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Summary

This investigation shows that there is neglibable under-registration or over-registration between different wards in Sheffield. The number of electors listed on the electoral register in all but three wards in Sheffield is sufficiently close to an proxy for the total population in each ward, and is sufficient accurate to make electorate figures sufficiently suitable for ward redistrubuting.

There are three wards where the actual number of electors diverges from the theoretically correct number - Central, Fulwood and Ecclesall – which is likely to be related to high UK student populations in those areas.

The fear of under-registration in areas where there has traditionally been concern of under-registration – such as deprived areas or areas with high ethnic or cultural minority populations – is considerably unfounded.

Report

Sheffield City Council is going through a ward boundary review to rectify population anomolies that have built up since the current wards were put into effect in 2004. Central Ward has an electorate 45% above electoral parity, Burngreave Ward is 11% over parity and Darnall Ward is 10% over parity.

At the initial evidence gathering session run by the City Council on 11th July 2013, one respondant expressed concern at wards having to have electoral parity rather that population parity.

In a representative democracy, elected representatives must represent as near to equal number of people who can hold them to account – that is, electors, those who have the power to vote the representative in or out. The electorate is - by and large - the adult population, and – by and large – the adult population is a fairly consistant fraction of the population as a whole.

However, the respondant expressed a concern that certain areas of the city may have fewer adults actually registering to vote than other areas, so causing the electoral register – on which electoral parity must be founded – to make it appear that some areas have a smaller elegible population that other areas.

In my experience as an election campaigner and data coordinator I have seen the accuracy of Sheffield’s electoral register become a lot more accurate than it was in the past – particularly with the replacement of the computer system and the introduction to monthly rolling updates in the early-to-mid 2000s.

This report investigates population and electorate figures to see how close the electorate figures may be to their theoretical correct figures.

Process

To be on the electoral register a person must be an adult eligible to vote in elections. Eligible local electors are EU (including UK) and Commonwealth citizens. To try and find the theoretical population I have taken figures from the 2011 Census to get the age profile and passports held for the population in Sheffield’s wards. This is compared to the actual electorate.

	Possible electoral under/over registration in Sheffield
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	2011 Census Adult Population Eligible to vote
	2013
	

	 
	
	Registered Electorate
	Electorate per Adult
	Difference From City Average
	

	Ward
	
	
	
	
	

	Arbourthorne
	14,483
	13508
	93.27%
	-3.87%
	

	Beauchief and Greenhill
	14,634
	13867
	94.76%
	-2.38%
	

	Beighton
	14,226
	13385
	94.09%
	-3.05%
	

	Birley
	13,336
	13030
	97.70%
	0.56%
	

	Broomhill
	14,228
	13311
	93.55%
	-3.59%
	

	Burngreave
	17,348
	16055
	92.55%
	-4.59%
	

	Central
	24,150
	20855
	86.36%
	-10.79%
	

	Crookes
	14,342
	14099
	98.30%
	1.16%
	

	Darnall
	15,811
	16000
	101.19%
	4.05%
	

	Dore and Totley
	13,333
	13615
	102.12%
	4.97%
	

	East Ecclesfield
	14,734
	14573
	98.91%
	1.77%
	

	Ecclesall
	14,125
	14994
	106.15%
	9.01%
	

	Firth Park
	14,712
	14498
	98.54%
	1.40%
	

	Fulwood
	12,898
	14365
	111.37%
	14.23%
	

	Gleadless Valley
	16,007
	14667
	91.63%
	-5.51%
	

	Graves Park
	13,377
	13634
	101.92%
	4.78%
	

	Hillsborough
	14,449
	14103
	97.61%
	0.46%
	

	Manor Castle
	15,260
	13859
	90.82%
	-6.33%
	

	Mosborough
	13,554
	13822
	101.97%
	4.83%
	

	Nether Edge
	14,607
	13645
	93.41%
	-3.73%
	

	Richmond
	13,889
	13455
	96.87%
	-0.27%
	

	Shiregreen and Brightside
	15,018
	14721
	98.02%
	0.88%
	

	Southey
	14,406
	13882
	96.36%
	-0.78%
	

	Stannington
	14,610
	14486
	99.15%
	2.01%
	

	Stocksbridge and Upper Don
	14,662
	14711
	100.33%
	3.19%
	

	Walkley
	15,722
	14926
	94.94%
	-2.21%
	

	West Ecclesfield
	14,264
	14376
	100.79%
	3.64%
	

	Woodhouse
	13,708
	13572
	99.01%
	1.86%
	

	TOTAL
	415,895
	404014
	97.14%
	-2.86%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Major divergence from city average in bold.
	


The city as a whole appears to have a city-wide under-registration of almost 3%. This could be due to actual under-registration or flaws in the Census figures, or flaws in how the Census figures have been used to calaculate the theoretical electorate. However, we are concerned with comparing wards with other wards to see how valid actual electorate figures are for comparing wards with each other. So, each ward’s varience is compared with the whole city varience.

The table shows that, other than three wards, all wards in the city diverge only slightly from the city average. This supports the case that the electorate figures are a very close proxy for the population as a whole. Also, the electoare figures are appropiate to use for comparing wards with each other and for redistricting electors between wards to get ward electoral parity. Achieving electoral parity will also, by proxy, achieve population parity.

Three wards stand out – Central, Ecclesall and Fulwood. These three wards have significant numbers of students living there and in Central ward especially significant number of non-EU non-Commonwealth foreign students. As an example, in 2010 the universities reported that there were approximately 8,000 Chinese students in the city

The three wards are in the “south-west” geographical sector of the city, so can be dealt with in the boundary review along with the rest of the “south-west” sector without impacting on the rest of the city.

Methodology

Full tables are attached in appendices.

The Census splits the population age profile into bands of 5 years. To determine the number of adults (age 18+) in each ward I added up the numbers in the census age profiles for 20 years and older, and added two-fifths of the 15-19 profile band, representing age 18 and age 19.

To determine the number of people who (if adult) would be eleigble to vote I added up the Census passport values for:

· no passport (making the reasonable assumption that these are UK citizens)

· UK passport

· Irish passport

· Other EU passport

· British Overseas Territory

While there are Commonwealth citizens who would be eligible, the Census does not split these out from broader categories. For instance, “Canada” is subsumed within the figures for “North America”. Such more detailed figures would be available at a cost.

To determine the number of UK/Irish/EU/BOT people who are adults – and so eligible to vote – I took the fraction of adults within the population and multiplied it by the number of  UK/Irish/EU/BOT people, making the assumption that the proportion of adults in the whole population is sufficiently similar to the proportion of adults in the part of the population that may vote.

Eligible electorate = 
adult population  x   eligible population

total population

This give the theoretical total electorate – the total number of adult with a qualifying nationality.

This is then compared to the actual electorate for each ward, and for the whole city. The city as a whole has an electorate that is about 97% of the theoretical total. Each ward’s theoretical : actual ratio is then compared to this 97%, as we are concerned with whether under or over registration varies between wards. This gives the “Difference from City Average” figure that shows 

