they are 
citizens of the UK, Commonwealth or a country of the European Union (EU) and are resident in the 
LA to which the register entry refers. To vote they have to be 18 years of age or older. Eligibility to 
vote in UK parliamentary elections is restricted to citizens of the UK and Commonwealth countries 
(including Malta and Cyprus).  
 
In this study, the eligibility of individuals is derived from their 2011 Census returns, with the 
caveats of data capture inaccuracies and the limited ability to capture the relevant nationality 
where an individual is a national of more than one country (an analysis of passports held was not 
performed). It is estimated that 87.8% (±0.9%) of eligible people who responded in the 2011 
Census are on the December 2010 local government Electoral Register at a current address. With 
an adjustment for Census non-response, the overall estimate for completeness of December 2010 
local government Electoral Register is 84.9% (±1.6%). The non-registration rate has nearly doubled 
in the last decade.  
 
As the lowest registration rates are seen for those with a short length of residence in the UK, it is 
tempting to conclude that the drop in registration rates is due the migration of people born in EU 
member states into the UK and not registering. In fact, just 2% of the Census respondents in our 
sample were born in the EU and resident for less than 5 years. Their registration rate is low at 43%, 
but this can only account for a drop in registration rates of about 1%. Similarly, low registration of 
migrants from non-EU countries can only have a small effect upon registration rates as they 
represent just 2% of the Census respondents in our sample. The reduced registration rate of 
people born in the UK has a large effect upon the overall rate. There is generally a drop in 
registration rates of 5-6% for all personal characteristics analysed in section 5 compared to 2000 
(table 11.1).  
 
Table 11.1: Comparison of estimated non-registration rates between 2010 and 2000 by common 
attributes. 
 Non-registration in year:        2010 2000 
Age (25-34) 20% 11% 
Tenure (mortgaged) 9% 4% 
Single occupiers 11% 5% 
Marital status (married) 7% 3% 
Country of Birth (UK) 11% 6% 
Occupational Group (Elementary) 14% 10% 
Ethnicity (White) 11% 6% 
Highest qualification (none) 12% 8% 
Religion (Christian) 10% 4% 
Employment status (Employed) 12% 6% 
Gender (Female) 11% 6% 
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The most significant change in registration rates is for young people.  There is a drop in 
registration rates for ages between 18 and 34 years of between 7% and 9%. For ages above 45 
years, the drop in registration rates in less than 4%. Thus, a small part of the reduction in 
registration rates is due to the recent migration of EU nationals into the UK. More significant, 
perhaps, is the finding that the registration rate by almost every characteristic has fallen by 5% or 
more since the previous study.  
 
There is uncertainty as to how people registered on the December 2010 Electoral Register at an 
address that was given in the March 2011 Census as their address one year ago, should be treated. 
The date of the move is unknown, but it is generally assumed in this report that any move not 
captured by the October canvass occurred afterwards so that registrations at an address one year 
ago are considered valid in the analysis of the December 2010 Electoral Register. In the analysis of 
the April 2011 Electoral Register all registrations at an address one year ago are not valid. The 
December 2010 Electoral Register appears to be almost 2% more complete than the April 2011 
Electoral Register. This finding, however, is highly dependent upon the assumption that 
registrations made at the address one year ago on the December register are valid; that is, the 
move occurred after October. If all Census responders providing an address one year ago are 
excluded from the analysis, there is actually very little difference in the completeness of the 
December 2010 and April 2011 Electoral Registers (table 10.2; around 10% of Census responders 
who did not provide evidence of a move are not registered in either December 2010 or April 
2011). Similarly, if registrations to address one year ago on the December 2010 Electoral Register 
are not treated as valid, then the April 2011 Electoral Register is actually more complete. This is 
expected as the comparator dataset, the 2011 Census, is contemporary with the April 2011 
Electoral Register and six months later than the December 2010 register.  
 
The December Electoral Register is compiled after the annual canvass, which completes in 
October. With time, the register is expected to deteriorate (as people move and the register 
requires updating from that move) until the next year’s canvass. A system of rolling registration 
has been introduced to ameliorate this, but this requires the mover to proactively update their 
Electoral Officer of that move. The rate of updates between the December 2010 and April 2011 
Electoral Register was examined. There are multiple classes of updates: removal of registrations to 
an address within the sampled postcodes that was provided by a Census respondent completing 
their questionnaire elsewhere but providing that address as an ‘address one year ago’;  removal of 
registrations to an address outside of the sampled postcodes that was provided by a Census 
respondents completing their questionnaire within the sampled postcodes and providing an 
address one year ago elsewhere; and the addition of entries to the Electoral Register within the 
sampled postcodes for Census respondents completing their questionnaire at that address, but 
who had not registered there in October. This report also shows that the actual update rate is 
below 10% of those possible, suggesting that the completeness and accuracy of the Electoral 
Register will decline in the months between the annual canvass. 
 
Analysis by regression modelling suggests that the characteristics of people that most strongly 
associate with non registration are: recently resident in the UK, changing address in the last year, 
being unrelated to the head of household and living in privately rented accommodation. The odds 
of registration for people who have been resident for less than a year are over eight times lower 
than for those resident over ten years. For those who have moved in the last year, the odds of 
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registering are two and a half fold lower than those who have not moved. Unrelated people in a 
household have odds of registering half that of related people. Those in rented accommodation 
have odds of registering almost half of those for home owners. Region, ethnicity, education and 
economic status are much less significant factors. 
 
In addition to coverage, the accuracy of the Electoral Register has also been examined. An entry 
on the Electoral Register is accurate if the person is eligible and is registered at their current 
residential address in the UK. The core of this study is matching between 2011 Census records and 
the Electoral Register. The existence and eligibility for people on the Electoral Register can only be 
firmly established for those who match to a Census record. The residency rate (being found at that 
address in the Census) is expected to lie between 89% and 93%. This upper limit being defined by 
low stringency criteria that allows matches to addresses that did not respond in the 2011 Census. 
Of those people on the Electoral Register who are identified in the Census, over 98% provided 
evidence of their eligibility to register on their Census return. The ability to estimate the 
proportion of registrations that are duplicates due to recent moves is limited by the time between 
the December 2010 Electoral Register and Census. Only those people who are registered at their 
current (Census) address and have a different address one year ago must have moved in the six 
months before the October canvass. Of such people, 15% are also registered at their previous 
address.  
 
In summary, there has been a drop in the completeness of the Electoral Register in the last 
decade. This is largely attributed to a general decline in registration, rather than an effect through 
specific factors or populations. The December Electoral Register is generally considered to be 
more complete and accurate than the April Electoral Register, but we are unable to precisely 
measure the difference between the two registers as in our calculation we allow registrations to 
addresses one year ago to be valid on the December register.  While this is a reasonable 
assumption, it will over-estimate the quality of the December Registers and there is more 
uncertainty due to this assumption than is due to the very small number of actual updates 
observed between the two registers.  
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Appendix 1:  Methodology 
 
A1.1  Sampling 
Usable data from the December 2010 Electoral Register was provided by 342 out of the 348 LAs in 
England and Wales. Systematic sampling was utilised to ensure geographical coverage. HTC 
stratification was used to ensure sufficient representation of factors expected to associate with 
non-registration. As some LAs did not provide complete registers, it was decided to exclude any 
postcode that did not have any data in the December 2010 Electoral Register. This resulted in the 
removal of 17 postcodes after sampling, including the entire sample within two LAs. Thus, the 
December 2010 full analysis is based on 1079 postcodes in 340 LAs. 
 
Usable data from the April 2011 Electoral Register was provided by 315 out of the 348 LAs in 
England and Wales, including seven of the eight that did not supply the December 2010 register. 
The reduced sample is that for which both the December 2010 and April 2011 Electoral Registers 
were available and is limited to 979 postcodes in 308 LAs. 
 
A1.2  Matching methodology 
Address matching, although not an analytical requirement, was used as it enabled more robust 
person matching to be carried out. Prior to matching punctuation characters were removed, and 
spacing and capitalisation were standardised. In some cases, electoral registrations were found to 
include name data in the incorrect order, with forename and surnames swapped around. The 
matching routines included the option to match these in any order. For addresses and individuals 
all matching was carried out within postcode. Throughout there was extensive use of clerical 
matching, which is favoured over automatic methods due to the greater degree of accuracy it 
provides. The expert matcher reviewed a 5% sample of cases. Stage 1 was matching of addresses 
within postcodes. Stage 2 involved person matching within address matches. Stage 3 attempted to 
match person records in unmatched addresses within postcodes.  
 
The 2011 Census also collected information on respondent’s second residence and usual address 
year one year ago (AOYA). Where this information existed for sampled census records matching 
was also carried out to the Electoral Register at these alternative addresses. As the completeness 
of the address data was not as high as the main census, address matching was not used. Candidate 
pairs were produced using the following criteria: Postcode exact match and (first letter of 
forename or first letter of surname). The restriction on one matching inital was made to keep 
clerical resolution sets at a reasonable size while maximising match rates. As with previous sets, 
resolution files were double blinded and checked by an expert matcher.   
 
April updates are additions to, or deletions from, the Electoral Register between December 2010 
and April 2011, capturing moves made by individuals in this time period. Updates were supplied in 
full April registers, monthly update files or a mixture of the two. Due to the smaller scale of the 
matching task address matching of the April updates was not carried out before person matching. 
Updates were matched using forename, surname and postcode and then the addresses of 
matched people were clerically checked. As with previous stages, resolution sets were double  
blinded with differences and a 5% sample checked by an expert matcher.  
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A1.3  Estimation 
Weighted estimates reflect the population based on selection probabilities in the sample. The 
estimated variance also accounted for selection weights and was calculated with ‘proc 
surveymeans’ in SAS, which uses Taylor approximations to estimate the variance. The census does 
not perfectly capture the population and so estimation of total registration rates was based on the 
Dual System Estimation methodology (DSE) to estimate registration rates of Census non-
respondents. To assess undercount, the census coverage survey is used to take an independent 
sample of the population, which can provide an estimate as to the number of individuals who are 
not responding. An estimation process called Dual System Estimation (DSE) can then be used to 
combine the census and CCS results to produce an overall estimate of the size of the population 
and here is also applied to electoral registration, by applying the following calculation: 
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where i=matched or population  and represents whether the full sample is considered, or only 
those that were matched to the electoral register are included. Both indicates those individuals 
found on both the census and the CCS, and Census and CCS indicate that the individuals were 
found only on the census or CCS respectively. The final term is the DSE estimate of the individuals 
who were not sampled by either the census or the CCS.  
 
Note that there is an adjustment term, αi, which is used to control for individuals found only on 
the CCS whose eligibility via nationality is unable to be determined. The reduction in count caused 
by applying an eligibility filter by nationality on CCS only can be estimated by calculating the ratio 
of individuals who were on both the Census and CCS when the filter is applied. Similarly, 
individuals on the CCS could not be matched at their second address or address one year ago, so 
this adjustment is also made. The variance associated with the DSE estimate is not easily 
calculated analytically, so bootstrap sampling was used. This involves sampling with replacement 
from the original sample, then calculating the DSE estimate. Samples are taken at postcode level 
to reflect the original clustering process. The variance in the obtained bootstrap sample should be 
similar to that obtained analytically.  
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Appendix 2:  Audit of records and record linkage 
 
A2.1. Matching audit of the eligible Census respondents in the full December sample 
Those who will turn 18 during the period for which the register is valid and are resident on the 
qualification date are eligible to be on the register as ‘attainers’.  For the December 2010 Electoral 
Register, the qualification date is the 15th October 2010 and ‘attainers’ must be 18 years of age on 
30th November 2011. Based on their 2011 Census returns, there are 43437 people eligible to be on 
the local government register in the selected postcodes. A further 3340 people with CCS records 
only, showing an eligible age, are also present. Among the 43437 people that are defined by the 
Census as being eligible to be on the register, there are 200 people who state that their arrival in 
England and Wales was after October 2010; 11 of these are found on the December 2010 Electoral 
Register29

 

. All people who state that their arrival in England and Wales was after October 2010 are 
excluded, leaving 43237 eligible people in our dataset defined by Census returns. The 
completeness measure presented in this report is derived from the proportion of these 43237 
people that are found on the local Electoral Register at any address supplied in the 2011 Census. 
Out of these 43237 people, 35901 were registered at their Census address, 1229 were registered 
at second addresses or addresses one year ago outside of the selected postcodes, and 6107 were 
not found on the Electoral Register at any Census address (table A2.1a). 

Table A2.1a: The number of eligible Census person records matched to the Electoral Register by 
address type (AOYA = address one year ago). 
Matches by address location (excluding EU) Frequency 
Match at Census Address* (34472) 35901 

Match at Census Address only (33995) 35414 
Match at Census and second address  (265) 267 
Match at Census and AOYA address  (177) 185 
Match at Census, second address and AOYA address (35) 35 

  Match at second residence** and/or AOYA but not Census address (1139) 1229 
Match at second residence only (193) 197 
Match at AOYA and second address only (94) 95 
Match at AOYA only (852) 937 

No match (5267) 6107 
Census total (40878) 43237 

*Address on the front of the completed Census questionnaire. 
**An address collected from Q5 ‘Do you stay at another address for more than 30 days a year?’ 

 
 
A2.1.1.  Matching audit of those eligible people providing an address one year ago 
The distribution of our sampled cases split by whether the person has moved in the last year is 
shown in table A2.1b. In the selected postcodes, there were 478 students who completed their 
Census questionnaire at an address other than their term-time address. Students were not asked 
the address one year ago question unless they are completing their Census questionnaire at their 
term-time address (further details below). The detailed matching outcome for the 3918 eligible 
cases that provided an address one year ago is shown in table A2.1c. 
 
 
29 Of these, ten of these matched to the Electoral Register at their current address (as shown in table 2.2a). The remaining case matched to the 
Electoral Register at their address one year ago only.  
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Table A2.1b: Distribution of eligible sample by whether moved (based on address one year ago 
(AOYA)) or not and matching outcome to current (Census and/or second address) or previous 
address (AOYA). 
 
AOYA 

 
No 
match 

Match to Census address type  
Total Current address 

only 
AOYA only AOYA and current 

address 
Same* 4767 34552 - - 39319 
Different 1340 1326 937 315 3918 
Total 6107 35878 937 315 43237 

*includes 478 students who were not asked the AOYA question due to routing. 

 
 
Table A2.1c: Matching outcome for the cases with an address one year ago. 
Matching outcome  Frequency 
No match 1340 
Match at Census address only 1205 
Match at Second Residence only 57 
Match at AOYA only 937 
Match at Census address and second residence, not AOYA 64 
Match at Census address and AOYA, not second residence 185 
Match at AOYA and second address, not Census address 95 
Match at all 3 address types 35 
Total 3918 
 
 
A2.1.2.  Matching audit of eligible students 
The Census questionnaire asks people in full time education whether their term time address is 
the address on the front of the questionnaire (Census address), the address supplied to the 
question about staying at an address for more than 30 days (second address) or another, 
unspecified, address. Thus, for students, the term-time address could either be their Census 
address, second address or other. The Census address will be the term time address for those 
filling out their Census questionnaire at their term time address. For the 16% of students that did 
not fill their Census questionnaire at the term time address, the Census address is the address 
were they spend their time outside of term, usually the parental home. The situation is reversed 
for the second residence address. This is to borne in mind when assessing whether students 
register at their term time address or home address. For analysis of the December 2010 register, 
matches to address one year ago are considered valid on the assumption that the move occurred 
after October. Address one year ago is not available for those students that did not fill their census 
questionnaire at the term time address. Disallowing matches to address one year ago, raw match 
rates for students are 70% (term-time address, 52%; home address, 10%; both addresses, 7%; 
calculated from table A2.1d). 
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Table A2.1d: Raw match numbers for students by term-time address indicator and address type.  
 Where is the term-time address? 

Where matched? Census/current address Second address Other 
Not matched 721 131 17 

Census/current address only 1523 173 9 
Second residence only 92 51 0 

Address one year ago only 60 - - 
Census/current and second addresses 108 97 - 
Census/current and AOYA* addresses 17 - - 

Second address and AOYA 35 - - 
All 3 address types 19 - - 

Total 2575 452 26 
*Address one year ago 

 
 
A2.1.3. Matching audit of the local government electoral registrations in the sample 
There are 43844 entries to the local government registers in the selected postcodes which 
comprise our sample of the December 2010 Electoral Register. A total of 36727 people from the 
December 2010 Electoral Register sample matched to people completing their Census 
questionnaires at their registered address. Out of the 36727 matches, 35901 were to people 
eligible to register (according to their Census responses; table A2.1e). A further 1385 people 
matched to individuals supplying data in the CCS, but not the Census. The CCS does not collect 
data on nationality and so cannot be used to firmly establish eligibility by this measure; however 
nine of these people supplied a non-eligible age in the CCS. There were 5732 people on the 
Electoral Register in the selected postcodes that were not found in either the 2011 Census or CCS 
in those postcodes (table A2.1e). 
 
Table A2.1e: Out of 43844 entries on the Electoral Register, 36727 matched Census persons at 
their main residence, of which 225 were duplicated at a previous address. 
Outcome of exercise to match Electoral Eligible*? 
Registrations to Census records  No Yes 
Match to Census persons 816 35911 
   Match at Census Address only 810 35424 
   Match at Census and second address only . 267 
   Match at Census and AOYA address only (duplicate entries) . 185 
   Match at all 3 address types (duplicate entries) . 35 
Match to CCS person only** 9 1376 
ER residual (eligibility unconfirmed)  - 5732 
Total 825 43019 

*Based on Census data on age and nationality     **Eligibility based on age data only 
AOYA = Address one year ago.  
Number of eligible people from the Census that match to the ER is 10 higher than in table A1.1a due to the exclusion of people in 
the completeness measure who stated that their arrival to the UK was after the December 2010 canvass. 

 
 A wider search of census records that could match the residual 5732 people on the Electoral 
Register in the selected postcodes was performed based on the address one year ago and second 
address fields for census respondents that completed their questionnaire outside the selected 
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sample of postcodes. A further 1402 matches to Census persons were identified. All of these 1402 
people are included in the Census questionnaires completed at addresses outside of the sampled 
postcodes, but list alternate addresses within the sample. Out of the 1402 additional matches, 100 
were to second addresses, the remaining 1302 to an address one year ago supplied on their 
census form. Thus, we are certain that 38212 entries were at current addresses at the time of 
October 2010 canvass (36727 matched to Census addresses, 100 to second addresses and 1385 
matched to CCS addresses). We consider that an additional 1302 entries were at addresses likely 
to have been current at the time of October 2010 canvass. Thus, 39514 out of the 43844 entries 
on the Electoral Register match to people who responded to the Census and who provided 
addresses that are likely to have been valid at the time of registration. The eligibility of the 1402 
entries that matched the Census at alternate addresses was not ascertained. 
 
Out of the 4330 remaining people on the Electoral Register in the selected postcodes, 3693 
matched to Census addresses that were either occupied by others, vacant or produced ‘dummy’ 
forms (Census non-respondents). A total of 637 people were registered at addresses not found in 
the 2011 Census (table A2.1f). One cannot rule out the eligibility of these 4330 people that were 
registered at addresses not confirmed by the Census. However, as they did not disclose an address 
one year ago, it is likely that these are long term inaccuracies. A possible exception is applied to 
the 901 people registered to an address that non-responded in the Census. The remaining 3429 
entries on the Electoral Register in our sample where not present at their registered address in the 
2011 Census and are therefore likely to be inaccurate.  
 
Table A2.1f: Outcome of the December 2010 Electoral Register residual matching exercises against 
Census alternate addresses and Census main address (full sample). 
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Total 

ER residual matches Census occupied 2616 938 63 3617 
ER residual matches Census unoccupied 176 41 22 239 
ER residual matches Census dummy form 901 253 8 1162 
Unmatched ER residual (no Census record) 637 70 7 714 
Total 4330 1302 100 5732 
*Census main address is outside of sampled postcodes. Alternate address is within. 

 
A2.2.  Matching audit of eligible Census respondents in the reduced December sample 
In the reduced sample of postcodes there were 39448 Census respondents and 3019 people who 
did not participate in the Census but took part in the CCS, who were eligible to register. Out of 
these 39448 eligible Census respondents, 32730 were registered at their Census main address. In 
these 32730 cases there were 198 people who were also registered at their address one year ago. 
These 198 registrations were duplications that occur outside of the sampled postcodes. There 
were a further 947 eligible Census respondents that were not registered at their main address but 
were registered at their address one year ago. Out of the 3019 CCS only people, eligible by age, 
1242 were registered. The Census unmatched residual contained 5584 people who were not 
registered in October 2010. This includes 1239 people with an address one year ago who are 
recent movers and were not registered at their address one year ago either. Similarly, there were 
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an additional 1777 people identified in the CCS that also were not registered in the December 
2010 register.  
 
The reduced sample of postcodes contained 39994 people on the December 2010 Electoral 
Register. After matching to Census (and CCS) addresses and people in the sample of postcodes, 
there was a residual of 5282 entries. The outcome of these 5282 cases from the two matching 
exercises, using Census main address and searching Census alternate addresses is shown in table 
A2.2a. There were 1213 matches between registrations within the reduced sample of postcodes 
and the address one year ago for Census respondents filling in their Census questionnaires outside 
of the sample. Eligibility to register was not ascertained for these people. A further 2634 
registrations were to Census addresses that were occupied by others or were vacant. 
 
Table A2.2a: Residual outcomes for the reduced sample of the December 2010 Electoral Register  
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Total 

ER residual matches Census occupied** 2418 860 60 3338 
ER residual matches Census unoccupied 159 40 22 221 
ER residual matches Census dummy form 837 225 7 1069 
Unmatched ER residual (no Census record) 588 60 6 654 
Total 4002 1185 95 5282 
*Census main address is outside of sampled postcodes. Alternate address is within. 
**Person not found in Census occupied household. 

 
A2.2.1 Updates to the local government electoral register in the reduced sample 
There were 6718 eligible Census respondents that were not registered at their Census main 
address in October 2010. Only 259 of these cases registered in April 2011 (table A2.2b). A further 5 
additions to the electoral register were to eligible people who stated on their Census 
questionnaire that they arrived in the UK after October 2010. Of the 1777 eligible unmatched CCS 
only records, just 8 are added to form the April 2011 Electoral Register. These additions increase 
the completeness of the register. The remaining 17 additions to the electoral register were to 
people whose Census questionnaire did not confirm their eligibility to register. Thus, all 289 
additions to the electoral register within the reduced sample of postcodes match Census (or CCS) 
respondents that had not registered at their main address in October 2010. Census and CCS non-
respondents did not register in the updates in our sample; all additions matched Census and/or 
CCS respondents.  
 
Out of the 947 Census respondents that were not registered at their Census main address in 
October 2010, but were registered at their address one year ago, 86 were added to the Electoral 
Register at their main address by April 2011 (two of these are classed as non-eligible, based on 
their Census questionnaire). This group are most likely to update their registration. Those who 
previously had not registered were less likely to update their registration, particularly if they were 
unregistered at a long term address (table A2.2b). 
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Table A2.2b: Eligible Census respondents that were not registered at their Census address in 
October 2010 are unlikely to register by April 2011. 
 Not registered at current 

address in October 2010 
Registered at current 
address in April 2011 

Raw Rate 

No AOYA 4476 110 2% 
With AOYA: Registered* 947 84 9% 
With AOYA: Not registered 1295 65 5% 
Total 6718 259 4% 
*includes 90 cases registered at their second address as well as AOYA. 

 
There were 12 deletions from the Electoral Register that appear to have been valid registrations. 
These were 9 that matched to eligible Census persons and 3 that matched to eligible CCS only 
records at current addresses. These twelve deletions decrease completeness and are presumably 
in error. The remaining 263 deletions were from the residual of the December register that failed 
to match people filling in Census questionnaires at addresses within the sample. None of these 
deletions affected the 95 registrations at second residences (columns 4 and 5 in table A2.2a). 
Around 10% of 1213 residual electoral registrations in the reduced sample that matched to Census 
addresses one year ago were deleted (column 5 in table A2.2c). Around 4% of the remaining 
residual electoral registrations in the reduced sample were deleted in the April 2011 register. 
These deletions increase the accuracy of the register. 
 
Table A2.2c: Deletions of 263 entries from the unmatched residual of the reduced sample of the 
December 2010 Electoral Register.  
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ER residual matches Census occupied** 2457 84 881 104 
ER residual matches Census unoccupied 177 16 44 . 
ER residual matches Census dummy form 841 33 228 . 
Unmatched ER residual (no Census record) 594 12 60 . 
Total 4069 145 1213 118 
*Census main address is outside of sampled postcodes. Address one year ago is within. 
**Person not found in Census occupied household. 

 
 
A2.3.  Comparison of the full and reduced sample 
Comparisons between the December 2010 and the April 2011 Electoral Registers can only be 
meaningfully made for the portion of the sample that is complete for both registers. To assess the 
impact of using the reduced December 2010 Electoral Register sample, the reduced sample from 
308 LAs is compared to the full sample which contains data from 340 LAs. This provides an 
indication of how different the two datasets are. Note that this will not fully account for 
differences, as the update rate provided by the excluded LAs might be quite different to the rest of 
the population. 
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A2.3.1. There is no difference in the demographic make-up of the reduced sample compared 
to the full sample 

There appears to be very little difference between the estimated proportions of people in a 
particular demographic group in the full compared to the reduced December data set. 
 
Table A2.3a: The difference (in percentage points) between the estimated proportions of people in 
a particular demographic group in the full December data set compared to the collapsed 
December data set. 
 

Category Level 
Difference between full  

and reduced December dataset 95% CI 
Age 16 or 17 0.0% (-0.3%, 0.2%) 

 
18-24 -0.1% (-0.9%, 0.8%) 

 
25-34 0.0% (-1.1%, 1.2%) 

 
35-44 0.2% (-0.8%, 1.3%) 

 
45-54 0.1% (-0.8%, 1.0%) 

 
55-64 0.0% (-0.9%, 1.0%) 

 
65+ -0.3% (-2.2%, 1.7%) 

    Country of Birth Commonwealth 0.4% (-0.5%, 1.4%) 

 
EU -0.1% (-0.7%, 0.6%) 

 
Ireland 0.0% (-0.2%, 0.2%) 

 
None -2.1% (-2.5%, -1.7%) 

 
Other 1.3% (1.1%, 1.6%) 

 
UK 0.4% (-1.2%, 1.9%) 

    Ethnicity None given  -0.1% (-0.3%, 0.2%) 

 
African 0.0% (-0.3%, 0.3%) 

 
Asian -0.1% (-0.4%, 0.3%) 

 
Bangladeshi 0.0% (-0.3%, 0.3%) 

 
Black 0.0% (-0.1%, 0.1%) 

 
Caribbean 0.0% (-0.2%, 0.3%) 

 
Indian -0.2% (-1.2%, 0.7%) 

 
Mixed/multiple 0.0% (-0.2%, 0.2%) 

 
Other 0.0% (-0.2%, 0.1%) 

 
Pakistani -0.1% (-0.8%, 0.6%) 

 
White 0.4% (-1.4%, 2.2%) 

Region East of England -0.2%  (-4.3%, 3.8%) 

 
East Midlands -0.7% (-3.7%, 2.2%) 

 
Inner London 0.7% (-0.5%, 1.9%) 

 
North East 0.8% (-1.7%, 3.4%) 

 
North West 0.2% (-4.1%, 4.5%) 

 
Outer London -0.6% (-3.4%, 2.1%) 

 
South East -0.3% (-4.9%, 4.4%) 

 
South West 0.4% (-3.1%, 3.9%) 

 
Wales -0.3% (-2.8%, 2.3%) 

 
West Midlands -0.9% (-4.4%, 2.6%) 

 
Yorkshire and the Humber 1.0% (-2.5%, 4.4%) 
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Category Level 
Difference between full  

and reduced December dataset 95% CI 
Gender Male 0.1% (-0.6%, 0.7%) 

 
Female -0.1% (-0.7%, 0.6%) 

    Student status Student -0.1% (-0.8%, 0.6%) 

 
Non Student 0.1% (-0.6%, 0.8%) 

    Tenure Communal establishment -0.1% (-1.1%, 1.0%) 

 
Owned -0.1% (-3.3%, 3.1%) 

 
Rent free 0.0% (-0.3%, 0.3%) 

 
Rented 0.2% (-2.9%, 3.3%) 

 
A2.3.2.  Comparison of estimates for completeness 
Estimated completeness rates based on the reduced and full December 2010 Electoral Register 
sample are indistinguishable. In each case the estimated proportion of eligible Census respondents 
that are registered is 88% and the estimated proportion all eligible people on the register 
(adjusted for Census non-response) is 85% (table A2.3b).  
 
Table A2.3b: A comparison of overall estimates of completeness of the full and reduced December 
2010 Electoral Register. 
 December full register  December reduced register 
 Estimate 95% C. I.  Estimate 95% C. I. 
Census respondents 87.8% 86.9%-88.8%  87.8% 86.9%-88.8% 

Overall (adjusted for Census non-response) 84.9% 83.3%-86.4%  84.9% 83.2%-86.6% 

 
It could be the case that while electoral registration rates at December are very similar in the full 
sample and the reduced sample, the behaviour of particular groups defined by personal 
characteristics could be different. Investigations indicated that there are not large differences in 
the estimated proportions of various demographic characteristics between the full and reduced 
December 2010 Electoral registers.  
 
A2.3.3. Comparison of estimates for accuracy 
There is also no significance in the estimates for accuracy between the full and reduced December 
2010 Electoral Register (table A2.3c). Together with the comparison for completeness, this 
indicates that there is no evidence of significant differences between the reduced and full 
December 2010 Electoral Register samples. Thus, there is a reasonable amount of confidence that 
the April results, though missing 10% of LAs, can be treated as representative of the behaviour of 
the full population. 
 
Table A2.3c: A comparison of overall estimates of completeness and accuracy of the full and 
reduced December 2010 Electoral Register reveals little differences. 
 December full register  December reduced register 
 Estimate 95% C. I.  Estimate 95% C. I. 

Current residency rate* 93% 92.5%-94.3%  93% 92.3%-94.3% 

Eligibility 98.5% 98.3%-98.7%  98.6% 98.4%-98.8% 

Duplication 15% 11.6%-17.8%  15% 11.2%-17.8% 
*Low stringency match rate, includes matches to alternate addresses and addresses that did not respond in the 2011 Census. 
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Appendix 3:  Estimates of completeness of the April 2011 Electoral Register 
 
Comparisons with the December 2010 Electoral Register uses the reduced (comparable) sample of 
979 postcodes in 308 LAs. 
 
A3.1. Estimated completeness of the April 2011 Local Government Electoral Register by area 
Table A3.1a: Estimated proportion of eligible Census respondents registered on the April 2011 
local government Electoral Register by region (based on reduced sample). 

  
April 2011         Reduced December 2010 

Country Region Estimate 95% C. I. Estimate 95% C. I. 

England   86.2% 85.1%-87.2% 87.9% 87.0%-88.9% 

  North East 89.5% 85.3%-93.7% 91.5% 88.3%-94.7% 

  North West 84.9% 82.1%-87.6% 86.4% 84.0%-88.8% 

 Yorkshire & Humber 85.1% 82.5%-87.6% 86.6% 84.1%-89.2% 

  East Midlands 89.3% 87.1%-91.6% 91.3% 89.4%-93.2% 

  West Midlands 85.2% 81.6%-88.6% 87.3% 84.1%-90.5% 

  East of England 86.8% 82.7%-90.9% 88.7% 85.0%-92.3% 

  London 82.3% 80.1%-84.4% 84.0% 81.0%-86.0% 

Inner London  80.4% 78.0%-82.8% 82.7% 80.5%-84.8% 

Outer London 82.9% 80.1%-85.7% 84.4% 81.9%-87.0% 

  South East 88.5% 86.5%-90.5% 90.2% 88.4%-92.0% 

  South West 86.8% 82.5%-91.1% 88.7% 84.6%-92.7% 

Wales   85.1% 80.9%-89.4% 86.6% 82.0%-91.2% 

 
Table A3.1b: Estimated overall completeness rates of the April 2011 local government Electoral 
Register by region (adjusted for Census non-response). 

  
April 2011           Reduced December 2010 

Country Region Estimate 95% C. I. Estimate 95% C. I. 

England   83.4% 81.6%-85.2% 85.1% 83.5%-86.8% 

  North East 87.5% 79.2%-95.8% 89.3% 82.6%-96.0% 

  North West 83.2% 78.7%-87.7% 84.8% 80.9%-88.9% 

 Yorkshire & Humber 81.7% 76.9%-86.5% 83.2% 78.5%-87.8% 

  East Midlands 86.6% 82.3%-91.0% 88.5% 84.6%-92.4% 

  West Midlands 83.0% 77.6%-88.3% 85.1% 80.0%-90.1% 

  East of England 84.5% 77.7%-91.1% 86.3% 80.4%-92.2% 

  London 78.8% 75.1%-82.5% 80.4% 77.0%-83.9% 

Inner London  75.1% 71.0%-79.2% 77.1% 73.3%-80.9% 

Outer London 80.2% 75.5%-84.8% 81.6% 77.3%-85.9% 

  South East 85.6% 82.0%-89.3% 87.2% 83.9%-90.5% 

  South West 83.3% 75.6%-90.9% 85.1% 77.5%-92.5% 

Wales   80.1% 71.1%-89.0% 81.3% 71.5%-91.2% 
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A3.2. Estimates of completeness of the April 2011 parliamentary Electoral Register by area  
 
Table A3.2a: Estimated proportion of eligible Census respondents registered on the April 2011 
parliamentary Electoral Register by region (based on reduced sample). 

  
April 2011           Reduced December 2010 

Country Region Estimate 95% C. I. Estimate 95% C. I. 

England   86.6% 85.6%-87.7% 88.3% 87.3%-89.2% 

  North East 89.7% 85.5%-93.8% 91.6% 88.4%-94.8% 

  North West 85.1% 82.4%-87.8% 86.7% 84.3%-89.1% 

 Yorkshire & Humber 85.9% 83.3%-88.5% 87.2% 84.7%-89.6% 

  East Midlands 89.4% 87.2%-91.7% 91.3% 89.4%-93.2% 

  West Midlands 85.5% 82.0%-89.0% 87.6% 84.4%-90.8% 

  East of England 87.1% 83.0%-91.1% 88.8% 85.2%-92.4% 

  London 83.5% 81.4%-85.6% 84.9% 83.0%-86.9% 

Inner London  81.0% 78.6%-83.4% 83.2% 80.9%-85.4% 

Outer London 84.3% 81.7%-86.9% 85.5% 83.1%-88.0% 

  South East 89.0% 86.9%-91.0% 90.5% 88.6%-92.3% 

  South West 86.8% 82.5%-91.1% 88.7% 84.6%-92.8% 

Wales   85.3% 81.0%-89.5% 86.7% 82.1%-91.3% 

 
 
Table A3.2b: Estimated overall completeness rates of the April 2011 parliamentary Electoral 
Register by region (adjusted for Census non-response). 

  
April 2011           Reduced December 2010 

Country Region Estimate 95% C. I. Estimate 95% C. I. 

England   84.4% 82.7%-86.1% 86.0% 85.3%-86.6% 

  North East 87.8% 79.5%-96.1% 89.5% 82.8%-96.3% 

  North West 83.7% 79.3%-88.2% 85.2% 79.4%-88.3% 

 Yorkshire & Humber 82.8% 78.0%-87.6% 84.0% 78.5%-87.8% 

  East Midlands 87.9% 83.9%-92.3% 89.5% 86.0%-92.9% 

  West Midlands 84.5% 79.2%-89.9% 86.2% 82.1%-90.4% 

  East of England 85.4% 78.7%-92.0% 87.1% 81.2%-92.9% 

  London 80.8% 77.2%-84.4% 82.1% 78.7%-85.5% 

Inner London  76.6% 72.5%-80.7% 78.4% 74.7%-82.2% 

Outer London 82.3% 77.6%-86.9% 83.4% 79.2%-87.7% 

  South East 86.1% 82.5%-89.8% 87.6% 84.4%-90.7% 

  South West 83.8% 71.6%-89.5% 85.5% 78.3%-92.9% 

Wales   80.5% 71.6%-89.5% 81.6% 71.6%-91.5% 
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A3.3. Estimates of completeness of the local government April 2011 Electoral Register by  
 personal characteristics 
 
Table A3.3a: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by broad age band. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Age Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
16 or 17 58.8% 52.4% - 65.1%  63.4% 58.4% - 68.4% 

18-24 73.6% 71.4% - 75.9%  76.8% 74.7% - 79.0% 

25-34 74.8% 72.9% - 76.7%  79.5% 77.7% - 81.2% 

35-44 86.1% 84.4% - 87.8%  88.4% 86.8% - 89.9% 

45-54 91.4% 90.2% - 92.5%  92.2% 91.1% - 93.3% 

55-64 92.9% 91.5% - 94.4%  93.5% 92.1% - 94.9% 

65+ 93.2% 91.3% - 95.1%  93.9% 92.3% - 95.6% 

 
Table A3.3b: Estimated completeness overall of the April 2011 Electoral Register by broad age 
band (adjusted for Census non-response). 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  

Reduced December 2010 
Register 

Age Adjusted estimate  95% C. I.  Adjusted estimate 95% C. I. 
16 or 17 57.1% 47.6%-66.6%  61.7% 47.6%-66.6% 

18-24 69.4% 65.2%-73.7%  72.3% 65.2%-73.7% 

25-34 71.0% 67.8%-74.1%  75.3% 67.8%-74.1% 

35-44 83.1% 80.1%-86.1%  85.4% 80.1%-86.1% 

45-54 89.3% 87.2%-91.4%  90.0% 87.2%-91.4% 

55-64 91.3% 88.8%-93.8%  91.8% 88.8%-93.8% 

65+ 91.4% 87.9%-94.9%  92.2% 87.9%-94.9% 

 
Table A3.3c: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by Marital Status. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Marital status Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Single 76.7% 75.2-78.1  79.6% 78.3-80.9 

Married 92.0% 91.0-92.9  92.9% 92.0-93.9 

Separated 76.1% 71.8-80.4  80.2% 76.0-84.4 

Divorced 87.9% 86.2-89.6  89.4% 87.8-91.0 

Widowed 89.1% 85.7-92.6  90.5% 87.5-93.6 

 
Table A3.3d: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by gender. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Gender Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Male 85.1% 84.2% - 86.3%  86.8% 85.8% - 87.8% 

Female 87.0% 86.2% - 88.3%  88.8% 87.9% - 89.8% 
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Table A3.3e: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by tenure. 

Electoral Register: April 2011   Reduced December 2010  
Tenure Est. completeness 95% C. I.  Est. completeness 95% C. I. 

Owner occupied 93.2% 91.8% - 94.7%  94.0% 92.6% - 95.4% 

Owned with mortgage 90.5% 89.5% - 91.5%  91.3% 90.3% - 92.3% 

Rents from LA 85.5% 83.3% - 87.6%  87.1% 85.1% - 89.0% 

Rents from Housing Association 84.2% 80.0% - 88.3%  85.5% 81.6% - 89.5% 

Rents, privately 63.1% 60.7% - 65.5%  69.7% 67.5% - 72.0% 

Rents from Employer 74.5% 54.2% - 94.9%  74.5% 54.2% - 94.9% 

Rents from Relative/Friend 78.3% 72.4% - 84.2%  81.4% 75.9% - 87.0% 

Rents, Other 76.6% 65.1% - 88.0%  77.3% 65.8% - 88.7% 

Rent free 83.0% 76.6% - 89.3%  83.6% 77.4% - 89.9% 

Communal Establishment 45.5% 33.5% - 57.4%  51.0% 39.9% - 62.0% 

 
 
Table A3.3f: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by Economic Activity. 

Electoral Register: April 2011  Reduced December 2010  
Economic status Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Employed 86.0% 84.9-87.1  87.9% 87.0-88.9 

Unemployed 72.1% 68.9-75.3  75.8% 73.0-78.6 

Economically Inactive 88.4% 87.0-89.9  89.7% 88.3-91.0 

    Retired 93.6% 91.9-95.3  94.3% 92.8-95.8 

    Student 71.7% 67.7-75.8  74.4% 70.3-78.4 

    Looking after family 84.4% 82.0-86.8  86.4% 84.2-88.7 

    Long term sick 81.3% 77.6-85.0  82.4% 78.7-86.1 

    Other 74.2% 70.2-78.2  77.4% 73.7-81.1 

missing 73.2% 67.1-79.4  72.7% 66.5-78.9 

 
 
Table A3.3g: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by student status. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Student Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Yes 72.1% 69.0% - 75.4%  73.9% 71.1% - 77.4% 

No 87.0% 86.2% - 88.2%  88.7% 87.8% - 89.7% 
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Table A3.3h: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by time since arrival in the UK. 
Electoral Register: April 2011  Reduced December 2010  

Arrival date 
Est. 

completeness 95% C. I. 
 Est. 

completeness 95% C. I. 
Less than 1 year ago 18.3% 13.6% - 23.2%  25.5% 18.9% - 32.1% 

1-2 years ago 42.4% 34.9% - 50.0%  45.6% 38.1% - 53.1% 

2-5 years ago 56.2% 51.7% - 60.6%  60.5% 55.4% - 65.6% 

5-10 years ago 74.8% 71.5% - 78.0%  75.8% 72.3% - 79.4% 

Longer than 10years 87.8% 86.8% - 88.7%  89.2% 88.3% - 90.1% 

 
 
Table A3.3i: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by fluency in English or Welsh. 

Electoral Register: April 2011   Reduced December 2010  
Fluency Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Native speaker 87.4% 86.4-88.3  88.9% 88.0-89.8 

Not well or not at all 65.0% 59.2-70.8  70.2% 64.9-75.5 

Very well 74.7% 71.1-78.2  78.7% 75.6-81.9 

well 64.8% 60.7-68.8  69.2% 65.3-73.1 

 
 
Table A3.3j: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by detailed ethnicity. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Ethnicity Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
None given 73.2% 67.1-79.4  72.7% 66.5-78.9 

African 73.3% 68.7-77.8  75.8% 71.5-80.2 

Asian 77.5% 72.9-82.2  80.3% 75.9-84.7 

Bangladeshi 77.1% 71.2-83.0  79.0% 73.3-84.7 

Black 77.4% 69.6-85.3  76.1% 67.8-84.4 

Caribbean 81.7% 77.6-85.7  82.9% 79.3-86.4 

Indian 83.3% 79.9-86.6  85.7% 83.0-88.4 

Mixed/multiple 78.6% 74.5-82.8  80.1% 76.0-84.2 

Other 77.1% 69.9-84.2  78.5% 72.0-84.9 

Pakistani 79.1% 74.3-83.9  81.5% 77.1-85.9 

White 87.1% 86.0-88.2  88.8% 87.8-89.8 
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Table A3.3k: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by ethnicity. 

Electoral Register: April 2011  Reduced December 2010  

Ethnicity 
Est. 

completeness 95% C. I. 
 Est. 

completeness 95% C. I. 
Any black 77.1% 73.9% - 80.4%  78.9% 75.8% - 81.9% 

South Asian* 81.2% 78.6% - 83.8%  83.6% 81.3% - 85.9% 

Any other Asian 77.5% 73.0% - 82.3%  80.3% 75.9% - 84.7% 

Mixed/Other 78.2% 74.6% - 81.8%  79.6% 76.1% - 83.2% 

White 87.1% 86.0% - 88.2%  88.8% 87.8% - 89.8% 
* Indian, Pakistani or Bangladeshi. 

 
 
Table A3.3l: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
Electoral Register by country of birth. 

Electoral Register: April 2011   Reduced December 2010  

Country of birth Est. completeness 95% C. I. 
 Est. 

completeness 95% C. I. 
UK 88.0% 87.3% - 89.2%  89.5% 88.6% - 90.5% 

Ireland 86.2% 81.9% - 91.1%  87.6% 83.0% - 92.1% 

Commonwealth 81.0% 78.9% - 83.6%  83.7% 81.6% - 85.8% 

EU 61.1% 57.0% - 65.4%  67.4% 63.3% - 71.9% 

Other 71.4% 65.9% - 77.0%  72.8% 67.2% - 78.4% 

Unknown 76.1% 72.8% - 79.7%  77.1% 73.7% - 80.5% 

 
 
Table A3.3m: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 
local government Electoral Register by religion. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Religion Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Any other religion 82.6% 77.1-88.1  84.0% 78.5-89.5 

Buddhist 78.1% 69.8-86.4  81.0% 73.2-88.8 

Christian 88.6% 87.5-89.8  90.2% 89.2-91.2 

Hindu 82.1% 77.8-86.4  85.1% 81.8-88.5 

Jewish 90.7% 83.5-97.8  88.8% 82.0-95.6 

Muslim 78.1% 75.1-81.2  79.8% 76.9-82.7 

No religion 82.3% 80.8-83.8  84.6% 83.2-86.0 

Not recorded 81.6% 79.2-84.0  83.2% 80.9-85.5 

Sikh 87.2% 82.3-92.2  89.0% 84.7-93.2 
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Table A3.3n: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by Occupation class. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Occupation Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Managers/Directors 89.1% 87.4-90.8  90.7% 89.1-92.2 

Professional 89.3% 87.7-90.9  91.4% 90.0-92.8 

Technical 87.4% 85.9-88.8  89.3% 87.9-90.6 

Administrative 91.6% 90.4-92.8  92.9% 91.8-94.0 

Skilled 86.2% 84.2-88.2  87.7% 85.9-89.5 

Caring/Leisure 83.4% 81.4-85.4  86.2% 84.4-88.0 

Customer Services 85.4% 83.6-87.2  86.9% 85.2-88.7 

Machine operator 85.9% 83.8-87.9  87.6% 85.7-89.5 

Elementary 84.2% 82.3-86.0  85.6% 83.8-87.3 

Other or Missing 72.3% 69.5-75.0  74.2% 71.5-76.9 

 
 
Table A3.3o: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by highest qualification held. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

HiQual Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
No qualifications 87.3% 85.5-89.1  88.4% 86.8-90.1 

Level 1 85.5% 83.7-87.3  87.1% 85.5-88.8 

Level 2 86.0% 84.4-87.5  87.5% 86.1-89.0 

Level 3 86.0% 84.1-87.8  88.0% 86.3-89.7 

Level 4 88.0% 86.7-89.3  90.3% 89.1-91.5 

Other 84.2% 82.7-85.7  86.4% 85.0-87.7 

Missing 73.2% 67.1-79.4  72.7% 66.5-78.9 

 
 
Table A3.3p: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by highest qualification held for 18-34 year olds only. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

HiQual Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
No qualifications 63.3% 58.8-67.7  66.0% 61.7-70.3 

Level 1 74.3% 70.8-77.7  78.0% 74.7-81.4 

Level 2 77.6% 74.5-80.6  81.7% 79.0-84.4 

Level 3 79.6% 76.7-82.4  83.6% 81.0-86.1 

Level 4 78.5% 76.1-80.9  83.5% 81.4-85.6 

Other 68.8% 65.8-71.9  73.3% 70.5-76.1 

Missing 73.5% 67.3-79.6  72.6% 66.4-78.7 
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Table A3.3q: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by relationship to person 1. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Relationship Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
Child 82.2% 80.7-83.7  83.1% 81.6-84.6 

Grandchild 74.2% 62.2-86.1  77.3% 66.5-88.2 

Unknown 44.1% 31.8-56.4  50.0% 38.6-61.4 

Parent 75.6% 67.7-83.4  81.6% 74.4-88.8 

Partner 89.5% 88.4-90.6  90.3% 89.3-91.4 

Person one 89.1% 88.1-90.1  91.1% 90.1-92.0 

   Single occupier 87.7% 86.2-91.1  89.5% 88.2-90.9 

   Multiple occupiers 89.9% 88.9-90.9  91.9% 90.9-92.8 

Relation-Other 51.5% 44.2-58.8  57.0% 49.5-64.4 

Sibling 73.3% 67.4-79.2  74.8% 69.1-80.6 

unrelated 50.8% 46.2-55.3  55.8% 51.4-60.2 

 
 
Table A3.3r: Estimated rate at which eligible Census respondents are found on the April 2011 local 
government Electoral Register by nationality. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Nationality Estimated completeness 95% C. I.  Estimated completeness 95% C. I. 
British 87.8% 86.8-88.8  89.3% 88.4-90.2 

Commonwealth 64.5% 60.1-69.0  70.4% 66.5-74.2 

EU 60.7% 56.4-64.9  66.8% 62.9-70.8 

Other 40.8% 36.1-45.6  42.4% 37.6-47.3 

Unknown 71.8% 65.9-77.7  71.7% 65.7-77.7 
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Appendix 4:  Estimates of accuracy of the April 2011 Electoral Register 
Comparisons with the December 2010 Electoral Register uses the reduced (comparable) sample of 
979 postcodes in 308 LAs. 
 
Table A4.1a: The estimated accuracy of the April 2011 local government Electoral Register by 
country and region. 

  
April 2011            Reduced December 2010 

 
Region 

Residency
* 

Eligibility Duplications Residency* Eligibility 
Duplication

s 

England   91% 98.5% 189/1448 (13%) 93% 98.6% 198/1321 (15%) 

 North East 93% 100.0% 4/62 (6%) 95% 100% 4/57 (7%) 

 North West 92% 99.2% 32/208 (15%) 93% 99.3% 38/198 (19%) 

 Yorkshire 90% 98.9% 15/105 (14%) 93% 99.0% 17/98 (17%) 

 East Midlands 93% 98.9% 11/93 (12%) 95% 98.9% 8/83 (10%) 

 West Midlands 91% 98.8% 6/96 (6%) 94% 98.9% 5/86 (6%) 

 East of England 93% 99.1% 12/107 (11%) 95% 99.1% 11/99 (13%) 

 London 89% 95.8% 65/475 (14%) 90% 95.8% 68/417 (16%) 

Inner London  84% 94.7% 40/240 (17%) 86% 94.8% 38/212 (18%) 

Outer London 90% 96.1% 25/235 (11%) 92% 96.1% 30/215 (14%) 

South East 92% 98.8% 29/195 (15%) 94% 98.8% 30/178 (17%) 

 South West 91% 98.9% 15/107 (15%) 92% 98.9% 17/106 (16%) 

Wales   92% 99.6% 4/73 (6%) 93% 99.6% 5/67 (7%) 
*low stringency estimate, allows matches to dummy forms (and AOYA for comparable December sample) 

 
The residency measure of accuracy cannot be given by age as the age of all people on the Electoral 
Register is not known30

 

. The eligibility rate of Census respondents found on the Electoral Register 
is very high and is not affected much by the update process. Therefore, the reader is guided to 
section 9 on the accuracy of the December 2010 Electoral Register to judge the impact of personal 
characteristics upon eligibility. The duplication measure is calculated from the number of people in 
the sample who are matched at their current address and have an address one year ago, that are 
also registered at that address one year ago which is outside of the sampled postcodes.  

Table A4.1b: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by broad age band. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Age band Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
18-34 123/931 (13%) 128/850 (15%) 
35-54 47/386 (12%) 47/348 (14%) 

55+ 23/204 (11%) 28/190 (15%) 
 
 
 
 

 
30 Or by any other personal characteristics. 
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Table A4.1c: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by gender. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Gender Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
Male 104/720 (14%) 106/656 (16%) 

Female 89/801 (11%) 97/732 (13%) 
 
 
Table A4.1d: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by student status*. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Student Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
Yes 27/208 (13%) 33/204 (16%) 
No 161/1274 (13%) 165/1151 (14%) 

*Only those students that filled out their Census form at their term time address are asked the address one year ago question, 
remaining students are excluded.  

 
 
Table A4.1e: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by tenure. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Tenure Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
Owned 73/522 (14%) 77/473 (16%) 

Rent LA/HA 30/235 (9%) 28/217 (13%) 
Rent - Private 86/673 (13%) 91/612 (15%) 

Rent - Other 4/72 (6%) 4/65 (6%) 
Communal Establishment ./. (0%) ./. (14%) 

 
 
Duplication rates for recent migrants are relatively low (table 7.11d). Though they are more 
mobile, because they are less likely to register, the likelihood that they are registered twice is 
relatively low. 
 
 
Table A4.1f: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by length of time since their 
arrival in the UK. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Arrival date Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
Less than 1 year ago* ./. (8%) ./. (8%) 

1-2 years ago ./. (8%) ./. (9%) 
2-5 years ago 4/84 (5%) 4/78 (5%) 

5-10 years ago 9/114 (8%) 11/103 (11%) 
Longer than 10years 176/1272 (14%) 184/1163 (16%) 

 
 
 
 
Table A4.1g: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by ethnicity. 
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April 2011 Electoral Register  Reduced December 2010 Register 

Ethnicity Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
Any black 7/81 (9%) 8/72 (11%) 

South Asian* 12/124 (10%) 17/119 (14%) 
Any other Asian ./.  (3%) ./.  (7%) 

Mixed/Other 8/55 (15%) 8/49 (16%) 
White 165/1230 (13%) 168/1118 (15%) 

* Indian, Pakistani or Bangladeshi. 

 
Table A4.1h: The proportion of movers with a duplicated registration by country of birth. 

 
April 2011 Electoral Register  

Reduced December 2010 
Register 

Country of birth Duplicated fraction Duplicated fraction 
UK 166/1163 (14%) 172/1069 (16%) 

Ireland ./.  (7%) ./.  (7%) 
Commonwealth 11/160 (7%) 14/146 (10%) 

EU 6/102 (6%) 7/88 (8%) 
Other 4/32 (13%) 4/30 (13%) 

Unknown 5/48 (10%) 5/41 (12%) 
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Appendix 5:  Analysis of movers 
 
In this section, a mover is defined as someone who provided evidence of a move on their Census 
questionnaire. There are two opportunities for this: the address one year ago question and the 
arrival date in to the UK question for those born outside of the UK. 
 
Updates between the December 2010 and April 2011 Electoral Registers in our sampled postcodes 
resulted in 275 deletions and 289 additions. Eight of these additions matched to the CCS only. Out 
of the 281 additions to the Electoral Register that matched Census persons, 160 had reported a 
recent move on their Census form. The 275 deletions to the Electoral Register include 9 that 
matched to Census records and 3 that matched to CCS only records. The remaining 263 deletions 
were from the unmatched residual of the December register. Of these 263 cases, 118 matched 
Census persons at their address one year ago and an additional 100 matched Census occupied or 
unoccupied households that did not contain the registered person. Thus, there was evidence of a 
move from Census records for all but 45 of the 263 deleted entries. The total deletion rate of the 
unmatched residual of the December register is 263 out of 5282 (5%). The largest factor 
contributing to differences in estimates for completeness and accuracy between the December 
2010 and April 2011 Electoral Registers is due to moves and their differential treatment. 
 
A5.1  Updates to produce the April 2011 Electoral Register by movers 
Out of the 39641 eligible people who completed their Census questionnaire in the sampled 
postcodes, 3605 provided an address one year ago31

 

. This gives an estimated move rate from the 
reduced sample for Census respondents eligible to register of 7.9% (±0.6%). Of the 3605 who 
provided an address one year ago, 1157 were registered at their Census main address on the 
December 2010 Electoral Register, 948 were registered at their address one year ago (at addresses 
outside the sampled postcodes) and 198 were registered at both addresses (table A5.1). Thus, 
1146 eligible Census respondents in the reduced sample were registered at their addresses one 
year ago on the December 2010 Electoral Register. Of these, 134 registrations were in LAs that did 
not provide updates (table A5.1). Out of the remaining 1012 entries at the address one year ago in 
LAs for which the April 2011 Electoral Register is available, 112 were deleted (shown in bold in 
table A5.1).  

Table A5.1: Electoral registration data for the 3605 eligible cases providing an address one year 
ago. 

April ER match: 
December ER match: 

Census 
main AOYA 

Census main 
and AOYA 

Not on 
ER** AOYA* 

Main and 
AOYA* Total 

Census main 1157 0 0 0 0 0 1157 
AOYA 58 712 19 40 112 7 948 
Census main & AOYA 14 0 169 0 0 15 198 
Not on ER** 65 0 0 1237 0 0 1302 
Total 1294 712 188 1277 112 22 3605 
*Electoral Register not updated in LA of address. 
**At main or AOYA. Number includes 56 second residence only matches for the December register and 62 for the April register. 

 

 
31 includes the 193 people who stated they entered the UK after October 2010, eight of which also provided an address one year ago in the UK, 
including one who was found on the October 2010 Electoral Register at that address 
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There were 2250 Census respondents that provided an address one year ago who were not 
registered at their Census (new) address on the December 2010 Electoral Register(rows 2 and 4 of 
table A5.1). Of these, 149 were registered at their Census address on the April 2011 Electoral 
Register (shown in blue on table A5.1). Based on the weighting of these figures, the estimated 
registration at new address update rate for eligible Census respondents that provided an address 
one year ago and were not registered at their Census (new) address in October is 7% (±3%).  
 
It might be expected that of those people who reported a move and are registered at their 
address one year ago, but not their Census address, in the December 2010 Electoral Register are 
more compliant than those movers not registered at either address. As reported in the section 10, 
the estimated rate at which Census respondents, who are registered at their address one year ago 
only on the December 2010 Electoral Register, are registered at their current address on the April 
2011 Electoral Register is 12% (±6%)32

 
. 

A5.1.1  Updates in the absence of a reported move 
Presumably those people eligible to register but are not registered and not recent movers are 
amongst the least compliant. There were 4345 eligible Census respondents, in the reduced 
sample, which had not reported a move and were not present on the December 2010 Electoral 
Register. Out of these, just 110 were registered in April 2011. Based on these figures, the 
estimated update rate at which eligible Census respondents that had not provided an address one 
year ago and were not registered at their Census address in December 2010, but were present on 
the April 2011 Electoral Register is 2% (±1%).  
 
A5.2  Move and updates rates by area and personal characteristics  
The overall estimated move rate from the reduced sample for Census respondents eligible to 
register is 7.9% (±0.6%). Of the 3605 movers, 2250 were not registered at their Census main 
address on the December 2010 local government Electoral Register. The analysis of new 
registrations following a move is based on the 149 cases out of these 2250 who registered at their 
current address by April 2011. The analysis of deletions is based on the 1146 registrations at 
address one year ago on the December 2010 Electoral Register, of which 1012 were in LAs that 
provided the April 2011 Electoral Register revealing 134 deletions. Due to the small numbers 
involved, analysis is usually performed by broad categories, and is provided for indication only.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
32In section 10, the analysis was based on 857 matching at address one year ago only. The difference in this number and the 948 shown in table 
A5.1 is accounted for by the inclusion of those 90 cases that also matched at their second address and an additional case, which stated an arrival 
date after October 2010, in the A5.1 figures. The weighted update rate from the sample of 948 is also 12%. 
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Table A5.2a: By Region. 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1213 movers registered in the reduced sample of 
postcodes at their address one year ago in October 2010 (main Census questionnaire completed 
outside of sample; compare with table A2.2c). 

Country Region 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

England   8% 8% 110/1159 (9%) 

  North East 7% 6% 8/59 (14%) 

  North West 8% 4% 5/132 (4%) 

 Yorkshire & Humber 6% 6% 9/114 (8%) 

  East Midlands 7% 14% 6/62 (10%) 

  West Midlands 8% 6% 0/115 (0%) 

  East of England 8% 11% 5/67 (7%) 

  London 9% 8% 65/342 (19%) 

Inner London  11% 10% 38/157 (24%) 

Outer London 8% 7% 27/185 (15%) 

  South East 9% 11% 11/192 (6%) 

  South West 8% 2% 1/76 (1%) 

Wales   8% 3% 8/54 (15%) 
 
 
Table A5.2b: By broad age band. 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Age band 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

18-34 17% 6% 40/627 (66) 
35-54 6% 11% 24/269 (25) 

55+ 3% 7% 14/116 (43) 
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Table A5.2c: By gender. 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Gender 
i. Estimated move rate 

ii. Estimated registration 
rate following move 

iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

Male 8% 7% 38/507 (56) 
Female 8% 8% 40/505 (80) 

 
Students are defined as being 18 or over and in full time education. Only those students that filled 
out their Census form at their term time address are asked the address one year ago question and 
therefore students not asked the address one year ago question are excluded from the analysis in 
table A5.2d. 
 
Table A5.2d: By Student status. 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Student 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

Yes 16% 2% 8/102 (22) 
No 8% 8% 70/910 (112) 

 
Table A5.2e: By tenure. 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Tenure 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

Owned 4% 10% 32/316 (37) 
Rent LA/HA 7% 4% 12/152 (17) 

Rent private 27% 7% 33/520 (35) 
Rent other 13% 10% 1/24 (3) 

Communal Establishment 21% <0.5% 0/0 (42) 
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All of the 573 eligible Census respondents who stated that they arrived in the UK within the year 
before Census must have moved in the last year, if they arrived in the UK in this time. Out of the 
573 new arrivals, 102 were registered at their current address in October 2010. Just 12 out of the 
remaining 471 people are registered at their current address on the April 2011 Electoral Register.  
 
Table A5.2f: By time since arrival in the UK. 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Arrival date 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

Less than 1 year ago* 100% 2% 0/9 (0) 
1-2 years ago 35% 7% 3/21 (3) 
2-5 years ago 23% 3% 3/53 (4) 

5-10 years ago 13% 8% 6/61 (8) 
Longer than 10years 7% 8% 66/868 (119) 

*Those that arrived in the UK within a year are all assumed to have moved. The rate of registering at new address is the rate at 
which any person who arrived in the UK in the last year is registered at their new address, given non-registration at that address in 
December 2010. Despite stating an arrival date of less than 1 year, 63 eligible people gave an address one year ago in the UK. 

 
Table A5.2g: By ethnicity 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Ethnicity 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

Any black 10% 6% 4/33 (8) 
South Asian* 7% 3% 6/61 (7) 

Any other Asian 9% 1% 2/25 (1) 
Mixed/Other 11% 6% 0/23 (3) 

White 8% 8% 66/872 (115) 
* Indian, Pakistani or Bangladeshi. 
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Table A5.2h: By country of birth 
i). The estimated move rate based on address one year ago and UK arrival date responses to the 
2011 Census in our sample.  
ii). The estimated registration rate, based on the sample of 2250 movers who were not registered 
at their new address in the reduced December 2010 sample. 
iii). The registration deletion rate of the 1012 registrations at their address one year ago in by 
movers into the reduced sample of postcodes (an additional 134 movers from LAs not in the April 
2011 Register are shown in brackets).  

Country of birth 
i. Estimated 

move rate 
ii. Estimated registration 

rate following move 
iii. Deletion rate 
following move 

UK 8% 8% 56/812 (115) 
Ireland 6% 7% 1/9 (1) 

Commonwealth  8% 5% 9/81 (9) 
EU 15% 5% 9/75 (5) 

Other  10% 11% 0/12 (3) 
Unknown  6% 8% 3/33 (2) 
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Appendix 6:  Estimated completeness of the December 2010 local government  
  Electoral Register for Wales. 
 
The completeness measures here are all derived from Census respondents only and are therefore 
comparable with figures from sections 4 and 5. Local government register only. 
 
Table A6.1: Further breakdown of table 4.2 by Wales (all welsh unitary districts are classed as non-
metropolitan). 

LA Type: Non-Metropolitan Cases Est registration rate 95% Confidence Interval 
England 11041 88.7% 87.2% - 90.2% 

Wales 2155 87.0% 82.7% - 91.3% 

 
 
A6.1  Country of Birth 
  
Table A6.2a: Comparison of estimates of registration for Census respondents between country of 
birth being Wales versus England. 

Country of Birth Cases Estimated registration rate 95% Confidence Interval 
Born in England 31492 89.6% 88.7% - 90.5% 

Born in Wales 1901 88.1% 84.4% - 91.7% 

Born Elsewhere 9844 79.1% 77.5% - 80.8% 

 
 
Table A6.2b: Comparison of estimates of registration for Census respondents between country of 
birth being Wales versus England and country of residence. 

Country of 
   Residence Birth Cases Est registration rate 95% Confidence Interval 

England Born in England 31025 89.7% 88.7% - 90.6% 

England Born in Wales 399 89.4% 85.7% - 93.0% 

England Born Elsewhere 9658 79.1% 77.4% - 80.8% 

Wales Born in England 467 86.9% 79.4% - 94.4% 

Wales Born in Wales 1502 87.7% 83.1% - 92.3% 

Wales Born Elsewhere 186 81.4% 73.0% - 89.7% 

 
 
A6.2  National Identity 
 
Table A6.3a: Comparison of estimates of registration for Census respondents between National 
Identity being Welsh versus English or British. 

National identity Cases Estimated registration rate 
95% Confidence 

Interval 
English/British 32963 89.2% 88.3% - 90.1% 

Welsh 1497 87.7% 83.9% - 91.4% 

Other 8777 82.0% 80.2% - 83.7% 
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Table A6.3b: Comparison of estimates of registration for Census respondents between National 
Identity being Welsh versus English or British and country of residence. 

Country of Residence National identity Cases Est. registration rate 95% C. I. 
England English/British 32345 89.3% 88.4% - 90.2% 

England Welsh 255 88.9% 84.6% - 93.3% 

England Other 8482 81.7% 79.9% - 83.5% 

Wales English/British 618 86.2% 79.8% - 92.7% 

Wales Welsh 1242 87.4% 82.9% - 91.9% 

Wales Other 295 87.0% 80.3% - 93.7% 
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