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Background 

The electoral registration system is changing from one of household registration to 
one of individual electoral registration (IER). 

The Governmentôs plan for the introduction of IER includes the intention to compare 
existing electorsô names and addresses on the electoral registers with records held 
by the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) in order to verify the identity of 
people currently on the registers. This process is known as óconfirmationô. 

In 2012, the Cabinet Office ran a pilot to test what proportion of electors could be 
accurately found on the  DWP-Customer Information System (DWP-CIS) database 
ahead of the proposed use of confirmation to retain electors on the registers during 
the transition to IER. 

The 2012 pilot involved 14 areas which, although not representative of Great Britain, 
were spread across the country and allowed for a robust test of potential issues such 
as areas with high population mobility or how Welsh language is captured within the 
registers and DWP-CIS. The Electoral Commission evaluated this pilot and 
concluded that confirmation should be used during the transition to IER as a way of 
safeguarding against a decline in the completeness of the registers, while 
maintaining their accuracy. 12 

A further test of the confirmation process ï known as the confirmation dry run ï was 
carried out in summer 2013. This involved matching all the electoral registers in 
Great Britain against the DWP-CIS database. There were two main aims of this 
exercise. Firstly, to test the IT system that is used to transfer the electoral registers 
between Electoral Registration Officers (EROs) and DWP. Secondly, to allow EROs 
to plan on the basis of the match rates they can expect when the confirmation 
process is run for real in 2014. 

This paper presents the results of the confirmation dry run and its implications for the 
introduction of IER. 

                                            
1
 The Electoral Commission, Data matching pilot: confirmation process evaluation report (April 2013). 

2
 The Electoral Commission considers the registers in relation to their completeness and accuracy. 
These are defined asé  
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The transition to IER 

The final annual household canvass, under the existing system, will conclude in 
spring 2014. The confirmation process is planned to take place in summer 2014. 
Most existing electors whose details are matched on the DWP-CIS database will be 
confirmed directly onto the first IER registers ï they will not need to take any action.  

Those electors whose entries are not confirmed, as well as those who have moved 
house and any new electors, will be asked to (re)register by providing unique 
identifying information: their National Insurance number and date of birth.  

This will be a two-stage process where a Household Enquiry Form (HEF) is sent to 
an address to gather the names of residents. Anyone appearing on a HEF will then 
be sent an individual invitation to register which will ask for their personal identifiers. 
EROs will still have a duty to take all necessary steps to maintain the completeness 
and accuracy of their electoral registers and will therefore be required to follow up 
with these electors either by sending reminders through the post or via door-to-door 
canvassing.34 

Any elector with an absent vote (postal or proxy voters) will need to be confirmed or 
provide their personal identifiers before the revised electoral registers are published 
in December 2014 in order to retain their absent vote. 

Any elector on the pre-confirmation registers who cannot be confirmed will not be 
removed immediately, but if they do not provide personal identifiers by December 
2016 they will be deleted from the registers. Whilst the legislation says that the 
transition will be completed in December 2016, Ministers can lay an order before the 
UK Parliament to provide for the transition to be completed by December 2015 and 
the Government has made it clear that its intent is to complete the transition in 2015.  

Therefore, while there is uncertainty as to whether the removal of electors that have 
not provided personal identifiers will occur in 2016 or 2015, it is our view that EROs 
should plan on the basis that they will have to be ready for the point of removal to be 
2015. 

The dry run process 

The confirmation dry run was managed by the Electoral Registration Transformation 
Programme (ERTP) within the Cabinet Office, working closely with the DWP, 
Government Digital Service (GDS), EROs and their Electoral Management Software 
(EMS) providers. 

Each electoral register was uploaded to the system that has been developed to 
support the introduction of IER ï the IER Digital Service. The Digital Service 
transferred the registers to the DWP, where they were matched against the DWP-
CIS. 

                                            
3
  

4
 Section 9A of the Representation of the People Act 1983 sets out this duty. 
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Following the matching exercise, each elector was marked with a RAG status: 

¶ Green: following a positive address match, the individualôs details were 
matched positively or with a minor fuzzy match. 

¶ Amber: following a positive address match, the individualôs details were 
matched partially. 

¶ Red: the address could not be matched or following a positive address match, 
the individualôs details could not be matched.  

The results were then returned to local authorities. The file, despite not including the 
original information held on the DWP-CIS database, provided basic information 
behind a positive or negative matching (such as whether the address matched or 
what part of the individualôs details were matched ï name, middle name, surname). 

In collaboration with the ERT Programme in the Cabinet Office, the Commission 
issued a survey to EROs and their staff at the time of the dry run. The majority of 
respondents indicated that they were largely satisfied with the way the data was 
transferred and received back into their system. 

 

Local authorities had also been invited to conduct local data matching on the results 
returned. Local data matching is a process currently used by most local authorities 
whereby electoral administrators can use data held and maintained locally ï such as 
the council tax or housing benefits database ï to establish who lives at a property in 
order to compile and maintain their electoral register. The Commission plans to 
report later in the year on the results of the trial local data matching that took place 
as part of the dry run exercise.  

93% 

82% 

3% 

8% 

3% 

9% 

How easy or difficult was it
to send the register for

matching?

How satisfied or dissatisfied
were you with the way the

matched data was returned
into the EMS system?

Figure 1: Satisfaction with the process 

Easy/Satisfied Neither Difficult/Dissatisfied

Source: Survey of Electoral Returning Offices/Electoral Administrators  
conducted by the Electoral Commission. Base: 319 responses. 
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Results 

Key points 

¶ The total match rate across the country was 78.1%. This corresponds to 
36,224,106 register entries matched to the DWP-CIS database. If entries 
carried forward are excluded, the match rate would be 75.6%, corresponding to 
35,071,139 individuals confirmed on the registers. 

¶ The match rate (including carry forwards) varies considerably across local 
authorities, ranging from 46.9% to 86.4%.  

¶ The variation is even more significant between electoral wards with the match 
rate ranging from 0.1% to 92.6%. 

¶ These variations are likely to be due to the local authority/wardôs social and 
demographic characteristics: areas with a high concentration of students, 
young adults, private renters and home-movers are more likely to return a lower 
match rate. 

 

 
The results presented below are based on results from 379 local authorities or 
valuation joint boards,5 totalling 46,406,373 register entries. The figures in this 
chapter are based on the data reports produced by local authorities through their 
Electoral Management Software (EMS).  

Headline results 

The key figures6 from the confirmation dry run process are: 

¶ A total of 46,406,373 electoral register entries were sent for matching against 
the DWP-CIS database. 

¶ 36,224,106 were marked as green: this corresponds to 78.1% of the total 
number of entries sent for matching. 

¶ 1,449,386 were marked as amber (3.1%). 

¶ 8,732,881 were marked as red (18.8%). 

These results are, as we anticipated in our evaluation report, higher than those 
recorded during the pilot of confirmation.7 Our survey of EROs and their staff found 
that 73% thought the match rate for their area was in line with their expectations, 
while 10% were not sure what to expect before seeing the results. Of those that 
thought the results were different to their expectations, around two-thirds said they 
were higher than expected, while around one-third said they were lower. 

                                            
5
 One Valuation Joint Board in Scotland was not able to present the results by local authority. 

6
 These figures refer to the total number of register entries which does not necessarily reflect the total 

number of individuals on the electoral register due to reasons such as duplications or redundant 
entries. 
7
 The Electoral Commission, Data matching pilot: confirmation process evaluation report (April 2013). 
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However, the results do not mean that 78% (or approximately 36 million) of electors 
could be directly confirmed on the first IER registers as any electors who have not 
responded to the annual canvass immediately prior to confirmation cannot be 
automatically confirmed. These electors have been retained on the register through 
a process known as carry forward and as there is an increased risk of their entry 
being out-of-date they are not subject to immediate confirmation.8  

If we exclude entries carried forward, the number of individuals that would be 
confirmed/not confirmed is as follows9: 

¶ 35,079,830 were marked as green: this corresponds to 75.6% of the total 
number of entries sent for matching10  

¶ 1,373,785 were marked as amber (3%). 

¶ 7,900,886 were marked as red (17%). 

¶ 2,051,872 entries that were carried forward will not be automatically confirmed 
regardless of whether they were positively matched or not (4.4%).11 

 

 

Carried forward entries which have been marked as green can be added to the 
register if their name appears on a HEF in the first canvass that takes place under 

                                            
8
 Where an ERO receives no response to the canvass from a household, and has not been able to 
confirm their details using their own data, they may retain an electorôs details on the new register for 
one year. This process is known as ócarry forwardô and was designed to give EROs the option to 
avoiding disenfranchising some residents as a result of their non-response to the canvass. 
9
 These figures are based on carry forward data from 376 local authority areas. This is due to 

problems with three authorities providing accurate carry forward data. 
10

 These percentages are worked out using the total number of records sent for matching, i.e. 
including carried forward records. 
11

 The national match results for entries carried forward were: 55.8% of entries were marked as 
green, 3.7% amber, 40.5% red. 

78% 

76% 

3% 

3% 

19% 

17% 4% 

Including entries carried
forward

Excluding entries
carried forward

Figure 2: National match rate between electoral registers and 
DWP-CIS.  

Green matches Amber matches Red matches Carry Forward
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IER (from July 2014).12 They would not therefore need to provide personal 
identifiers.  

For any electors marked as red or amber, EROs will have the discretion to decide 
what actions to take to try and retain them. There are two broad options: 

¶ Local data matching: they could use data held by the local authority to verify if 
the individual is still resident at the registered address and then confirm the 
elector on the register. Any local data matching activities should have regard to 
the relevant guidance issued by the Secretary of State which has been 
incorporated into the Commissionôs guidance to EROs.13  

¶ Send out forms: depending on specific circumstances for each elector, an 
ERO could send either:  

o a HEF (if no-one in the household has been confirmed or the ERO has 
reason to believe the existing elector is no longer resident) asking for 
the names of everyone in the household, or 

o an individual invitation to register (if the elector lives alone or with other 
confirmed electors), asking for the electorôs national insurance number 
and date of birth. 

Based on the findings from our survey, the large majority of EROs and electoral 
administrators intend to conduct local data matching on the amber and red results 
before sending out forms. However, in some cases EROs may feel that the 
resources required to conduct local data matching are not justified by the impact it 
would have in their area, for example, if they already have a high match rate and feel 
it would be more cost-effective to write out to their remaining unconfirmed electors. 

 

                                            
12

 HEFs will be used to identify all the eligible people living in a household. Any unregistered person 
appearing on a HEF will then be sent an individual invitation to register which will ask them to provide 
their date of birth and national insurance number. 
13

 http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/i-am-a/electoral-administrator/running-electoral-registration  

http://www.electoralcommission.org.uk/i-am-a/electoral-administrator/running-electoral-registration
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Match rate by elector type 

Certain types of electors are marked on the electoral registers with a flag and we are 
therefore able to analysis the match rates for these specific groups. For reasons 
mentioned below these electors are also different from the electorate as a whole ï 
they are not óaverageô. These groups of electors are: 

¶ Attainers: 16 and 17 year olds who will turn 18 during the lifetime of the 
register. 

¶ Postal voters: those who can vote with a postal ballot paper. 

¶ Proxy voters: those who appoint someone they trust to vote on their behalf. 

The national match results for these electors, presented in Table 1, show that on 
average 84.7% of attainers and 84.8% of postal voters could be matched with the 
DWP database. 

Table 1: RAG results by elector type (including carry forwards) 

Elector type Green Amber Red 

Attainers 84.7% 2.7% 12.6% 

Postal voters 84.8% 2.7% 12.5% 

Proxy voters 76.9% 3.1% 20.0% 

All but one area in Great Britain recorded a higher match rate for postal voters than 
their electorate as a whole. In our evaluation of the confirmation pilot we speculated 
that this may be because postal voters are more engaged (they need to do more in 
order to secure a postal vote than an elector registered to vote at a polling station) 

74% 

86% 

11% 

3% 

4% 

2% 

12% 

9% 

Red

Amber

Figure 3: What would you intend to do with the entries 
marked asé  

Carry out local data matching with them
Send them an IER form without carrying out local data matching
Don't know
Other

Source: Survey of Electoral Returning Offices/Electoral Administrators  
conducted by the Electoral Commission. Base: 319 responses. 
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and therefore more likely to keep their registration details up to date than the wider 
electorate.  

The picture for attainers is slightly more mixed but here only 28 areas recorded a 
lower match rate for attainers than their electorate as a whole. Again, we previously 
speculated that this higher average match rate may be because attainers are less 
likely to be mobile (they will mostly live with their parents or in a family home) and 
are usually only on the register for up to 12 months meaning their registration must 
be fairly current. 

It is not clear why proxy voters should record a lower match rate on average than the 
electorate as a whole. The number of proxies on the registers is small 
(approximately 0.04% of the total entries) and as a result it is difficult to analysis 
possible social or demographic reasons for this difference. However, we also 
observed this pattern in our pilot evaluation and we do not believe it represents a 
flaw in the confirmation process. 

Results analysis 

Geographical analysis 

Results vary significantly across the country and within local authority areas. This is 
not surprising and is likely to be largely due to demographic factors (rather than a 
lack of consistency in the process). In this section we present the results broken 
down by geography and an assessment of key demographics affecting the match 
rate. 

Unless otherwise stated, the results presented in our analysis include entries carried 
forward. 

Country/Region 
If London is excluded, there is a limited variation in match rate at a country/regional 
level - the highest is in the North East (81.6%) and the lowest in Scotland (74.9%). 
However, London records a notably lower rate at 69.4%. 

It is not immediately obvious why Scotland records the lowest match rate excepting 
London. In our previous evaluation we speculated that the matching process 
struggled with some Scottish tenement addresses. However, data on levels of 
address matching suggest similar levels of mis-matches in Scotland as in London, 
Yorkshire and the Humber and the South West. It is more likely that the Scotland 
match rate overall is affected by the lower match rates in Glasgow and Edinburgh to 
a much greater extent than any individual region in England. For example, together 
the electorates of Glasgow and Edinburgh make up 20% of Scotlandôs electorate 
whereas Manchester makes up 7% of the electorate of the North West region (in 
combination with Liverpool it is 13%). 

Table 2 presents the results broken down by country/region. 
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Table 2: Match results by country/region 

Region Green Amber Red 
Total number of 
register entries 

East Midlands 80.4% 2.4% 17.2% 3,489,292 

Eastern 80.7% 2.1% 17.1% 4,469,658 

London 69.2% 4.8% 26.0% 5,849,670 

North East 81.5% 1.9% 16.6% 1,996,352 

North West 79.8% 2.2% 18.0% 5,343,215 

Scotland 75.2% 6.1% 18.7% 4,047,696 

South East 78.6% 2.7% 18.6% 6,476,806 

South West 78.5% 3.6% 17.9% 4,148,564 

Wales 79.9% 2.9% 17.2% 2,303,669 

West Midlands 80.5% 2.5% 17.1% 4,322,276 

Yorkshire & 
Humber 

79.8% 2.2% 18.0% 3,959,175 

Total 78.1% 3.1% 18.8% 46,406,373 

 
Local authority 
The percentage of green matches varies considerably from local authority to local 
authority. The area with the lowest match rate is Kensington & Chelsea (46.9%) 
while the highest is Mansfield (86.4%). 

If we exclude entries carried forward, the area with the highest match rate is 
Rochford (85.7%) with Kensington & Chelsea at the opposite end (45.9%). 

The tables below list the 10 local authorities with the highest and lowest match rates. 
For an analysis of why some areas may record higher or lower match rates than 
others see the section below on demographic analysis. 

Table 3: Ten local authorities with highest match rate 

Local authority Green match rate Total number of 
register entries 

Mansfield 86.4% 80,294 

Clackmannanshire 86.2% 37,338 

Rochford 85.9% 65,976 

Dudley 85.7% 243,563 

North East Derbyshire 85.7% 79,228 

Castle Point 85.6% 67,284 

South Tyneside  85.5% 114,826 

Rotherham 85.5% 195,389 

Ashfield 85.4% 91,047 

Blaby 85.4% 74,061 
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Table 4: Ten local authorities with lowest match rate 

Local authority Green match rate Total number of 
register entries 

Kensington and Chelsea  46.9% 106,702 

Westminster 48.2% 142,123 

Camden 52.2% 151,741 

City of London 53.9% 6,586 

Hammersmith & Fulham 55.4% 124,608 

Lambeth 57.0% 222,257 

Islington 58.9% 155,553 

Oxford 59.1% 111,674 

Wandsworth 60.3% 227,049 

Haringey 60.5% 173,825 

 
It should be noted that, due to the varying sizes of electorates between local 
authorities, there are some EROs with a match rate close to the national average 
who will still need to follow up with a large number of amber and red matched 
electors. For example, Durham has a green match rate of 80% (including carry 
forwards) but that still means 83,000 electors have not been confirmed. Similarly, 
Sheffield recorded a 77% match rate but has 91,000 unconfirmed electors. 

Wards 
Variations in match rates are even greater at ward level. The ward that returned the 
lowest green match rate is University, in Lancaster (0.1%), while the one with the 
highest rate was Manor, in Mansfield (92.6%). 

We also see large variations in ward match rate within local authorities. In Lancaster, 
for instance, the ward match rate ranges from 0.1% to 86.3% while in York it is 
between 11.4% and 86.7%.14 

It was not possible to calculate ward results excluding carry forwards due to the way 
the data reports were generated by the EMS systems. The tables below present the 
10 wards with the highest and lowest green match rates respectively. 

Table 5: Ten wards with lowest match rate 

Ward Local Authority 
Ward green 
match rate 

Local authority 
overall green 

match rate 

City centre Manchester 25.0% 62.8% 

Cathays Cardiff 24.1% 71.8% 

Central Liverpool 23.5% 75.8% 

Market Cambridge 22.4% 61.2% 

Aberystwyth  Ceredigion 18.5% 69.0% 

                                            
14

 It should be noted that where lower match rates are being driven by the failure to match students at 
their term time addresses (see the section below on demographic analysis for full details) the student 
may be on the register and be successfully matched at their non-term time address ï likely to be a 
family home. 
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Ward Local Authority 
Ward green 
match rate 

Local authority 
overall green 

match rate 

canol/central 

Carfax Oxford 17.6% 59.1% 

Keele 
Newcastle-under-
Lyme 

15.7% 80.5% 

Heslington York 11.4% 74.4% 

Holywell Oxford 7.5% 59.1% 

University Lancaster 0.1% 75.0% 

 
Table 6: Ten wards with highest match rate 

Ward Local Authority 
Ward green 
match rate 

Local authority 
overall green 
match rate 

Manor Mansfield 92.6% 86.4% 

Hornby Mansfield 91.6% 86.4% 

South Downham 
King's Lynn & West 
Norfolk 

91.0% 82.1% 

Eakring Mansfield 90.9% 86.4% 

Meden Mansfield 90.8% 86.4% 

Ling Forest Mansfield 90.6% 86.4% 

Llanddyfnan - 
ward llangwyllog 

Isle of Anglesey 90.5% 81.6% 

Newlands Mansfield 90.5% 86.4% 

Llanddyfnan - 
ward tregaian 

Isle of Anglesey 90.4% 81.6% 

Riverview Gravesham 90.3% 82.6% 

Demographic analysis 

The registers do not contain demographic information. It is therefore not possible to 
directly profile electors who matched or did not match. 

However, we conducted an analysis between ward-level match rates and ward-level 
demographic characteristics using the 2011 Census data.15 The objective of this 
analysis was to see if there are any correlations between the match rates and key 
demographic variables. 

In our evaluation of the 2012 confirmation pilot, we identified a number of 
demographic characteristics associated with lower match rates such as young 

                                            
15

 Note that this is an analysis based on 8,190 wards in England and Wales which could be matched 
to an ONS code to allow for analysis against census data. 
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people, students and private renters.16 These demographics are also associated with 
non-registration.17 

The results from the confirmation dry-run have confirmed the correlation between 
these characteristics and lower match rates. Table 10 lists the demographic 
variables which we assessed. The variables we analysed are those which we know 
from our previous research affect registration rate. We also selected variables which 
could have affected the effectiveness of the matching algorithm. 

It is important to note the limitations of the analysis. Since it uses ward-level data, 
rather than the demographics of the individuals actually on the registers, all 
relationships will be approximations at best. Moreover, our previous research has 
shown that particular groups are often under-represented on the registers. There is 
no way of controlling for this, so our analysis may under-or-over-state the 
relationship between demographic variables and match rates. 

In addition, correlation does not prove causation and many of the demographic 
variables overlap.  

Finally, unfortunately the analysis does not include Scotland as ward-level census 
data was not available. We intend to re-run this analysis when the Scottish data 
becomes available and will update this paper at that point. 

Young adults (age 20-29) 
Figure 4 shows the positive correlation we found between the percentage of young 
adults in an areas and a high red match rate: wards with a higher proportion of 
people in the 20-29 age band are more likely to return a higher percentage of red 
matches.18 

                                            
16

 The Electoral Commission, Data matching pilot: confirmation process evaluation report (April 2013). 
17

 The Electoral Commission, Great Britainôs electoral registers 2011 (December 2011). 
18

 The linear correlation analysis returned an r
2
 value greater than 0.67 which we take as evidence of 

a strong correlation between the variables. 
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Table 7 presents the match results for all wards with a population composed of 50% 
or more of 20-29 year olds.  With the exception of Deiniol, Gwynedd, these wards 
have a green match rate below 50% (the average is 28.5%) and as low as 0.1%. The 
average red match rate for these wards is 67.7%. 

Table 7: Match rates for wards with 50% or more 20-29 year old residents  

Local Authority Ward 20-29 
year olds  

Green 
match 

Red 
match 

Leeds Headingley 65.4% 25.5% 70.8% 

Cardiff Cathays 63.8% 24.1% 72.2% 

Oxford Holywell 62.3% 7.5% 91.3% 

Ceredigion Aberystwyth-
canol/central 

60.5% 18.5% 74.0% 

Nottingham Dunkirk and Lenton 60.3% 35.3% 63.0% 

Newcastle upon Tyne North Jesmond 58.6% 33.9% 62.8% 

Manchester City centre 56.1% 25.0% 71.8% 

Oxford Carfax 54.9% 17.6% 80.3% 

Manchester Withington 54.7% 39.1% 57.5% 

Liverpool Central 54.5% 23.5% 73.8% 

Newcastle upon Tyne South Jesmond 54.5% 33.8% 61.6% 

Gwynedd Deiniol 54.1% 55.6% 41.4% 

Sheffield Broomhill 53% 37.5% 59.7% 

Lancaster University 52.6% 0.1% 96.5% 

Newcastle-under-
Lyme 

Keele 52.4% 15.7% 82.6% 

Gwynedd Menai (Bangor) 52.1% 48.2% 47.0% 

Leeds Hyde Park & 
Woodhouse 

51.4% 35.5% 60.2% 

R² = 0.6716
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Figure 4: Correlation analysis young adults (age 20-29) 
and red matches.
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Plymouth Drake 50.8% 36.2% 52.1% 

 

Private renters 
Those who rent their home from a private landlord also appear to be less likely to be 
confirmed, as wards with a high presence of individuals living in privately rented 
accommodation returned a higher rate of red matched. 

Figure X shows the correlation between red matches and the proportion of private 
renters in a ward.  

 

Table x lists all wards where private renters make up 55% or more of all residents. 
The average of red matches for these wards is 51.5%, the highest being 74% 
(Aberystwyth-canol/central). The average green match rate is 40% but one ward, 
Cliftonville West in Thanet, had a green match rate of 65%. 

Table 8: Match rates for wards with 55% or more privately renting residents  

Local Authority Ward Name Private 
renters 

Green 
match 

Red 
match 

Ceredigion Aberystwyth-
canol/central 

70.8% 18.5% 74.0% 

Cardiff Cathays 68.8% 24.1% 72.2% 

Leeds Headingley 67.2% 25.5% 70.8% 

Manchester City centre 64.9% 25.0% 71.8% 

Liverpool Central 63% 23.5% 73.8% 

Bournemouth Boscombe west 61.5% 49.6% 39.2% 

Plymouth Drake 60.7% 36.2% 52.1% 

Richmondshire Hipswell 59.2% 64.8% 33.4% 

Hastings Central St  Leonards 58.5% 42.0% 38.5% 

R² = 0.6185
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Figure 5: Correlation analysis private renters and red 
matches.
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Gwynedd Menai (bangor) 58.1% 48.2% 47.0% 

Brighton & Hove Regency 58% 36.1% 44.1% 

Shepway Folkestone Harvey 
Central 

57.7% 52.1% 35.4% 

Brighton & Hove Brunswick & Adelaide 57.6% 31.0% 43.3% 

Kingston upon Hull Newland Ward 57.2% 48.6% 48.6% 

Gwynedd Deiniol 57.1% 55.6% 41.4% 

Leicester Westcotes 57.1% 46.6% 49.3% 

Newcastle upon Tyne North Jesmond 56.9% 33.9% 62.8% 

Thanet Cliftonville West 56.3% 65.0% 26.2% 

Sheffield Central 55.9% 34.9% 62.1% 

Leicester Castle 55.5% 32.7% 63.2% 

Westminster Bryanston and Dorset 
Square 

55.5% 39.7% 47.3% 

Westminster Lancaster Gate 55.2% 35.9% 46.3% 

Cardiff Plasnewydd 55.1% 42.5% 49.2% 

Nottingham Dunkirk and Lenton 55.1% 35.3% 63.0% 

Hastings Castle 55% 54.1% 31.4% 

Students 
The analysis shows a positive correlation between the proportion of students in the 
population and the percentage of red matches. This means that wards with a high 
presence of students returned a higher percentage of red matches. 

 

Table 9 presents the wards with a student population of 50% of more and the related 
RAG results. None of these wards returned a green match rate higher than 50% 
(average 26%) while the average red match rate is 71.9%. 


